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INTRODUCTION 

The following report supplements the full 

report (Noble, 2016) on funding the education 

system in New Brunswick, entitled, Differential 

Funding Options for New Brunswick’s Schools: 

To Equity From Equality, as that province 

contemplates a ten-year education plan. This 

report is sponsored by the Business Community 

Anti-Poverty Initiative (BCAPI). Education 

fundamentally drives the economic well-being 

of a province. Ensuring every person’s economic 

potential is reached by funding each student 

according to his/or need heightens the financial 

future of all in the province. This view is 

supported by the United Nations, the World 

Bank, the International Monetary Fund and a 

wide variety of research. The current research, 

contained herein, explains the current 

shortcomings of present funding arrangements 

in New Brunswick, while highlighting a 

successful way to get the most out of funding 

by targeting where money goes to ensure 

success of all children. Currently, New 

Brunswick’s per capita gross domestic product 

and income illustrates just how poor economic 

output and incomes are for that province relative to 

other provinces and territories. New Brunswick has 

the second lowest personal income in the country, 

with only Prince Edward Island having a lower per 

capita income. Further, New Brunswick has the third 

lowest per capita gross domestic product, a measure 

of economic output, with only PEI and NS being 

lower (Appendix).  Education is key to prosperity. 

This research addresses a way to enhance greater 

equity within the New Brunswick education system. 

Funding fairness ensures all students receive the 

support they need to reach their potential and that 

of the province in the future, regardless of social, 

economic, or familial background. Equity does mean 

treating students differently, based on need – NOT 

treating all learners the same.   

Figure 1: Per capita income and gross domestic product 

(Statistics Canada 2014; 2012) 

WHAT IS DIFFERENTIAL FUNDING?  

Historically, through to the 1990s, most jurisdictions 

around the world relied on flat-funding, historical 

funding levels and/or categorical (narrow and limited 

use of target funds) to fund education (Atkinson, 

Lamont, Gulliver, White & Kinder, 2005). Further, 

early funding either funded per student or per 

school. Also, in the beginning, funding was derived 

from gathering local taxes to fund local schools. 

Wealthy regions could provide more for their schools 

than students from poorer districts. Beginning just 

prior to the turn of this century, education systems 

started to realize that certain groups of students 

were being left behind academically. Emerging 

Province 
or 

Territory 

GDP 
(million 
CAD$, 
2014) 

Population 
(2014) 

GDP per 
capita 
(CAD$, 
2014) 

Average 
Total 

Income 
(CAD$, 
2010) 

 Alberta 375,756 4,120,900 91,182 53,408 

 British 
Columbia 

237,188 4,638,400 51,135 40,196 

 Canada 1,973,043 35,543,700 55,510 41,129 

 Manitoba 64,077 1,280,200 50,052 36,795 

 New 
Brunswick 

32,056 754,600 42,480 34,164 

  
Newfoundland 
and Labrador 

33,514 529,100 63,341 35,345 

 Northwest 
Territories 

4,731 44,000 107,522 53,632 

 Nova Scotia 39,077 942,400 41,465 36,108 

 Nunavut 2,487 36,100 68,891 44,755 

 Ontario 721,970 13,677,700 52,784 42,643 

 Prince 
Edward Island 

6,003 146,200 41,060 33,632 

 Quebec 370,064 8,214,900 45,047 36,491 

 Saskatchew
an 

82,780 1,122,300 73,759 40,933 

 Yukon 2,603 37,000 70,351 
47,832 
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educational research highlighted that certain groups 

of students needed much more financial and 

academic support than other groups in order to 

succeed. Funding each student to the same degree 

was failing those with greater challenges or greater 

potential. Differential funding came into being in 

order to address, through financial means, the 

situational barriers and learning challenges some 

learners experienced. By identifying barriers, such as 

language, poverty, disability, rurality, crime, etc. as 

issues that impeded learning, educational systems 

started to cost out what those barriers were in order 

to assign weighted values to various overlapping 

challenges diverse students faced. As an illustrative 

example, educators now recognize that costs are 

significantly more to educate a student living in 

poverty, with language and disability issues than a 

child who comes from an intact, middle-classed 

family with no barriers to learning. The shift was to 

move the funding focus away from sameness of 

treatment/access to education – to one of funding 

based on equity of experience and outcome of 

education. Typically, in a differentiated funding 

regime, there are a number of categories of barriers 

that, on the aggregate, students have the potential 

of facing (Carr & Fuhrman, 1999). Some students 

(about 25%) may face one key barrier, the majority 

(about 65%) face no barriers and very few (about 

10%) face multiple and significant barriers. The cost 

per student to educate to a successful outcome has 

to reflect the barriers each student may face. In the 

Appendix, I will provide an example of what a 

differentiated funding regime can look like.  

