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TORONTO DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

DRAFT BACKGROUND SECTION: FALL ENVIRONMENT REPORT

Background

At its 25 November 2015 meeting, the Board of Trustees approved the following motions:

a)
b)
c)
d)

The Director will present a report to Board on ways to incentivize increased participation of
schools in the EcoSchools program;

This report will contain metrics to indicate the amount of waste being diverted from landfill on
a board-wide basis at present and a plan for increasing waste diversion;

A further report will be presented to the Board with an update on both (a) and (b) above, in-
cluding metrics for the measurement of progress; and

The Director will revisit the Go Green: Climate Change Action Plan and present a report that
would outline a plan to revitalize it.

How are we doing?

Appendices A to D provide detailed overviews of the progress that has been made implementing
the TDSB’s EcoSchools program, minimizing waste in schools, and addressing climate change.
Below is a high-level summary of the findings in each of these areas.

1.

EcoSchools

Appendix A provides an overview of the growth of the program since its inception and an analysis
of its current status.

The main findings are:

Growth in the number of certified EcoSchools at the TDSB appears to have plateaued at
around 350 schools a year.

In spite of this plateau, the number of schools certified at the platinum level has been growing
steadily.

There is a disparity in the number of certified EcoSchools among Wards. In some Wards, more
than 75% of schools are certified; in others, less than 40%.

Variation in the distribution of platinum schools is similar. While all Wards have at least one
certified platinum school, in a few Wards more than 30% of schools are certified at the plati-
num level.

Distribution of EcoSchools among high, medium and low-needs elementary schools is almost
even, but at the secondary level, high-needs schools are poorly represented. Platinum
EcoSchools certification is disproportionately low in both high-needs elementary and second-
ary schools.





2.

Waste Minimization

Appendix B provides an overview of what we have learned about minimizing waste in schools and
a breakdown of the number of schools with successful waste minimization programs.

The main findings are:

3.

Certified EcoSchools on average generate about half the waste compared to non-EcoSchools.
The evidence suggests that 274 schools are highly accomplished in minimizing waste, 67
schools have achieved credible results, and up to 243 schools have more rudimentary pro-
grams.

In one Ward, 80% of the schools have credible or better programs; two Wards have 77%; eight
Wards have between 67% and 69%; five Wards have between 52% and 57%; and six Wards
have less than 43%.

Climate Change

Appendix C provides a summary of the TDSB’s building-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
and Appendix D contains a summary of its renewable energy program.

The main findings are:

The TDSB continues its long-standing record of steadily reducing the energy intensity of its
buildings year over year.

Greenhouse gas emissions in 2014/15 decreased by another 1.54% compared to the previous
year.

In 2014/15, the TDSB avoided $770,000 in energy costs compared to what it would have spent
if energy use had not declined;

Since 2000/01, electricity consumption has decreased by 91.7 million kWh and natural gas by
16.9 million cubic meters. Energy intensity has dropped from 1,015 MJ/m2 to 813 MJ/m2 (or
20%), and greenhouse gas emissions have declined by 60,387 metric tonnes (or 23%).

Using 2000/01 as a baseline, $14.96 million in utility costs have been avoided for 2014/15.
The TDSB is on track to install 34 megawatts of solar PV on 323 schools.

Upon completion, the solar PV on TDSB school rooftops will generate 42 million kWh of
electricity a year, equivalent to about 15% of the Board’s current level of electricity consump-
tion.





Appendix A
EcoSchools

The EcoSchools program was developed by the TDSB and launched in the 2003/04 school year
with three certification levels: bronze, silver and gold.

Rapid Program Growth —2003/04 to 2011/12
The program enjoyed rapid growth for the initial nine years — from 13 certified schools in its first
year to 426 schools by 2011/12. In its sixth year, a platinum level was added. Within the first

four years, the number of platinum schools grew to 67.

Table 1: Number of Certified Schools, 2003/04 to 2011/12

Year Bronze Silver Gold Platinum Total*
2003/04 1 4 8 N/A 13
2004/05 3 10 40 N/A 53
2005/06 9 23 65 N/A 97
2006/07 32 36 105 N/A 173
2007/08 69 63 132 N/A 264
2008/09 93 118 84 16 311
2009/10 67 115 122 41 345
2010/11 81 96 179 45 401
2011/12 61 94 204 67 426

*Totals include regular schools and outdoor education centres.

Shortly after demonstrating the strength of the model in Toronto public schools, the TDSB gave
permission for other Ontario school boards to adapt our EcoSchools program for their schools.
This was the inception of the Ontario EcoSchools program. Today, there are more than 2,000
certified schools in 52 school districts in the province.

Uneven Growth —2012/13 to 2014/15

Since 2012/13, the levels of school certification show more mixed results. In 2012/13 employee
work-to-rule campaigns precipitated a drop from 426 the year before to 188. In subsequent years,
many schools returned to the program, but not all — 378 schools were certified in 2013/14 and
357 in 2014/15.

While the overall number of EcoSchools appears to have reached its peak, there continues to be
steady growth in the number of schools certified at the platinum level. Eighty-seven schools (78
regular schools and 9 outdoor education centres) were certified platinum in 2014/15. This devel-
opment suggests that a significant number of existing EcoSchools are improving the depth and
quality of their program.





