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Executive Summary

When a part-time student enrolls in just one

course in a British Columbia public high

school, the Ministry of Education provides a “Ba-

sic Allocation” operating grant of $3,339 to that

school’s district. The grant is provided even if the

student rarely attends the class and subsequently

drops or fails the course. That is a great deal of

money to spend with so uncertain a return. It is es-

pecially generous given that the enrollment of a

full-time student taking 8 courses attracts only 60

percent more grant dollars—just $5,343.

Analysis of data provided by the Ministry of Edu-

cation suggests that this disproportionately high

level of grant support for part-time students—ap-

parently unique to British Columbia—may annu-

ally provide the province’s 60 public school

districts with at least $100,000,000 more than they

would receive if, instead, the Ministry adopted

the simple, transparent, and widely-used for-

mula that funds students in direct proportion to

the number of courses they take.

There is no evidence that school districts incur

higher costs for part-time students than they do

for full-time students. Indeed, because the labour

costs associated with counseling, teaching, and

assessment are by far the largest operating costs

facing the province’s school districts, and because

these costs are directly proportional to the num-

ber of courses taken, it is likely that full-time stu-

dents represent a considerably higher cost

burden to school districts than do part-time stu-

dents.

Further, there is no evidence that the additional

funds generated by part-time students are used

effectively to ensure that these part-time students

are successful. Analysis of grade 12-level provin-

cial examination results and graduation rates

suggests that student success is more likely when

students take more courses each year rather than

fewer.

While BC’s funding formula is apparently not jus-

tified either by school district costs or student re-

sults, the perverse incentives that this bizarre

system presents to school districts are of greatest

concern. The existing funding formula provides

the school districts with a strong financial incen-

tive to minimize the total number of courses each

of their students takes. By doing so, the school

district maximizes its revenue and minimizes its

non-discretionary costs. Excess funds are thereby

secured for other initiatives that the school dis-

trict may wish to pursue.

These perverse incentives may lead school dis-

tricts to:

• Encourage students to take an extra year to gradu-
ate. If students complete their grade 12 course

work in two years, taking just 4 courses each

year, rather than taking all 8 courses in just

one year, the school district will receive twice

the revenue related to that student while in-

curring virtually no extra cost.

• Encourage students to take the minimum number
of courses needed to graduate. Again, by encour-

aging students to take fewer courses in a

given year and, in total, over the students’ sec-

ondary school career, school districts will

maximize grants from the ministry while

minimizing costs.
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• Encourage chronic school-aged drop-outs to enroll
in one or two courses even though there is very lit-
tle likelihood that they will regularly attend class.
Mindful that a single individual enrolling in

one course generates a basic allocation grant

of $3,339, there is enormous incentive to max-

imize these high-revenue enrollments. Yet

there is no financial incentive to see that these

students actually accomplish anything as a re-

sult of their enrollment.

As these examples demonstrate, the existing

funding formula encourages school districts to

act contrary to the best interests of their students.

Indeed, the funding formula is at odds with the

ministry’s own focus on improving student re-

sults. In Spring of 2002, the ministry required ev-

ery school district to enter into an “Accountability

Contract” that publicly committed the district to

improving its students’ results. In light of this re-

newed emphasis on results, it is irresponsible for

the Ministry to maintain a funding formula that

discourages school districts from seeking the best

for their students.

While our analysis shows that some schools and

some districts seem to be relatively more effective

in ignoring these perverse incentives, the Minis-

try should immediately redesign the funding for-

mula to:

1. Provide incentives for school districts to en-

courage their students to take more rather

than fewer courses in each of their high

school years.

2. Provide incentives for school districts to en-

courage their students to attend class regu-

larly so as to maximize the likelihood that

they will successfully complete the courses

in which they enrolled.

In future, the ministry should consider additional

changes in the funding formula to provide stron-

ger incentives for school districts to encourage

and assist their students to achieve academic suc-

cess.



Introduction

Here is a math problem for all those inter-

ested in making sure that British Colum-

bia’s school system is as effective and efficient as it

can be.

Secondary School A in School District X enrolls

1,000 students, each of whom takes four courses

in the school year 2002-2003. In the same year, in

the same district, Secondary School B enrolls

1,000 students, each of whom takes a full-time

program of 8 courses in the school year. Which

school should receive the largest operating grant

from BC’s Ministry of Education?

Perhaps after giving it some thought, you de-

cided that School B should attract more funding.

After all, you reasoned, that school provided

more services. Its students took 8,000 courses

(1,000 students times 8 courses per student)

whereas at School A its students took only 4,000

courses (1,000 students times 4 courses per stu-

dent). In addition, you noted, the extra produc-

tion at School B would undoubtedly have

resulted in higher costs than those incurred at

School A. You thought that School B’s teachers’

salaries alone would likely be double those at

School A.

Your answer has been assessed. It is quite ratio-

nal, and, regrettably, quite wrong. In fact, under

the method by which British Columbia’s Ministry

of Education allocates taxpayer dollars to the

province’s 60 public school districts, even though

School B produces far more output than School A

and faces higher costs on everything from

teacher’s salaries to building maintenance, it re-

ceives exactly the same basic operating grant as

does its neighbor, School A. For the school year

2002-2003, each would receive $5,343,000. What

sense can be made of a funds allocation model

that rewards school districts for producing less

rather than more?

In 2002, the ministry required every school dis-

trict to enter into an “Accountability Contract”

that committed the district to improving student

results. While not legally binding, the pacts are a

public reminder that the ministry sees student

learning as the key responsibility of school dis-

tricts. Although the accountability contracts come

with few carrots and even fewer sticks, they are a

first step in introducing a new results-based envi-

ronment within which the province’s public

schools must work.

However, as the example above reflects, nothing

has been done to tie school district revenues—the

most direct and effective incentive for any organi-

zation—to the outputs that the ministry, parents,

and taxpayers desire: effective teaching leading

to demonstrable learning. Surely the most certain

carrot for encouraging school districts to focus on

the task of producing well-educated future citi-

zens is for funding to be tied to real student re-

sults. While this may not seem a novel idea to

many outside BC’s education establishment,

within it, it may be considered revolutionary.

More than just student results are affected by the

ministry’s perverse funds allocation system. The

above example used mythical Schools A and B in

the mythical School District X. Mythical school

districts only receive mythical money. But real

school districts receive operating grants in real

The Fraser Institute 5 The $100,000,000 Giveaway



taxpayer dollars. Because the current funds allo-

cation mechanism pays out much more for the

first few courses in which a student enrolls than it

does for additional course enrollments, BC’s tax-

payers are contributing hundreds of millions of

dollars to school district coffers while getting lit-

tle or nothing in return. The analysis presented in

this study shows that there is a gap between ser-

vices funded and services received of at least

$100,000,000 annually with respect to grade 11

and grade 12 enrollments alone. The tables in Ap-

pendix 1 provide school-by-school and dis-

trict-by-district details. Regrettably, no reliable

course enrollments or course completion data are

available for students enrolled in lower grades, so

the total annual funding provided for which no

results are achieved cannot be calculated. How-

ever, bearing in mind that the legal school-leav-

ing age is 16 years old, and that a considerable

proportion of the province’s students reach that

age before completing grade 10, all told, the

overpayment gap is likely to be considerably

higher.

British Columbia is unique

We have discovered no other jurisdiction in

North America that allocates public funds with so

little regard for the provision of effective incen-

tives to school districts to encourage them to do

what is best for their students. The BC ministry’s

funds allocation system is based on neither theo-

retical logic nor empirical evidence, and is not de-

fended in any ministry publication that we can

find. It simply defies reason to pay for services

that a school district does not intend to render.

Now, it is understandable why school districts

take advantage of this bizarre funding mecha-

nism—it can bring extra money into the district

with no extra costs attached. As any school ad-

ministrator in the public system will tell you,

there is always a use for that kind of money. What

is not understandable—and not acceptable—is

that a ministry, intent upon ensuring that the fo-

cus of the education system is on student results,

continues to use a funds allocation system that re-

wards schools that fail to convince their students

of the value of a rigorous program of study.

Now is the time for change

Soon it will be budget time in British Columbia

and the ministry will entertain demands for more

money from a variety of vested interests involved

in the K-12 education system. Until it overhauls

its funds allocation system to ensure that the

money currently provided is being effectively

spent, it should turn a deaf ear to those demands.

