
 Proposed Education 
Funding Formula Model

(Speaking Points)

For LTA Staff Reps to Share

The last time we voiced our opinions there was a delay in the 
implementation of the Funding Formula Model.   Let’s continue to 

voice our opinions to make change.
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Langley Teachers’ Association
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Education Proposed Funding Formula
The Funding Formula Review
An independent panel was set up in early 2018.

The panel was made up primarily of superintendents and secretary-treasurer, with 
no other sector stakeholders.

BCSTA and the Ministry drafted principles for funding but did not include adequacy 
of funding.

The report was released December 19, 2018 and implementation is now delayed 
until at least 2020-21 due to the emails and letters sent in by the Community.

But some of the funding this year appears to be based on the model.

The Prevalence Model
Allocation of almost all inclusion funding is based on prevalence rates, not 
designations.

A statistical model is used to distribute funds to districts.
• Best estimated guess at local prevalence-based model on other (socio-
economic and health) data

Stated aims are:
• To cut down on administration costs and paperwork.
• Philosophical differences about inclusion.

Unstated aims are:
• It is cheaper and we don’t want to deal with this.

Prevalence model is a means for distributing funds to districts for special needs programming 
without directly measuring the size of the need.

Implications for students, parents, teachers
Profound implications for students:  The link between their particular needs and 
funding is completely broken.

Profound implications for parents:  Advocacy plays a much bigger role in allocating 
resources.
• There is potential to introduce even greater inequities.
• Designation can happen, but larger role for private route.

Profound implications for teachers:  A higher workload: class composition 
language relies on designation, which would no longer be required for funding.
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Our alternative is clear
Review education finance based on principles of adequate, predictable, and 
equitable funding.

Provide funds for timely identification of students with special needs as well as 
wrap-around services and supports aligned with needs (low-and high-incidence).

Expand equity (e.g. funding for adult students on an equal basis to school-age 
students).

Provide funds for teacher-selected learning resources to meet new and existing 
curricular demands.

Our union approached the review with very clear principles, based on years of consistent 
advocacy:  we need adequate funding that is stable and predictable, equitably distribut-
ed and in line with the full mandate of the public education system.

In particular, this means:
• Funding for timely identification of students with special needs as well as wrap-around 

services and supports aligned with needs, both for high-and low incidence needs
• Expanding equity among students (e.g. equitable funding for adult learners, adequate 

funding for vulnerable students etc.)
• Funding that takes into account the resource needs of the system, for example for 

teacher-selected learning resources to meet new and existing curricular demands

What are your ideas for school action?

Prompts to get going:  talk to colleagues; communicate with parents/PACs, trustees and 
local MLA )meetings, letters); etc.
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Provincial Funding and the Prevalence Model
Reasons for Concerns
• B.C.’s K-12 student spending is more than $1000 less than the national average.
• Since 2000, B.C.’s education spending has fallen over 1% of GDP.
• The Government’s new provincial funding plan includes introducing the prevalence 

model.
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What this means to teachers? 
• The new funding model is meant to simplify 

government funding and spending. Typically, 
this means less money.

• This new model has already been introduced in 
Ontario, which has seen job loss.

• This also means less support in the classroom.
• This is NOT apart of collective agreement 

bargaining. Which means that it will be up to 
the public to influence the government to make 
a change.

Things you can do:
• The new funding model is to be approved after 

bargaining. We will need to inform students, 
parents and the public.

• Inform other members of the concerns
• Get more information at:

- BCTF portal
- LTA website

• Write or email your MLA’s, Trustees, Minister of 
Education Rob Fleming, Premier John Horgan 
(use form letter - attached - or your own).

• Talk to PACs and the community.
Send the letters through the BCTF e-mail link sent 
out to members.



SAMPLE FORM LETTER to send to MLA, Minister of Education, Premier

I am writing to you to express my concern with the proposed Funding Formula Model in regards to Education.

On July 16, 2017, Premier John Hogan wrote a mandate letter to the Minister of Education, Rob Fleming, and tasked him 
with, among other things, reviewing “the funding formula to develop a stable and sustainable model for the K-12 education 
system” and fast-tracking “enhancements to K-12 funding.  The Funding Model Review Panel’s set of 22 recommendations 
do not address the question of adequate funding, nor do they provide a sustainable model for the K-12 system.