Table 2: Number of Certified Schools, 2012/13 to 2014/15

Year Bronze | Silver Gold | Platinum | Total*
2012/13 23 41 91 33 188
2013/14 49 99 147 82 378
2014/15 22 93 155 87 357

*Totals include regular schools and outdoor education centres.

Distribution of EcoSchools by Ward

There is significant geographic variation in the number of certified schools across the district. As
shown in Figure 1, at the Ward level, three Wards have more than 75% of their schools certified,
twelve Wards have between 50% and 75% of their schools certified, and seven have less than
50% certified. The Ward average is 58%.

Figure 1: Certified EcoSchools by Ward (%), for 2014/15*
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There is also significant geographic variation in the number of certified platinum schools across
the district. As shown in Figure 2, the Wards with the most certified EcoSchools also had the
greatest number of platinum schools. Four Wards had more than 20% of all of their schools certi-
fied platinum. Ten Wards had between 10% and 19% of their schools certified platinum and the
remaining eight had less than 10%. All Wards had at least one platinum EcoSchool.





Figure 2: Platinum EcoSchools by Ward (%), for 2014/15*
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Distribution of EcoSchools by Learning Opportunities Index

At the elementary level, as shown in Figure 3 below, there is a fairly even distribution of certi-
fied EcoSchools among high-, medium- and low-needs schools. There are currently 90 certified
schools that are rated as high-needs schools according to the Learning Opportunities Index, 91
are medium-needs schools, and 106 are low-needs schools.

At the secondary level, there is a significant variation among high-, medium- and low-needs
schools. Out of the 59 secondary schools that are certified, only 10 are high-needs schools. Nine-
teen are medium-needs schools and 30 are low-needs schools. Interestingly, most low-needs sec-
ondary schools are EcoSchools.

At the platinum level, as shown in Figure 4 below, there is significant variation in both the ele-
mentary and secondary panels. Among elementary schools, almost twice the number of low-
needs schools are certified platinum (28) as compared to high-needs schools (15). In the second-
ary panel, there are 8 low-needs schools certified platinum and only 1 platinum high-needs
school. Medium-needs schools in both panels have more platinum schools than high-needs
schools, but fewer than low-needs schools: 22 medium-needs platinum elementary schools and 5
medium-needs platinum secondary schools.





Figure 3: Certified EcoSchools, by Learning Opportunities Index and Panel
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Figure 4: Certified Platinum EcoSchools, by Learning Opportunities Index and Panel
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Appendix B
Waste Minimization

Waste minimization is one of five pillars in the EcoSchools program, representing about 14% of
the overall score for the certification.

As shown in Figure 1 below, schools are evaluated on 15 different components of waste minimi-
zation. They assess their own performance for 11 of the areas and are evaluated by an external
auditor for 4 of the components.

Figure 1: The Waste Minimization Section of EcoSchools
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Minimizing Waste: EcoSchools Compared to Non-EcoSchools

There is a strong correlation between the EcoSchools status of schools and the extent of their ef-
forts to reduce waste.

A 2006 analysis compared the average waste generated by 73 EcoSchools and 390 non-
EcoSchools. The certified schools generated about half the waste per student per year compared
to non-EcoSchools: 1.8 kilograms/student versus 3.4 kilograms/student.

EcoSchools Auditing Data and Waste Minimization

All schools that apply for certification are audited annually. As indicated above, in terms of the
waste section of the program, the auditors evaluate the following four aspects of their program
based on the available evidence at the time of the audit:

2.2.12 - Garbage cans and recycling bins are paired and labelled to improve sorting.

2.2.13 - To what extent has the school analyzed its waste to determine key issues and imple-
mented targeted waste reduction strategies?

2.2.14 - The school’s bulk garbage bins/toters do not contain recyclables. Recycling bins/toters
do not contain garbage.

2.2.15 - To what extent has the school implemented the Green Bin program?

The schools are rated on a five-level scale: level 4 — comprehensive; level 3 —accomplished; lev-
el 2 —credible; level 1 — emerging; and level 0 — no evidence.

The combined scores for the 347 regular schools that were certified in 2014/15 indicate, as
shown in Table 1 below, 80 schools were rated level 4 (comprehensive), 194 schools were rated
level 3 (accomplished), 67 as level 2 (credible) and 6 as level 1 (emerging).

Table 1: Combined Scores for Questions 2.2.12 to 2.2.15

Level Number of Schools
4 — Comprehensive 80
3 — Accomplished 194
2 — Credible 67
1 — Emerging 6

Summary: How Are We Doing?

Out of the 347 regular elementary and secondary schools that were certified as EcoSchools last
year, 274 schools have accomplished or comprehensive waste minimization programs and anoth-
er 67 schools have credible programs. Taken together, based on the available evidence, there are
341 schools (or 58% of all schools) that have a credible or better waste minimization program.

If non-EcoSchools generate almost twice the waste per student as EcoSchools, as the 2006 anal-
ysis outlined above concluded, then it appears that non-EcoSchools are unlikely to have even





credible programs. If this assumption is correct, then there are up to 243 schools (or 42%) that do
not have strong waste minimization programs (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Quality of the Waste Minimization Program
in All Schools, by %

Waste Minimization Performance, by Ward

As outlined above, based on the available evidence, there is a strong correlation between
EcoSchools certification and the quality of waste minimization programs in schools. When ex-
amining the performance of schools by Ward, Wards with the most EcoSchools have a higher
percentage of schools with credible or better waste minimization programs.