The $100,000,000 Giveaway 6 The Fraser Institute
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How BC Allocates Operating
Grants to its Schools

The calculation of full time

equivalent (FTE) enrollment

The bulk of the operating revenues that BC’s 60

public school districts receive is provided in an

annual grant from the province’s Ministry of Ed-

ucation. In the school year 2002-2003, for each

full-time equivalent student (FTE) enrolled in the

district, the ministry will provide an operating

grant of $5,343. This basic allocation accounts for

over 80 percent (BC Ministry of Education,

2002c) of the total provincial operating grant.

Each district may qualify for additional operat-

ing grants recognizing differences among dis-

tricts in their operating costs and the nature of

the student body.

Early in the school year, for each of the students

enrolled at the school, every school in British Co-

lumbia is required to submit a completed Form

1701 to the Ministry of Education. Along with

other information, the school must report the

number of courses that the student is taking that

count toward graduation. For students in grades

1 through 7, the number is almost certainly 8, as

there are few circumstances in which elementary

school students take a partial program. However,

for students in grades 8 through 12, these num-

bers vary widely.1

During their high school years, students have

considerable flexibility in establishing their pro-

gram and class timetable. They are offered both

4-credit courses (100 or more hours of instruction)

and shorter courses that earn 1 or 2 credits. They

may enroll in a full program—normally 32 cred-

its—or some fraction of a full program. This flexi-

bility dictates that the method of counting

enrollment take into account the differences in

student workload and therefore the differences

for funding purposes in the amount of services

each individual student receives.

Why use FTE enrollments?

A simple head count of students is not a valid ba-

sis for funds allocation because any given “head”

may represent a full-program student or a stu-

dent taking just one or two courses. Many juris-

dictions, including British Columbia, use an FTE

enrollment count instead of a head count. In most

cases, the FTE enrollment count equals the total

number of courses in which all the students have

enrolled divided by the number of courses in-

The Fraser Institute 7 The $100,000,000 Giveaway
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used to report the course enrollments report 8 courses whenever the actual number is 4 or more. For this reason, ministry

data on course enrollments is unreliable.

A course is considered completed as long as a final grade is assigned. The student may pass or fail the course.



cluded in a normal, full-time program—usually

eight. As a result, for instance, the FTE calcula-

tion counts two students each taking a half pro-

gram as one FTE. However, as noted above,

British Columbia’s funds allocation system is not

like that in most jurisdictions.

Because FTEs are used to calculate funding, and a

full FTE is worth $5,343, it is critical to understand

what guides the flow of funds. Table 1 converts

the number of courses a student takes into a per-

centage of a British Columbia FTE enrollment.

Note that the first set of FTE values applies to

school-aged, non-graduates, while, interestingly,

the second set applies to graduates and adult

non-graduate students.

Table 1 (BC Ministry of Education, 2002a) shows

the proportion of an FTE assigned to each of the

possible number of courses in which a student

may enroll. If a student takes one course, that

course represents 62.5 percent of an FTE for fund-

ing purposes, 2 courses are valued at 75 percent of

an FTE. Note that any school-aged student taking four
courses or more is deemed to represent 100% of an FTE
for funding purposes.

Each 1.0 FTE enrollment will attract a basic

allocation grant of $5,343 for the school year

2002-2003. Thus, if a student enrolls in just one

course at Earl Marriott Secondary school in Sur-

rey, School District #36 (Surrey) will receive a ba-

sic allocation grant from the ministry of $3,339.

That is, taxpayers will contribute $3,339 to the
school district to secure a single seat in one course

of about 100 hours of instruction. Thus, the fund-

ing per hour of instruction is $33.39. Compare

this high per hour funding level to that provided

when the student is enrolled in four courses—

$13.36 per hour of instruction—or when the stu-

dent is enrolled in a full-time program of 8

courses—just $6.68 per hour of instruction.

Although the use of FTE enrollments as the basis

for allocating funds is common throughout Can-

ada and the United States, the disproportionate

weight assigned to enrollment in a small number

of courses is apparently unique to British Colum-

bia. In Washington State, for instance, the Depart-

ment of Education allocates funds per pupil in

accordance with the proportion of a normal,

full-time program in which the student is en-

rolled (Bergeson, et al., 2000). Interestingly, the

BC Ministry follows the same rule when funding

school-aged graduate students and adult

non-graduates. Table 1 reveals that a single

course enrolled in by one of this group of students

attracts one-eighth of an FTE, two courses attract

one-quarter funding, three courses attract

three-eighths funding, and so on. This seems rea-

sonable and is consistent with practices outside

BC. It is the unique, front-loading feature of Brit-

ish Columbia’s FTE enrollment calculation for

school-aged students with which this paper is con-

cerned.

The $100,000,000 Giveaway 8 The Fraser Institute
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Table 1: British Columbia Ministry of

Education’s Assignment of FTE Value

by Number of Courses Enrolled In

Number of
courses

School-aged,
non-graduate

School-aged gradu-
ate or adult

non-graduate

% of FTE for Funding purposes

1.0 62.50 12.50

1.5 68.75 18.75

2.0 75.00 25.00

2.5 81.25 31.75

3.0 87.50 37.50

3.5 93.75 43.75

4.0 100.00 50.00

5.0 100.00 62.50

6.0 100.00 75.00

7.0 100.00 87.50

8.0 100.00 100.00

9.0 100.00 100.00

10.0 100.00 100.00



Funding for independent

schools in British Columbia

Operating grants are also provided to certain pri-

vate or independent schools in British Columbia.

The calculation of these grants uses the same

front-end loaded FTE enrollment as for school-aged

students. For each FTE enrollment, Group 1 inde-

pendent schools receive 50 percent of the basic al-

location grant that neighbouring public schools

get. Group 2 schools—where the operating costs

per student exceed that of neighbouring public

schools—receive 35 percent of the of the basic al-

location grant per FTE given to public schools.

Group 3 and Group 4 schools receive no funding

from the ministry because they do not follow the

provincial curriculum or are not non-profit orga-

nizations (BC Ministry of Education, 2002b).

Is there justification for the

front-end loaded FTE system?

As noted above, the disproportionate front-end

loaded FTE system of funds allocation is unusual.

Is there any justification for its use? None is to be

found in the literature, nor has the ministry pub-

lished any justification of its design or benefits

that we can find.

Speculation may suggest a few rationales. First,

one could argue that certain resources that stu-

dents use—library time, counseling, administra-

tion—may be consumed even though the student

is not taking a full program. With this argument,

heavier weighting for low course enrollments

would take into account the likelihood of costs in-

curred by students independent of the number of

courses in which the student is enrolled. It seems

unlikely, however, that the heavy weighting of

the first course is a realistic reflection of the extent

to which a student taking only one course might

affect the school’s resources. Indeed, it is likely

that the fixed cost of delivering services other

than teaching is fully amortized over the full-time

or near full-time enrollments at the school. Thus,

the marginal cost of these ancillary services occa-

sioned by the enrollment of a student in one or

two courses is probably insignificant.

Second, it may be argued that this disproportion-

ate allocation of funds would tend to deliver

more money per course enrollment to districts

that have a greater population of students in al-

ternative and part-time programs. One could sur-

mise that these programs are more expensive to

administer, and that the students enrolled in

these programs require more services, than is the

case with mainstream programs and full-time

students. If this is in fact the case, one would hope

that a relatively low course enrollment per stu-

dent accompanied by a relative high per course

grant would generate relatively good student re-

sults. We have found no evidence in our analysis

of data collected for The Fraser Institute’s Report
Card on British Columbia’s Secondary Schools to

support this hypothesis.

If there is evidence that British Columbia’s

method of calculating FTE enrollments does re-

sult in benefits to the province’s students, then

the Ministry of Education should make it public.

In the absence of such evidence, there can be no

justification for continuing to employ this method.

What perverse incentives are

presented to school boards by

this funding mechanism?

Naturally, school district personnel will do what

they legally and morally can to maximize the

funds flowing to their district. What incentives

does the fund allocation system present to board

administrators and what actions might these in-

centives induce?