Differential funding formulas are measured on a 

number of standards: accuracy, fairness/equity, 

transparency, objectivity and predictability (Fazekas, 

2012; Figlio, 2004). Accuracy relates to funding 

formulas relying on full and accurate costing of what 

it takes to educate a student with no, few or various 

barriers to learning; transparency relates to the 

complete funding formula being broken down in 

easy to understand information AND made public. 

Fairness or equity relates to treating students 

differently based on need so that two types of equity 

are addressed: horizontal equity is said to exist when 

two students with similar learning barriers are 

funded in similar ways. Vertical equity is said to exist 

when two students funded in a way that reflects the 

relative difference in barriers, so that a student with 

few barriers is funded with relatively less money 

compared to a student with many barriers. If barriers 

a student faces are twice as significant as a student 

not facing barriers, then funding for that student 

facing barriers will be twice as much as for a student 

not facing barriers. With costing being accurately 

and objectively determined, funding formulas 

become far less politically influenced, yet known and 

fully understood by the public.  

As the costs of barriers increase or decrease among 

students, a funding formula will reflect the shift in 

expenditures automatically, removing the need to 

continually determine the cost of each student’s 

education. Costing will need to be done only 

periodically to ensure accuracy or when external 

cost drivers shift suddenly.  

In order to ensure that money reflects student needs 

in a school, attendance and updates on student 

needs are done on a quarterly, not annual basis. As 

learning needs increase or decrease, funding reflects 

these changes for each student. As a result, 

differentiated funding is more complex than flat 

funding – but more importantly addresses the 

learning needs and barriers of each student more 

accurately. The trade-off is one of simple/more 

mismatch of student need versus complex/more 

accurate funding that reflects what students need. 

Funding formulas are typically used for planning and 

administering funding for all students – but do not 

address the adequacy of funding in the education 

system. Level of funding and how funding is 

apportioned are two different activities.  

With regard to funding formulas, the amount of 

money determined as needed to fund the diverse 

range of students within a school system is then 
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given directly to schools, via school districts, to 

administer and manage as school administrators 

deem most appropriate, keeping in mind the local 

community and learning needs and barriers students 

in that school face.  

FUNDING SHAPES POWER, WHICH SHAPES 

GOVERNANCE 

Very quickly, while researching Differential Funding 

Options for New Brunswick’s Schools: To Equity From 

Equality, issues involving school funding could not be 

isolated. Governance and how money informed 

responsibility and accountability structures within 

the educational system quickly became implicated.  

In New Brunswick, most of the decision-making 

within the education system resides between the 

provincial government’s Department Education and 

Early Childhood Development (2014; 2015) and local 

school district administration. Clearly, from speaking 

to government, district and school management, 

schools are viewed by administrators as being largely 

powerless within the current education system. In 

fairness, the bulk of the decisions related to school 

financing is pre-determined by the existing collective 

agreements than by school administrations making 

staffing decisions. In places like Finland, class sizes 

have been done away with in order for teachers, 

parents and administrators to determine each term 

how best to constitute classes based on the diverse 

needs of students in each grade.  

Further, in the top education jurisdictions, as 

reflected by PISA scores, teacher qualifications and 

salaries are set very high. In Finland, the length and 

quality of teacher education is substantial with an 

extraordinary focus on teaching practice in the field 

focused on students with a wide variety of learning 

barriers, styles and student backgrounds (Falch, 

Rønning & Strøm, 2008). In places like Ottawa and 

Vancouver, there is a heavy emphasis on “service 

learning” practica and “service learning” integrated 

into problem-based learning across course offerings, 

whereby student teachers gain field experiences that 

involve working with students in poverty, disability, 

and second language environments, among other 

diversity-related issues (University of British 

Columbia, 2016; University of Ottawa, 2016).  

From a governance perspective, when teachers have 

direct accountability to school administration and 

parents – and school administrations have direct 

accountability to school districts, power is placed 

much closer to the learning relationship than is 

currently the case now in NB. When people make 

decisions far removed from what is going on in 

particular classrooms and communities, there is 

bound to be greater mismatch between reality and 

policy (Falch, Rønning & Strøm, 2008).  

