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SASKATCHEWAN SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION
FUNDING MODEL EQUITY? A PERSPECTIVE OF
SASKATCHEWAN SCHOOL DIVISIONS.
What is Education Equity?
For students, equity goes beyond providing all students with the same opportunities. Equity
means ensuring that students who experience barriers to learning have the supports they need
to achieve the same benefits and successes as all other students. Equity is about outcomes,
results, and opportunities.
For boards of education, education equity means equity of resources. Education equity means
funding models that recognize it costs more to deliver the K-12 education program in some
situations than in others and provide appropriate and adequate dollars so all boards of
education can offer a comparable, equitable, high-quality program to their students
Source: Responding to Diversity: Examining Education Equity in Saskatchewan. Lorraine Thompson, 2011.

The Saskatchewan School Boards Association (SSBA) is the collective voice of publicly funded
school boards in the province. The SSBA’s Strategic Plan. Vision 2025 is focused on student
achievement and underscores the importance of education equity and alignment of strategic
actions and resources in order to allow boards to achieve this vision. To monitor education
equity in the sector, the SSBA created the Education Equity Working Advisory Group comprised
of elected board of education members and senior board of education staff. In 2011 a foundation
research report, Responding to Diversity: Examining Education Equity in Saskatchewan
(Responding to Diversity Report) was written. This report set the context for education equity,
described the shared roles and responsibilities for education equity and outlined action for the
SSBA to undertake to promote education equity. SSBA Strategic Plan, Visions 2025 is available at:
http://www.saskschoolboards.ca/aboutus/MembersPage/ExecutiveMembersPage/Oct12_StrategicPlan_20132025.pdf .

This document has been prepared at the request of the Saskatchewan School Boards Association
(SSBA) and is the next step in support to the SSBA’s commitment to action on this front. The
report summarizes the experiences of Boards of Education (Boards) in implementing the
Ministry of Education new funding model for the 2013-14 fiscal year. It is a continuation of the
work of the Saskatchewan School Boards Association Working Advisory Committee (WAG) to
monitor the actions of the provincial government’s adherence to the funding distribution model
guiding principles. These principles are Mutual Responsibility, Accountability, Transparency,
Equity, and Stability.
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REPORT FOUNDATION
This report has been prepared from the responses received from the Association’s survey that
was distributed to all school divisions in June 2013. The survey posed the following questions
relating to the funding distribution model and its impact to the preparation of division’s 2013
budget:
1. During budget preparation did your board discover any areas of concern with the
distribution model? If yes; please explain what was noticed.
2. In your opinion, do these irregularities contradict the belief that “education funding has
been distributed on an equitable basis”?
3. If you believe budget inequities exist; how will it affect student achievement outcomes in
you school division:
a. Do these inequities restrict innovation within your school division? Provide
examples.
b. Is there a sense of lost flexibility at the school division level? Please comment.
The final deadline for receipt of the responses was July 31, 2013 and all submissions received by
August 9, 2013 have been included in this report. Twenty of the twenty-eight school divisions in
the province responded to the survey.
The responses varied both in terms of length and content. This reflects the diversity that exists
amongst the divisions and the impact that the diversity has on the distribution of resources,
perceptions of equity and fairness.

SCOPE OF WORK
This report was prepared in accordance with direction provided by the Association. Those
directions were:
1. To analyze the responses submitted by school divisions to the association survey
2. To identify themes or trends in the responses from school divisions
3. To, from observations noted, identify areas where potential enhancements to the funding
model may be possible
4. To make recommendations identifying areas of the distribution model where changes or
additional funding is required to enhance equity.
In addition to the surveys a review of the following reports and documents was also conducted:
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Research Report 2011 – Responding to Diversity: Examining Education Equity in
Saskatchewan by Lorraine Thompson.
Education Finance Principles document that was prepared by the Saskatchewan School
Boards Association’s Education Funding Working Advisory Group in 2009.
Minutes of the Thursday June 20, 2013 of the Saskatchewan School Boards Association
Education Equity Working Advisory Group.
Saskatchewan Ministry of Education 2013/14 Funding Manual.
Saskatchewan Ministry of Education 2012/13 Funding Manual.
Provincial K-12 Enrolment Summary published by Saskatchewan Education for the
2011-12 and 2012-13 school years.
PreK-12 Funding Distribution Model Component Summary Report for 2012-13 School
Division Year published by The Ministry of Education.
PreK-12 Funding Distribution Model Component Summary Report for 2013-14 School
Division Year published by The Ministry of Education.
Funding Comparative from the 2012/13 to the 2013/14 School Division year as published
by the Ministry of Education.
The Education Act 1995.
Saskatchewan Education Preventative Maintenance and Renewal Funding Policy,
Guidelines and Procedures.
Provincial Auditor’s 2013 Report – Volume 1; Chapter 8 – Capital Asset Planning for
Schools.
Vision 2025: Saskatchewan School Boards Association Strategic Plan 2013-2015.
March 20, 2013 Media Release by the Saskatchewan School Boards Association.