The current funds allocation mechanism intro-

duces powerful incentives to act contrary to the

best interests of the students. Among them are:

The Fraser Institute 9 The $100,000,000 Giveaway
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• Promote enrollment by students who might just
take a course or two.
As noted above, there is a powerful incentive

built into the disproportionate funds alloca-

tion system for school districts to promote

part-time enrollment. Enrollment of a student

in a single course generates approximately

$33 per hour of class time reserved for that

student. A full-time student with 800 hours of

class time reserved for her or him generates

funding of less than $7 per hour of class time.

The funding mechanism actually encourages
school districts to dissuade less committed

students from taking a full program.

• Encourage students to complete the lowest possi-
ble number of courses required for graduation.
In order to graduate in British Columbia, stu-

dents must accumulate 52 course credits (13

courses of 4 credits each) at the grade 11 and

12 levels. Thus, while students have time

within the regular school year to take a total of

16 courses during their two senior years, they

need only take 13. Since courses not taken by

students mean reduced teaching hours with

no corresponding reduction in funding, there is

a powerful financial incentive for districts to in-

struct schools to let students take it easy rather

than to take a rigorous, full-time program.

• Promote enrollment to students who are unlikely
to attend or use the school’s resources.
School districts across the province pride

themselves on a wide variety of programs

that are designed to keep uncommitted or

troubled students in school or encourage

them to get back into a school program after

they have dropped out. While these programs

undoubtedly have noble aims, they can also

be large contributors to the school district’s

net revenue because of the disproportionate

nature of the existing funds allocation

method. Are the funds generated by such pro-

grams used solely for the benefit of the stu-

dents whose partial enrollments have

generated them? Since the revenues they gen-

erate go into the general operating grants to

the districts, there is no way to know.

• Keep poorly performing schools open as cash cows
for the district.
Image a funding system that rewards districts

for having poorly performing schools, and

that penalizes districts that work hard to en-

sure that all their students succeed. This is the

effect of BC’s current funds allocation system.

A school where students take few courses and

seldom attend class will be a net contributor

to the district’s coffers. High-performing

schools with highly motivated students will

require far more teaching hours, and will

therefore contribute less. Thus, there is a

strong incentive not to improve poor per-

forming schools in that doing so will result in

reductions in the size of the school district’s

operating revenues.

There is some reason to hope that the ministry

may consider more closely tying fund allocations

to student outcomes. Section 108, subsection 2.3

of the BC School Act states

If, in relation to a particular (school)
board, the minister is of the opinion that
the rate of successful completion of
courses for students… enrolled with the
board is unsatisfactory, the minister may
withhold or reduce, to a maximum of 10
percent, that portion of an allocation…
that relates to those students.” (BC Minis-
try of Education, 2000b, p. 58)

The existence of this subsection demonstrates

that the ministry accepts the notion that incen-

tives attached to funding might help schools im-

prove. Yet the penalty for unsatisfactory perfor-

mance is neither automatic nor onerous given the

value of front-end loading in the current system.

The other side of the incentive coin also deserves

note. What incentives might be built into the fund-

ing system to encourage better student results?

The $100,000,000 Giveaway 10 The Fraser Institute
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• Encourage students to take a full program of
courses in the later secondary years.
Certainly, the funds allocation system could

be designed to reward districts for encourag-

ing their students to take school seriously,

and to demonstrate that commitment by en-

rolling in a full program of courses. The cur-

rent system lacks such an incentive.

• Encourage students to attend class regularly.
Learning is likely an incremental process, so

attendance in class—be it in a bricks and mor-

tar classroom or in a distributed learning en-

vironment—will result in more learning than

would take place with less attendance. Thus,

a funds allocation method that rewards stu-

dents’ attendance in class would result in

greater aggregate learning than would one

that does not. The current system lacks such

an incentive.

• Encourage students to complete the courses they
begin.
It is not enough for a student simply to enroll

in courses and attend occasionally. In order

for maximum learning to take place, students

should plan to complete each course in which

they enroll; they should also participate in all

the local and external assessments of their

progress that are part of each course’s sylla-

bus. The funds allocation system can be de-

signed to encourage full completion. Yet the

current system lacks such an incentive.

• Encourage students to successfully complete the
courses they choose.
The aim of course enrollment should be suc-

cessful completion of the course, including a

passing grade on any final assessment of the

student’s understanding of the course mate-

rial. Should school districts not be rewarded

for improved levels of student success? The

current system lacks such an incentive.

It is clear that British Columbia’s system of funds

allocation includes incentives that do not encour-

age school districts to improve student outcomes.

Design changes should retarget incentives to

complement the ministry’s other, non-financial

improvement programs. At the very least, funds

allocations should no longer make poor perform-

ing schools the special treasure trove of the dis-

trict secretary-treasurer’s office.

Are some schools more

productive than others?

In order to track the extent to which school boards

profit from the disproportionate character of the

funds allocation system, we have established an

indicator that can be generated annually from

ministry data. Appendix table 1 reports the aver-

age number of combined grade 11 and grade 12

course completions (see footnote 1) per FTE stu-

dent enrolled for the two school years 1998/1999

and 1999/2000 for 275 of the 278 British Columbia

schools included in the 2002 edition of The Fraser

Institute’s Report Card on British Columbia’s Sec-
ondary Schools.2 Column 6 is the average of col-

umns 3 and 4. This value is an estimate of the

per-FTE course completions for 2002/2003. In or-

der to provide some indication of the cost of these

shortfalls, the value in the column 7 uses the cal-

culated average course completions in column 6,

the actual 2002/2003 FTE school enrollment in

column 5, and the school year 2002-2003 value for

the basic allocation ($5,3433) to estimate the dollar

value of the school’s 2002-2003 course completion

shortfall.
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A small shortfall indicates that the students at the

school are, on average, making productive use of

the ministry’s funding that has been provided to

the school district as a result of their enrollment.

For example, at Lord Byng Secondary School in

Vancouver, the historical per FTE course comple-

tion reported in column 6 is approximately 7.7.

This results in a shortfall in course completions of

about 0.3 courses per student—the normal maxi-

mum 8 course completions minus the historical

course completions of 7.7. The grade 11 and grade

12 FTE enrollment in 2002/2003 as reported in

column 5 is 419 students, and the current year’s

value for the basic allocation grant is $5,343 per

student. Thus, the estimated 2002/2003 dollar

value of the shortfall in course completions at Lord

Byng, as reported in column 7, is about $84,000.

A larger shortfall indicates that the students at the

school are attracting more funding for the district

than may be warranted by the number of courses

in which they are enrolled. At John Oliver, an-

other secondary school in Vancouver, the histori-

cal per FTE course completion is approximately

5.4. This results in a shortfall in course comple-

tions of about 2.6 courses per student. The grade

11 and grade 12 FTE enrollment in 2002/2003 is

533. Thus, the estimated dollar value of the short-

fall in course completions at John Oliver, as re-

ported in column 7, is about $926,000, 11 times

higher than that at Lord Byng.

During the 1998/1999 and 1999/2000 periods, the

average course completion rate was about 6.3

completions per FTE enrolled. Lord Byng’s com-

pletions were far above average at 7.7 per FTE,

while completions at John Oliver were consider-

ably below average at 5.4 per FTE.

Is there a difference between

public and private schools on

this efficiency measure?

Of course, on any measure that uses the basic

allocation grant, independent schools will rate fa-

vourably because these schools receive a basic

allocation per FTE that is, at most, only 50 percent

of that of nearby public schools. Nevertheless, a

comparison of the by-school average course com-

pletions per FTE, presented in table 2, shows con-

siderable differences between public and

independent schools in the number of courses

completed per FTE enrollment. Marked differ-

ences are also present within the independent

school sector.

Students at independent schools on average com-

plete more courses per FTE enrollment than do

those at public schools. Students at non-selective

Catholic and Christian schools normally com-

plete in excess of one course more than do stu-

dents at public schools. Students at schools with

selective admissions complete in excess of two

more courses per FTE enrollment than do stu-

dents attending public school.
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Table 2: Average Course Completions

per FTE Enrollment by School Sector

in British Columbia

School Affiliation Average
Completions/

FTE
1998/1999

Average
Completions/

FTE
1999/2000

Public 6.21 6.21

Independent

Diocesan Catholic 7.38 7.44

Christian Schools 7.67 7.57

Selective Admission

Schools

8.88 8.58

First Nations Band

Schools, Other

4.77 3.15

All Independent 7.87 7.61



How is Funding Allocated
in Other Jurisdictions?

