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1. Introduction 

[1] The Conseil scolaire francophone de la Colombie-Britannique (the “CSF”) 

submits this report to the Ministry of Education (the “Ministry”) to assist with the 

Ministry’s ongoing K-12 Public Education Funding Allocation System Review.  

[2] The Ministry’s current Funding Allocation System does not respond to the unique 

operational needs of the CSF, which is the only school board mandated to provide 

French-first language instruction to communities across the province. Successive 

governments have recognized the CSF’s uniqueness such that some adjustments have 

been made to the Funding Allocation System formulae as applied to the CSF. However, 

the CSF-specific adjustments apply general increases to the CSF’s operating funding as 

otherwise determined by the standard formulae and are therefore not flexible enough to 

address the CSF’s actual needs. 

[3] The CSF understands that a six-member independent review panel has been 

established to assist the Ministry to “provide equitable and predictable funding to boards 

of education”.1 According to the Ministry’s press release on this subject, “[a] new 

funding model should also look to better support vulnerable students, including children 

in care, children with special needs and Indigenous students, as well as rural and remote 

school districts, and those with fast-growing student populations.”2  

[4] The CSF further understands that the independent review panel will consult with 

key education stakeholders, including reviewing written stakeholder submissions,3 

throughout the spring of 2018, and that its work will be guided by the following criteria: 

a. Responsive – allocate available resources among boards of education in 

consideration of unique local and provincial operational requirements; 

b. Equitable – facilitate access to comparable levels of education services 

and opportunities for individual students throughout the province;  

c. Stable and Predictable – support strategic, multi-year planning for 

educational programming and school district operations;  

d. Flexible – Respect the autonomy of, and not unnecessarily restrict, 

individual boards of education in the spending of their funding allocations 

to further student success;  

                                            
1 Ministry of Education Information Bulletin, Finding a better way to support school districts, student 
success, March 1, 2018, available online: https://archive.news.gov.bc.ca/releases/news_releases_2017-

2021/2018EDUC0004-000306.htm. See also the Terms of Reference, Independent Review Panel for the K-

12 Public Education Funding Allocation System Review, February 14, 2018 – August 31, 2018 

[Independent Review Panel Terms of Reference], available online: 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/education/administration/resource-management/k12funding/funding-

model-review/funding-model-review-independent-terms-of-reference.pdf.  
2 Ministry of Education Information Bulletin, Finding a better way to support school districts, student 

success, March 1, 2018. 
3 Independent Review Panel Terms of Reference, p 2.  
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e. Transparent – calculate funding using a clear and transparent 

methodology; and 

f. Accountable – allocate resources to boards of education in the most 

efficient manner and ensure that resources provided are being utilized as 

intended.4 

[5] Thus, the purpose of this report is to assist the Ministry and the independent 

review panel in understanding the CSF’s unique operational needs to ensure that changes 

to the Funding Allocation System will respond to those needs and ultimately result in 

stable and predictable funding to support the CSF in fulfilling its mandate.   

2. The CSF’s unique characteristics: a backdrop to its funding needs 

[6] The CSF is unique from other school districts operating in British Columbia in its 

purpose, structure, and financial needs. The CSF is mandated to provide French-first 

language instruction to select eligible students throughout the province. In order to fulfill 

its linguistic and cultural mandate province-wide, the CSF has funding needs that are 

different from other school districts in British Columbia, which unique needs have been 

recognized by successive governments and by the courts.   

2.1 The CSF’s unique purpose  

[7] The CSF is British Columbia’s only province-wide school district, and the only 

school district that offers the French-first language elementary and secondary education 

guaranteed in British Columbia by s. 23 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms 

(the “Charter”). The CSF offers that education to eligible students in communities where 

the number of such students warrants that instruction. 

[8] The particular purpose of French-first language instruction (in addition to the 

basic educational purpose shared by all school districts) is to transmit the French 

language and culture to future generations and to protect against assimilation in an 

environment that is predominantly English-speaking. French-first language schools are 

guaranteed by the Charter in British Columbia because for minority language 

communities, schools are a primary instrument of linguistic and cultural transmission. 

Although many English-language schools also provide social gathering space, French-

first language schools throughout British Columbia not only serve as community centres, 

but are the most vital (and often only) institution favouring the survival of the French-

speaking minority in any given area. 