While many of the recommendations are cause for concern, as a teacher I am particularly concerned with two 
recommendations of the panel.  

Recommendation 6 proposes a single inclusive education supplement to replace allocations for special needs, ELL, and 
Community LINK.  Funding for these categories would no longer be based on need, but rather calculated from third 
party data, also known as the prevalence model.  The Panel recommends identification of special needs will no longer be 
necessary for most students.  However, I rely on assessment and identification provided by specialist colleagues to inform 
my practice and allow me to differentiate instruction for these students.  Without this information, my students will not 
receive the supports they need in a timely way, if at all.  If anything, I would like to see more students have access to 
assessment and supports, not fewer.  It goes further in severing the link between funding and services as well as the cost 
of providing them. There is a flawed, new accountability framework, districts are given funds inadequate to the task, but 
with major administrative discretion and there is little accountability for the Ministry. Advocacy will play a much larger role 
in allocating resources and the potential for greater inequities increases. 

Recommendation 8 links the Classroom Enhancement Fund (CEF) with the what the Panel refers to as “the prescriptive 
nature of the restored language” (p. 24). The Ministry of Education sets the guidelines for the CEF, not the restored 
Collective Agreement.  In fact, if it weren’t for the hard work of teachers and our win at the Supreme Court of Canada, 
School District 35 would not have seen 300 new teachers added to the system and smaller class sizes.  Prior to the Supreme 
Court win, Langley had some of the largest class sizes in the province.  Collective Agreement provisions guarantee funding 
levels.  What the Panel bemoans as inequity across Districts right now is in fact because the Ministry is only providing 
additional funds to Districts with class size and composition language.  Without that language, Districts continue to try to 
provide services with the same amount of funds they have had for the past several years, which has never been enough.  

This Funding Formula is not about supporting students.  It is about finding ways to continue to underfund the system and 
undermine collective bargaining.  I oppose this Funding Formula report, and I hope the government will start over, by first 
assessing the actual needs of the system, and then proposing authentic ways to address those needs.
The funding alternative is clear. Review education finance based on principles of adequate, predictable, and equitable 
funding. Provide funds for timely identification of students with special needs as well as wrap-around services and supports 
aligned with needs. Expand equity , for example funding for adult students on an equal basis to school-age students. 
Provide funds for teacher-selected learning resources to meet new and existing curricular demands.

Sincerely,

<<your name here>>
Teacher from School District 35 (Langley)
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New Proposed Funding Model for 
Education in BC:  Why students 
in BC will be disadvantaged as a 
result.  
B. Coleman, Dist Aboriginal teacher & 
VP LTA 

Education – anywhere - depends on 
adequate, equitable, and comprehensive 
funding, but how are our public schools 
funded?  Being informed about this 
important topic is especially relevant now, 
because the NDP government’s Ministry  
of Education has embarked on a review of 
education funding and is considering some 
disturbing recommendations emerging 
from the Funding Review Panel (See page 
8: Report of the Funding Model Review: A 
Recipe for Inequity for Students).   Think 
about those who stand to gain or lose from 
a change in education funding.  Consider 
students, parents, and teachers.  The 
panel has not consulted any of these 
groups in a meaningful way.  Considering 
the potential impact of changing Education 
funding, it is alarming that those most 
deeply impacted have been left out of 
the process.  It is parents, teachers, and 
students, themselves, who know best what 
students need.  I would suggest, then, that 
future changes in education include these 
stakeholders.

 A strong education system is in everyone’s 
interest.  We are all impacted by our 
education system -whether you have 
children in school or not.  As a parent of a 
student with Autism, I have had reason to 
investigate the funding.   Since advocating 
for my son, I learned what funding he 
brings to his school.  The current funding 
situation is convoluted, but the proposed 
“Prevalence Funding” model is, potentially, 
worse.   