How best can the ministry apportion its bud-

geted operating grants across the prov-

ince’s diverse public school districts? Of course,

this question begs another. What does an ideal

system of funds allocation look like? One convinc-

ing argument is that consumers of education ser-

vices—that is, the parents as guardians of their

children’s interests—should allocate funds to dis-

tricts, rather than the districts receiving funds

through a bureaucratic formula. This argument

suggests that the most efficient and effective way

to allocate funds is by market processes (see, for

instance, Tooley, pp. 1-23). The ministry could

simply provide vouchers to all parents with

school-aged children in an amount equal to the

portion of the cost of education that citizens

agreed should be borne by the state, and allow

them to decide which school would receive their

voucher money. By financing consumers rather

than service providers, the education sector

would be freed from the arbitrary nature of fund-

ing allocation systems. This paper’s goal, how-

ever, is to focus on the particular issue of funds

allocation within the present system of direct min-

istry transfers to the public school districts.

Most funds allocation systems are based on two

notions. First is the notion that in some way, an

operating grant made to a school district on a

per-student basis is intended as payment to re-

serve a place for the student in the class or classes

for a period of time. That is, the grant purchases

those services—a certain number of teaching

hours, counseling, and assessment, for exam-

ple—that are deemed essential to a student’s

achievement of the learning embodied in the

course syllabus. This is essentially the way learn-

ing services are bought in the private post-sec-

ondary sector. A student enrolls in a course or

program of a defined length and pays the tuition

fee to secure his place. Whether in the private or

the public sector, the service provider is not re-

sponsible for the student’s attendance or for the

results. However, in the private sector where stu-

dents spend money directly from their own pock-

ets or those of their parents, the direct cost of

tuition is an incentive to both attend class and

achieve a passing result. If the student does not

successfully complete the course, the investment

is lost. The student may choose to blame him or

herself for not attending, or blame the service

provider for delivering a faulty product, and the

student’s subsequent investments will undoubt-

edly be influenced by this experience. In the pub-

lic school sector, however, while there may be a

variety of incentives for the student to success-

fully complete an annual course of study, there is

no immediate, direct financial incentive to do so.

In order to replace the consumer-centred incen-

tives to attend and complete studies, some min-

istries of education have added a second compo-

nent to the funds allocation system. They have

built mechanisms into the design of such systems

to provide incentives to the school district to en-

courage students to attend class and successfully

complete their studies.

Our survey of six North American school districts

provides examples of common allocation systems
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and the extent to which they attempt to add per-

formance incentives to more basic enrollment

considerations.

Funds allocation by

enrollment

The simplest way to allocate funds is to require

that each school report to the ministry the num-

ber of students enrolled at the school on some day

shortly after the beginning of the fall term, and

then provide an operating grant in the amount of

a set per-student dollar amount multiplied by the

reported number of students enrolled. However,

the use of such student head counts to determine

funding makes no distinction between a student

who is enrolling in half a program and a student

who is enrolling in a full program.

To allow for differences in the number or length

of courses in which students enroll, the concept

of full-time equivalent (FTE) enrolments, or

“membership,” as it is sometimes known, has

become the standard for enrollment-based funds

allocation. A form of FTE-based funds allocation

is used in BC, Alberta (from Grades 1 to 9), On-

tario, and Florida. As previously noted, under an

FTE-based allocation system, grants are made to

the school district based on the number of FTE

students enrolled on a certain day or days dur-

ing the school year. FTE enrollments may be cal-

culated by summing the total number of courses

taken by all the enrolled students at a school and

then dividing that number by eight, where eight

is the normal number of courses included in a

full-time program. However, in order to take

into account the possibility that courses may

have different course credit values4 or lengths,

an alternative calculation sums total course cred-

its in which students are enrolled and then di-

vides that number by the number of course

credits normally associated with a full-time

course. The number of classroom hours is some-

times used as a substitute for course credits in

the calculation of FTE enrollments.

BC uses a one-time FTE system, meaning that it

records FTEs for funding purposes on one day

per school year—September 30 (BC Ministry of

Education, 2000a). In contrast, Ontario’s Ministry

of Education uses a two-count system. It records

FTEs for funding purposes on October 31 and

March 30—and averages them (Ontario Ministry

of Education, 2001, p.2). Florida records FTEs for

funding purposes during four designated survey

weeks per year (Florida Department of Educa-

tion, 2001). Multiple enrollment counts are more

accurate in jurisdictions that offer semestered

timetabling systems where students are at liberty

to enroll in a different number of courses in each

semester of the school year.

Education officials in Ontario mention three ma-

jor advantages of the FTE-based system. First, it

results in more accurate funding levels than a

headcount (Ireland, 2001).5 Second, the FTE sys-

tem accounts for the fixed costs—such as a re-

served seat in a classroom equipped with a

teacher—incurred with respect to students who

drop out of courses during the year (Ireland,

2001). Third, users believe it is easier for financial

planning purposes because FTEs are reasonably

stable from year to year and thus easier to forecast

(Garcia, 2001; Edgars, 2001).
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Importantly, among the jurisdictions studied,

only British Columbia has modified the definition

of the FTE so as to deliver disproportionate fund-

ing with respect to students enrolling in a very

few courses. Table 1 above defines FTEs in British

Columbia. By providing 62.5 percent of maxi-

mum FTE funding for the first course enrolled in,

BC’s system is actually more closely related to the

simple head count enrollment system, which pro-

vides 100 percent funding for the first course in

which a students is enrolled, and no incremental

funding for more than one course taken. The ad-

vantages of the FTE-based system described

above are diminished when disproportionate

funding is used.

Of course, FTE enrollment as the basis for fund-

ing does not take into account student results. It is

simply a more accurate way to gauge the level of

enrollment at the school than is a head

count-based system.

Funds allocation by Average

Daily Attendance

California, New York, and Texas use average

daily attendance (ADA) as the basis for their

funds allocations. ADA is defined as the number

of students attending school on a typical or aver-

age day. ADA is calculated by summing the daily

attendance at the school during the school year,

then dividing the sum by the number of school

days in the school year (Texas Education Agency,

2001, ch. 42, subsec. A, sec. 42.005; California De-

partment of Education, 2001, sec. 4630). All three

states use similar ADA systems.

Attendance is influenced both by enrollment and

by the effectiveness of the school in keeping its

students interested enough to attend regularly. If,

as some Texas administrators believe, “students

must attend class in order to learn,” then a funds

allocation system that provides incentives to

school districts to maximize attendance is a major

improvement over the enrollment-based sys-

tems. In pursuit of higher levels of attendance, the

Texas State Legislature enacted regulations that

encourage school districts to focus on raising at-

tendance rates in order to maximize funding.

Among its provisions, the regulations require

mandatory attendance record-keeping through-

out the school year (Garcia, 2001).

One education official worried that those school

districts that have chronically poor attendance

rates are the very districts that most need extra re-

sources—help that may be denied them under an

attendance-based funds allocation system

(Hyary, 2001).

Funds allocation by course

completion

While the use of incentives—both financial and

regulatory—to encourage school districts to meet

student results targets is becoming popular, of

the jurisdictions studied, only Alberta uses stu-

dent results as one of the factors in its basic funds

allocation system. With respect to enrollments in

grades 10 through 12, the Alberta system allo-

cates funds based on a specific performance tar-

get: the number of course completions per

district. The course completion system calculates

the level of funding by multiplying the number of

courses completed by a predetermined operating

grant per course. If a course is not completed,

then no grant accrues to the district for it. Critical

to this system is the definition of course comple-

tion. Alberta’s definition is not particularly oner-

ous. In that province, a course is deemed

completed when the student has achieved a grade

of 25 percent or higher, and has attended at least

25 percent of all classes (Poon, 2001).

Kenneth Poon of the funding department at Al-

berta Learning offered an example of the perverse

incentives associated with the province’s previ-

ous FTE-based system.
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Before we based the system on course
completions… kids enrolled in school in
September just to play on the football or
basketball team. And when the season
was over, they left school… At that time,
we saw moving to the CEU system as a
way of cutting costs and as a way of add-

ing more accountability. Now the kids can
still enroll just to play on the sports team,
but the districts won’t get any funding if
[the students] leave halfway through the
year” (Poon, 2001).