SCHOOL DIVISION TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE 2013/14
The 2013 budget day total approved operating expenses for school divisions is
$1,816,716,000.00. This represents an overall increase of $46,603,100.00 from the 2012
amount of $1,770,112,900.00. (Information taken from the Pre-K Funding Distribution Model Component Summary
Report for 2011-12 and 2012-13 School Division Year published by The Ministry of Education)

Provincial funding from the General Revenue Fund and education property tax will increase by
$35,000,000.00 or 2.00% in 2013. The balance of funding is made up of tuition fee revenues and
other adjustments totalling $11,603,100.00. The additional funding is intended to offset the cost
of implementing the “Current Enrolment Component” (Implemented in 2013/14 to fund school
divisions with current year enrolment increases) in the distribution formula as well as providing
for a 1.5% increase to offset the cost of salary increases for non-teaching personnel. The
Ministry also committed to covering the costs of a new teacher’s collective bargaining
agreement.
-5-

The SSBA’s reaction to the 2013/14 provincial budget was that it was, at best, a status quo
budget. In a March 20, 2013 Media Release SSBA President Janet Foord’s response to the
budget was:
“What this means, though, is that the government at best is maintaining funding not adding
more resources to meet all students’ achievement needs. The targets for which boards are
accountable have been mandated by the government this budget does not provide the
resources required to achieve those targets,”
The various components and percentage of distribution in the 2013/14 School Division Fiscal
Year PreK-12 Funding Distribution Model can be seen below in Figure 1.

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 2013-14
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Figure 1: Component Funding of Operating Expenses for 2013-14. (Source of data is 2013/14 Funding
Manual published by the Saskatchewan Ministry of Education, March 2013)

The analysis of a Distribution Model as complex as the one used for the education sector is
difficult and, depending on the data and method utilized, can produce a vast array of results that
are valid. Changes in school division data, funding variables, factors or functional components
all can change the funding to divisions and the divisions perceptions of equity.
Three other factors that can contribute to school division perceptions and view are the adequacy
of the funding pool, Ministry expectations and requirements and student enrolment in the
province and division.

-6-

The following table compares the funding by function and percentage of total funding for the
2012/13 and 2013/14 school division fiscal years:

TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF EDUCATION FUNDING COMPONENTS
FUNCTION AREAS
Governance
Administration
Base Instruction
School Based Support
Supports for Learning
LDTC Funding
Instructional Resources
Plant Operations
Comp. Services
Transportation Operations
School Bus Renewal
Tuition Expense
Current Enrolment
Associate Schools
Debt Repayment
School Consolidation
TOTALS:

2013/14
EXPENSES
$11,325,000.00
$66,967,000.00
$743,784,000.00
$86,746,000.00
$264,295,000.00
$128,898,000.00
$103,376,000.00
$209,127,000.00
$18,158,000.00
$112,878,000.00
$11,835,000.00
$5,755,000.00
$22,866,000.00
$17,782,000.00
$11,695,000.00
$1,227,000.00

%
0.62%
3.69%
40.94%
4.77%
14.55%
7.10%
5.69%
11.51%
1.00%
6.21%
0.65%
0.32%
1.26%
0.98%
0.64%
0.07%

2012/13
EXPENSES
$11,348,300.00
$65,708,200.00
$736,383,200.00
$85,985,600.00
$258,795,300.00
$128,898,400.00
$103,103,700.00
$206,138,200.00
$17,094,200.00
$110,352,700.00
$11,835,200.00
$5,653,000.00
$0.00
$17,131,100.00
$10,738,400.00
$947,400.00

%
0.64%
3.71%
41.60%
4.86%
14.62%
7.28%
5.82%
11.65%
0.97% CF
6.23%
0.67% CF
0.32%
0.00%
0.97%
0.61%
0.05%

$1,816,716,000.00 100.00% $1,770,112,900.00 100.00%
NO TE: CF means conditional funding.