As shown in Figure 3 below, in one Ward 80% of the schools have credible or better waste min-
imization program, two have 77%, eight have between 67 and 69%, five have between 52% and
57%, and six have between 38% and 43%.

Figure 3: Waste Minimization Performance, by Ward
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Appendix C
Building-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The majority of the TDSB’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions arise from the electricity and natu-
ral gas used to operate the Board’s 48 million square feet of real estate. As shown below, both
the Board’s overall building-related energy consumption and its energy intensity have been in
steady decline since the 2000/01 school year. Consequently, the TDSB’s building-related GHG
emissions have been decreasing as well.

Energy Consumption

In 2014/15, the TDSB consumed 277 million kilowatt hours (kWh) of electricity and 61.6 mil-
lion cubic metres (m3) of natural gas, and emitted a total of 202,617 metric tonnes of greenhouse
gases.

As shown in detail in Table 1, below, this represents a 1.54% decrease from the year before,
thereby avoiding $770,000 in energy costs.

These results are part of a long-term trend of declining energy consumption at the Board. Since
2000/01, the TDSB’s electricity consumption has decreased by 91.7 million kwWh and natural gas
by 16.9 million cubic meters. During the same period, the TDSB’s building-related GHG emis-
sions have been reduced by 60,387 metric tonnes or 23%.

The reduced level of electricity and natural gas consumption since 2000/01 has resulted in
$14.96 million in avoided utility costs for 2014/15 alone.

Energy Intensity

The TDSB’s building portfolio is dynamic in the sense that over time, the Board reduces its
holdings through the sale or lease of buildings; but at the same time, more space is added through
the construction of new schools and additions.

For this reason, it is more meaningful to focus on the energy intensity of our buildings and not
just on the overall consumption of electricity and natural gas. Energy intensity is a measure of
the combined use of electricity and natural gas on a square-metre basis, expressed in mega joules
per square metre (MJ/m2).

By focusing on energy intensity, the change in the total amount of real estate in the Board’s port-
folio is not a factor when reporting on the TDSB’s overall energy performance.

As with overall energy consumption, the energy intensity of the TDSB’s portfolio of buildings
continues to decrease steadily. In 2014/15, as shown in Table 2, the energy intensity of our build-
ings was 813 MJ/m2; a decline of 18 MJ/m2 or 2%. The TDSB’s energy intensity has dropped
by 20% since 2000/2001, when it was 1,014 MJ/m2.
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Table 1: Energy Consumption History, by Year

Natural |Electricity| Total Annual Cumulative
Natural Gas| Electricity | Gas GHG | GHG | GHG % Cost Cost
School i - L. L. L. i Avoidance
Year Consumptio | Consumption | Emission | Emission | Emission of Avoidanc from 2000-
n (M3) (kWh) (Metric (Metric (Metric | Change . e. 01 Baseline
Tonnes) Tonnes) Tonnes) (million) (million)
2000-01 | 78,501,852 | 368,754,633 | 147,583 115,420 263,004 | -1.95% | -$1.07 -$1.07
2001-02 | 79,347,623 | 347,661,265 | 149,174 108,818 257,092 | -1.91% | -$1.05 -$2.12
2002-03 | 75,231,043 | 333,316,665 | 141,434 104,328 245,762 | -4.74% | -B2.61 -$4.73
2003-04 | 76,051,686 | 309,601,970 | 142,977 06,905 239,883 | -2.39% | -$1.32 -$6.04
2004-05 | 76,000,254 | 315,032,747 | 142,880 08.605 241 486 | 0.67% 3037 -$5.68
2005-06 | 72,635,507 | 303,814,556 | 136,555 05.004 231,649 | -4.07% | -52.2 -$7.92
2006-07 | 69,270,181 | 299,533,789 | 130,228 03,754 223,082 | -3.31% | -$1.82 -$9.74
2007-08 | 68,548,051 | 296,663,356 | 128,870 02.856 221,726 | -1.01% | -$0.55 -$10.29
2008-09 | 65,852 488 | 290813317 | 123.803 01,025 214,827 | -3.11% | -51.71 -$12.00
2009-10 | 67,593,837 | 282.849.303 127,076 88,532 215,608 | 0.36% $0.20 -$11.80
2010-11 | 66,163,829 | 281,796,769 | 124,388 88,202 212,590 | -1.40% | -$0.77 -$12.57
2011-12 | 66,705,319 | 273,167,297 | 125,406 85,501 210,907 | -0.79% | -3$0.39 -$12.96
2012-13 | 64,964,893 | 274,323 820 | 122,134 85,863 207,997 | -1.38% | -$0.69 -$13.65
2013-14 | 63,032,907 | 278,871,809 | 118,502 87,287 205,780 | -1.06% | -$0.53 -$14.18
2014-15 | 61,651,153 | 277,037,698 | 115,904 86,713 202,617 | -1.534% | -$0.77 -514.96
Table 2: Energy Intensity, by Year
~ L. Electricity
School Natural Gas | Electricity Building Portable T * | Gas Energy| Total Energy
Year Consumption Cunsun:.lptinn Area (M2) Area Intensity Intensity Intensity
(M3) (KWh) (M2)* (MJ/m 2‘) (MJ/m2) (MJI/m2)
2000-01 78.501,852 [ 368,754,633 4.177.267 46,055 315 700 1.015
2001-02 | 79347623 347661265 | 4,174,073 46,055 297 708 1,006
2002-03 75,231,043 333,316,665 | 4,233.533 46,961 281 662 943
2003-04 | 76,051,686 | 309.601.970 | 4229424 36,928 262 670 932
2004-05 | 76,000,254 | 315032747 | 4213636 36.231 268 672 939
2005-06 | 72635507 | 303814556 | 4,196,812 36,092 259 645 904
2006-07 | 69.270.181 299.533.789 | 4.206.067 35.813 255 613 868
2007-08 | 68548051 206663356 | 4235630 42,641 250 603 853
2008-09 | 65852488 | 290813317 | 4231916 42,571 246 580 815
2009-10 | 67593837 | 182849303 4.161.666 42.084 243 605 848
2010-11 66,163,829 [ 281,796,769 | 4.170.770 39.924 242 591 833
2011-12 | 66,705319 | 273.167.297 | 4105259 39.784 238 605 843
2012-13 64,964,893 274323820 | 4,057.150 39.575 242 596 838
2013-14 | 63.032907 | 2178871809 | 4024011 41,178 248 583 831
2014-15 | 61,651,153 277.037.698 | 4.044.328 40,760 245 568 813