CURRENT NB EDUCATION SYTEM FUNDING 

New Brunswick’s education system continues 

directly from the historical underpinnings that 

created the current governance and funding regime 

we find ourselves. During the earliest days of the 

province, citizens paid directly to education through 

local taxes providing an unequal funding of schools, 

through a flat per-student disbursement of funds 

with wealthier areas having better services than 

poorer areas. Yet, the flat rate spending was set 

within each school district (LeBlanc, 1972). This 

provision of educational services continued until the 

Robichaud reforms of the 1960s, whereby Louis 

Robichaud instituted his social reform that became 

known as the Equal Opportunity Program. His 

mandate was to ensure all citizens had the same 

opportunity of access in health, education and social 

services across the province. Part of these reforms 

was funding the education system based on a flat, 

per-student amount in the belief that funding all 

students the same would mean all students would 

have equal opportunity to access school. Robichaud 

felt there could be greater equality of access through 

funding by ensuring all schools received the same 

level of funding, given the circumstances he found 

himself; today educational finance literature 

highlights that sameness does not meet the needs of 

students. Equity, or the uneven levels of funding per 
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student based on student need will ensure greater 

educational outcomes for all, regardless of hardship, 

can be obtained (Jackson, Johnson & Persico, 2016). 

Today, New Brunswick has the third highest per 

student expenditures in the country (Figure 2). 

Clearly the amount of funding is not the issue, but 

how the money is being spent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The flat funding per student approach comes with 

unstated assumptions: 1. Students from wealthy and 

poor families are the same. 2. Teachers and school 

personnel can address any student barriers through 

teacher and administrative abilities and overall 

educational resources available to all students. 3. 

Equality and equity are the same thing. 

Equality is about treating everyone the same, with 

the assumption that all students are identical and, if 

treated in a similar way, all students will have the 

same access. Equity is about treating each person 

according to the need(s) of that person in order to 

heighten the likelihood of similar outcomes. 

Educational equity means treating each student 

differently, not the same.  

Students from wealthy and poor families come with 

very different capacities. Wealthy students, typically, 

have far more resources, greater diversity of 

experiences (Wealthy parents can take their children 

on trips, to various events, engage in activities to a 

greater degree than parents who are struggling to 

keep food on the table and utilities on.) and parents 

who have access to more social and cultural capital 

than those children and youth who live in homes 

where there are far fewer material goods, limited 

access to those relationships that provide entry into 

jobs and higher learning, as well as cultural and 

social capital (or at least cultural and social capital 

less valued by the mainstream.). Speaking to some 

district and government personnel, I was told that 

the current funding formula does not recognize 

students living in poverty.   

All teachers are not created equal. Based on my 

experience (and the experiences of many of my 

colleagues) as a professor in a teachers’ college, 

some people function better as teachers when 

working in diverse, whole-student, learning 

environments; other educators function best when 

focussed in their respective subject areas, for 

example, but do not handle student diversity well. 

Certainly under the current collective agreement, a 

teacher is a teacher becomes apparent through the 

bumping that occurs during teacher lay-off 

situations. According to the various principals and 

school district staff I spoke with, there is the ability 

for a high school teacher to bump an elementary or 

resource teacher based solely on seniority, rather 

than ability (or elementary teacher to bump a high 

school teacher). In other provincial jurisdictions a 

high school teacher cannot teach in an elementary 

school, or vice versa, without first returning to 

teacher’s college for upgrading.  

Another key negative of the current system is that 

the early learning years (pre-K to grade 3) are largely 

an add-on with pre-K teachers being the lowest 

qualified and poorest paid in the NB educational 

system (Department of Education and Early 

Childhood Development, 2015). Arguably, pre-K to 

grade 3 teachers are the most important teachers in 

any public education system because of the 

foundation of what is learned during these years. 

There is a great deal of educational research that 

shows having a strong foundation of social 

cues/interactions, resilience, confidence and 

literacy/numeracy will greatly lower the likelihood of 

Figure 2: 2012-2013 Canadian National 
and Provincial Average Per Student 
Education Expenditure  
National Average: $12,070 
BC: $11,836 
AB: $13,234 
SK: $14,282 
MN: $12,950 
ON: $12,299 
QC: $10,412 
NB: $13,158 
NS: $12,191 
NF: $12,866 
PE: 11,899 
Statistics Canada 2014 & 2015 
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significant issues and greater academic success as an 

older student.  

