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A Regular Meeting of the Toronto District School Board convened at 6:45 p.m. on Wednesday, May 3,1 2000, in the Board Room at 155 College Street, Toronto, Ontario, with Gail Nyberg, Chair of the Board, presiding. 
The following members were present: Trustees Irene Atkinson, Diane Cleary, Judi Codd, Christine Ferreira, Gerri Gershon, Suzan Hall, Elizabeth Hill, Jeff Kendall, Shelley Laskin, Sheine Mankovsky, Carol McDonald, Ron McNaughton, David Moll, Elizebeth Moyer, Barbara D. Nash, Gail Nyberg, Stephnie Payne, Lilein Schaeffer, Doug Stephens, Sheila Ward and Student Trustees Piragash Velummylum and Haley Weber.
Regrets were received from Trustees Donna Cansfield and Mike Thomas.
145. Approval of the Agenda
Trustee McNaughton, seconded by Trustee Stephens, moved: That the agenda be approved. 
The motion was carried.
146. Temporary Chair
Trustee Laskin, Vice-Chair of the Board, presided from time to time throughout the meeting.
147. Confirmation of Minutes
Trustee Cleary, seconded by Trustee McDonald, moved: That the minutes of the Special Board meeting held on April 5, 2000, be confirmed.
The motion was carried.
Trustee Hall, seconded by Trustee Payne, moved: That the minutes of the Regular Board meeting held on May 3, 2000, be confirmed.
The motion was carried.
148. Delegations
(a) The Board heard the following oral presentations:
(i) Bill 74 (see page 343)
· Jim McQueen, on behalf of CUPE 4400
(ii) Program Rationalization (see page 347)
· Rod Samuel, Francie Day-Lopez, Mary Critch, Nickolas Kodinakis, Beverley School re Low Incidence Sites
· Mari Rutka re Specialized Programs
· Mike Phillips re Optional French Programs
(iii) Permit policy (see pages 348, 358 and 366) 
· Kathy Grexton, East Scarborough Boys and Girls Club
· Cedric Gomes (Youth Rep.) and Adrian Barker (Past President), Scouts Canada
· Charis Kelso and Stephanie Gascon, Girl Guides 
· Ann Fitzpatrick, Early Years Action Group
(iv) Student Transportation Review Committee (see page 391)
· Paulette Dufort and Julian Heller, French as a Second Language Community Liaison Group
(v) Student Transportation Review Committee (see page 391) and Student Financial Assistance (see page 381)
· Ambaro Guled, Sharifo Noor, Sado Ibrahim, Somali Parents Council
(b) The Board received written submissions in lieu of delegations from the following:
(vi) Permit Policy (see pages 348, 358 and 366)
· Eileen Fadelle
· Diana Ranken, Leacock District Commissioner, Girl Guides
· Ron Moeser, Councillor, Scarborough Highland Creek
· Bas Balkissoon, Chairman, Scarborough Community Council
· Alex Chan, Scout Leader
· Anonymous
· Jane Pitfield, Councillor, Ward 1, East York
· Senator Con Di Nino
(vii) Program Rationalization (Specialized Programs) (see page 347)
· Anne Faulkner
· M. Constantinidif
· Paul Bates, President and CEO, Charles Schwab Canada
· Dona Matthews, Dept. of Human Dev. and Applied Psychology, OISE-U of T
· Anika Henry, Erin Schachter and Dan Rutka
· Don McLean, President, The Partners’ Film Co Ltd.
· Dr. Mariel Reup
· Don Galbraith, Professor Emeritus, OISE-U of T
· Terri Stapleton
· Jay Brodbar
· Etobicoke School of the Arts students
(viii) Program Rationalization (Low Incidence Sites) (see page 347)
· Maxine Brown, The City College, ECE Faculty
· Christina Nielsen
· Tam Goossen
· Rosario Marchese, MPP, Trinity-Spadina
· Emily Marchese, Downtown Parent Action Committee Member, Ward 5
(ix) School Budget Model (see page 384)
· Jennifer Chapman and Pat McQuaid, Whitney PSA 
Trustee Laskin, seconded by Trustee Codd, moved: That the written submissions in lieu of delegations be received.