District staff has excused my son’s lack of 
anticipated support.  They have told me,  
“There are many students that don’t get 
the support they need”.  Currently, much 
of the $19,000.00 additional funding that 
an autism diagnosis brings to a family is 
used to support other students.  One of the 
issues is, that money provided to parents 
for their child’s supports until the age of 
six, is transferred to school districts who 
decide how those funds will be allocated. 
Under the current model of education 
funding in BC, per pupil, targeted funding 
drives services and supports to children 
so that their needs are met.  It provides 

stakeholders clear parameters to work 
within.  Quite simply, one knows how 
many dollars are being provided, which 
can be matched with the needs of specific 
students (and vice-versa).  The Ministry 
of Education Review Panel is proposing 
“Prevalence” funding.   The prevalence 
model proposes pulling away from “per 
student funding” and targeted funding and 
instead funding the district as a whole.   
“School districts would receive a pot of 
money based on a mix of demographic 
indicators rather than on data about 
specific student needs (Research report p 
7)”.   “…the panel proposes leaving the total 
amount of funding entirely up to whatever 
the province decides it wants to spend on 
education, and leaving school districts to 
decide almost entirely what services are to 
be provided, with minimal direction from 
government (Research report p 3)”.  Under 
the prevalence funding system, districts 
are funded – not students.  The result of 
the “equitable” Prevalence model is that 
if the “available funding” is inadequate, it 
shall be equitably inadequate.  Parents will 
no longer be justified in questioning how 
targeted funding for their child is used, 
funding will be detached from individual 
students

For Teachers, assertions made by the 
Review Panel target collective agreement 
language restored by the Supreme 
Court of Canada and the Memorandum 
of Agreement between the Ministry 
of Education, BCPSEA, and the BCTF.   
Removing the link between designated 
students (having special needs, ELL 
learners, vulnerable students, adult 
education, etc.) and the funding to support 
them, is contrary to the spirit of the 
Supreme Court decision.  It was a long 
fight that cost students 100’s of millions of 
lost funding and adequate support for over 
16 years.  The Highest court of Canada was 
clear, and it took them only 20 minutes 
to render their decision.  The BC ministry 
of Education is charged with adhering to 
the reinstated collective agreement with 
its classroom size and composition limits.  
In theory, districts may no longer load 
classrooms with more than three students 

with special needs.   Unfortunately, not 
every school district had class size and 
composition limits in their reinstated 
collective agreement.   These districts have 
continued to overload classrooms.  It’s 
galling for the review panel to lay blame 
at the feet of the collective agreement as 
the barrier to properly funding students’ 
education.  In fact it has been the 
CEF (Classroom Enhancement Funds) 
agreement that has  steered services and 
supports into the classrooms.   

Blaming collective agreements for the 
perceived need to reallocate funds is 
an unreasonable diversion.  As districts 
struggle to meet class size and composition 
contract language, the option to pay 
remedy money based on a formula has 
proven popular.  Districts are forced to 
take this cheaper option, rather than 
implement the supports mandated by 
contract language.  Again, the problem 
is not the current funding model, but 
a lack of overall funding.  There is a 
perception among educators, that there 
is a shortage of specialist teachers, school 
psychologists, speech and language 
pathologists, etc.  Many districts struggle 
to provide students timely assessments, 
interventions, and accommodations 
to support an identified disability.  All 
students suffer in an under funded system.  
Prevalence funding does not absolve the 
ministry of their responsibility in having 
created a “prescriptive” and “highly 
administrative and complex, cost based 
funding process.” (p. 25), which dismisses 
districts’ legitimate concerns  with “figure 
it out”.  We should all be concerned.

References:
BCTF Research Report.  Report of the Funding 
Model Review: A Recipe for Inequity for 
Students.  January 2019.

Improving Equity and Accountability: Report of 
the Funding Model Review Panel 2018
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Funding model review. A recipe 
for inequity for students 
M. Rozworski, BCTF staff 

Parents and teachers of children with 
special needs will have to do even 
more advocating for their children if the 
provincial funding model for education 
is changed. Education Minister Rob 
Fleming is considering the Funding Model 
Review Panel's report, which advises the 
government to give lump sum payments 
to districts based on averages rather than 
the number of students in need, and this 
money will be spent by district staff at 
their discretion. 