*Portables do not use natural gas for heating; instead, they are heated through the use of elec-
tricity. As a result, portables only have an impact on electricity intensity, not the natural gas in-
tensity of our building portfolio.
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Appendix D
Renewable Energy

Several years ago, the TDSB installed 233 kilowatts of solar photovoltaic (PV) panels at 12
schools. These systems generate about 256,000 kWh of electricity a year.

Under a 20-year contract with the Ontario Power Authority (OPA), the 12 projects are expected
to generate about $3.6 million in revenue over the duration of the contract, which is being di-
rected into the Board’s Environmental Legacy Fund.

Under a contract with School Top Solar Limited (SSLP), an additional 33.6 megawatts (33,600
kW) of solar PV are in the process of being installed on 311 schools.

Upon completion, the new systems are expected to generate 42 million kWh of electricity a year,
equivalent to about 15% of the Board’s current level of electricity consumption.

The capital and maintenance costs for the 311 new projects are the responsibility of SSLP. In
return for licensing the use of the rooftops to SSLP, a significant portion of the TDSB’s roof re-
placement program is being done at no cost to the Board.

Table 1: Schools with the Original 12 Solar Installations

School Size (kW)

Cassandra PS 28
Maurice Cody Jr. PS 14
Jackman Avenue Jr. PS 32
SATEC @ WA Porter CI 20
MacDonald CI 20
Kipling CI 43
Dr. Norman Bethune CI 46
Kew Beach Jr. PS 20
Fern Avenue Jr. and Sr. PS 10
Hillcrest Jr. PS 10
Rawlinson CS 1

William Lyon Mackenzie ClI 10

Table 2: 311 Schools with SSLP Projects

Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
1 Claireville JS 96 Completed
1 Elmbank JS Academy 192 Completed
1 Greenholme JMS 216 Completed
1 John D Parker JS 172 Completed
1 Kingsview Village JS 72 Completed
1 Melody Village JS 120 Completed
1 North Albion ClI 348 Completed
1 Rivercrest JS 38 Completed
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
1 Smithfield MS 212 Completed
1 Thistletown ClI 324 Completed
1 West Humber JMS 204 Completed
1 The EIms 192 Under installation
1 Elmlea JS 132 Planned for 2016
1 Highfield JS 48 Planned for 2016
1 School of Experiential Ed. 40 Planned for 2016
1 West Humber CI 72 Planned for 2016
1 Westmount JS 48 Planned for 2016
2 Central Etobicoke HS 260 Completed
2 Etobicoke CI 172 Completed
2 Hilltop MS 232 Completed
2 Kipling CI 224 Completed
2 Martingrove CI 324 Completed
2 Parkfield JS 116 Completed
2 Rosethorn JS 72 Completed
2 Scarlett Heights CI 188 Completed
2 Seneca School 68 Completed
2 Silver Creek 92 Completed
2 Silverthorn ClI 240 Completed
2 Dixon Grove JMS 192 Planned for 2016
2 Eatonville JS 72 Planned for 2016
2 Hollycrest MS 120 Planned for 2016
2 John G Althouse MS 156 Planned for 2016
2 Mill Valley JS 44 Planned for 2016
2 Millwood JS 96 Planned for 2016
2 Princess Margaret 72 Planned for 2016
2 Richview CI 192 Planned for 2016
2 St George's JS 44 Planned for 2016
2 Valleyfield JS 72 Planned for 2016
2 | Wellesworth JS 96 Planned for 2016
2 West Glen JS 108 Planned for 2016
2 Westway JS 68 Planned for 2016
3 Douglas Park 60 Completed
3 Lakeshore CI 240 Completed
3 Lanor JMS 116 Completed
3 Norseman JMS 144 Completed
3 Lambton-Kingsway JMS 132 Under installation
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*