The motion was carried.
149. Communications
The Board considered the following communications:
(c) From Upper Canada District School Board regarding the Toronto District School Board’s resolution of March 29, 2000, concerning the provincial government’s funding formula.
Trustee Moyer, seconded by Trustee Stephens, moved: That the communication be received.
The motion was carried.
(d) From District School Board Ontario North East regarding Bill 74, The Education Accountability Act.
Trustee Laskin, seconded by Trustee Ferreira, moved:
Whereas, the Toronto District School Board is opposed to amendments to the Education Act that represent an abuse of power and provide nothing of real gain for students; and
Whereas, the Toronto District School Board is against Bill 74 in that it will legislate away local autonomy to manage its own affairs and its ability to negotiate fair and reasonable contracts with its unions and federations and seek solutions that work for students; and
Whereas, the proposed legislation further contributes to a demoralized climate in TDSB schools by mandating activities that teachers, in the interests of student success, have provided willingly in the past; 
Therefore, be it resolved:
(a) That the Toronto District School Board support and endorse the position and efforts of the Ontario Public School Boards’ Association as expressed in their communication to the citizens of Ontario (see below) and work through OPSBA to make its position clear to the Ministry of Education;
[Communication from the Ontario Public School Boards’ Association to the Citizens of Ontario]
Historically, local control and accountability have been the cornerstones of Ontario’s publicly-funded education system. A school board is responsible for governing the local school system on behalf of the community it serves, in the best interests of all students. Now, more than ever, boards are held accountable by their community for the way they interpret and implement provincially-driven policies.
Local control is best exercised by the public election of trustees, who are knowledgeable about community priorities and local conditions. Trustees also have a duty and responsibility to hold the government accountable for the amount of funding the board receives. Ultimately, individual trustees should be accountable for their decisions at the polls, not to the Premier’s Office.
The most draconian amendments to the Education Act recently proposed by the provincial government involve extra-curricular activities and compliance mechanisms. Clearly the government has again targeted two groups in this legislation—teachers and trustees. One has to ask, why us, why now?
No serious improvement in education is possible without the enthusiastic cooperation of every teacher. These are the very people to whom we have entrusted society’s most important job: educating our children. They are a resource beyond value.
By mandating that teachers be forced to supervise extra-curricular activities which are not provided voluntarily, the government has created an environment that will further demoralize educators, not improve the quality of education. The government’s plan for the assignment of co-instructional duties is ironically no different than the informal practice which existed in schools prior to Bill 160. It is unfortunate that the atmosphere in a few school systems has descended to such a level that what was once voluntary is now being legislated provincially. Any good teacher knows that you don’t give a class detention because of the actions of one or two students.
The attack by the provincial government on the decision-making power of locally elected representatives is also totally unwarranted. The Ontario Public School Boards’ Association wishes to emphasize that public boards have always been subject to and respected the laws of the land. Boards have consistently reached collective agreements that are fair, legal and comply with the government’s ever-changing rules.
The proposed amendments would put in place an enforcement mechanism to allow the provincial government to intervene in cases where boards fail to comply or are perceived to be in non-compliance with various elements of its agenda. Once the investigative powers are triggered the rights of natural justice are suspended. The Minister, sitting in Toronto, will have the power to fire any board employee who is perceived to be in non-compliance with the government agenda. The Minister will also have absolute power to discipline boards, including fines for individual trustees and the removal of their right to stand for re-election.
Local voters will lose the right to elect people who best represent their vision of public education in their community. The Ontario Public School Boards’ Association believes the government has acted in a punitive and arbitrary manner, in order to discourage and ultimately silence local governance.
Public school boards want to get on with the work of implementing the new curriculum and providing quality education for all of our students. Our task is to provide a learning environment that promotes responsibility, respect, civility and academic excellence.