If the funding is not adequate, management 
in school districts become powerful 
gatekeepers who allocate insufficient 
services, and the need for teachers and 
parents to advocate grows. The ability 
to do this advocacy is linked to available 
time and socio-economic status, and 
potentially will lead to greater inequality 
in BC classrooms. 

School districts already spend more on 
special needs students than they receive 
from the government, and the shortfall is 
balanced when districts cut other services 
and programs. Twenty locals in BC have 
class- composition language relating to 
class size in their collective agreements, 
and the report says that these collective 
agreements are “a barrier to change” 
and that these districts have “restrictive 
class-composition language that is limiting 
school districts' ability to meet student 
needs.” 

Essentially, the authors of this report 
(senior school district staff and individuals 
outside of the education system, but no 
BCTF or CUPE members) believe that our 
restored language, resulting in the hiring 
of thousands of teachers because of our 
win at the Supreme Court of Canada, is 
“a source of frustration for many school 
districts.” They like the extra money they 
are getting after the Supreme Court win, 
but they don't like that they don't get to 
direct where it goes. 

While some school districts may not have 
been overjoyed with the restoration of 
collective agreement provisions that 
they need to follow, there is no evidence 
whatsoever to demonstrate that any of 
the class-composition language limits the 
districts' “ability to meet student needs.” 
That statement is simply false.

Astoundingly, they blame the collective 
agreement for the fact that some districts 
provide more supports than others, rather 
than acknowledge it is the collective 
agreement that drives resources (such 
as extra support to students with special 
needs) into the classroom. The report 
recommends “negotiated changes to 
collective agreement provisions” that 
would eliminate the requirement to provide 
services. The report is not advocating for 
equality; indeed, it is advocating leveling 
down.

And let's not forget what it was like for the 
14 years when the collective agreement 
provisions were not in place. The 3,700 
teaching jobs that have been restored 
to the public education system are there 
because of that language, and because of 
teachers' tenacity to get it back. All 3,700 
teachers in these restored jobs provide 
direct services to students!

The government's approach should not 
be taking away what exists in some 
school districts, but to ensure similar 
protections are available in all 60 school 
districts. This could be done through 
collective bargaining. It can also be done 
in the meantime by simply providing 
appropriate funding so that improved 
and comparable supports are in place 
for all students
in BC.

The panel proposes the government give 
lumps of money to each district to spend 
as they wish, while receiving minimal 
direction from government. With no 
ties between designations and funding, 
districts will decide what services 
they will not provide if total funding is 
inadequate, and the number of children 
going undiagnosed will increase. Past 
experience shows that 

eliminating funding for some high-incidence 
categories has lead to a substantial decline 
in the number of students identified. Such 
changes may introduce more flexibility 
for districts, but they ultimately make it 
easier to underfund the system and create 
inequities between students, especially the 
most vulnerable.

Among the most troubling recommendations 
is number six, which proposes “a single 
Inclusive Education Supplement” that 
would replace allocations for everything 
from special needs to English language 
learners to school lunch programs. This 
recommendation pits special needs against 
other inclusion services in a battle for a 
sufficient portion of insufficient funding. 
School districts will receive funding based 
on statistics rather than specific needs, 
such as the number of students on the 
autism spectrum or the cost of the services 
required. 

Ultimately, the Funding Model Review Panel 
has taken a technocratic approach with 
little interest in what it takes to educate 
and provide concrete services. Do we 
tailor education to the funding model, 
or the funding model to the education 
system? The panel effectively argues for 
the former; a good funding model would 
be based firmly on the latter.  

The full report is available here: 
https://is.gd/SpG2H9

Kirsteen Cowan, Artist



SPECIAL
EDUCATION
FUNDING
Our government
must change course

Image source: iStock.com/FatCamera

Parents and teachers know that every child is 
unique. When students have special needs, 
it’s that much more important for schools to 
recognize and respond to their unique gifts 
and challenges.

A lack of accountability

Another worrisome aspect of the prevalence model is that it would allow 
government and the Ministry of Education to disavow accountability 
for the lack of services to kids who need them most. By downloading 
responsibility onto school districts, they can shirk their responsibility for the 
fair funding of public education. The prevalence model is about reducing 
administrative burden, not about truly serving students.

