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REGULATION OF TRAINING 

PROGRAMS 

 

The relationship between regulating the 

entry into a profession or industry and the 

regulation of the training programs leading 

to entry has always been a delicate one. 

The regulator controls which training 

programs will be accepted for new 

applicants to the profession or industry. 

However, it is the responsibility of the 

educational institution (usually a university 

or community college) to provide the 

program. (Very few examples remain 

where the regulator actually operates the 

training program.)  

 

Where the regulator has concerns about the 

training program however, matters can 

become very complex. It is possible, but 

generally impractical, for the regulator to 

simply deny approval, at least for local 

training programs, after many students have 

put years into their studies. These students 

have an expectation that they will be able to 

enter the profession or industry. How far 

can the regulator go in intervening in the 

training program where there are concerns? 

 

In University of B.C. v. The B.C. College 

of Teachers, [2001] BCSC 792, one court 

attempted to grapple with this ticklish issue. 

There the College of Teachers had 

established a detailed process for the 

assessment and approval of local training 

programs. The College’s Program 

Approval Team made a number of detailed 

recommendations for UBC’s training 

program. These recommendations 

addressed, among other things, the level of 

staffing, the student / supervisor ratio for 

the practice teaching, and the consultative 

process for the university and its sessional 

faculty advisors. 

 

UBC declined to follow the 

recommendations asserting that the College 

was interfering in its internal affairs. The 

College refused to approve the UBC 

program. UBC went to court. 

 

Mr. Justice Bauman found that the “central 

question of jurisdiction hinges on the scope 

of s. 21(i) of the Act, which accords the 

discretion to "approve, for certification 

purposes, the program of any established 

faculty of teacher education or school of 

teacher education". 

 

He noted that the College “vets British 

Columbia programs through an in-depth 
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investigation, while on the contrary it 

apparently accepts graduates of programs 

from outside of British Columbia which 

simply meet the objective criteria set out in 

Policy ….” 

 

“UBC argues that the College's jurisdiction 

to approve a teacher education program is 

in effect limited to vetting the content of the 

program, not the method by which the 

university (through its manpower and 

financial resources) will deliver the 

program. In counsel's shorthand, the 

College determines the ‘what’ and the 

university determines the ‘how’.” 

 

“At its simplest, the College's position is 

that in light of the object of the College and 

the necessity that it act in the public interest 

in establishing standards for the education 

of teachers and in light of its approval 

function in relation to teacher education 

programs, it is impossible to separate the 

‘how’ from the ‘what’. How a course is 

taught, how the student teachers are 

supervised - by whom and in what numbers 

- all of the minutiae of the delivery of the 

program to the students - impact on the 

quality of the program and hence the 

competency of those who graduate from 

it.” 

 

The Justice observed that the “submission 

of the College offers an initial attraction. I 

would describe the thrust of that reasoning 

so: student teachers are very much the 

product of the entire training environment 

which they have experienced; their 

competence inevitably will be affected by 

the content of the program they take … as 

well as the method by which that program 

is delivered, by people with what 

qualifications, in what numbers, and 

whether feeling enfranchised in the 

program or not, as the case may be.” 

 

“However, the College's position invites 

one to tread a slippery slope. Where do we 

draw the line between proper considerations 

under s. 21(i) and improper ones? 

Conceivably the physical plant at UBC, the 

size of the classrooms, their location, and 

their amenities arguably impact the quality 

of the student's experience and hence his or 

her overall ability to teach after completion 

of the program. But surely no one would 

argue that those are proper considerations 

for the College under s. 21(i). Those 

concerns are for UBC under its statutory 

mandate.” 

 

“It may be said that unless it can concern 

itself with the quality of the environment 

within which a student takes an approved 

teacher education program, the College will 

not know with confidence that students 

presenting themselves are indeed properly 

trained. The answer to that concern, if it is 

really a legitimate one …, is for the 

College, like the Law Society and other 

professional bodies, to itself test the 

competence of candidates for certificates of 

qualification.” 

 

The court sent the matter back to the 

College to consider using proper principles. 

 

Regulators might make the following 

observations about this decision: 

1. Regulators who assess local training 

schools under more stringent 

processes and criteria than foreign 

schools are taking a legal risk. 

2. The wording of the provision 

authorizing approval of training 

programs is critical to its jurisdiction. 

3. Scrutinizing the curricula of training 

programs is probably valid. 
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4. An entrance examination for 

graduates of training programs is 

likely legitimate. 

5. Evaluating how a training program 

teaches its students will receive 

greater legal scrutiny. To reduce this 

risk the regulator might consider: 

a. an informal process that is 

not related directly to the 

approval of the school,  

b. linking any action with 

output evidence such as 

below average entrance 

examination results, or 

c. making a strong case as to 

why any deficiency has a 

direct impact on the quality 

of graduates. 

 

A copy of this decision can be found at: 

http://www.courts.gov.bc.ca/jdb%2Dtxt/sc

/01/07/2001bcsc0792.htm. 