The Ontario Public School Boards’ Association calls upon the Minister of Education and the provincial government to stop this unending interference in local democracy. It is not too late to tone down the rhetoric, to remove obviously offensive amendments to the Education Act, to recognize that respect is a two-way street, and to work to strengthen, not diminish, or children’s future. [Emphasis added.]
To quote one of our long-standing trustees, “The dictatorial nature of this legislation is disheartening, especially if you cherish democracy.”
(b) That the Toronto District School Board join the District School Board Ontario North East in demanding immediate public hearings throughout Ontario regarding Bill 74, the Education Accountability Act;
(c) That the Toronto District School Board go on record to once again, and for the third time, invite the Minister of Education and the provincial government to work with the Board to ensure that the goal of student success is achieved in Toronto’s public schools and in public schools across the province of Ontario;
(d) That the Minister of Education and the other district school boards in the province be informed of this decision.
Trustee Atkinson, seconded by Trustee Kendall, moved in amendment: That the following recommendation be inserted after Recommendation (b): “That the Toronto District School Board go on record as being opposed to the quasi-criminal sanctions in Bill 74 that apply to trustees who express their opinions and those of their electorates by voting or speaking in opposition to ministerial directives and orders issued under Bill 74.”
The amendment was carried unanimously on a recorded vote. Trustee Thomas was absent from the vote.
The main motion, as amended, was carried.
150. Good News: TDSB Staff and Students
The Board considered a report form the Director of Education providing information about TDSB staff and students who were recognized for outstanding achievements:
Trustee Ferreira, seconded by Trustee McNaughton, moved: That the congratulations of the Board be extended to:
(e) Mandy Lam, Albert Campbell CI student, for her first-place standing in the Toronto French Contest (Core French Division). In addition to a monetary prize, Mandy has won a scholarship to attend the University of Toronto;
(f) David Pritchard, Woburn CI student, who placed third, and Keon Choi, A.Y. Jackson SS, Roger Mong, Don Mills CI, Bogdan Moldovan, George S. Henry Academy who earned an honourable mention in the Canadian Mathematical Olympiad (CMO) held in April;
(g) Adrian Tang, R.H. King Academy student, who was a silver award winner at the Science and Technology Fair 2000 at the University of Toronto, for Engineering at the Senior Level. Tang set a record by winning not one but two awards in the Connaught Biotechnology Competition held at the Ontario Science Centre in May;
(h) Bheeshma Ravi, Bloor CI student, who won the top scholarship at the University of Toronto;
(i) Don Mehra, Bloor CI student, who won the Martin L. Wills Scholarship from the Heart and Stroke Foundation;
(j) Aaron Judah, Marc Garneau CI student, who won three top physics at the 51st Intel International Science and Engineering Fair;
(k) Andrew Lam and Jamy Li, Don Mills CI students, who received ExploraVision Awards presented annually by Toshiba and The National Science Teachers’ Association;
(l) Kathryn Deaves, Greg Chambers, James Chong, Felicia Alberti and their teacher-coach Andre Wozniak, who were first-place award winners across the TDSB in the Skills Canada Competition;
(m) Nick Mann, Dylan Taylor, Kailin Wright, Stephanie Ross and James Deahl, Danforth Collegiate and Technical School's drama students who reached the finals of the Ontario Sears Drama Festival;
(n) Victor Kotzev, Tony Lai, Tony Zhang, and Edmond Chow, North Toronto Collegiate Physics students, who won the Technical Merit prize at Paramount Canada's Wonderland‘s Physics Day and 5th annual Roller Coaster Contest;
(o) Brenda Gale, Riverdale CI, William Menzo, Silverthorn CI, Joanne Sleightholm, Armour Heights PS and Diane Sullivan, Parkdale CI, who received Prime Minister’s Awards for Teaching Excellence;
(p) The following students who were presented with the Herbert H. Carnegie Future Aces Citizenship Award and Scholarship: Eman Aboelsaud of L’Amoreaux CI, Edward Brown of Drewry SS, Lawrence Conmigo of Rosedale Heights SS, Ian Da Silva of Humberside CI, Samhita Gera of Georges Vanier SS, Courteney Harriott of Marc Garneau CI, Kadia Holness of Sir Sandford Fleming Academy, Ismail Hussein of L’Amoreaux CI, Thursica Kovinthan of Monarch Park CI, Jacky Lee of Earl Haig SS, Yasir Mirza of George S. Henry Academy, Rithvik Nathan of Newtonbrook SS, Heather-Anne Philip of A.Y. Jackson SS, Pavel Rahman of Central Technical School, Felicity Williams of Weston CI;
(q) The following teachers who were finalists in the competition for the Toronto Sun’s Ontario Teachers Award: David Bince, Rockcliffe MS, Jim Brown, Gledhill Jr. PS, Farley Charles, York Memorial CI, Sharron Forrest, Don Mills CI, Laurie Holmes, Etobicoke CI, Stephen Kishimoto, Weston C.I., Batia Lazarciuc, Faywood ABC School, George Mavraganis, Danforth C & TI, Lesley Monette, Academic Services IT, Nadine Stermole, Georges Vanier SS, Ruth Vaisvila, Bloor CI.