Epidemiologists out of Queen’s University who have studied rates of autism 
spectrum disorder, learning disabilities, etc., over 20 years found that BC 
had some of the most reliable data because we have linked funding to the 
designations, which means access to … timely assessments wasn’t a barrier for 
our students, as we’ve seen in other jurisdictions. So, there’s further proof that 
once you separate the funding, once you separate the accountability for the 
districts, students’ disability rights are often not upheld. 

—Reagan Sawka, President, Prince Rupert Teachers’ Union

Current funding is inadequate

Funding for K–12 education as a share of the provincial economy has 
been falling steadily for the past 18 years. While government has been 
making capital investments, operational funding for K–12 remains woefully 
inadequate. If BC was still spending at the same level as in 2002, we would 
have $3,000 more per student in our public schools!

Because of this chronic underfunding, school districts spend hundreds of 
millions of dollars more on special education services than they receive 
from the Ministry of Education every year. They’re forced to pull dollars 
from other programs to try to meet special needs. It is long overdue for 
government to significantly improve operational funding.

Scarcity will only get worse

Under a prevalence model the amount of funding will be easier to limit, 
leaving programs to squabble over even scarcer dollars. School districts will 
face untenable choices—breakfast programs or autism services? Clearly, 
these cannot be either/or choices in our schools. Both are crucial.

What matters more—students or statistics?

Unfortunately, the BC Ministry of Education is planning to change how it 
funds services for students with special needs. Rather than funding based 
on the needs of individual children, it would be based on the prevalence 
of their condition or disability across the student population at large. 
Teachers are deeply concerned that switching to a funding model based 
on prevalence statistics rather than actual students’ needs will have terrible 
consequences for special education in BC.

Parents, teachers, and support staff excluded from panel

This change is being recommended by a panel that had no representatives of 
parents, teachers, or school support staff. In other words, those with the most 
to lose in terms of support for the kids they love, and those with the most to 
contribute in terms of how to help them, were excluded from the panel.

Breaking the link between needs and services

If students’ needs will no longer have to be diagnosed for funding, 
there will be less tangible evidence that they deserve services. Without 
designations of special needs, there’s less incentive to provide the dollars  
to meet them.

In Ontario, the prevalence model has raised serious concerns. A report by 
the Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario states: The breaking of the 
link between funding and needs has had profound implications for students, 
parents, teachers, and special education administrators, [whose] role…
has been transformed from one of enabling access to needed services to a 
gatekeeping role of rationing scarce resources and cost containment.

Parents will have to fight harder for services

A prevalence model will put significantly more pressure on parents, who 
will be left competing for attention to their precious children. Some parents 
are highly skilled advocates who have the time and resources to fight for 
the services their children need, but many others are not. The sad result will 
be increasing inequities across our school system, unfairness compounded 
for the most vulnerable students and their families.

A teacher’s plea

Even though this is the smallest class I’ve ever taught, I now have seven 
designated students…. With reading levels as low as Grade 1, I have another 
five students waiting to be tested. My one tired EA and I are trying as hard as 
we can to get them ready for middle school. And we have victories every day, 
but it’s never enough.

Even without the changes the government wants to introduce, I’m working in 
a system where students are no longer being lost in the cracks: they are falling 
en masse down sinkholes! I have had enough of trying to reach over the edge 
of the hole, standing on shifting sands, trying to haul so many kids back from 
the brink. 

—Tamara Thomson, 25-year teacher

Share your concerns with MLAs

Teachers are calling on colleagues, parents, and concerned British 
Columbians to speak out now.

Please, urge your MLA to change course right away! It’s crucial that all 
MLAs, not just the Education Minister, hear our message:

Stop planning for the prevalence model and start funding public 
education with the best interests of kids and families at heart! 
Because every child has the right to a public education that meets 
their needs.

Find your MLA’s email address here:  
www.leg.bc.ca/content-committees/Pages/MLA-Contact-Information.aspx

CCD19-0045  •  March 2019
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