[9] It is also important to distinguish the CSF’s French-first language programming 

from French immersion programming, which is offered by some English-language school 

                                            
4 Ministry of Education Information Bulletin, Finding a better way to support school districts, student 

success, March 1, 2018. 
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districts in British Columbia. A French-first language program is designed to help 

transfer the French language and culture to students so that they become and remain a 

part of that community, despite the dominance of English in everyday life. On the other 

hand, a French immersion program is designed for English speakers in an English-

language majority school environment and teaches French as a second or third language.  

2.2 The CSF’s unique provincial structure  

[10] A further particularity of the CSF is that it is the only school district in British 

Columbia that is structured to serve various communities, both urban and rural, 

throughout the province. That is, the CSF’s service areas are not constrained to any 

particular region or municipality as is the case with most English-language school 

districts; the CSF’s territory is the entire province.  

[11] The CSF’s province-wide structure, combined with the fact that it serves select 

eligible students, means that its student population is widely dispersed throughout the 

province. This is true even where the CSF operates a school serving an urban community, 

such as in Vancouver or Victoria. The CSF’s urban catchment areas are very large and 

students attending these CSF schools are scattered throughout the catchment area, giving 

these urban catchment areas the hallmark characteristics of rural communities. Thus, 

students attending CSF schools, whether rural or urban, often have much longer 

commuting times than their English-language school counterparts. 

[12] The maps attached as Appendix “A” illustrate some of the CSF’s catchment 

areas as they existed in the 2012/13 school year (maps of the catchments areas in 

Vancouver, Coquitlam, Sechelt, Nelson, and Victoria are provided as examples). These 

maps illustrate the dispersed nature of the CSF’s student populations in both rural and 

urban communities.5 

2.3 The CSF’s unique funding needs arising from its constitutional purpose 

and province-wide structure 

[13] As a result of its unique constitutional mandate and its province-wide structure, 

the CSF has different funding needs than other school districts in British Columbia. 

These unique funding needs have been recognized by successive governments and by the 

courts. 

[14] First, the CSF incurs additional operating costs in order to implement the 

programs necessary to uphold the Province and CSF’s constitutional obligations, 

including professional, educational, and cultural and linguistic programs. The CSF also 

                                            
5 These maps were created using data from the 2012/13 school year and thus do not reflect the home 

addresses of the CSF’s entire current student body. The maps also do not reflect some recent changes to the 

CSF’s catchment areas (for example, the opening of two annex schools in Vancouver).  
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incurs additional expenses in order to ensure its schools are accessible. For example, the 

CSF must provide transportation services to its dispersed population, including in urban 

areas where students attending English-language schools may be able to walk.  

[15] Second, the CSF also serves communities across the province with differing 

needs. While English-language school districts differ from one another in part because 

they serve different types of communities (for example, rural versus urban communities), 

the CSF, as one school district, must be able to accommodate the needs of different 

communities. 

[16] The Ministry’s recently released Draft British Columbia Rural Education Report 

2017 (the “Rural Education Report”) acknowledges the unique needs of rural school 

districts, including with regards to transportation, staff recruitment and retention, 

accessibility to comparable educational programming and extracurricular programs, and 

funding approaches.6 The report finds that “[a]lthough the current funding model 

provides supplements for rural school districts, funding based primarily on enrolment 

does not reflect the higher costs of delivering comparable programs and services in low 

enrolment and remote environments”, and recommends that the Ministry “[c]ontinue to 

provide targeted funding outside of regular operating grants to address unique rural 

issues, such as transportation and housing.”7 

[17] The Rural Education Report then goes on to recommend that the Ministry 

undertake a comprehensive review of the Funding Allocation System to better reflect the 

operational and educational realities of operating schools in rural and remote 

communities.8 Now that the Ministry is undertaking such a review, it is important to also 

account for the uniqueness of the CSF, which serves rural communities throughout the 

province, as well as dispersed populations (the hallmark of a rural community) within 

urban settings. 