Figure 2: Comparison of Education 2012/13 to 2013/2013. (Source of data is 2012/13 and 2013/14 Funding
Manuals published by the Ministry of Education)

To illustrate the issues surrounding any calculation with the distribution model, consider the
following calculation which will try to determine the provincial per student costs that would be
applicable for each of the above years if only function areas common to all divisions are utilized.
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PreK- 12 Enrolment

2013/14

2012/13

CHANGE:

168,442

165,893

2,549

$1,816,716,000.00

$1,770,112,900.00

$46,603,100.00

Current Enrolment Allocation
-$22,866,000.00
Associate School Allocation
-$17,782,000.00
Debt Repayment Allocation
-$11,695,000.00
School Consolidation Allocation -$1,227,000.00

$0.00

$22,866,000.00

-$17,131,100.00

$650,900.00

-$10,738,400.00

$956,600.00

-$947,400.00

$279,600.00

$1,763,146,000.00

$1,741,296,000.00

$21,850,000.00

$10,467.38

$10,496.50

-$29.12

Expenditures:

Adjusted Expenditures:
Adjusted Cost / Student:

The result of this calculation shows that although total expenditures increased by over
$46,000,000.00 and provincial revenue was increased by $35,000,000.00 the average per student
amount was reduced by $29.00. This can be attributed to the Ministry directing $22,866,000.00
towards funding the Current Enrolment Factor and the balance to fund an increase in provincial
student enrolment.
To reflect a true increase in funding to school divisions an additional 1.54% or $27,300.000.00
needs to be added to the funding pool accommodate the increased provincial enrolment.
The distribution model is designed to distribute the funds available in an equitable manner. The
guiding principles that apply to how the Ministry of Education distributes and allocates funding
are Mutual Responsibility, Accountability, Transparency, Equity, and Stability.
The Saskatchewan School Boards Association has also developed a set of Education Finance
Principles to be reflected in the distribution model. One of the main pillars in the Education
Finance Principles document developed by the Saskatchewan School Boards Association’s
Education Funding Advisory Group in 2009 is “Adequacy”. Although there are issues with the
distribution formula it is apparent that there is also an issue of adequate resources being
provided.
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RESPONSE OF SCHOOL DIVISIONS TO THE SURVEY
Twenty of twenty-eight school divisions responded to the survey. They represent a cross section
of the school divisions by size, urban/rural, public/separate and by varying geographically
locations. This should validate the responses provided in relation to all school divisions in the
province.

DISTRIBUTION MODEL CONCERNS
(INDICATED BY NO. OF SCHOOL DIVISIONS RESPONSES
IN EACH AREA)

95% of School
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4

9
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4

Figure 3: .Shows the number of responses to each areas of concern .

Responses were very diverse and often related to issues that were specific to their school
division. This type of response, often in great detail, contributed greater understanding of the
issues and contributed much to this summary report.
This is what the school divisions said:

1. During Budget preparation did your board discover any areas of concern
with the distribution model? If yes, please explain what was noticed.
School divisions responded overwhelming to this question with 95% of them stating that
they had various areas of concern with the distribution model. The concerns identified can
be grouped as follows:
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ADEQUATE FUNDING
School divisions stated that they believe there is not adequate funding provided by the
Ministry. It appears that the resource adequacy becomes more of a factor as the size of the
division becomes smaller, more dispersed and economies of scale become a non-factor.
Additional funding is needed to cover costs associated with inflation, support staff salaries
or the incremental costs of teacher’s salaries.
SUPPORTS FOR LEARNING (SFL)
Forty-five percent of the school divisions (representing 60% of the students in the province)
responded with concerns surrounding SFL factor in the distribution formula. The issues
identified can be summarized as follows:
 SFL funding is under pressure as demands for services increase and funding remains
constant thus diluting the funding rates. There is a need to increase the funding pool
to meet the increasing demands being placed on schools across the province.
 All School divisions are experiencing pressures in recruiting and/or retaining
professional staff to provide an array of professional services under Supports for
Learning. In the Responding to Diversity Report one of the statements defines
education equity for students is described follows:
"Comparable access to specialists – equity means that all students, no matter
where they live in Saskatchewan, have comparable access to specialist educators
such as speech-language pathologists, educational psychologists and the like.”
 The Ministry needs to address issues surrounding the distribution of SFL funding to
ensure that the formula is utilizing current data that ensures that funds are allocated
to where the requirements are. Changes need to be made to the formula or a current
data source needs to facilitate calculation of the Vulnerable Component. The use of
2006 Census Data from Statistics Canada is not current enough to be used for
funding allocation purposes.
 There is some concern with the cost of servicing a program outside the major urban
areas of the province. Some school divisions are suggesting that the 40 km variable
utilized in distribution be reduced to 10 km to put all divisions on parity.
LOCALLY DETERMINED TERMS AND CONDITIONS (LDTC)
Thirty-seven percent of school divisions raised concerns with the LDTC factor. The issues
raised indicate a continued sense of concern by divisions with respect to, not only the equity
of the factor, but also the fairness in the application of the factor.
This is a summary of the concerns raised by the divisions:
 The Ministry needs to meet the total cost of LDTC. Currently there is a funding
shortfall of $4,350,000.00.
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School divisions that are in the process of negotiating new Local Agreements feel
frustrated that they are not being supported in the process as they bargain locally.
The Ministry has informed divisions that, same as in the 2012-13 fiscal year, costs
related to LDTC are be taken out of allocated funds.
The Ministry, in partnership with the SSBA, needs to establish a long term solution
to address what is perceived as equity and fairness issues by school divisions. The
relationship between preparation time and class size is best summarized in the
following section taken from Page 12 of the Responding to Diversity Report:

“Teacher preparation time/class size – It is common for boards of education to balance
teacher preparation time and class size, with emphasis being placed on one or the other
depending on local priorities. One board may provide 20 percent teacher preparation time,
but larger class size. Another board may provide 10 percent preparation time, but smaller
class size. Yet another board, which has several small schools, may hire additional teachers,
in order to reduce multigrading or class size, or increase teacher preparation time within
those small schools.”
SCHOOL-BASED SUPPORT
Twenty-one percent of school divisions indicated that the 1.5% adjustment to offset salary
and related costs for non-teaching personnel was inadequate. This was echoed across all
other funding areas where the 1.5% funding increase was applied to including
administration, plant operations and transportation.
TRANSPORTATION
Twenty-one percent of divisions also indicated that the Ministry needs to implement a
distribution formula to address the funding of transportation services in an equitable manner
and, not continue to simply to offset current operating costs. There was some concern
expressed that without Bench Marks it may be difficult to achieve an equitable solution.
One school division went so far as to suggest that a solution may be to contract out this
service on a provincial basis. Existing contracts or other legal obligations complicate the
process and need to be taken into account in developing the model.
ADJUSTMENT FACTORS
Twenty-six percent of school divisions indicated that the existing factors (Northern
Education and French Factors) need to be reviewed and an emerging concern is the need to
address the impact salary and benefits costs are having on divisions in major urban or
economic growth areas of the province.
School divisions in growth areas of the province are having issues in recruiting and retaining
non-teaching staff. The funding variables, either unit or average salary, are significantly
lower than salaries the divisions need to pay. A suggestion has been made that a factor
- 11 -

needs to be established to address costs variances that far exceed the average salary utilized
in calculating salary recognition for non-teaching personnel.
OTHER AREAS OF CONCERN
Additional concerns were identified by school divisions. They are listed as follows:
1. Three school divisions identified a need for the Ministry to make a concerted
effort to provide long term funding to adequately address goals for improvement
of First Nation/Métis Education (FNME) student achievement.
2. School divisions that have a significant First Nations presence within their
boundaries are faced with significant costs (financial and personnel) in
maintaining relationships and educational service agreements. Additional funding
is required to assist divisions in dealing with First Nations.
3. Two school divisions identified a concern with the way tuition fees revenue for
federal students were recognized in the model. They indicated that there is a
need to reconcile the amount deducted from the amount of fees actually received.
Past history shows that the number of federal students is reduced from the first to
the second and third billing periods resulting in a loss of revenue to the division.
4. Most of the school divisions indicated that there is limited resource available for
school divisions to launch efficiency or innovative initiatives. The distribution
model needs a funding factor to ensure that school divisions have the resource to
offset the cost of division or Ministry initiated initiatives.
5. School divisions are concerned that the dispersion of students is not being
adequately recognized. For example, the cost of providing specialized services in
a school with a density of 500 students is different than when those students are
located a significant distance apart from each other with small numbers in each
facility.
6. School closure regulations currently limit Boards abilities to deal with facilities.
Schools that cannot be closed need to be eligible for funding as Small Schools Of
Necessity (SSON).
7. The costs of purchasing specialized educational services from other agencies
such as Ranch Ehrlo or other agencies are not being recognized.
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2. In your opinion, do these irregularities contradict the belief that
“Educational Funding has been distributed on an equitable basis”?
Seventy percent responded in the affirmative to this question although from the comments
made the response is, in most cases, specific to various funding components and not the
model itself.
A breakdown of the response received is:
 Thirteen divisions were of the opinion that equity issues existed in the current model.
 Two divisions were of the opinion that the distribution model was equitable.
 Four divisions did not provide a response to the question.
The areas of concern identified in comments are consistent with those school divisions
identified in Question 1 so there is no need to duplicate the information here as well. A
number of divisions were of the opinion that the distribution model is a work in progress that
further work needs to be undertaken to address the short comings of the current model.