The motion was carried.
151. Program Rationalization: Directional Statements Report for Junior High Schools, Optional French, Low Incidence Sites and Specialized Programs
The Board considered a report of the officials advising of the feedback from the consultation on the four program areas reviewed as part of the Program Rationalization process, providing the results of the deliberations of the Project Review Teams and the Steering Committee for Program Utilization and recommending a set of Directional Statements for the four program areas.
Trustee Hall, seconded by Trustee Nash, moved: 
(r) That the following Program Directional Statements for the four program review areas and Recommendations (b) and (c) that follow be received and forwarded to a Special Board meeting on June 14 for consideration and approval:
(i) That the Board will work with affected communities to relocate the Grade 9s from Junior High Schools to Secondary Schools and that the Board proceed sensitively but systematically toward effecting these relocations by September 2005;
(ii) That, to enhance the quality of the Optional French program, three student entry points for Optional French will be offered (SK, Grade 4 and Grade 7) starting in September 2001;
(iii) That, to improve its curriculum delivery to Developmentally Handicapped students, the Board will implement actions to strengthen program leadership, improve cost effectiveness to maximize existing resources through program consolidation and improve access to the program;
(iv) (1) That the Board continue to recognize and support specialized programs (Programs for the Arts, Science and Technology, Athletics and International Baccalaureate) as a valued element of the school system to help our students actualize high levels of achievement;
(2) That the Board provide access for all students.
(s) That the Steering Committee prepare a communication and implementation plan and share this with all schools, school councils, student councils, and associations;
(t) That a report addressing the status of implementation be placed on the January 2001 agenda of the Board.
Trustee Atkinson, seconded by Trustee Hill, moved: That the report of the Project Team for Optional French Programs be referred back to the team for perusal and responses and that the team report back at the end of June.
The motion to refer was defeated.
Trustee Gershon, seconded by Trustee Codd, moved in amendment: That the words “if possible” be added at the end of Recommendation (a) (i).
The amendment was carried.
The main motion, as amended, was voted on ad seriatum and carried, therefore Recommendations (a), (b) and (c) above were forwarded for consideration and approval to the June 14, 2000, Special Board meeting. 
152. Extension of Board Meeting
At 11:00 p.m, the Ending Time procedure was applied and the meeting was extended for one hour.
153. Report No. 6 of the Standing Committee, May 10, 2000 (see page 344)
Trustee Mankovsky, seconded by Trustee Ferreira, moved: That Items 1, 2, 3 and 4 of Report No. 6 of the Standing Committee, May 10, 2000, be approved.