3 Etobicoke School of the Arts 232 Scheduled
3 Castlebar 24 Planned for 2016
3 David Hornell JS 40 Planned for 2016
3 Etienne Brule JS 40 Planned for 2016
3 Etobicoke Year-Round Alt. Cen-

tre 24 Planned for 2016
3 James S Bell IMS 80 Planned for 2016
3 John English IMS 176 Planned for 2016
3 MIMICO Adult LC 88 Planned for 2016
3 Park Lawn JMS 48 Planned for 2016
3 Second Street IMS 136 Planned for 2016
3 Seventh Street JS 68 Planned for 2016
3 Sunnylea JS 40 Planned for 2016
3 Wedgewood JS 24 Planned for 2016
4 C W Jefferys CI 240 Completed
4 Daystrom PS 112 Completed
4 Derrydown PS 72 Completed
4 Driftwood PS 84 Completed
4 Gracedale PS 104 Completed
4 Gulfstream PS 72 Completed
4 Humber Summit MS 120 Completed
4 Westview Centennial SS 500 Completed
4 Chalkfarm PS 48 Planned for 2016
4 Elia MS 132 Planned for 2016
4 Emery CI 168 Planned for 2016
4 Firgrove PS 44 Planned for 2016
4 Gosford PS 88 Planned for 2016
4 Lamberton PS 64 Planned for 2016
4 Stanley PS 92 Planned for 2016
4 Topcliff PS 84 Planned for 2016
4 Yorkwoods PS 92 Planned for 2016
5 Charles H Best MS 92 Completed
5 Downsview PS 48 Completed
5 Dublin Heights E & MS 176 Completed
5 Fisherville Junior High School 156 Completed
5 Oakdale Park MS 144 Completed
5 Pierre Laporte MS 68 Completed
5 Northview Heights SS 500 Under installation
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
5 Calico PS 88 Planned for 2016
5 Dellcrest Public School 24 Planned for 2016
5 Downsview SS 272 Planned for 2016
5 Faywood Arts-Based Curr.