3. How the Ministry’s Funding Allocation System currently attempts to address the 

unique needs of the CSF  

[18] Despite being unique from all other school districts, the Ministry has determined 

that the CSF is to be funded in the same way as all other school districts, that is, by way 

of the Funding Allocation System. The CSF receives enrolment-based funding: a base-

per student funding amount, determined annually by the Ministry, that is multiplied by 

the actual number of students enrolled at the CSF’s schools. The CSF’s operating funding 

is also supplemented by certain of the Ministry’s established supplementary funding 

                                            
6 Draft British Columbia Rural Education Report 2017, prepared by Linda Larsen, Parliamentary Secretary 

for Rural Education, available online: http://s3.documentcloud.org/documents/4411779/Draft-Rural-

Education-Report-2017.pdf [Rural Education Report], pp 6, 11. 
7 Rural Education Report, p 10. 
8 Rural Education Report, p 10. 
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grants, as they pertain to the CSF pursuant to the Ministry’s Operating Manual. The chart 

attached as Appendix “B” summarizes the Operating Grant Allocation Formula.9 

[19] To account for some of the CSF’s unique characteristics, the Ministry has made 

some deliberate adjustments to how the Funding Allocation System formula is applied to 

the CSF. For the most part, however, the adjustments have been applied in an arbitrary 

manner across all of the CSF’s communities, such that they do not actually account for 

the CSF’s unique circumstances or the CSF’s individual community needs. 

[20] In addition to the adjustment to the CSF’s Student Location Factor (discussed in 

detail below), the CSF receives a 15% operating grant supplement, which is intended to 

address some of the unique additional costs the CSF incurs to implement programs to 

fulfill its constitutional mandate.10 Between 2004 and 2006, the CSF sought such 

additional funding from the Ministry, submitting a report in March 200611 concluding 

that the CSF would need a 25% increase to its operating funding to put the necessary 

cultural and linguistic programs in place and to make its schools accessible. After some 

consideration, in 2006, the Ministry implemented a 15% supplement instead of the 25% 

the CSF requested.12 While the 15% supplement has assisted the CSF in funding certain 

cultural and linguistic programs, it does not provide enough funding to supplement the 

CSF’s transportation costs.  

[21] The adequacy of the 15% CSF supplement has not been reviewed since being 

implemented in 2006, despite the CSF’s May 2006 Report to the Ministry proposing that 

the supplement be reviewed in 2010.13 In any event, the need for any specialized CSF 

supplement will need to be evaluated in light of any changes made to the Funding 

Allocation System following the Ministry and the independent review panel’s review.  

[22] Lastly, the Student Location Factor, which provides funding to school districts 

based on standard student enrolment and the school-age population density of 

communities within that district, is also adjusted as it applies to the CSF. The Ministry 

has recognized that the established formula for calculating each school district’s Student 

                                            
9 Overview of the 2013/2014 Operating Grant Allocation Formula (provided to the CSF by the Ministry). 

The Funding Allocation System has remained the same since 2013/14 such that, though dated 2013/14, this 

chart remains a relevant summary of the operating grant formula.  
10 See the chart at Appendix “B”, Overview of the 2013/14 Operating Grant Allocation Formula (bottom 
right hand corner).  
11 Report to the Ministry of Education entitled Funding Requirements for Minority Language Education, 

March 2006. The CSF had also submitted an earlier report to the Ministry: Funding for Francophone 

Education: Challenges Facing the Conseil Scolaire Francophone, prepared by Trillium Business Strategies 

Inc, May 2005. 
12 Letter from Emery Dosdall, Deputy Minister, Ministry of Education to Jean Watters, CEO of the Conseil 

scolaire francophone de la Colombie-Britannique, dated October 10, 2006 (Ref. 115415).  
13 Report to the Ministry of Education entitled Funding Requirements for Minority Language Education, 

March 2006, p 16. 
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Location Factor does not account for the CSF’s dispersed student population. In an 

attempt to compensate, the Ministry multiplies the Student Location Factor for the CSF 

by 5 (the “CSF factor”) to increase funding generated by that supplement. However, as is 

described in detail in the next section, the CSF factor was created as an arbitrary fix and 

thus does not account for actual individual community needs, nor does it generate enough 

funding overall to support the CSF’s transportation system. 

4. The Student Location Factor does not address the CSF’s transportation needs 

even when the CSF factor is applied 

4.1 The CSF must offer transportation services to ensure its schools are 

accessible 

[23] In order to make its schools more accessible, the CSF attracts eligible families by 

providing transportation services to its dispersed student population. Transportation free-

of-charge is essential for French-language education to flourish, as eligible families 

usually have closer options in the English-language schools.  

[24] The CSF’s transportation policy provides that transportation services are to be 

organized in such a way that school bus travel times are equivalent to the travel times of 

students attending an English-language school. Although the CSF provides transportation 

services to all students eligible under its policy, the level of service the CSF offers is 

limited by its transportation budget. Thus, the CSF’s ability to provide accessible 

education varies from community to community. 