RESULTS OF THE CURRENT FUNDING FORMULA OF 

THE CURRENT EDUCATION SYSTEM 

There are two pieces to the funding of an education 

system: level of funding and how funding is spent. 

Clearly, from the average per-student spending 

levels, New Brunswick is not lacking for money 

because the province spends the third highest 

amount of any of the provinces. So, then, the 

province has to turn to how spending is allocated. In 

all provinces, west of New Brunswick, spending is 

allocated on a differential funding approach.  The 

question becomes which funding regime produces 

the best academic outcomes?  

The best, and most widely recognized, international 

measure of educational outcomes is the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development’s (OECD) Programme for International 

Student Assessment (PISA, 2016) scores.  

The PISA assessment evaluates the applied 

knowledge of 15- year-old students (20,000 students 

from 1,000 schools in Canada) from OECD countries 

in the areas of literacy, math and science. This 

assessment is done every three years (The last 

published set of scores is from 2012.) (OECD, 2016).  

The Conference Board of Canada (2016) published its 

report ranking how the provinces scored relative to 

the participating OECD countries, as though each 

province was a country on its own. Figure Three 

illustrates this ranking. Three provinces (BC, AB and 

ON) scored higher than Canada and can be seen as 

helping to raise the rank of Canada’s educational 

systems. Quebec and Nova Scotia are not too far 

below Canada’s average. However, the remaining 

Atlantic Provinces sit at, or near, the bottom of the 

rankings. To further highlight the issue here: BC, AB 

and ON all work with differential funding formulas, 

whereas, New Brunswick does not. Provinces with 

differential funding formulas are elevating Canada’s 

national educational outcome, whereas provinces, 

such as New Brunswick are a net negative drag, 

pulling down national economic potential. Why does 

this matter? Statistics Canada (2013) has reported 

that New Brunswick’s adult population has a low 

literacy rate with more than 53% of adults NOT being 

functionally literate. While we are graduating 

students at approximately 83% (and this is 

increasing), what apparently is not being monitored 

is the educational outcome of high school graduates. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: The top-performing countries and provinces use differential 

funding.  

Part of the issue is that the flat, per-student funding 

formula being used in NB does not take into account 

the learning realities and barriers of individual 

students, notably students living in poverty or at-

Figure 3: Conference Board of Canada 

Tabulating PISA Rankings of OECD Countries 

and Canadian Provinces For Educational 

Outcomes of 15-year-olds 

1. Japan 

2. Finland  

 3. British Columbia 

 4. Ontario 

 5. Alberta 

6. Canada 

7. Australia 

8. Switzerland  

9. Netherlands 

 10. Quebec 

11. Germany 

 12. Nova Scotia  

13. United Kingdom  

14. Belgium  

15. Sweden 

16. Norway  

 17. Manitoba 

18. Ireland 

19. Denmark 

20. Austria 

 21. Saskatchewan 

 22. New Brunswick 

23. United States  

 24. Newfoundland 

25. France  

 26. Prince Edward Island  
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risk. Even, according to school personnel, the current 

inclusion policy for students with disabilities is far 

from adequately funded. Funding levels need to shift 

away from those students with strong familial 

resources toward those students with greater need. 

HOW WIDESPREAD IS DIFFERENTIATED FORMULA 

FUNDING?  

This differential approach to education funding has 

been around from about the early 1960s, but has not 

really taken hold until the late 1990s forward to 

present day. Many OECD countries have used 

differentiated formula funding for several years, at 

least regionally (such as in Canada and the United 

States) or nationally (Japan and Finland, the United 

Kingdom, New Zealand and Australia and 

elsewhere). All regions that use differential funding 

also have more independent and accountable school 

administrations with regard to school funds and 

operations. Within the U.S., the history of equitable 

school funding has been propelled by lawsuits 

driving states to shift the way taxation is gathered 

and how schools and students are funded (Hofman, 

Hofman, Gray & Daly, 2004). Most importantly, in 

the U.S. education is funded through federal, state 

and local taxation, creating a greater challenge to 

ensure equity. However, within the last few years, 

more states are developing differential funding 

regimes. California implemented its system in 2014, 

with an eight- to ten-year timeframe for full 

implementation. Michigan is studying how best to 

integrate a version for its state education and 

Louisiana is also examining a system for its use as 

well. Other states have differential funding systems 

in place, including Florida and Vermont. However, 23 

states in the U.S. still have richer schools receiving 

more money than poorer schools thereby 

perpetuating disadvantage among poorer students 

(Bryan, 2011).  