3. If you believe budget inequities exist, how will it affect student achievement
outcomes in your school division?
School divisions are responding to the funding realities in various manners. It is apparent
that smaller school divisions will be the most severely impacted and that the resulting cuts to
program, student supports, staff and services will impact student achievement earlier and
more severely than in larger divisions.
Larger divisions are able to address funding issues in a manner that will result in a reduced
impact on student achievement in the short term. Higher pupil teacher ratios, staff
reductions, resources from efficiency initiatives, short term resource reallocation from other
budget areas, deferring expenditures and utilizing reserve funds are areas where school
division are looking resources at to ensure that student needs are met. Long-term this is not
sustainable way of funding the enterprise.
Overall, based on school division response, if the cuts being considered by divisions are
implemented across the province the end result should have a negative impact on student
achievement.
a. Do these inequities restrict innovation within your school division? Provide
examples.
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Eighty percent of divisions were of the opinion that innovation will be restricted in
their division. Once again, the impact will be greater in the smaller school divisions,
but all divisions indicated that the ability to implement new and innovative programs
or initiatives will be curtailed. Some examples of initiatives being put on hold in
include: First Nation & Métis Education Consultant will not be engaged; First
Nation & Métis Support Program at risk; Enhanced Applied Arts program in rural
area on hold; Learning Initiative Program at risk; Full day Kindergarten program.
The majority of school divisions stated that they had no resources available for
innovative programing. One of the issues that school division’s raised under
question number 1 was the need for the Ministry to establish a funding component to
provide all divisions with equitable access to resources for this purpose.
b. Is there a sense of lost flexibility at the school division level? Please comment.
Sixty-eight percent of school divisions responded that they sense a loss of flexibility
at the school division level. Smaller school divisions indicated that there was no
flexibility in the model whatsoever as all resources were consumed by operating
expenses and external demands. Larger school divisions were of the opinion that
flexibility exists within the model but that the size of the funding envelope restricts
that flexibility.
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PERCEPTIONS AND OBSERVATIONS
1. School divisions are appreciative of the unconditional nature of the current distribution
model. Only two areas of the current model are funded in a conditional manner; Bus
Renewal and Complementary Services. This represents only 1.65% of the
$1,816,716,000.00 total school division operating expenses. School divisions agree that
further funding needs to be of an unconditional nature.
2. School divisions that have been continually pressured due to enrolment increases are
appreciative of the change in the timing of funding that addresses this issue. It is still too
early to determine how well the Current Enrolment Factor will meet the needs of those
school divisions impacted by enrolment increases. It is important to review the model on
an ongoing basis to ensure it is meeting the funding objective.
3. School divisions were generally appreciative of the introduction of the Preventative
Maintenance and Renewal Program this year. Although a positive first step the general
consensus is that additional funding needs to be added to the pool if the deferred
maintenance liability is to be addressed. School divisions also indicated that the formula
needs to be further refined to reflect the age, condition and utilization of the buildings.
4. The distribution model has been designed to distribute money
in an equitable manner and not fund the education enterprise.
Generally speaking, school divisions are of the opinion that the
distribution model is a work in progress. There are areas of the
model that need modification or other factors added to achieve
a truly equitable balance.

School divisions are of
the opinion that the
distribution model is a
work in progress.

5. Benchmarks need to be established to provide the basis for
evaluation, comparison and to ensure that funding is being appropriately allocated to
meet the needs of all students in the province. It is important that Benchmarks be
established through a collaborative process of the education sector partners.
6. The responses from divisions indicate that the distribution model has not, as yet, leveled
the playing field. Perhaps the resource differential between school divisions in 2009 was
too great to be equalized in this short a time period. This is clearly evidenced by
responses from those divisions affected with the transition process. This issue alone
makes arriving at an equitable model very difficult.
7. Smaller school divisions are finding the distribution model unworkable. They are
indicating that they do not have sufficient resources to meet operational needs or address
Ministry requirements. This issue becomes more serious as the student population drops.
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Economies of scale soften the impact and reaction to funding shortages as there are able
to be absorbed within larger systems. Smaller divisions or those more dispersed over a
larger geographical area do not have that luxury.
8. Almost every response was in some way critical of the of distribution model in the Plant
Operations and Maintenance function area. Concerns carried over in Preventative
Maintenance and Renewal and Capital funding areas. This topic will be addressed
separately in greater detail on Page 17 of this report.
9. A number of school divisions were of the opinion that the distribution model promoted
inefficiency in school division operations. This topic was brought up in a variety of ways
by a cross section of the school division. This item will also be addressed further in
greater detail later on Page 18 of this report.
10. When looking at solutions to the issues surrounding the distribution formula there are a
number of factors that need to be considered in seeking change. There are the political
considerations that are owned by the Provincial Government, the Saskatchewan School
Boards Association and individual Boards of Education. Careful consideration must
always be given to what the partners hold as important and those must be protected in the
change process. For the Saskatchewan School Boards Association and for School
Divisions those are firstly, the autonomy to make the decisions that best serves their
students and communities and secondly, adequate unconditional funding from the
province to cover the service delivery costs.
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EMERGING ISSUES
Two areas of concern that were noted under the Perceptions and Observations section of this
report were Facility Funding and that a number of factors in the Distribution Model promoted
inefficiency in the funding of school divisions. Concern over facility funding is nothing new as
Capital & PMR funding were always viewed as underfunded but this went further and deeper
into the understandings and the basis of the distribution.
That these issues are raised is not surprising as school divisions struggle to understand and see
equity in the distribution model. However, both these two issues strike at fundamental
components in distributing resources and could serve as a divisive issue.
A. FACILITY FUNDING ISSUES
Fifty percent of school divisions indicated that Capital and Maintenance Funding is not
sufficient to address facility issues. This is not new as previous studies identified
deferred maintenance as an issue with school facilities. Most recently the Provincial
Auditor identified this in her 2013 annual report. The following is quoted for Chapter 8
in the report:
“About