School 24 Planned for 2016
5 Highview PS 48 Planned for 2016
5 Rockford PS 128 Planned for 2016
5 Sheppard PS 96 Planned for 2016
5 Stilecroft PS 48 Planned for 2016
5 Tippett Road Centre 132 Planned for 2016
5 | Tumpane PS 48 Planned for 2016
6 (83;(])(53:9 Syme Community 116 Completed
6 Keelesdale Jr PS 60 Completed
6 Maple Leaf PS 44 Completed
6 Nelson A Boylen CI 156 Completed
6 Silverthorn Comm. School 132 Completed
6 C R Marchant Middle S 44 Planned for 2016
6 Cordella Jr PS 48 Planned for 2016
6 Frank Oke SS 48 Planned for 2016
6 George Anderson PS 24 Planned for 2016
6 George Harvey CI 156 Planned for 2016
6 Gracefield PS 24 Planned for 2016
6 Harwood Jr. PS 24 Planned for 2016
6 Lambton Park Comm. School 40 Planned for 2016
6 Pelmo Park PS 48 Planned for 2016
6 Rockcliffe MS 132 Planned for 2016
6 Roselands Jr PS 116 Planned for 2016
6 Weston ClI 48 Planned for 2016
7 Garden Avenue Jr PS 44 Completed
7 Howard Jr PS 40 Completed
7 Indian Road Crescent Jr PS 60 Completed
7 Humbercrest Public School 60 Planned for 2016
7 King George Jr PS 44 Planned for 2016
7 Runnymede ClI 132 Planned for 2016
7 Warren Park Jr PS 24 Planned for 2016
8 | Fairbank Middle S 72 Completed
8 Glen Park PS 40 Completed
8 Joyce PS 72 Completed
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
8 Lawrence Park ClI 176 Completed
8 Ledbury Park E & MS 112 Completed
8 Vaughan Road Academy 172 Completed
8 Yorkdale SS 224 Completed
8 John Wanless Junior PS 64 Planned for 2016
9 Oakwood ClI 132 Completed
9 Perth Av Jr PS 96 Completed
9 Dovercourt Junior PS 24 Planned for 2016
10 Central Commerce Collegiate 136 Completed
10 Clinton Street Jr PS 96 Completed
10 Dewson Street Jr PS 84 Completed
10 Essex Jr & Sr PS 152 Completed
10 Harbord ClI 68 Completed
10 Ogden Jr PS 40 Completed
10 Palmerston Avenue Jr PS 72 Completed
10 Central Technical School 204 Scheduled
10 | Montrose Jr PS 24 Planned for 2016
10 Niagara Street Junior PS 24 Planned for 2016
11 Forest Hill CI 136 Completed
11 Forest Hill Jr & Sr PS 68 Completed
11 Humewood Community School 96 Completed
11 JR Wilcox Community School 40 Completed
11 Eglinton Jr PS (new school) 68 Planned for 2016
12 Churchill PS 44 Completed
12 Cummer Valley MS 144 Completed
12 Elkhorn PS 48 Completed
12 McKee PS 72 Completed
12 Newtonbrook SS 192 Completed
12 Willowdale MS 64 Completed
12 Yorkview PS 72 Completed
12 Cameron PS 84 Under installation
12 Pleasant PS 120 Under installation
12 Claude Watson School for the
Arts 40 Planned for 2016
12 | Cresthaven PS 84 Planned for 2016
12| Drewry SS 24 Planned for 2016
12 | Earl Haig SS 24 Planned for 2016
12 | Highland JHS 132 Planned for 2016
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
12 | Hillmount PS 24 Planned for 2016
12 | Hollywood PS 48 Planned for 2016
12 | Kenton PS 60 Planned for 2016
12 Lester B Pearson PS 60 Planned for 2016
12 | Lillian PS 48 Planned for 2016
12 | Pineway PS 64 Planned for 2016
12 | RJLang E & MS 120 Planned for 2016
12 | Steelesview PS 48 Planned for 2016
12| Zion Heights JHS 136 Planned for 2016
13 Fairmeadow Centre 40 Completed
13 Gateway PS 112 Completed
13 Grenoble PS 96 Completed
13 Norman Ingram PS 48 Completed
13 Owen PS 132 Completed
13 York Mills CI 240 Completed
13 St Andrew's JHS 128 Scheduled
13 | Dunlace PS 48 Planned for 2016
13 | Harrison PS 24 Planned for 2016
13 | Rippleton PS 48 Planned for 2016
13 | Sunny View Jr & Sr PS 132 Planned for 2016
14 Jarvis CI 120 Completed
14 Nelson Mandela Park P.S 48 Under installation
14 Rosedale Heights School of Arts 172 Under installation
14 | Sprucecourt Jr PS 24 Planned for 2016
15 Eastern Commerce Cl 84 Completed
15 Frankland Community S Jr 96 Completed
15 Monarch Park Collegiate 240 Completed
15 Queen Alexandra Sr PS 132 Completed
15 Riverdale CI 172 Completed
15 Roden Jr PS 64 Completed
15 CALC SS/CALC 120 Scheduled
15 | Cosburn MS 48 Planned for 2016
16 Duke Of Connaught Jr & Sr PS 88 Completed
16 East York ClI 372 Completed
16 Gordon A Brown MS 84 Completed
16 Kimberley Jr. PS 48 Completed
16 Malvern Collegiate Institute 38 Completed
16 Norway Jr PS 92 Completed
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
16 Adam Beck JPS 48 Planned for 2016
16 D A Morrison MS 132 Planned for 2016
16 Earl Haig Jr. PS 48 Planned for 2016
16 Secord ES 48 Planned for 2016
17 Ernest PS 96 Completed
17 Georges Vanier SS 240 Completed
17 | Greenland PS 48 Completed
17 | Kingslake PS 72 Completed
17 | Lescon PS 84 Completed
17 | Rene Gordon ES 88 Completed
17 ?l/JE[c;toria Park Collegiate Insti- you Completed
17 | Victoria Village PS 64 Completed
17 Sloane PS 48 Under installation
17 Cherokee PS 64 Planned for 2016
17 Crestview PS 108 Planned for 2016
17 Dallington PS 136 Planned for 2016
17 Don Valley JHS 120 Planned for 2016
17 Forest Manor PS 96 Planned for 2016
17 George S Henry Academy 296 Planned for 2016
17 Pleasant View JHS 96 Planned for 2016
17 Seneca Hill PS 44 Planned for 2016
17 Woodbine JHS 144 Planned for 2016
17 Gooderham Learning Centre 24 Planned for 2016
18 Cedar Drive Jr PS 84 Completed
18 Clairlea PS 88 Completed
18 Corvette Jr PS 88 Completed
18 Oakridge Jr PS 64 Completed
18 Samuel Hearne Middle School 68 Completed
18 Mason Road Jr PS 96 Under installation
18 Chine Drive PS 48 Planned for 2016
18 Courcelette PS 24 Planned for 2016
18 Danforth Gardens PS 92 Planned for 2016
18 General Brock PS 40 Planned for 2016
18 Norman Cook Jr PS 40 Planned for 2016
18 Regent Heights Jr PS 48 Planned for 2016
18 Robert Service Sr PS 40 Planned for 2016
19 | Cedarbrae CI 372 Completed
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
19 Cedarbrook Jr PS 30 Completed
19 Churchill Heights PS 92 Completed
19 General Crerar PS 48 Completed
19 George Peck PS 72 Completed
19 Hunter's Glen Jr PS 64 Completed
19 J S Woodsworth Sr PS 60 Completed
19 John McCrae Sr PS 152 Completed
19 Knob Hill PS 120 Completed
19 Maryvale PS 68 Completed
19 Midland CI 460 Completed
19 Scarborough Village PS 64 Completed
19 Woburn Jr PS 116 Completed
19 Donwood Park Jr PS 30 Under installation
19 Ellesmere-Statton PS 192 Under installation
19 Lord Roberts Jr PS 64 Scheduled
19 North Bendale Jr PS 24 Planned for 2016
19 | Wexford CI 192 Planned for 2016
20 David Lewis PS 64 Completed
20 Dr. Norman Bethune ClI 192 Completed
20 Fairglen Jr PS 48 Completed
20 Glamorgan Jr PS 132 Completed
20 Inglewood Heights Jr PS 40 Completed
20 J B Tyrrell Sr PS 104 Completed
20 Kennedy PS 60 Completed
20 L'Amoreaux Cl 372 Completed
20 Lynngate Jr PS 48 Completed
20 Silver Springs PS 156 Completed
20 Sir John A Macdonald ClI 240 Completed
20 Sir Samuel B Steele Jr PS 40 Completed
20 Tam O' Shanter JPS 48 Completed
20 Terraview-Willowfield PS 48 Completed
20 Terry Fox PS 72 Completed
20 | Chester Le Jr PS 24 Planned for 2016
20 Highland Heights Jr PS 92 Planned for 2016
20 Lynnwood Heights Jr PS 24 Planned for 2016
20 North Bridlewood Jr PS 60 Planned for 2016
20 Pauline Johnson Jr PS 104 Planned for 2016
20 | Timberbank Jr PS 108 Planned for 2016
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
21 Burrows Hall Jr PS 72 Completed
21 C D Farquharson JPS 92 Completed
21 Delphi Secondary Alternative 84 Completed
21 Emily Carr PS 112 Completed
21 Grey Owl Jr PS 116 Completed
21 Henry Kelsey Sr PS 96 Completed
21 Iroquois Jr PS 40 Completed
e
21 Malvern Jr PS 116 Completed
21 Mary Shadd PS 92 Completed
21 Milliken PS 48 Completed
21 North Agincourt Jr PS 40 Completed
21 Percy Williams JPS 72 Completed
21 |§Isr Alexander MacKenzie Sr > Completed
21 Sir William Osler HS 232 Completed
21 Tom Longboat Jr PS 60 Completed
21 Whitehaven Jr PS 80 Completed
21 Fleming PS 40 Under installation
21 Lucy Maud Montgomery PS 104 Scheduled
21 | Macklin PS 64 Scheduled
22 Cornell Jr PS 192 Completed
22 Eastview Jr PS 48 Completed
22 Elizabeth Simcoe Jr PS 48 Completed
22 Galloway Road PS 44 Completed
22 Guildwood Jr PS 48 Completed
22 Heather Heights Jr PS 96 Completed
22 Jack Miner Sr PS 96 Completed
22 John G Diefenbaker PS 96 Completed
22 Joseph Howe Sr PS 104 Completed
22 Morrish PS 68 Completed
22 Poplar Road Jr PS 44 Completed
22 Sir Oliver Mowat Cl 240 Completed
22 St Margaret's PS 48 Completed
22 West Hill Cl 220 Completed
22 Henry Hudson Sr PS 144 Under installation
22 Rouge Valley PS 68 Under installation
22 West Rouge Jr PS 72 Under installation
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Ward School Name Size (kW) Project Status*
22 William G Davis Jr PS 136 Under installation
22 | Highcastle PS 88 Planned for 2016
22 | Military Trail PS 48 Planned for 2016
N/A | Mono Cliffs OEC 44