With regard to implementing a differentiated 

funding formula for the first time, experiences of 

other jurisdictions, such as Finland, British Columbia 

and California (Sielke, Dayton, Holmes, & Jefferson, 

2001), among others indicates that implementation 

is a longer term process, taking up to 10 years to 

fully integrate differential funding into an existing 

education system. Part of this lag is due to: 1. 

Instituting data-gathering regimes that are much 

more intensive and inclusive than was done 

previously, and 2. Instituting “hold harmless” policies 

whereby  no school has their funding dropped. 

Instead, all schools have their funding frozen, while 

those schools with greatest need have their funding 

gradually increased over time until all schools are at 

their appropriate funding levels by the end of the 

overall implementation period.  

Within New Brunswick, even though poor students 

and rich students receive the same amount of per- 

student funding from the province, poor students, 

overall, continue to receive fewer resources, overall, 

when compared to the resources of wealthier 

students. The resources wealthier families have or 

the ability to fundraise for school-raised funds differs 

dramatically between poor, inner-city schools and 

wealthier school catchment areas. Within Canada, all 

provinces west of New Brunswick use differentiated 

funding for supporting diverse students. Most telling 

is that much of how the Atlantic Provinces fund their 

education systems are not publicly known in any 

wide-open or transparent way and these provinces 

tend to use a more flat, per-student approach.  

THE WAY FORWARD: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 

ACTION 

Please refer to the full report, Differential Funding 

Options for New Brunswick’s Schools: To Equity From 

Equality, for the complete set of recommendations 

regarding differential funding for the province of 

New Brunswick.  

For the purposes of this report, several 

recommendations have been lumped into four key 

areas:  

1. Implement a pilot project, using one school 

district, to integrate a differential funding formula 
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and autonomous schools approach to governance. 

Compare the academic outcomes of this district to 

other districts after a period of 4 years to determine 

differences in educational achievement.  

2. Substantial funding to and incorporation of the 

pre-K years into the K-12 education system whereby, 

for example pre-K workers have qualifications and 

salaries elevated to that of elementary school 

teachers;  

3. Collective agreement changes to bring 

accountability and responsibility for classroom 

composition and management back to the 

administrators, teachers and parents and away from 

district/government;  

4. A significant increase to international student 

enrollment. This increase will help offset any added 

costs to implemented differential funding, while also 

staving off declining student numbers;  

5. Shift decision making back to the school level, 

whereby schools (parents, teachers and 

administrators) have direct accountability (to the 

school district) and responsibility for the running of 

schools and management of student learning – not 

the provincial government and school district levels 

in isolation of school personnel and parents.  

6. An ultimate goal is integrating a province-wide, 

differential funding formula whereby tax revenues 

are collected by the province, per-student funding 

algorithms are costed, weighted, developed and 

implemented by the province, funding is delivered in 

a block grant to school districts and downward to be  

apportioned to schools in a school block grant and 

where school personnel decide how best to 

implement funds at the school level to ensure 

communities and students most at risk are helped 

most (and schools are accountable to the district for 

use of funds and achieving student learning 

outcomes).  

7. Educate administrators in financial management 

and school autonomy practice.  
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APPENDIX: EXAMPLES OF CURRENT FUNDING 

FORMULAS  IN CANADA 

Incorporation of differential funding formulas is 

about paying more for students and schools that 

cost most to educate and operate, respectively. This 

appendix starts with one, with modifications, used 

currently in British Columbia (Ministry of Education, 

2015). Typical of differential funding formulas, there 

are several pieces to this as follows. After the BC 

example, I have provided web links to other 

provinces’ funding formulas. Important to note that 

none of the Atlantic provinces post their funding 

formulas online.:  

1. FOUNDATIONAL FUNDING (i.e., $7200 per pupil up 

to 100% of block grant funding). Costing of a 

“typical” student, without any significant learning 

barriers can be costed in several ways (statistical, 

successful schools, professional panel of educators). 