70% of school buildings in the provincial system are more than 40 years
old. Statistics Canada estimates the service life of education buildings at about
40 years. Therefore, significant investment in maintenance, renovation, or
replacement of schools is likely to be required in the next several years.”
“The current level of funding is not sufficient, contributing to an infrastructure
deficit. As such, it is important that effective and economical choices are made as
to where capital money is spent.”
There is an urgent need for additional capital funding to meet the need for new schools in
the growth areas of the province. In addition there is need to modernize existing schools
across the province where enrolments are stable and the schools are viable. Additional
funding remains a high priority of divisions.
In addition, there is a general concern that hovers around the area of facility maintenance
and PMR funding that is not specific to the funding or lack thereof but challenges the
assumptions that are part of the distribution formula as well. The concerns being raised
by a number of divisions are:


School divisions do not sense that the Provincial Government has any appetite for
school closure or consolidation. Surplus space in schools is a growing problem
across the province. Decommissioning space is often difficult and costly or
impossible.
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The way the distribution model works and facilities are funded can eliminate any
benefits of closing a facility. Closure of a small school can have a negative impact on
school division resources.
There appears to be disincentives within the facilities area of the distribution model
that rewards school divisions with lower utilization factors and works against those
with higher utilization factors. A suggestion made is to apply a factor to provide
additional resources for utilization rates that exceed 100%.
School divisions that operate a greater number of schools with a lower utilization are
funded higher than those divisions operating fewer schools with higher utilization.
The reliance on using the school as a variable for funding recognition in the
distribution formula rewards divisions with more schools and lower student density
per facility.
Clawing back savings achieved from school closures does nothing to encourage
efficiency.

The issues identified above have not been validated and, to do so, is beyond the scope of this
report. It does however highlight a concern that is becoming an irritant amongst some school
divisions.
B: DISTRIBUTION MODEL: ARE THERE FACTORS IN THE MODEL THAT
PROMOTE INEFFICIENCY?
It is interesting to note that some of the school division are questioning equity in relation to
what they see as areas of the distribution model that promote and fund inefficiency. The
concerns being raised are noted below:






An area of concern is the use of school buildings as variable to allocate resources in
Governance, Administration and Instruction areas of the model does not promote
efficient operation. Divisions are suggesting that it may be more beneficial, from a
financial perspective, for school divisions to operate more facilities with lower
enrolment.
Another area of concern in the Distribution Model is the use of a sliding scale in Base
Instruction and School-based support to determine the allocation of funds to
divisions. School divisions with greater density per facility receive less recognition
than those with lower student enrolment per facility.
The perception of school divisions is that efficiencies achieved by a school division
benefits the provincial pool of funds but not necessarily the division. Examples of
this would be school closures, transportation reviews and restructuring, downsizing of
facility areas through decommissioning space. To encourage school divisions to seek
and implement efficiency measures there needs to be a financial incentive.

The claims that the school divisions have raised with respect to efficiency and equity provide an
interesting view on how the distribution model may be impacting the effective use of educational
resources.
- 18 -

The efficiency issues raised by school divisions need to be studied to determine if their
perceptions are valid. Any analysis done needs to be based on benchmarks; first, one that
defines what core essential programs are and defines what a “Full Services School” is; and
secondly determines the actual cost of providing those services under different scenarios.
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ACTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION
The Development of a Distribution Model that will be equitable, perceived as fair and be
acceptable to the education sector is very difficult achieve. The diversity amongst school
divisions today, the differences between division expenditure levels when the formula was
developed in 2009 and the lack of bench marks all contribute to the complexity of achieving
equity. Pages 6 and 7 in the Responding to Diversity Report illustrate the differences between
school divisions in the province. This diversity often results in school divisions not having an
appreciation and understanding of the factors in the distribution model and how those factors
impact each division.
At the onset in the development of the distribution model the
Minister of Education made the statement that the new model
resulted in school divisions being “winners and losers”. (The
School Trustee, March 2011.) This was unfortunate in that it set the
wrong tone for implementation of a principle based distribution
model. All actions taken need to be aligned with the guiding
principles, be in the best interests of all students and be perceived as
such by school divisions.