Planned for 2016

*Status as of February 16, 2016
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Appendix E

The Basic Resources Supporting EcoSchools

The TDSB EcoSchools program has been successful in hundreds of schools because it is sup-
ported in the following ways:

All certified elementary schools can send two teachers and three other adults to half-day
“kick-off” workshops that are held in each Family of Schools at the beginning of every year.
All certified secondary schools can send ten students and one teacher for a full-day “kick-
off” workshop at the beginning of each year.

Full-day student leadership conferences for grade 7 and 8 students are held every January in
order to help build the teamwork and leadership skills of students who in turn are better
equipped to run their school’s EcoSchools program.

Schools that apply for platinum certification receive coaching from TDSB outdoor education
staff.

All schools applying for certification are audited annually.
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Super Council Recs - ECO-SCHOOLSCONSULTATIONREPORT.pdf
TORONTO DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD STUDENT SUPERCOUNCIL
ECO-SCHOOLS CONSULTATION REPORT

Preamble: The purpose of this report is to provide a comprehensive documentation of the
activities, opinions, and recommendations of secondary school students in the Toronto District
School Board (TDSB) with regards to participation in the Eco-Schools program. These activities,
opinions, and recommendations were shared by the student body of the TDSB at SuperCouncil’s
Eco-Schools consultation meeting on April 6, 2016. This report will serve as a guide for the
TDSB to achieve its environmental goals through the continued support and development of the
Eco-Schools program.

Activities of the Student Body: Currently, as a result of the ambition of dedicated teams—
colloquially referred to as “green teams” or “eco clubs”—of students and staff, several schools
across the TDSB are implementing policies and initiatives within their schools to reduce their
environmental impact. These activities include: community gardens located on TDSB property,
the implementation of compost centres (i.e. greenbins), reuse projects (e.g. transforming recycled
materials into clothing, accessories, and other usable objects), activity days (e.g. sweater day; the
student body dressed in sweaters and the school turned off central heating), and lobbying local
organizations to be environmentally responsible by recycling and composting. Teams pioneering
efforts such as these have made a significant qualitative impact on the ecological footprint of the
school they belong to, the TDSB, as well as the community in which they are located.

Opinions of the Student Body: Despite the success of many of the teams outlined in the
foregoing, the student body of the TDSB has expressed concerns regarding environmental efforts
within their schools. These concerns include: an apathy towards environmentalism, a lack of
time available within the schedules of students to participate in environmental teams, initiatives,
etc, a lack of rigorous selection criteria for eco-schools (i.e. it is too easy to become an eco-
school), and a lack of environmental accountability of custodial staff to follow the procedures
implemented by the student environmental teams of their school (e.g. composting food waste
found left in the cafeteria).