A couple of ways, taken in tandem, are suggested: 

Success Schools Approach: take the average cost 

structure of the highest performing schools at each 

school level (elementary, middle, high) – that’s the 

basic level of funding every school receives across 

the province for students not facing any challenges.  

Professional Judgment Approach: a panel of 

educational professionals cost out what it would 

actually cost to educate various types or levels of 

students 

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E
http://educ.ubc.ca/
https://education.uottawa.ca/en
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Averaging: Take the average of the above to 

mitigate the effects of the two  

2. CURRICULUM NEEDS 

 PreK – grade 3 – for literacy and numeracy 

weighting of 1.5 times of the foundation level 

 Grades 11/12 – to prepare for 

college/university/life weighting of 1.5 times of 

the foundation amount. 

3. UNIQUE STUDENT NEEDS (weighting) (will affect 

between 20-30% of total student pop) (up to 

50% of total funding) 

Gifted Students:   

A. In more than one subject area X 1.5 of 

foundation 

B. Advanced in one subject area X1 of foundation 

Students with Disabilities:   

A.  Multiple Disabilities X 1.5 

B. Single Disability X 1 

C. Mild Disability X  .5 

Special Education:   

A. Multiple Learning Disabilities X 1.5 foundation 

amount 

B. One Learning Disability X 1 

C. Mild Learning Disability X .5 

Second Language Challenges: 

A. Recent refugee  X  1.5 

B. Recent immigrant X 1 

C. Fr to Eng or Eng to Fr  X .5 

Literacy/Numeracy:   

A. Below 2 grades  X 1.5 

B. Below 1 grade X 1 

C. Low current grade X .5 

Students in Poverty:  

A. Single parent on social assistance  X 1.5 

B. Working parent or working poor parents X 1 

C. Recently unemployed  X .5 

Vulnerable Students:   

A. First Nations  X 1.5 

B. Children In Crime/Care  X 1 

C. Children victims of homicide or of suicide in family   

X .5 

D. Sexual minority student X 1 

3. SCHOOL DISTRICT CHALLENGES (tend to be lump 

sums based on a percentage of average school 

district) (10% of total funding) 

Extra Large (1500+ for high schools or 750+ for K-9) 

or  

Extra Small Schools (below 400 students for high 

school or below 150 for K-9)  $40000 

Isolated or Rural Schools (50000) 

Declining Enrollment (for enrollment declines of 

more than 2% year over year, there will be a top up 

to the 2% decline so that funding never falls faster 

than 2% in any one year) 

Enrollment/Attendance numbers have to become 

automated so that funding is based on four 

attendance numbers taken throughout the year: 

February, May, July and September  

CAPTIAL GRANT (10%) – to provide for upgrades, 

maintenance and repairs to infrastructure  

AD HOC CATEGORICAL GRANTS – up to 10% of block 

funding for special, one-off initiatives  
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SCHOOL SELF-SUSTAINING FUND – UP TO 5% OF 

TOTAL SCHOOL FUNDING LEVEL –  

ANYTHING OVER 5% OF SCHOOL BUDGET THAT IS 

RAISED, TO BE TURNED OVER TO THE DISTRICT 

HOLD BACK PROVISION: 10% held until April for 

unexpected enrollment increases  

HOLD HARMLESS PROVISION FOR EARLY YEARS OF 

IMPLEMENTATION meaning that all schools would 

retain original levels of school funding for the first 3-

4 years while system shifts to differential funding, so 

that no school suffers from decreasing funds; 

however, by the end of the transition period all 

schools would be receiving what differential funding 

would allow based on diversity of student needs in 

each school for each term.  
 

PROVINCIAL WEB LINKS TO FUNDING IMPLEMENTATIONS 

1. BRITISH COLUMBIA: 

http://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/education-

training/administration/resource-management/k-12-

funding-and-allocation/operating-grants 

 

2. ALBERTA: https://education.alberta.ca/funding-

framework-for-k-12/funding-

manual/everyone/funding-manuals-by-year/ 

 

3. SASKATCHEWAN: 

http://publications.gov.sk.ca/documents/11/86410-

Funding%20Manual%202015-16.pdf 

 

4. MANITOBA: 

http://www.edu.gov.mb.ca/k12/finance/schfund/ 

 

5. ONTARIO: 

http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/funding.

html 

 

6. QUEBEC: 

http://www.education.gouv.qc.ca/fileadmin/site_web/

documents/reseau/financement/Funding2008_2009.p

df 
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