4.2 The Student Location Factor 

[25] The Student Location Factor, introduced into the Funding Allocation System in 

March 2012, builds transportation funding into the per-student funding formula as one of 

the Unique District Factors. As described in the 2017/18 Operating Grant Manual, a 

school district’s Student Location Factor is calculated based on: (1) the Small 

Community Supplement’s community clusters; (2) the school-age population for each 

community cluster as determined based on the 2011 Census; and (3) the number of 

school-age Full Time Enrolment (“FTE”) students enrolled in standard schools from the 

previous school year, which is weighted according to the community cluster’s school-age 

population density.14 

[26] As the only Unique District Factor that accounts for the costs imposed by the 

dispersion of a school district’s population, the Student Location Factor is a particularly 

important part of the per-student funding formula for the CSF. Given the Province and 

CSF’s constitutional obligation to ensure accessibility to its schools, any funding 

                                            
14 Also see the chart at Appendix “B”, Overview of the 2013/14 Operating Grant Allocation Formula 

(bottom right hand corner).   
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allocated to the CSF for transportation funds a necessary service. Thus, to the extent that 

the CSF incurs a transportation deficit as a result of the Ministry’s Student Location 

Factor formula, it must draw from its general operating funds to make up the difference.  

[27] Indeed, the CSF is not the only school district receiving insufficient funding for 

necessary transportation services. The Rural Education Report reported that 

“[t]ransportation was discussed at every regional open house. Participants suggested that 

it is impossible to think of a rural school district operating without transportation. 

Contributors indicated that prior to the Student Transportation Fund a range of bus 

reductions or fees were considered in many rural areas. They warned that the funding did 

not offset all of the costs of transportation.”15 As is explained in the following section, the 

CSF’s own transportation supplement – the CSF factor – also does not offset the costs of 

the CSF’s necessary transportation services. 

4.3 The CSF Factor 

[28] The Student Location Factor formula, as originally established, does not account 

for the CSF’s unique circumstances. Population density plays a very significant role in 

determining the amount received under the Student Location Factor because this factor 

was designed to provide more funding to school districts with schools serving sparsely 

populated communities. In order to meet this goal, community clusters were weighted 

based on their school-age population densities, with the community cluster weight 

decreasing as school-age population density increases. 

[29] The Ministry has never calculated the population density of school-aged children 

eligible to attend a CSF school in any region or community cluster, and thus, the total 

school-age population density is used to calculate the CSF’s funding pursuant to the 

Student Location Factor. These population densities completely ignore the CSF’s 

circumstances. The Student Location Factor relies on the school-aged population density 

for certain community clusters as determined by the Census. It takes into account the 

density population of all school-aged children within a given community cluster, 

irrespective of whether they are eligible to attend a CSF school. The density of the CSF’s 

student population within any given community cluster is evidently much lower than that 

of the total population of school-aged children in that same area, as evidenced by the 

maps attached as Appendix “A”. 

[30] When the Ministry established the Student Location Factor, it conducted tests 

using the new formula to determine how school districts fared as compared to the funding 

generated by the former “Supplement for Transportation and Housing”, which funded 

transportation based on actual costs. At that point, it became apparent to the Ministry that 

                                            
15 Rural Education Report, p 41. 
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the CSF would receive comparatively less under the Student Location Factor than it had 

previously received under the Supplement for Transportation and Housing, the latter 

having reflected the actual cost of the CSF’s transportation system in 2001/02 (before the 

Ministry froze the Supplement for Transportation and Housing).  

[31] To address the discrepancy between the funding the CSF had received under the 

Supplement for Transportation and Housing in 2001/02 and the decreased levels of 

funding the CSF would receive under the Student Location Factor, the Ministry 

determined that multiplying the CSF’s Student Location Factor supplement by 5 (the CSF 

factor) would close the gap. The Ministry continues to multiply the Student Location 

Factor by 5 for the CSF, but the CSF’s transportation system has grown significantly (as 

its student population has grown), and this adjustment does not close the gap between 

what the Student Location Factor formula generates before the CSF factor is applied, on 

the one hand, and the CSF’s actual transportation costs, on the other. Thus, even when 

adjusted with the CSF factor, the Student Location Factor does not adequately address the 

transportation funding needs of the CSF, leaving the CSF to supplement its transportation 

funding by drawing from other aspects of is operating funding.  