Ministry of Education
guiding principles:
Mutual Responsibility
Accountability
Transparency
Equity
Stability

A number of school divisions stated in the survey, that the process of developing a Distribution
Model is evolutionary or a work in progress but there are actions that need to be taken now. It is
very important that school divisions, individually and through the association, have continued
input into the ongoing development of that model.
The “Actions for Consideration” are directed as follows:
A. The Ministry of Education
1. Address the concerns school divisions have about the lack of
available funds in the current distribution model for innovative
purposes. A funding component is needed to provide divisions
with equitable opportunities to become innovative and efficient.
2. To be successful, Ministry initiatives need to be accompanied
with the resources necessary to properly implement them.
Additional audit requirements, curriculum implementation and
the LEAN Initiative are examples where changes were imposed
on school divisions without an investment of funds to support
them. Changes implemented by the provincial government to
the start of the school year (e.g. School start-up after Labour
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Government’s
decision to take over
all education funding
leaves school boards
as a single-funded
entity. As a result, all
new provincial
initiatives must be
accompanied by the
resources necessary to
properly implement
them.

Day) and the increase in instructional hours to 950 also serve to increase the costs.
3. Address the issues identified by boards with respect to facilities including capital and
operating funding and operational deficiencies. The issues identified by Boards are
consistent with the three recommendations for action contained in report “Responding to
Diversity: Examining Education Equity in Saskatchewan”. (The recommendations in the
report are included under Appendix “A” of this report)

4. In consultation with school boards develop a distribution model for Transportation
services in time for the 2014 provincial budget. The funding model will need to take into
account existing operational commitments, geographical cost impacts and the need to
reflect current service requirements in development of the model.
5. Fully fund the cost of LDTC for all school divisions in 2014/15 fiscal year.
6. In consultation with school boards develop a policy and long term strategy to deal with
issues surrounding LDTC before the release of 2014/15 provincial budget. Clarity and
adequate funding are required to allow divisions to negotiate Local Agreements in good
faith. The impact of LDTC cannot be dealt with in isolation of school board autonomy
and operational decisions. This is consistent with the findings of Responding to
Diversity Report contained in the following sections:
a. The Terms of the LINC Agreement on Page 11 of the report.
b. Teacher preparation time/class size on Page 12 of the report.
7. Review School Closure legislation to ensure that it meets the needs of schools divisions.
Provide divisions with small schools that cannot be closed due to legislation with Small
Schools of Necessity funding.
8. Change the 40 Km distance factor in the SFL component to 10 Km outside of the urban
centre in the school division that services are provided from to equalize non-compensated
travel distances and address related student density issues. This is consistent with the
finding of the Responding to Diversity Report in the section “Different geographic
locations” on page 6 of the report.
9. Evaluate using funding variables in calculation of Supports for Learning for all personnel
throughout the model to more accurately reflect the costs of providing the service across
the province. This would address the windshield time that employees spend in going to
and from locations they work at from time to time. (e.g. Itinerant teachers, librarians,
technicians, maintenance and administrative personnel).
10. Implement market driven factors in the distribution model to address actual recruitment
and retention costs of non-instructional personnel in growth areas of the province. This
would assist in achieving equity and improve service to students.
11. Recognize the importance of extra-curricular activities and assist school divisions with
the costs of providing students with these opportunities in different geographical regions
of the province. Lorraine Thompson on page 6 in the Responding to Diversity report
writes:
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“A school division’s location affects costs for almost everything and also influences its
ability to provide programs and services to students. In the North, for example, taking
students to another community for intermural sports may involve a day-long bus trip and an
overnight stay.”
B. The Saskatchewan School Boards Association
1. Hold the Ministry of Education accountable by ensuring that Ministry initiatives and
programs are accompanied by the resources required.
2. Continue to educate the public and lobby the Provincial Government on the need for
funding increases for school divisions’ operational and capital needs.
3. Monitor provincial funding for education equity to ensure there is
No
complete transparency in the process, funding formulas and actual
side-bar
practice.
deals!
4. Preserve and enhance autonomy of publicly funded boards of
education.
5. Take a proactive and leadership role in developing benchmarks or best practices to
facilitate the process of achieving equity in the distribution of education resources. By
establishing best practices that are representative of publicly funded education it is less
likely that other practices will be imposed upon the sector.
6. Continue to exercise leadership in leading a process with boards of education that
strengthens the Association’s ability to speak with one voice on behalf of all boards on
important issues facing the sector.