Item 3, Permit policy (see pages 358 and 366)
Trustee Moll, seconded by Trustee Laskin, moved in amendment: That the following be added to Recommendation (c):
(v) That, as the Scouting and Guiding movements have requested a reduced permitting rate of $0.0019/square foot/hour ($5.70 per hour for use of a 3,000-square-foot gymnasium) for Community Groups for Children and Youth, that the request be allowed for the immediate future providing that the City of Toronto in its ongoing discussions with the Toronto District School Board recognizes that the actual cost for community use is $.0038/square foot/hour ($11.40 per hour for use of a 3,000-square-foot gymnasium) and the City agrees to assume those costs when its programs operate in Toronto District School Board facilities, and further provided that if the City does not so agree, then regretfully the reduced costs will not be extended to Community Groups for Children and Youth;

(vi) That implementation of the fee structure for Community Groups for Children and Youth remain as outlined (20% effective September 1, 2000, 60% effective September 1, 2001, and 100% effective September 1, 2002);
(vii) That the Toronto District School Board accept the offer made by the Scouting and Guide movements to work with the Board to improve the provincial funding model so that it recognizes the importance of providing funding for community use of schools;
(viii) That, if the reduced rate in Recommendation (a) is applied, it be reviewed when mitigation funds expire and if provincial funding for community use of schools has not been obtained, the Board will have to seek full cost recovery for use of its space by Community Groups for Children and Youth.
The amendment was carried.
Trustee Kendall, seconded by Trustee Atkinson, moved in amendment: That the Additional Charge for Student Stage Crew on Sundays and Holidays be increased to $15.00 per hour.
The amendment was carried.
Trustee Kendall, seconded by Trustee Ward, moved in amendment: That the fourth statement of the policy be amended as follows (addition underlined): “. . . and custodial services two days or 16 hours (whichever is the most) per school year . . .”
The amendment was carried.
The main motion, as amended, was carried.
Therefore, the decision of the Board is as follows:
(e) That the permit policy, including its statements of policy and the criteria for access to Board facilities be approved with the following amendment to the fourth policy statement: “. . . and custodial services two days or 16 hours (whichever is the most) per school year . . .” (addition underlined);
(f) That the fee structure be based on the following categories of users:
· TDSB Groups
· Community Groups for Children and Youth
· Recreation Groups for Children and Youth and Parks and Recreation Groups
· Community Groups for Adults
· Private Registered Non-profit Groups
· Commercial Groups
(g) That the fee structure be approved for implementation on September 1, 2000, subject to the following addenda:
(x) That, as the Scouting and Guiding movements have requested a reduced permitting rate of $0.0019/square foot/hour ($5.70 per hour for use of a 3,000-square-foot gymnasium) for Community Groups for Children and Youth, that the request be allowed for the immediate future providing that the City of Toronto in its ongoing discussions with the Toronto District School Board recognizes that the actual cost for community use is $.0038/square foot/hour ($11.40 per hour for use of a 3,000-square-foot gymnasium) and the City agrees to assume those costs when its programs operate in Toronto District School Board facilities, and further provided that if the City does not so agree, then regretfully the reduced costs will not be extended to Community Groups for Children and Youth;
(xi) That implementation of the fee structure for Community Groups for Children and Youth remain as outlined (20% effective September 1, 2000, 60% effective September 1, 2001, and 100% effective September 1, 2002) subject to the following addenda:
(xii) That the Toronto District School Board accept the offer made by the Scouting and Guide movements to work with the Board to improve the provincial funding model so that it recognizes the importance of providing funding for community use of schools;
(xiii) That, if the reduced rate in Recommendation (a) is applied, it be reviewed when mitigation funds expire and if provincial funding for community use of schools has not been obtained, the Board will have to seek full cost recovery for use of its space by Community Groups for Children and Youth;
(h) That the approved fee structure be subject to adjustments to reflect any future changes in the provincial funding formula;
(i) That an administration fee charged per site and per term, and alteration and cancellation fees, as necessary, be implemented September 1, 2000 (not to be applied to the TDSB Groups and Community Groups for Children and Youth categories).;
(j)  That the charge for Student Stage Crew service on Sundays and Holidays be increased to $15.00 per hour.
Note: See page 366 for the permit policy, as amended.