4.4 The Student Location Factor formula generates distorted funding results 

for the CSF’s communities and the CSF Factor does not offset the CSF’s 

overall transportation costs  

[32] Because the Ministry relies on the total population densities of school-aged 

children to calculate the Student Location Factor for each CSF community, the individual 

results for each community are distorted as compared to what the CSF actually spends on 

transportation. That is, the Student Location Factor does not generate transportation 

funding for each of the CSF’s communities that reflects those communities’ actual 

transportation costs.   

[33] Attached as Appendix “C” to this report is a table listing the funding the CSF 

received by community for the 2017/18 school year pursuant to the Student Location 

Factor. The Student Location Factor amounts included in the table have already been 

adjusted using the CSF factor. The table also lists the CSF’s budgeted transportation costs 

by community. Thus, Appendix “C” illustrates the gap that exists between the CSF’s 

actual transportation costs and the funding it receives pursuant to the Student Location 

Factor to address those costs.  

[34] As an example of the distorted results generated by the Student Location Factor, 

consider the difference in funding received for Vancouver and Sechelt, as compared to 

the actual costs of providing transportation services in those communities. 
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[35] In Vancouver, there are 856 elementary students enrolled at the CSF’s four 

elementary schools (École Anne-Hébert and its annex at the Vancouver School Board’s 

former Chief Maquinna16 and École élémentaire Rose-des-vents and its annex at the 

Vancouver School Board’s former Henderson Annex).17 The CSF provides transportation 

services to most of its elementary students in Vancouver because, as the maps at 

Appendix “A” illustrate, the students’ homes are dispersed throughout the large 

catchment areas. 

[36] Because the Student Location Factor for the CSF’s schools in Vancouver is 

calculated using the total population density of school-age children living in Vancouver, 

the formula does not account for the CSF’s dispersed student population. Even when 

multiplied by the CSF factor, the Student Location Factor only generates $44,298 for 

transportation services for elementary students attending CSF schools in Vancouver.18 

Meanwhile, for the 2017/18 school year, the CSF has budgeted (and is on track to spend) 

$1,365,66019 for those services. 

[37] Conversely, for Sechelt, where the CSF operates one school with 67 elementary 

students, the Student Location Factor generates twice as much transportation funding as 

for Vancouver; the CSF received $86,681 pursuant to the Student Location Factor for 

Sechelt in 2017/18. Meanwhile, the CSF has budgeted (and is on track to spend) $62,963 

in transportation for elementary students in Sechelt.  

[38] The disparity between what the Student Location Factor formula generates for 

Vancouver versus Sechelt is just one example of how the formula does not work for the 

CSF. The formula generates more funding for many other smaller school communities 

than it does for Vancouver – see, for example, the results at Appendix “C” at the 

elementary level for Prince George ($119,025), Powell River ($137,138), and Penticton 

($173,363). The CSF has far fewer students and thus far fewer bus routes in all of these 

communities than it does in Vancouver. 

[39] There are some communities where the Student Location Factor formula 

generates more transportation funding than is actually spent on transportation services. 

Sechelt is an example, and as shown on Appendix “C”, there are other smaller 

communities where this is the case. However, these margins are slight, and do not make 

                                            
16 For the location of this school, see number 8 on the map at page 2 of Appendix “A”. The CSF began 
leasing this school this year (2017/18) in order to accommodate overlow at École Anne-Hébert.  
17 For the location of this school, see number 22 on the map at page 2 of Appendix “A”. The CSF began 

leasing this school this year (2017/18) in order to accommodate overflow at École Rose-des-vents. 
18 See Appendix “C”.  
19 The table at Appendix “C” shows a total budget of $1,609,226 for transportation in Vancouver. 

$243,566 of that budget is for the CSF’s secondary students in Vancouver attending École Jules-Verne. As 

an additional point, the Student Location Factor generates $203,227 in transportation funding for 314 

secondary students in Vancouver (attending École Jules-Verne), much more than the $44,298 it generates 

for the CSF’s 856 elementary students in Vancouver. 
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up for the communities where the CSF receives considerably less than what it spends (in 

Vancouver alone the CSF is underfunded $1,361,701). Indeed, the CSF has an overall 

transportation deficit of $3,317,982 for the 2017/18 school year.20 

[40] It is important to note that beginning in 2004, before the CSF’s 15% supplement 

was implemented, the CSF made a number of difficult changes to its transportation 

system in order to decrease expenditures. For example, the CSF amended its 

transportation policy to replace its door-to-door transportation services with a group pick-

up point system, which reduced the distance and bus time of the CSF’s bus routes. The 

CSF also replaced a number of small buses with large buses to accommodate more 

students on fewer routes and to alleviate some of the pressure of increasing enrolment on 

the CSF’s frozen transportation budget. Lastly, the CSF introduced a competitive bidding 

process to contract its bus services. The effect of these changes was to make the CSF’s 

transportation system as efficient as possible. 