C. The Education Partners
The following action statements are from the Emerging Issues section of this report and are
viewed as longer term objectives that need further study and analysis.
1. Review concerns raised by school divisions and reported under Emerging Issues Facilities Funding Issues to determine the validity of the assertions.
2. Review of factors identified by school divisions and reported under Emerging Factors –
Distribution Model to determine if there are factors in the Distribution Model that
promote inefficiency.
The Actions for Consideration are provided as suggestions for action that is required to improve
equity in the distribution model. By working collaboratively together, it is expected that this can
occur.
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APPENDIX “A”
(Taken from the Responding to Diversity Report: Pages 25 to 27)

“Following are the key recommendations of the Facilities Funding Working Advisory Group.
The SSBA and boards of education/CSF are fully committed to working with the Ministry to
ensure publicly-funded education is delivered in quality facilities that best meet the learning
needs of Saskatchewan students. The Working Advisory Group is also of the firm belief that if
adequate facilities funding is provided, the details of how that funding would be fairly distributed
could certainly be worked out.
Recommendation # 1: Facilities funding in Saskatchewan should be determined according to
the following five categories:
1. Major Capital
The province should continue to approve major capital projects which would include new
schools, major renovations, roofing and portable classrooms. However, there is a need to
create a “level playing field” and a shared understanding of the rules when it comes to the
approval process.
There is a need to develop a common template or application form for funding for new school
construction. Currently, the best crafted written proposals are more likely to be
successful. A transparent, detailed and consistent application form should be developed to
ensure all applications are being considered fairly.
2. Infrastructure Renewal
Each year, the province should allocate 2% of Current Replacement Value to school divisions
for the purpose of ongoing infrastructure renewal.
A formula for the distribution of this funding should be developed in consultation with
school boards/CSF. The formula must provide for funding which is adequate, predictable and
sustainable.
School divisions should develop 5-Year School Division Facilities Plans which provide
comprehensive rationale for specific renewal capital projects, education programming,
operating capacities, and current condition of facilities, land use, demographics, local
community and economic development strategies.
As well, for all projects considered to be of high priority by the division, a detailed Project
Report should be developed and updated annually. This report would outline project
rationale, cost estimates and a comprehensive business case.
Some of the factors which should be considered in the infrastructure approval process
include: Student enrolment, age of building, eligible school space, geographic location and
other pertinent factors.
This recommendation addresses the need for school board/CSF accountability. As well, it
- 23 -

speaks to the need for an adequate, dedicated amount of funding for boards/CSF to use at
their discretion for annual infrastructure renewal. Such renewal would reduce the need for
major capital projects (new schools) and would result in cost savings over the long term. The
Ministry should provide provincial guidelines regarding how this money could be spent, but
boards/CSF should retain the autonomy to make the final decision regarding infrastructure
renewal expenditures within the school division.
3. Ongoing Operation and Maintenance
Ongoing operation and maintenance accounts for approximately 11-13% of school divisions’/
CSF’s total budgets. There is a need for the Ministry and boards/CSF to jointly develop a
formula to distribute adequate funding to operate and maintain facilities.
The specific facility needs of particular grades and class-size should be considered in the
development of this formula, as well as such factors as special needs students, sparsity,
distance and travel, and small schools by necessity.
4. Non-School Facilities
The province will need to develop a formula to distribute adequate funding to construct and
maintain non-school facilities such as transportation and administration facilities.
5. Provincially Protected Schools
Restrictions have been placed on school divisions with respect to their ability to close
schools. The province must continue to fund the operation and maintenance of these schools
and where needed provide funding to decommission space that is no longer required.”
Recommendation #2: Capital Funding Backlog
There is a need to develop a specific, long-term, sustainable plan to address the current capital
funding backlog, estimated to amount to $1.5 billion. The fact that we are creating a new funding
model provides an opportunity to develop a specific plan to address this shortfall. A minimum of
10% of the shortfall should be allocated annually to address this backlog.
Recommendation #3: Ministry Support
The Ministry must maintain sufficient staffing levels to provide support for school divisions
around school capital projects including: project management, technical, site development and
cost management.
The Saskatchewan School Boards Association, along with other Saskatchewan educational
organizations, has a responsibility to promote education equity. The Education Equity Working
Advisory Group recommends that the Saskatchewan School Boards Association take the
following actions to enhance education equity in this province.
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