154. Remaining Agenda Items
Trustee Payne, seconded by Trustee Moyer, moved: 
(u) That Items 6 and 7 of Report No. 6 of the Standing Committee, May 10, 2000, be approved;
(v) That Report No. 7 of the Standing Committee, May 17, 2000, be adopted;
(w) That Report No. 5 of the Budget Committee, May 9, 2000, be adopted;
(x) That Report No. 1 of the Business Administration and Human Resources Committee, May 23, 2000, be adopted;
(y) That Report No. 5 of the Special Education Advisory Committee, May 8, 2000, be received;
The motion was carried.
155. Resolution to Committee of the Whole (Private Session)
At 11:57 p.m., Trustee Laskin, seconded by Trustee Gershon, moved: That the meeting resolve into Committee of the Whole (Private Session) to complete consideration business.
The motion was carried.
156. Reconvene
At 12:12 a.m. (June 1), the Regular Board meeting reconvened.
157. Report No. 11, Committee of the Whole (Private Session), May 31, 2000 (see page 413)
Trustee Laskin, seconded by Trustee Atkinson, moved: That Report No. 11, Committee of the Whole (Private Session), May 31, 2000, be adopted.
The motion was carried.
158. Adjournment
At 12:14 a.m. (June 1), Trustee Laskin, seconded by Trustee Gershon, moved: That the regular Board meeting stand adjourned.
The motion was carried.
Marguerite Jackson
Gail Nyberg
Director of Education and Secretary-Treasurer
Chair of the Board
Report No. 6, Standing Committee
(Public Session)
May 10, 2000
To the Chair and Members of
the Toronto District School Board:
A meeting of the Standing Committee convened at 6:40 p.m. in the Council Chamber at 140 Borough Drive, Scarborough, Ontario, with Co-Chair Sheine Mankovsky, presiding.
The following members were present: Trustees Irene Atkinson, Donna Cansfield, Diane Cleary, Judi Codd, Gerri Gershon, Suzan Hall, Elizabeth Hill, Jeff Kendall, Shelley Laskin, Sheine Mankovsky, Carol McDonald, Ron McNaughton, David Moll, Barbara Nash, Gail Nyberg, Stephnie Payne, Lilein Schaeffer, Doug Stephens, Mike Thomas and Sheila Ward.
Regrets were received from Trustees Christine Ferreira and Elizebeth Moyer.
140. Status on Co-operation with City: Cost Identification re Seniors Programs, Parenting Centres, Permit Use
The Committee considered a report of the officials providing an update on the status of discussions with regard to seniors programs, parenting programs and permit use by municipal Parks and Recreation.
Seniors Programs
Programs for seniors are an important area of TDSB programming that is not covered by the provincial funding model.
The Toronto District School Board subscribes to the importance of educational activity as a life long process essential to keeping human beings productive in the aging years. We offer a large variety of fun and interesting programs in the areas of fitness as well as language, computer training, skill-based programs in the arts, and many different dance classes. They are enjoyed and valued by all participants in the district and are an important link between the TDSB and the large adult population who do not have school-aged children.
Since funding for these programs was eliminated, the Board has attempted to strengthen its fiscal position by making these programs more cost-effective. The following has been accomplished:
· Elimination of programs that were being duplicated by centres near each other
· Elimination of the flat fee in the South Region and the Learning Card in the North Region in order to further rationalize costs
· Shortening of the duration of each session from 10 to 9 weeks
· Charging all seniors $1.75, which is half of the general interest fee of $3.50
· Increasing the minimum enrolment from 15 to 18 in all general interest courses
There remain, however, costs associated with these programs that are currently unfunded. Staff will work with stakeholders to attempt to find funding for these programs including having these programs considered in the 2001 budget process of the City of Toronto.
Parenting Centres
Parenting and Family Literacy Centres are another important area of TDSB programming that is not recognized in the funding model.
Parenting and Family Literacy Centres engage families at a key period in their child’s development, the preschool years. Children who have attended the centres are judged by their teachers as being significantly superior in the areas of literacy, numeracy and general readiness to learn compared to classmates who have not attended the centres. 