[41] Thus, while the Ministry has nominally attempted to adjust the Student Location 

Factor to fit the CSF’s needs, the application of a blanket increase across the CSF’s 

communities fails to account for those individual communities’ transportation needs, and 

fails to generate enough transportation funding for the CSF overall. A new funding model 

must better account for the CSF’s uniqueness. Most importantly with regards to 

transportation funding, a new model must account for the CSF’s dispersed population, 

even in urban areas of the province. A model that funded actual transportation costs, like 

the former Supplement for Transportation and Housing Supplement, would provide 

responsive transportation funding that is stable and predictable. Indeed, as mentioned 

above, the Rural Education Report recommended that the Ministry continue to provide 

targeted funding for transportation and housing.21 

5. The Ministry’s current Funding Allocation System does not provide the CSF 

with funds for start-up schools  

[42] In accordance with the CSF’s mandate to provide programs where numbers 

warrant and where eligible parents request access to French-first language education, 22 

the CSF’s programs continue to grow across the province, including with the opening of 

new schools. The CSF continues to open new schools in communities where it already 

operates schools (for example, the CSF opened two annex schools in Vancouver for the 

2017/18 school year), as well as in new communities where French-first language 

                                            
20 This report uses the 2017/18 school year as the most recent example of the CSF’s transportation deficit, 

but the Student Location Factor (including the CSF Factor) has failed to generate enough funding to 

support the CSF’s transportation system since being introduced. Thus, the CSF’s transportation system has 

been chronically underfunded. 
21 Rural Educatoin Report, p 10.  
22 Pursuant to section 23 of the Charter and according to the School Act, RSBC 1996 c 412.  
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education did not previously exist (for example, the CSF opened a school in Fernie for 

the 2013/14 school year and in Revelstoke for the 2012/13 school year). 

[43] Many of the CSF’s existing programs have started with few students and grown 

quickly. For example, at the request of eligible parents, the CSF opened a program in 

Kamloops in 2001/02 with enrolment of 12 students. This year (2017/18), 84 students are 

enrolled in that program. Similarly, at the request of eligible parents, the CSF opened a 

program in Nelson in 2006/07 with enrolment of 8 students. This year (2017/18), 85 

students are enrolled in that program. Small starter programs such as these usually begin 

operating within a facility shared with an English-language school, or in a small rented 

space, and expand as needed. 

[44] In either case – whether the CSF opens a new school in an existing CSF 

community or whether it opens a program in a new community – there are costs 

associated with a starter program that are not accounted for by the Ministry’s current 

Funding Allocation System. None of the supplements are intended to assist school 

districts in establishing new programs, and the base per-student funding formula does not 

generate enough money to even cover general operating costs such as teacher salaries and 

transportation services. Similarly, where the CSF opens an annex to alleviate 

overcrowding at another school, the Funding Allocation System does not account for the 

associated increased operational expenses. Such specialized funding does not exist 

primarily because other school districts are not mandated to establish new programs in 

the same way as the CSF. While the CSF receives a unique 15% supplement, this funding 

is not intended to fund start-up schools, nor does it provide adequate funding to do so. 

[45] It is important that the CSF receive adequate operating funding to allow new 

schools to grow, as this takes time, especially in smaller communities. On the other hand, 

the CSF does not expect to continue to invest money in a program that is not successful 

once given a legitimate chance. In determining what makes educational sense in terms of 

the CSF’s starter programs, the Province and CSF’s constitutional obligation must be a 

primary consideration. The CSF’s starter programs must be given a chance to take hold in 

a community, with adequate support through operating funding, as the CSF’s schools are 

the only option for French-first language education in British Columbia.  