Recommendations of the Student Body: Based on their concerns, the student body has
collaborated to propose several recommendations which, if implemented by the TDSB, would
alleviate concern and provide a greater board-wide foundation of environmentalism. These





TORONTO DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD STUDENT SUPERCOUNCIL
ECO-SCHOOLS CONSULTATION REPORT

recommendations include: awarding a specific eco-school ranking to schools which have an
“ecological aesthetic” (e.g. a school which has a community garden and/or a greenhouse would
be awarded a specific eco-school ranking), increased promotion of initiatives which aim to reuse
and recycle waste as opposed to merely reducing consumption, mandating schools must print
unofficial documents (e.g. homework sheets) on Good On One Side (GOOS) paper, the
investment of the TDSB to fund community gardens on school property, holding assemblies
which rally students to support environmentalism, providing greater incentive for students to
participate in environmental initiatives (e.g. scholarships and awards for individuals who display
exceptional environmentalism), implementation of a grant system which funds large-scale
student-run environmental initiatives, infrastructure improvements (e.g. changing incandescent
light bulbs to LED, introduction of solar panels), introduction of volunteer students in the
custodial staff to clean outdoors, mandated board-wide school clean up days, the promotion of
experiential learning in the environment (i.e. going outside to learn), and board-wide events such
as “trash basketball”—making a basketball-like game out of picking up trash where the trash is
the ball, “trashion shows”—having a fashion event centred around clothes made from recycled
and repurposed waste, and “carbon footprint jeopardy”—an environment-themed quiz bowl,
which would bring together school staff, trustees, board employees, and students from across the
TDSB.

Conclusion: The student body is aware many of their recommendations may require a
significant budget in order to execute successfully. However, it is the general consensus of the
student body that the environment, and its protection by the TDSB, is crucial to the continued
success of the TDSB as a leader of education and for the academic and social success of future
generations.
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ESAC - Feb 22 - Potential Focus Areas document.pdf
Potential Focus Areas — February 22, 2016

e Active transportation

e Planning relationships: enough schools to meet growing city populations

e Green buildings: TDSB design standards — does it include green buildings

e Waste diversion: composting, textiles

e Cleaning supplies: how eco-friendly/safe are they?

e Bio-capacity and the carbon footprint; clear definition of sustainability goals; asking for clarification;
do we pick solar panels or trees

e Teacher educator programs: preparing teachers to work at the TDSB as environmental educators

e EcoSchools: water not strongly represented in EcoSchools; better integrated waste audits; more
broad uptake in the whole community

e Governance of the EAC itself: long-term planning process well informed by staff

e School communities: how do you integrate the broader community

e Equity: transformative change; what about the schools that are not participating; is it smart to
mandate EcoSchools and/or to try to understand why some schools are not certified

e EAC and community partners: challenges, but also opportunities; what is needed? Perhaps policy?
NGOs want to get involved in schools. Partnerships between teachers and professionals.

e Portables: is there an educational opportunity? Water catchment.

e School champions — community champions: someway to focus something more long lasting

e  Getting things done: tension between staff and the passion of parents to get things done

e Water: storm water and how water is used

e Better communication online

o Fleet review
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Terms of Reference



1. Official Name: 



Environmental Sustainability Advisory Committee (ESAC)

[bookmark: _GoBack]

2. Mandate:



a. To facilitate ongoing feedback from community organizations on the implementation of environmental programming at the TDSB. 

b. To make recommendations to the TDSB regarding environmental concerns. 



3. Term of Membership 



a. Board appoints one Trustee as Co-chair and the committee selects one Co-Chair from the community member representatives (annually unless otherwise decided by ESAC). 

b. If a member has a pecuniary interest in the outcome of ESAC decisions, the member cannot be appointed as a Co-Chair.

c. The Trustee Co-Chair and Community Co-Chair have equal status with regard to agenda setting, meeting management, and role as the ESAC spokesperson. The Co-Chairs will mutually agree upon specific division of responsibilities. 

d. Observers who are interested in joining the committee can attend meetings and speak, at the Chair’s discretion, but not vote. If an observer attends two consecutive meetings he/she will be considered a voting member. 

e. If the Community Co-Chair is unable to fulfill the term, the ESAC can appoint a new community representative for the reminder of the one-year term. 

f. If the Trustee Co-Chair is unable to fulfill the term, ESAC can request that the Board appoint a new Trustee Co-Chair. 

g. The committee is open to TDSB staff, parents and parent groups, community advocacy groups, etc.

h. Annually, the committee will review its composition and recruit community representatives as needed to maintain diversity. For example, groups with a vested interest in an environmental issue(s) and/or a connection to geographic area that is underrepresented. 



4. Decision Making 

Where possible, decisions should be made by consensus. When votes are necessary, a simple majority will be sufficient. 

5. Meetings: 



a. There will be maxim of 8 meetings per school year. The meeting schedule will be set at the beginning of the year. 

b. Members must submit any documents to be printed 48 hours prior to the meeting.

c. Members have the option of attending by conference call. If this is necessary they should inform the meeting coordinator at least 3 days ahead of time so they can make the appropriate arrangements. 

d. Occasionally the meetings may be held by conference call, if necessary. 

e. Sub-committees/Working groups will be established as required, with scope of work established by the ESAC. 



6. Administration: 



The part-time Committee Assistant and TDSB support staff will assist ESAC Co-Chairs with agenda development, minutes, ordering refreshments, coordination of meetings and committee lists, outreach, information gathering. 
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