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   Carole Oliver 
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Main Discussion Points: 
 
 The meeting covered a range of topics concerning current enrolment and 

enrolment trends with focus on issues surrounding parental perception of 
the Core and French Immersion streams and the lack of clear operational 
procedures for administration of the only dual-track school in the AMDSB. 

 
 The ongoing perception that in a dual track school the French Immersion 

program offers a superior learning experience (“makes kids smarter and 
get better jobs” myths) was discussed.  This perception is not uncommon 
and has been observed in other boards and often leads to challenges in 
balancing enrolment in the two streams.  The very real difference in 
numbers of students with IEPs, the intensity and extent of resource 
support required between the two streams and the gender disparity result 
in a perceived advantage to the FI program. Furthermore, information 
found on the CPF website, content in the AMDSB pamphlet for FI (final 
paragraph) and in the characteristics suited for FI presented to parents on 
the information night all feed into this perception.   

 
 In spite of a number of initiatives geared towards balancing the two 

streams, over time French Immersion enrolment has eclipsed Core 
enrolment culminating in a 3:1 ratio in Grade 1 for the upcoming school 
year (53 FI:17 Core as of April 12, 2007). As Bedford ward numbers 
declined over the past 4 years and FI numbers increased there has been 
a shift from 1:1 ratio to 2:1 ratio in the primary division. With the provincial 
cap this will lead to an observable difference in classroom numbers in 
September 2007. The lack of choice for parents considering the Core 
stream will be quite obvious as will the size of the FI program. The 
potential impact on parental perception and on management of the dual-
track school in terms of balancing the needs of the two streams will be 
significant. 

 
 



 

 Discussion with regards to what can reasonably be done led to a couple 
important observations. Over the past 5 years, half of all Bedford ward 
student go into the FI program. This would be a perfectly reasonable 
transfer rate if the FI program were restricted to Bedford ward i.e. other 
schools had their own programs. Without the cross border students the 
two streams would be well balanced. This would suggest that within the 
school community promotional efforts to balance choice are having the 
expected results. In order to increase Core enrolment within the current 
ward boundaries there would need to be “competition” between the 
streams. This does not seem appropriate given our efforts to create a 
unified school community. This leaves the responsibility of balancing 
enrolment to the accommodation review and the AMDSB. On that note it 
will be necessary to increase Bedford boundaries by 2 students to result in 
increased enrolment by 1 in the Core stream as there is a well established 
50% transfer rate into FI. In some ways border changes may not alter the 
disparity because both streams will increase as the borders widen. 
Coupled with the cross-border population in FI there may need to be other 
initiatives in place to create “balance: where there is numerical imbalance 
(see below). 

 
 Discussion surrounding the creation of the FI program covered a number 

of topics including uncertainty in the final location of the program, the lack 
of clear, detailed short and long term plans for the FI program and the lack 
of operational procedures once it was established that Bedford would be a 
dual-track school. The inability of the AMDSB to provide clear direction 
and planning has been observed by parents in both streams. The 
challenges to managing a dual-track school are well known. Our 
expectation would be that the AMDSB had done some research on this 
and learned from the growing pains experienced by other boards. This 
does not seem to have occurred.  

 
 Given the known challenges in management of dual-track schools there 

was a discussion as to why the AMDSB does not create a stand-alone FI 
school like the Catholic Board. In doing this the board could avoid the 
seemingly unavoidable collateral effects on the Core stream.  

 
 The topic of capping the FI program to allow for expansion of the Core 

program was also discussed.   
 



 

Recommendation for meeting with the AMDSB with regards to 
Accommodation Review: 
The group felt that a change in approach is needed given that previous attempts 
to bring these issues to the AMDSB have not resulted in change. It was 
suggested that we simply and strongly state our vision of the school and clear 
expectations that we have of the Board. Perhaps the following: 

The Enrolment Committee and School Council understand that the 
AMDSB has responsibility for many schools and that Bedford may not be a top 
priority in terms of accommodation pressures. That said Bedford is a unique 
school that has needs that may not be apparent in other schools. For this reason 
we feel it necessary to advocate for a change in how the AMDSB administers the 
school. First and perhaps foremost is a critical need for a clear plan for the 
French Immersion program and the dual-track school. A clear policy document 
that includes operational details for administration of the school would provide 
accountability to the school community.  

Our vision for Bedford School centers on the central theme of balance and 
equity within the school community. In terms of enrolment numbers this balance 
should translate into both an actual and perceived balance between the two 
streams. While there may be varying opinions on what this balance should be, it 
is universally agreed that the trend over the past few years, that has culminated 
in a primary division ratio of 2 FI:1Core, and a projected Grade 1 ration for 07/08 
of 3:1, is unacceptable. Promotion of the core program under conditions of 
obvious disparity in classroom numbers will be very difficult in future years. In 
terms of the classroom we strongly believe that the Board has a responsibility to 
create balance and equity under conditions where the resource needs of the two 
streams may vary significantly. In dual track schools there is a well established 
trend that results in skewed distributions by gender, IEP and in many cases 
socio-economics. The Board needs to acknowledge this and create policy that 
allows for re-distribution of resources such that there is a reduced perception that 
the specialized program (FI) represents a superior educational experience. This 
would have the added benefit of creating a better working and professional 
environment for teachers within the dual-track school.      

While Council can request change and provide expectations, it is the 
responsibility of the Board and its employees to provide reasonable solutions to 
these challenges. As parents we do not have the decision-making power or 
resources for such an undertaking. It is the Boards area of expertise and as such 
they should be able to produce a detailed plan based on sound educational 
principles. Furthermore they can access a professional network not available to 
parents. There is valuable information to be learned from colleagues that have 
successfully administered dual-track schools within other Boards.  

 
In conclusion, Bedford has been designated a dual-track school and as 

such requires special attention if it is to meet the community’s expectation for 
balance and equity between streams.   
 
 



 

 
General Recommendations for Council and School Administration: 

 
• The school and Council should take control of marketing of the 

school with an emphasis on educating parents on the choice 
between the two streams. This would involve better communication 
with parents and re-evaluation of the presentation to SK parents. 
For example: the paragraph outlining the steps taken if a child 
struggles in FI should be removed from the information pamphlet 
distributed by the AMDSB. As it reads now the paragraph implies a 
difficult program.   
 

• FI programs are not enrichment programs and as such the school 
and board are required by law to provide resource support within 
the program. Transfer of a student should not occur often and 
parents should be aware of the child’s right to resource support 
once they are in the program. Students with mild difficulties can 
succeed and benefit from FI if given resource support. Over time 
this approach would result in an equalization of the resource needs 
between the programs and decrease the perception of elitism. 
 

• The school and AMDSB should consider developing a dual-track 
model that creates “balance” in the classrooms in the absence of 
absolute numerical balance. For example if the Core program has a 
disproportionate number of students with IEPs then this should be 
acknowledged and addressed in such a way as to demonstrate to 
parents that there is a “correction factor”. This correction factor can 
be in the form of decreasing class size for every student with an 
IEP over a certain percentage. For example if the average % 
students with IEPs in FI is X then for every student with an IEP in 
excess of this % in the Core program there should by a 
concomitant decrease in the student to teacher ratio. These 
corrections should be in the form of board policies so that there is 
clear accountability to parents and reassurance that the Core 
program has the equivalent support as the FI program. True other 
schools have high needs, in many cases in excess of Bedford, but 
the needs are demographic in nature and not program driven. 
While the schools and Board have a responsibility to meet the 
needs of students they also have a responsibility to the principle of 
equity within the public school system. This should be apparent on 
an intra- and inter-school basis.  
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