6. The current Funding Allocation System does not include funding to incentivize 

teachers to work at CSF schools 

[46] Rural school districts have highlighted recruiting and retaining qualified staff for 

educational, administrative, and operational positions as one of their greatest 

challenges.23 The CSF faces similar challenges, exacerbated by the facts that it operates 

rural schools across the Province, its staff must speak French, and it must compete 

                                            
23 Rural Education Report, p 10.  
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against urban school districts offering positions to French-speakers for their French-

immersion programs. 

[47] In response to the Rural Education Report’s finding that rural school districts are 

struggling with recruiting and retaining staff, Parliamentary Secretary Larson (author of 

the Rural Education Report) and the Minister of Education (the “Minister”) determined 

that immediate assistance was needed.24 The Minister created a one-time $1.5 million 

Rural and Remote Workforce Sustainability Fund (RRWSF) to help address the 

recruitment and retention priority in rural communities. An additional half million dollars 

has been provided to the British Columbia Public School Employers’ Association to 

provide centrally-coordinated recruitment supports to rural school districts.25 

[48] The federal government has also pledged to provide funding to address the 

recruitment and retention of teachers who teach French as a second language. This means 

federal funding supplements will be provided for English-language school districts to 

attract French immersion teachers. These federal funds would not provide funding to the 

CSF for recruiting and retaining teachers who teach French-first language education. 

Thus, it is important that the CSF’s needs be addressed through the provincial operating 

budget. 

[49] It is important that school districts be able to respond to salary changes – whether 

negotiated into collective agreements or needed on an individualized basis to recruit and 

retain specialized staff – through their operating budget. For example, the CSF’s 

difficulties in recruiting staff are not only due to the fact it operates schools in rural 

communities, but also because it needs to attract French-speaking teachers and other staff 

who also have the option of teaching at French immersion schools in more desirable 

communities (i.e. urban centers). The CSF requires flexibility in its operating budget to 

enable it to incentivize teachers and other staff to work at its schools.  

7. The current Funding Allocation System does not provide adequate special 

education funding  

[50] Many rural school districts have complained that lack of access to specialist 

services, long travel times, and high costs in rural schools and communities are 

contributing to long wait times for special needs assessments and, therefore, delays in 

receiving services.26 Again, these problems are exacerbated for the CSF because it serves 

several rural communities across the province, and because it must offer special needs 

assessments in French. 

                                            
24 Rural Education Report, p 12. 
25 Rural Education Report, p 12. 
26 Rural Education Report, pp 8, 35.  
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[51] The Rural Education Report also raised the need for funding to support English as 

a Second Language programming.27 Again, the need for specialized language training is 

exacerbated for the CSF. Its schools must offer Francization programs to transition some 

students into French-first education (some students come from an English-speaking home 

and need extra attention to bring their French up to speed) as well as to ensure that 

students’ English-language skills are strong.  

[52] It is important that the Funding Allocation System respond to the province-wide 

need for greater funding for special education, but that it also be able to respond to school 

districts’ unique needs – including the CSF – to ensure that comparable special education 

services can be provided across the province.  

8. The Funding Allocation System must account for inflation  

[53] The current Funding Allocation System does not account for inflation. Set rates of 

funding like the per-student base amount is not adjusted annually based on inflation. 

Therefore, school districts are actually losing per-student funding at the rate of inflation. 

Any changes to the Funding Allocation System should account for an inflation 

adjustment to ensure that school districts can continue to offer at least the same level of 

services from one year to the next. 

9. The Funding Allocation System should remain untargeted unless funding is 

provided based on actual expenditures 

[54] As the Ministry’s Operating Grants Manual explain, almost all operating funding 

provided by the Ministry is untargeted.28 This means that school districts have autonomy 

in deciding how operating funds are spent, regardless of the particular supplement that 

generated the funding. The exception is funding provided for Aboriginal Education, 

which is fixed.29 

[55] The CSF understands why Aboriginal Education funding is fixed, and does not 

suggest that any changes be made to that funding supplement. However, the fact that all 

other funding is provided untargeted gives school districts flexibility to address their 

individual needs, which is one of the guiding principles of the independent review panel’s 

mandate.30 It is important to recognize the unique operating funding needs of individual 

school districts, particularly the CSF because of its unique mandate and its province-wide 

structure. 

                                            
27 Rural Education Report, p 28. 
28 Operating Grants Manual, March 2017. 
29 Operating Grants Manual, March 2017, Tables 4a and b. 
30 Ministry of Education Information Bulletin, Finding a better way to support school districts, student 

success, March 1, 2018. 
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[56] Thus, the CSF requests that the Funding Allocation System continue to provide 

untargeted funding, with the exception of the Aboriginal Education Supplement, unless 

the Funding Allocation System is amended so as to provide funding based on actual 

expenditures. 