How Can British Columbia
Improve its Funds
Allocation System?

Conclusions

The data presented in the appendix tables make

several important points clear.

First, there are wide disparities in the number of

courses completed per FTE among public

schools. The existing, disproportionate FTE cal-

culation provides an incentive to school districts

to enroll more students in fewer courses. The

shortfalls in course completions presented in the

appendix tables are likely attributable in part to

this built-in, perverse incentive.

Second, course completions per FTE enrollment

among private schools are, on average, substan-

tially higher than among public schools. Not only

is the basic allocation grant provided to private

schools at least 50 percent lower than that pro-

vided to public schools, but the funding provided

for each FTE enrolled produces a greater number

of courses completed. Since private schools are

subject to market pressures to produce results in

order to earn and keep customers, it is not sur-

prising that their completion rates per FTE are

higher on average. More important, the private

school results suggest the importance to student

success of direct incentives within the funds allo-

cation system.

Third, as appendix table 2 shows, differences in

course completions per FTE appear among dis-

tricts as well as among schools. The districts

receive the operating grants, and district adminis-

trators set policy and practice. Incentives within

the funds allocation system must be capable of

changing district-level behaviors to promote im-

proved student results.

Finally, other jurisdictions have in place funds al-

location systems that encourage attendance

and/or reward positive student outcomes.

Recommendations

1. Eliminate disproportional FTE weightings. Ev-

ery funds allocation system presents possi-

bilities for the unscrupulous to manipulate
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data to maximize the funding delivered to a

school district. But, to our knowledge, only

the BC system has a built-in, legal mecha-

nism that allows school districts to maximize

funding at the expense of their students’ re-

sults. The perverse incentives described

above should be eliminated immediately. At

the minimum, the FTE enrollment system

should be amended to eliminate the dispro-

portional funding provided for enrollment in

small numbers of courses by school-aged,

non-graduate students. The ministry should

adopt for all students the current FTE con-

version schedule now used for adult,

non-graduate and school-aged graduate stu-

dents noted in table 1 above.

Once this simple change is made, school dis-

tricts will no longer have as great an

incentive to enroll uncommitted students in

one or two courses that they will likely nei-

ther attend nor complete. Districts will no

longer see poor-performing schools as cash

cows, but as drains on district resources. This

realization will provide an incentive for dis-

tricts to improve student results at these

schools more quickly than would otherwise

be the case. The school districts will have a

positive incentive to ensure that their stu-

dents get the most out of their senior second-

ary years by taking a rigorous program

including as many courses as time allows.

2. Add attendance into the funds allocation formula.
The funds allocation system should be fur-

ther amended so that student attendance lev-

els are considered in the calculation of the

basic allocation to be provided to each dis-

trict. We agree with the Texas administrator

who believes that students must attend class

in order to learn. With that in mind, we sug-

gest that some portion of the money no lon-

ger allocated as a result of the elimination of

the disproportionate FTE calculation be dis-

tributed among those districts meeting atten-

dance targets as measured a number of times

throughout the year.

3. Consider adding student results criteria to funds
allocation formula at a later date. The use of re-

sults targets in the calculation of the basic al-

location is a suggestion worthy of further

study. To the extent that school districts

would be rewarded if they succeed in their

mission and penalized if they do not, the ad-

dition of student results to the mix would

bring some of the discipline of the market to

public sector education funding.

While careful thought should be given to any

possible unintended consequences that

might accompany the use of results in the

calculation of the basic allocation, the minis-

try should, over the next year, consider the

recent experience of other jurisdictions in

this regard with a view to applying the re-

sults of that research to further refining Brit-

ish Columbia’s funds allocation system for

the school year 2004-2005.

Every year, as a result of the improper calculation

of full-time equivalent enrollments, the Ministry

of Education delivers, on behalf of the province’s

citizens, an extra $100,000,000 taxpayer dollars to

the 60 school districts of the province and it nei-

ther asks for nor receives anything in return. The

speed with which the Ministry acts to repair the

FTE calculation will be some measure of the ex-

tent to which it believes its own message that stu-

dent results must be the focus of the education

system and that the ministry’s resources must be

directed toward their improvement. We hope we

will soon be able to award the ministry a passing

grade in Resource Husbandry. The final exam is

just a few months away.
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Appendix Tables
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Independent St. Michaels University

School

10.2 10.3 276 10.3 0

Independent Brentwood College 10.2 9.6 194 9.9 0

Independent Collingwood School 8.9 9.9 192 9.4 0

Independent St. Margaret’s 10.9 7.7 97 9.3 0

Independent Southridge Senior Sec-

ondary

8.8 9.7 108 9.3 0

Independent Meadowridge Senior

School

8.4 10.0 33 9.2 0

Independent Pacific Academy 8.9 9.2 219 9.1 0

Independent Little Flower Academy 8.9 9.0 183 9.0 0

Independent Notre Dame Regional

Secondary

8.3 9.7 270 9.0 0

Independent St. George’s School 9.3 8.7 297 9.0 0

Vancouver University Hill Secondary 9.4 8.4 178 8.9 0

Independent Glenlyon-Norfolk Se-

nior School

8.5 9.1 128 8.8 0

Independent Bulkley Valley Christian

School

7.1 10.3 83 8.7 0

Kamloops/Thompson Logan Lake Elemen-

tary-Secondary

8.8 8.4 59 8.6 0

Independent York House School 9.1 8.1 93 8.6 0

Independent Campbell River Chris-

tian School

8.7 8.3 36 8.5 0

Independent Vancouver College 8.7 8.2 259 8.5 0

Independent Houston Christian

School

9.1 7.7 33 8.4 0

Independent Shawnigan Lake 8.3 8.4 192 8.4 0

Independent Richmond Christian

School

8.3 8.5 62 8.4 0

Independent St John’s School 9.5 7.3 34 8.4 0

Independent Mennonite Educational

Institute

8.6 7.9 318 8.3 0
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Independent Duncan Christian

School

8.8 7.7 42 8.3 0

North Vancouver Seycove Community

Secondary

8.6 8.0 324 8.3 0

Independent White Rock Christian

Academy

7.9 8.6 36 8.3 0

Independent Archbishop Carney Sec-

ondary

8.0 8.0 239 8.0 0

Independent Okanagan Adventist

Academy

7.6 8.1 23 7.9 1

Independent Credo Christian High

School

7.7 8.1 134 7.9 4

Independent Timothy Christian

School

7.3 8.0 49 7.7 5

Independent Regent Christian

Academy

8.1 7.0 40 7.6 5

Independent St. Thomas Aquinas 7.8 7.9 176 7.9 6

Independent Maxwell International

Baha’i School

8.4 6.8 62 7.6 6

Independent Heritage Christian

School

7.8 5.7 15 6.8 6

Independent Cedars Christian School 7.9 6.7 29 7.3 7

Independent Fraser Valley Christian

High

7.8 8.0 239 7.9 8

Independent St. Thomas More

Collegiate

8.0 7.7 229 7.9 8

Independent Queen Margaret’s 7.4 6.9 43 7.2 8

Independent St. Patrick’s Regional

Secondary

7.7 7.8 202 7.8 13

Independent Pacific Christian School 7.7 7.6 142 7.7 14

Independent Kelowna Christian

School

7.7 7.4 114 7.6 15

Independent Fraser Valley Adventist

Academy

6.7 7.3 47 7.0 16

Independent Langley Christian 7.0 8.2 127 7.6 17

Coast Mountains Kitimat City High

School

4.8 9.2 28 7.0 19

Independent Kamloops Christian

School

5.9 6.3 35 6.1 22

Independent Highroad Academy 6.5 5.9 42 6.2 25

Independent Crofton House 6.7 7.7 144 7.2 27
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Independent Holy Cross Regional