10. Conclusion 

[57] Thank you for considering the CSF’s submissions to assist the Ministry and the 

independent review panel’s review of the Ministry’s Funding Allocation System. Any 

further questions regarding the CSF’s submission should be directed to Sylvain Allison, 

Secretary Treasurer, at sallison@csf.bc.ca or 604-214-2606.  

[58] The CSF looks forward to an amended Funding Allocation System that provides 

stable and predictable funding that meets the CSF’s unique needs. 

mailto:sallison@csf.bc.ca
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Supplemental Funding  

Unique Student 
Additional per student funding to address uniqueness of district enrolment and 

support additional programming 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Unique District 
Additional funding to address uniqueness of district factors 

 
Low 
Enrolment: 
for districts 
with low 
total 
enrolment 

Rural Factor: 
located some 
distance from 
Vancouver and 
the nearest 
large regional 
population 
centre 

Climate Factor: 
operate schools 
in colder/ warmer 
climates 
additional heating 
or cooling 
requirements 

Sparseness 
Factor: 
operate 
schools that 
are spread 
over a wide 
geographic 
area 

Small 
Community: 
for small 
schools 
located a 
distance away 
from the next 
nearest school 

Salary Differential:  
Funding to districts that have higher average educator salaries 

Level 1 Special Needs: 
$36,600 per student 

Level 2 Special Needs: 
$18,300 per student 

Level 3 Special Needs: 
$9,200 per student 

English/French 
Language Learning: 
$1,340 per student 

Aboriginal Education: 
$1,160 per student 

Adult Education: 
$4,430 per FTE 

Funding Protection / Enrolment Decline 
Enrolment Decline: funding to 
districts experiencing enrolment 
decline of at least 1% when compared 
to the previous year 

Funding Protection: funding to 
ensure that no district experiences a 
decline in operating grants greater than 
1.5% when compared to the previous 
September 

Overview of the 2013/14 Operating Grant Allocation Formula 

Basic Allocation 
Common per student amount for every FTE student enrolled by school type 

 Standard School:  
$6,900 per school age FTE 

Continuing Education: 
 $6,900 per school age FTE 

Alternate School: 
 $6,900 per school age FTE 

Distributed Learning: 
 $5,851 per school age FTE 

79% 
allocated 
through the 
Basic 
Allocation 

12% 
allocated to 
recognize 
unique 
student 
enrolment 

8% 
allocated to 
recognize 
unique 
district 
factors 

1% 
allocated to 
buffer the 
effects of 
declining 
enrolment 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$4,595,123,306 

$1
4,
58

3,
84
2 

$3
1,
20

7,
92
2 

$1
8,
59

6,
05
3 

September count Summer count February count May count

CSF Supplement – district receives a 15% funding premium on allocated funding 

All Funding information estimated for the 2013/14 School Year 

Allocation of the total Operating Block and Enrolment counts 
(2013/14 estimated as at March 2013) 

Funding Adjustments: 
• Districts’ preliminary allocations are adjusted after each of the enrolment counts; 

September 30th, February and May; 

• District preliminary allocation will increase if actual enrolment is higher than district 
estimated enrolment; and consequently decline if actual enrolment is lower than district 
estimated enrolment; 

• Funding Protection is calculated at the September enrolment count only – this 
supplemental grant is calculated last and ensures that districts do not experience a 
funding decline of greater than 1.5% compared to the previous year for the September 
count; 

• The “Holdback” is used as a contingency to fund districts for enrolment greater than the 
district estimated enrolment and preliminary allocation.  Holdback not required for this 
purpose becomes available for allocation to all districts; 

• The full operating block, including holdback, must be allocated to districts by June 30 of 
the current school year; 

• Funding is disbursed in a “just in time” manner to closely match district cash needs. 

 

$59.6 million Holdback 

Provincial 
Totals 

Student Location Factor: based on 
population density of school communities 

Supplemental Student Location: Level 
1 and 2 special needs enrolment

Vulnerable Students: in addition to CommunityLINK 

Appendix "B"




	CSFCB Submissions re the Ministry's K-12 Public Education Funding Allocation System Review - March 2018
	CSF Appendix A
	CSF Appendix B
	CSF Appendix C