High

7.8 7.6 282 7.7 28

Kootenay Lake Crawford Bay Elemen-

tary-Secondary

6.1 5.6 21 5.9 29

Prince George McBride Secondary 6.6 7.4 49 7.0 33

Peace River North Prespatou Elementary-

Secondary

6.2 5.6 25 5.9 35

Independent Bella Bella Community

School

5.0 4.3 32 4.7 35

Independent Immaculata Regional

High School

7.6 6.0 100 6.8 40

Sunshine Coast Pender Harbour

Secondary

6.3 7.1 46 6.7 40

Independent St. Andrew’s Regional

High School

6.8 7.6 153 7.2 41

Arrow Lakes Lucerne Elem.-Second-

ary

5.7 4.7 27 5.2 50

Francophone Education

Authority

Kitsilano Secondary 5.9 6.5 46 6.2 55

Independent Abbotsford Christian

School

7.0 7.2 190 7.1 57

Central Coast Sir Alexander Macken-

zie Secondary

6.0 5.9 43 6.0 57

Kootenay Lake J.V. Humphries School 6.8 6.1 58 6.5 58

Boundary Boundary Central

Secondary

6.8 6.9 83 6.9 61

Gold Trail David Stoddart

Secondary

4.8 5.7 34 5.3 61

Arrow Lakes Nakusp Secondary

School

7.0 6.6 80 6.8 64

Independent St. John Brebeuf

Regional Secondary

6.5 6.4 132 6.5 66

Vancouver Island West Gold River Secondary 4.3 6.7 41 5.5 68

Nisga’a Nisga’a Elementary-

Secondary

5.7 5.9 49 5.8 72

Gold Trail Kumsheen Secondary 4.9 3.6 30 4.3 74

Independent St. Ann’s Academy 6.1 6.3 128 6.2 77

Vancouver Lord Byng Secondary 7.7 7.6 419 7.7 84

Kootenay-Columbia Rossland Secondary 6.7 7.2 128 7.0 85

Kootenay Lake Salmo Secondary 5.4 5.4 49 5.4 85

Kamloops/Thompson Barriere Secondary 6.7 6.9 110 6.8 88
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Southeast Kootenay Elkford Secondary

School

6.4 6.8 101 6.6 94

Vernon Kalamalka Secondary 7.7 7.2 285 7.5 95

Okanagan Similkameen Similkameen Secondary 6.5 6.3 92 6.4 98

Prince George Valemount Secondary 5.1 5.5 55 5.3 99

Southeast Kootenay Sparwood Secondary 6.6 6.5 109 6.6 102

North

Okanagan-Shuswap

Eagle River Secondary 6.7 6.4 116 6.6 108

Kamloops/Thompson Valleyview Secondary 7.3 7.4 281 7.4 113

Burnaby Moscrop Jr. Secondary 7.7 7.5 453 7.6 121

Peace River South Tumbler Ridge Secondary 5.5 5.6 76 5.6 122

Kootenay Lake Mount Sentinel Elemen-

tary-Secondary

6.4 6.5 125 6.5 125

Gold Trail Lillooet Secondary 6.4 6.4 117 6.4 125

Alberni Ucluelet Secondary 5.3 5.1 72 5.2 135

North

Okanagan-Shuswap

Pleasant Valley Second-

ary

7.3 7.2 292 7.3 137

Central Okanagan Rutland Secondary 7.1 8.5 1057 7.8 141

Kamloops/Thompson John Peterson Secondary 7.2 6.9 239 7.1 144

Gold Trail Ashcroft Secondary 4.5 6.2 84 5.4 146

Kamloops/Thompson Clearwater Secondary 6.6 6.1 139 6.4 149

Kamloops/Thompson Chase Secondary 6.2 6.3 132 6.3 150

Rocky Mountain Selkirk Secondary 7.0 7.0 228 7.0 152

Powell River Max Cameron Sr.

Secondary

7.2 7.1 286 7.2 153

Haida Gwaii—

Queen Charlotte

George M. Dawson

Secondary

4.2 5.1 70 4.7 154

Okanagan Similkameen Osoyoos Secondary

School

6.5 6.3 149 6.4 159

Nanaimo-Ladysmith Woodlands Secondary 7.1 7.2 303 7.2 162

Vancouver Sir Winston Churchill

Secondary

7.8 7.6 859 7.7 172

North Vancouver Argyle Secondary 7.7 7.4 648 7.6 173

Delta Seaquam Secondary

School

7.7 7.3 517 7.5 173

Cowichan Valley Chemainus Secondary 6.4 6.8 187 6.6 175

Vancouver Point Grey Secondary 7.5 7.4 528 7.5 176

Cowichan Valley Lake Cowichan

Secondary

6.4 5.9 146 6.2 176

Vancouver Island North North Island Secondary 6.8 6.7 221 6.8 177



The $100,000,000 Giveaway 22 The Fraser Institute

STUDIES IN EDUCATION POLICY, JANUARY 2003

Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Richmond Steveston Sr. Secondary 7.3 7.2 391 7.3 183

North Vancouver Handsworth Secondary 7.5 7.4 556 7.5 186

Nechako Lakes Fraser Lake Elem.-Sec. 5.6 5.2 107 5.4 186

North

Okanagan-Shuswap

A.L. Fortune Secondary 6.2 6.1 163 6.2 196

Bulkley Valley Houston Secondary 5.9 5.4 129 5.7 198

Rocky Mountain Golden Secondary

School

6.6 6.1 191 6.4 204

Fraser-Cascade Agassiz Elementary-

Secondary

5.9 6.0 154 6.0 206

Howe Sound Whistler Secondary

Community

4.2 6.4 115 5.3 207

Howe Sound Pemberton Secondary 4.4 5.0 96 4.7 212

Richmond Hugh McRoberts

Secondary

7.2 7.1 398 7.2 213

North Vancouver Sutherland Secondary 7.4 7.2 465 7.3 217

West Vancouver Sentinel Secondary 7.8 6.8 490 7.3 229

Surrey Elgin Park Secondary 7.0 7.4 433 7.2 231

Nicola-Similkameen Princeton Secondary 5.3 4.7 116 5.0 232

Powell River Brooks Secondary 6.6 6.3 233 6.5 233

Nechako Lakes Lakes District Secondary 6.0 5.7 175 5.9 245

Nechako Lakes Fort St. James Secondary 5.7 4.6 131 5.2 245

Kamloops/Thompson Kamloops Sr. Secondary 6.9 6.8 340 6.9 250

Prince Rupert Prince Rupert Secondary 6.3 6.2 224 6.3 254

Langley Langley Fine Arts

School

6.0 5.6 173 5.8 254

Mission Heritage Park Secondary 6.7 6.6 297 6.7 258

Vernon Charles Bloom Secondary 5.3 6.4 184 5.9 258

Vancouver King George Secondary 6.6 5.5 204 6.1 259

Kamloops/Thompson Brocklehurst Secondary 6.3 6.9 278 6.6 260

Comox Valley Highland Secondary 7.2 7.2 493 7.2 263

Greater Victoria Lambrick Park Secondary 6.4 7.1 330 6.8 264

Kamloops/Thompson Sa-Hali Secondary 6.6 6.7 308 6.7 267

Prince George D.P. Todd Secondary 6.7 6.4 287 6.6 268

Southeast Kootenay Fernie Secondary School 6.7 5.7 223 6.2 268

Central Okanagan Okanagan Mission

Secondary

6.7 6.9 339 6.8 272

Vancouver Prince of Wales

Secondary

7.2 7.1 516 7.2 276
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Revelstoke Revelstoke Secondary 6.0 6.7 261 6.4 279

Greater Victoria Oak Bay Secondary 7.1 7.3 534 7.2 285

Prince George Duchess Park Secondary 6.8 6.7 361 6.8 289

Fort Nelson Fort Nelson Secondary 5.4 5.6 175 5.5 292

Vernon Clarence Fulton Second-

ary

6.5 7.1 369 6.8 296

Nanaimo-Ladysmith Wellington Secondary 6.6 6.9 374 6.8 300

Fraser-Cascade Hope Secondary 5.3 5.9 188 5.6 301

Kootenay-Columbia J. Lloyd Crowe Secondary 6.7 7.0 420 6.9 309

Nicola-Similkameen Merritt Secondary 6.7 6.0 289 6.4 309

Prince George Mackenzie Secondary 5.6 5.3 187 5.5 312

Kamloops/Thompson Westsyde Secondary 6.1 6.5 282 6.3 320

Peace River South Chetwynd Secondary 6.4 5.4 229 5.9 321

Cariboo-Chilcotin Anne Stevenson

Secondary

6.2 4.9 201 5.6 322

Saanich Claremont Secondary 7.3 6.9 540 7.1 325

Coquitlam Pinetree Secondary

School

7.6 7.1 821 7.4 329

Richmond J.N. Burnett Secondary 7.3 6.8 548 7.1 329

Delta South Delta Secondary 7.0 6.9 503 7.0 336

Coast Mountains Mount Elizabeth Sec-

ondary

6.7 6.5 371 6.6 347

Greater Victoria Reynolds Secondary 6.4 6.6 347 6.5 348

Howe Sound Howe Sound Secondary 6.6 6.9 437 6.8 350

Coast Mountains Hazelton Secondary 5.3 5.4 202 5.4 351

Nanaimo-Ladysmith Ladysmith Secondary 6.0 6.3 298 6.2 358

Richmond Charles E. London

Secondary

6.7 6.9 448 6.8 359

Kamloops/Thompson Norkam Secondary 6.6 6.7 419 6.7 364

Vancouver Britannia Secondary 6.6 5.8 305 6.2 367

Langley Walnut Grove Secondary 7.0 7.3 704 7.2 376

Burnaby Alpha Secondary 6.9 6.6 474 6.8 380

Vancouver Island North Port Hardy Secondary 4.7 4.8 178 4.8 380

Langley Mountain Secondary 6.6 5.3 286 6.0 382

Boundary Grand Forks Secondary 5.2 6.0 240 5.6 385

Vancouver Gladstone Secondary 7.2 6.8 578 7.0 386

Richmond Richmond Sr. Secondary 7.0 6.9 580 7.0 387

Maple Ridge-Pitt

Meadows

Pitt Meadows Secondary 6.7 6.3 387 6.5 388
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Richmond Hugh Boyd Secondary 6.5 6.5 391 6.5 392

Surrey North Surrey Secondary 6.8 6.5 460 6.7 399

Gulf Islands Gulf Islands Secondary 5.8 6.1 305 6.0 407

Rocky Mountain David Thompson

Secondary

5.5 5.5 244 5.5 407

Kootenay-Columbia Stanley Humphries

Secondary

6.2 6.0 332 6.1 421

North Vancouver Windsor Secondary 6.4 6.3 402 6.4 430

Prince Rupert Charles Hays Secondary 5.4 4.9 230 5.2 430

Mission Hatzic Secondary 5.8 5.6 281 5.7 432

Sunshine Coast Chatelech Secondary 5.8 6.2 326 6.0 435

Nechako Lakes Nechako Valley

Secondary

6.0 5.8 310 5.9 435

Saanich Parkland Secondary 6.2 6.3 391 6.3 444

Coquitlam Port Moody Sr. Secondary 7.0 7.5 952 7.3 445

Quesnel Correlieu Secondary 5.9 6.1 335 6.0 447

Mission Mission Secondary 5.9 5.8 321 5.9 450

Sunshine Coast Elphinstone Secondary 5.4 5.7 282 5.6 452

Burnaby Cariboo Hill Secondary 6.5 6.1 400 6.3 454

Cariboo-Chilcotin Williams Lake Secondary 5.8 5.7 311 5.8 457

Maple Ridge-Pitt

Meadows

Westview Secondary 6.5 6.5 457 6.5 458

Kootenay Lake Prince Charles

Secondary

5.6 6.3 351 6.0 469

Vancouver Kitsilano Secondary 7.0 6.6 592 6.8 474

Okanagan

Similkameen

Southern Okanagan

Secondary

5.8 5.4 298 5.6 478

Southeast Kootenay Mount Baker Secondary 7.0 7.0 718 7.0 480

Nanaimo-Ladysmith John Barsby Secondary 5.1 5.0 249 5.1 482

Saanich Stelly’s Secondary 6.7 6.7 556 6.7 483

Surrey Enver Creek Secondary 6.6 6.5 518 6.6 484

Langley D.W. Poppy Secondary 6.6 6.2 456 6.4 487

Surrey Earl Marriott Secondary 6.8 6.6 563 6.7 489

Langley Aldergrove Secondary 6.1 6.1 388 6.1 492

Comox Valley Georges P. Vanier

Secondary

6.9 7.3 833 7.1 501

Vancouver Eric Hamber Secondary 7.1 6.8 752 7.0 502

Cowichan Valley Cowichan Secondary 7.0 6.5 633 6.8 507

Prince George Kelly Road Secondary 6.7 6.4 551 6.6 515
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Central Okanagan George Elliot Secondary 5.9 5.6 354 5.8 520

Surrey Johnston Heights

Secondary

6.5 6.2 493 6.4 527

Cariboo-Chilcotin Peter Skene Ogden

Secondary

6.1 6.0 415 6.1 527

Vancouver Magee Secondary 6.6 6.3 529 6.5 530

Cariboo-Chilcotin Columneetza Sr.

Secondary

5.0 5.6 296 5.3 534

Langley H D Stafford Secondary 5.4 6.1 368 5.8 541

Vancouver David Thompson

Secondary

6.8 7.0 744 6.9 547

Qualicum Ballenas Secondary 6.1 6.2 456 6.2 548

Sooke Edward Milne Commu-

nity School

4.9 5.2 284 5.1 550

Vernon Vernon Secondary 6.0 5.6 379 5.8 557

Kootenay Lake L.V. Rogers Secondary 6.4 6.3 522 6.4 558

Surrey Frank Hurt Secondary 5.8 5.7 385 5.8 566

Burnaby Burnaby Central

Secondary

6.8 6.5 660 6.7 573

Vancouver Sir Charles Tupper

Secondary

6.2 5.5 409 5.9 574

Prince George College Heights

Secondary

5.7 6.0 413 5.9 579

Surrey Lord Tweedsmuir

Secondary

6.0 6.1 457 6.1 580

Surrey Tamanawis Secondary

School

6.2 6.3 512 6.3 581

Nanaimo-Ladysmith Nanaimo District

Secondary

5.9 6.7 514 6.3 584

Langley Brookswood Secondary 5.7 6.2 438 6.0 585

Langley Langley Secondary

School

5.6 5.8 381 5.7 585

Surrey Semiahmoo Secondary 7.0 6.6 732 6.8 587

Bulkley Valley Smithers Secondary 5.6 5.5 373 5.6 598

Richmond R.C. Palmer Secondary 5.9 5.7 415 5.8 610

Greater Victoria Mount Douglas Sr.

Secondary

6.6 7.0 766 6.8 614

Coquitlam Riverside Secondary 6.7 6.6 707 6.7 614

Okanagan Skaha Summerland Secondary 5.2 5.6 356 5.4 618

Surrey Fleetwood Park

Secondary

6.4 6.2 547 6.3 621
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Vancouver Templeton Secondary 6.1 5.8 466 6.0 622

Vancouver Windermere Secondary 6.2 5.9 492 6.1 624

Surrey L A Matheson Secondary 5.8 5.7 431 5.8 633

Abbotsford Yale Secondary School 6.3 6.5 595 6.4 636

Qualicum Kwalikum Secondary 5.4 5.8 398 5.6 638

Vernon W.L. Seaton Secondary 5.0 6.2 402 5.6 644

Nanaimo-Ladysmith Dover Bay Secondary 6.5 6.5 644 6.5 645

Maple Ridge-Pitt

Meadows

Garibaldi Secondary 6.2 5.7 483 6.0 645

Richmond Cambie Secondary 6.2 6.0 510 6.1 647

Abbotsford W.J. Mouat Secondary 6.4 6.4 612 6.4 654

West Vancouver West Vancouver

Secondary

6.6 6.9 817 6.8 655

Delta Delta Secondary 6.3 6.2 584 6.3 663

Quesnel Quesnel Secondary

School

5.6 5.9 451 5.8 663

Greater Victoria Esquimalt Secondary 5.5 5.7 421 5.6 675

Campbell River Timberline Secondary

School

6.5 6.3 651 6.4 696

Abbotsford Robert Bateman

Secondary

6.0 5.4 470 5.7 722

Abbotsford Rick Hansen Secondary 5.8 5.9 524 5.9 735

Abbotsford Career Technical Centre 4.3 4.6 315 4.5 736

Richmond Matthew McNair Sr.

Secondary

5.6 5.8 485 5.7 745

Chilliwack Sardis Secondary School 7.0 6.7 1025 6.9 753

Burnaby Burnaby North

Secondary

6.7 6.7 872 6.7 757

Peace River South South Peace Secondary 5.7 5.5 480 5.6 769

North Vancouver Carson Graham

Secondary

6.5 6.1 681 6.3 773

Maple Ridge-Pitt

Meadows

Maple Ridge Secondary 5.5 6.4 589 6.0 787

Campbell River Carihi Secondary 5.7 5.9 580 5.8 852

Vancouver Vancouver Technical

Secondary

6.3 6.1 716 6.2 861

Coquitlam Gleneagle Secondary

School

6.5 6.4 875 6.5 877

Vancouver Killarney Secondary 6.5 6.2 830 6.4 887

Coquitlam Centennial Sr. Secondary 6.8 6.6 1065 6.7 925
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School

(Public and Independent Schools), 2002/2003

School District
Name

(1)

School Name

(2)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1998/1999

(3)

Course
Completions/

FTE,
1999/2000

(4)

G11 & G12
FTE

Enrollment,
2002/2003

(5)

Estimated
Course

Completions/
FTE,

2002/2003*

(6)

Estimated
Cost of
Course

Completion
Shortfall,
2002/2003

($ thousands)
(7)

Vancouver John Oliver Secondary 5.8 4.9 533 5.4 926

Burnaby Burnaby South

Secondary

6.4 6.7 996 6.6 931

Maple Ridge-Pitt

Meadows

Thomas Haney

Secondary

4.2 4.5 397 4.4 955

North

Okanagan-Shuswap

Salmon Arm Sr.

Secondary

6.1 6.2 797 6.2 958

Coquitlam Terry Fox Sr. Secondary 6.5 6.4 973 6.5 975

Cowichan Valley Frances Kelsey Secondary 4.7 5.5 504 5.1 976

Surrey Queen Elizabeth Sr.

Secondary

6.2 5.8 734 6.0 980

Surrey Guildford Park

Secondary

5.6 5.4 593 5.5 990

Abbotsford Abbotsford Sr. Secondary 6.0 5.8 720 5.9 1,010

New Westminster New Westminster

Secondary

6.0 6.1 800 6.1 1,015

Chilliwack Chilliwack Secondary 5.8 6.1 782 6.0 1,045

Coast Mountains Caledonia Sr. Secondary 5.6 5.0 586 5.3 1,057

Greater Victoria Spectrum Community 5.6 5.4 645 5.5 1,077

Peace River North North Peace Secondary 5.7 5.8 769 5.8 1,130

Delta North Delta Sr. Secondary 6.6 6.5 1243 6.6 1,162

Surrey Princess Margaret

Secondary

5.2 5.4 658 5.3 1,187

Greater Victoria Victoria High 5.7 5.2 787 5.5 1,314

Alberni Alberni District

Secondary

5.3 5.2 739 5.3 1,333

Central Okanagan Mount Boucherie

Secondary

5.7 5.8 928 5.8 1,364

Okanagan Skaha Penticton Secondary 5.6 5.6 939 5.6 1,505

Prince George Prince George

Secondary

5.3 5.4 958 5.4 1,664

Sooke Belmont Secondary 5.2 5.0 952 5.1 1,844

Notes

* 2002-2003 Course completions/FTE are estimated to be equal to the average of course completions during the years 1998/1999 and

1999/2000.

The Formula used to derive the Estimated Cost of Course Completion is ECCCS=(8-ECCFTE) X G11-12FTEE X 0.667875

Where: ECCCS is the Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall, 2002-2003; ECCFTE is the Estimated Course Completions per FTE,

2002-2003; G11-12FTEE is the grade 11 and grade 12 FTE Enrollment, 2002-2003; and 0.667875 is the basic allocation grant divided by the

number of courses in a normal full-time program (8), expressed in thousands of dollars. Calculated totals may not sum due to rounding.
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Table 2: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School District

(Public Schools Only), 2002/2003

District Name Course
Completions/FTE,

1998/1999

Course
Completions/FTE,

1999/2000

Estimated
Course

Completions/FTE,
2002/2003

Estimated Cost
of Course

Completion
Shortfall,

2002/2003*,
($ thousands)

Francophone Education Authority 5.9 6.5 6.2 54

Central Coast 5.6 5.2 5.4 59

Nisga’a 5.7 5.9 5.8 73

Vancouver Island West 4.4 5.8 5.1 78

Arrow Lakes 6.6 6.0 6.3 115

Haida Gwaii–Queen Charlotte 4.0 3.5 3.7 156

Revelstoke 6.0 6.7 6.3 288

Fort Nelson 5.4 5.6 5.5 291

Powell River 6.9 6.7 6.8 410

Gold Trail 5.2 5.7 5.4 420

Gulf Islands 5.8 6.1 5.9 422

Boundary 5.6 6.2 5.9 453

Fraser-Cascade 5.6 5.9 5.8 511

Nicola-Similkameen 6.3 5.7 6.0 555

Vancouver Island North 5.7 5.8 5.7 571

Prince Rupert 5.7 5.2 5.4 711

Okanagan Similkameen 6.1 5.8 5.9 738

Rocky Mountain 6.2 6.1 6.1 767

Comox Valley 7.0 7.3 7.1 776

Howe Sound 5.8 6.5 6.1 791

Bulkley Valley 5.9 5.5 5.7 812

Kootenay-Columbia 6.5 6.7 6.6 822

West Vancouver 7.2 6.9 7.1 907

Sunshine Coast 5.7 6.1 5.9 938

Southeast Kootenay 6.8 6.7 6.8 952

New Westminster 6.0 6.1 6.0 1,045

Quesnel 5.7 6.0 5.9 1,123

Nechako Lakes 5.9 5.4 5.6 1,128

Mission 6.1 6.0 6.0 1,162

Peace River North 5.7 5.8 5.8 1,185

Qualicum 5.8 6.0 5.9 1,199

Peace River South 5.9 5.5 5.7 1,202

Saanich 6.8 6.7 6.7 1,259
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Table 2: Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall By School District

(Public Schools Only), 2002/2003

District Name Course
Completions/FTE,

1998/1999

Course
Completions/FTE,

1999/2000

Estimated
Course

Completions/FTE,
2002/2003

Estimated Cost
of Course

Completion
Shortfall,

2002/2003*,
($ thousands)

Kootenay Lake 6.2 6.2 6.2 1,353

North Okanagan-Shuswap 6.4 6.4 6.4 1,450

Alberni 5.3 5.2 5.3 1,489

Campbell River 6.2 6.1 6.1 1,562

Coast Mountains 5.9 5.7 5.8 1,777

Chilliwack 6.3 6.4 6.4 1,853

North Vancouver 7.2 6.9 7.1 1,860

Cowichan Valley 7.1 6.2 6.7 1,865

Vernon 6.0 6.4 6.2 1,885

Cariboo-Chilcotin 5.6 5.6 5.6 1,924

Okanagan Skaha 5.5 5.6 5.6 2,094

Kamloops/Thompson 6.7 6.8 6.7 2,170

Central Okanagan 6.3 6.2 6.3 2,331

Sooke 5.1 5.1 5.1 2,388

Delta 6.8 6.7 6.7 2,420

Nanaimo-Ladysmith 6.2 6.4 6.3 2,561

Maple Ridge—Pitt Meadows 5.9 5.9 5.9 3,288

Burnaby 6.7 6.7 6.7 3,292

Langley 6.3 6.2 6.3 3,764

Prince George 6.0 5.9 5.9 3,875

Richmond 6.6 6.6 6.6 3,922

Coquitlam 6.9 6.8 6.9 4,343

Abbotsford 6.2 5.9 6.0 4,490

Greater Victoria 6.6 6.2 6.4 4,597

Vancouver 7.1 6.5 6.8 8,411

Surrey 6.5 6.2 6.3 8,969

Stikine n/a n/a n/a n/a

Notes:

*2002-2003 Course completions/FTE are estimated to be equal to the average of course completions during the years 1998/1999 and

1999/2000.

The Formula used to derive the Estimated Cost of Course Completion is ECCCS=(8-ECCFTE) X TFTEE X 0.667875

Where: ECCCS is the Estimated Cost of Course Completion Shortfall, 2002-2003, ECCFTE is the Estimated Course Completions per FTE,

2002-2003, G11-12FTEE is the grade 11 and grade 12 FTE Enrollment, 2002-2003, and 0.667875 is the basic allocation grant divided by the

number of courses, in a normal full-time program (8), expressed in thousands of dollars.

Calculated totals may not sum due to rounding.
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