The National Longitudinal Study of Children and Youth surveyed 23,000 Canadian children and identified parenting capacity as the most important determinant of academic success and positive social behavior in children. Parenting style is more strongly related to school success than is poverty. The Early Years Report, co-authored by Dr. Fraser Mustard and Margaret McCain, has recognized the Parenting and Family Literacy Centres as embracing both the parenting and the school readiness components.
The centre staff demystifies the school system and teaches parents how to become involved in their child’s school life. Research has shown that parents who have attended the centres are twice as likely to maintain positive school connections than parents who have not attended. Children who have graduated form the centres make a smooth transition into school. Centres provide training to enable parents to volunteer effectively in their child’s Kindergarten class. Parenting and Family Literacy Centres set children on a path to success in school and success in life.
Recent enhancements in provincial funding have provided some flexibility and it would be possible to address a small part of the costs of these programs. The balance of the funding, however, remains a problem. In order to have the City address this issue for its 2001 budget, the Children and Youth Action Committee decided to request that the funding aspect of TDSB parenting centres be referred to the stakeholders identified in a communication from the City Clerk. 
Parks and Recreation
Currently, there are different policies in place in each of the legacy boards and municipalities regarding permitted uses. Staff of the Board and the City have met to discuss the implementation of common charges for these uses. In general, these discussions have resulted in agreement that the board will charge the City the applicable permit rate for evening use of its school facilities. The City will apply an identical charge when schools make use of its facilities. The City has made it clear that implementation of these charges should occur at the same time as the board policy on permits is implemented. In addition, a framework agreement will cover the use of other properties such as playing fields and arenas. 
The City is also reviewing the Board’s swimming pools to determine if they have an interest in ensuring the continued availability of these facilities across the City. It is unlikely, however, that the City will be interested in more than a few of these pools.

Arising from the discussion of this matter, staff undertook to:
· forward the section of the report on Parenting Centres to the Interim Chair of the Toronto Foundation for Student Success;
· provide information indicating the number and locations of the Parenting and Family Literacy Centres, swimming pools, and a map showing the locations of the swimming pools to trustees.
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS:
(k) That Board staff continue to negotiate with the City to obtain secure, ongoing funding to maintain seniors programs, parenting programs and permit use by municipal Parks and Recreation;
(l) That city councillors be advised that all of these programs are currently being funded from diminishing mitigation funds and that while these programs are currently secure until June 30, 2001, beyond that time, without funding, many or all of these programs may have to be closed;
(m) That the Director of Education elaborate on the full extent of the programs that are at risk;
(n) That an analysis of the enrolment drop in the seniors programs, by centre and trustee wards, be brought back to the Board.
141. Student Accommodation: Don Mills-Eglinton Area (Ward 10)
The Committee considered a report of the officials requesting approval for the redirection of students emanating from two new residential developments in the Grenoble Junior and Valley Park Middle School attendance areas to Rippleton Junior Public and Don Mills Middle School. 
Two new residential developments are under construction in the Eglinton Avenue East-Don Mills Road area. The new residential developments are as follows:
Tribecca Lofts, 797 Don Mills Road:
A total of 153 condominium loft suites are under construction on the site of 797 Don Mills Road, south of Eglinton Avenue. Construction of the facility is close to completion. The units should be available for occupancy this summer. Students living in these units are included in the Grenoble Jr PS and Valley Park MS attendance areas. It is anticipated that students emanating from this site may be attending local schools in September 2000.
These units are advertised as “luxury condominiums” and are selling for $135,900 for a one-bedroom unit and $201,900 for a two-bedroom unit. Given the location of this building and the unit types, it is unlikely that children would emanate from these condominiums. 
Tiffany Park Homes, Ferrand Drive:
A total of 197 freehold units are planned for this development (156 semis and 41 townhouses). Construction has not yet begun, however, the site has been surveyed, street services have been installed and basement excavations are anticipated to commence shortly.
A sales office is in place and a sales representative has advised that 140 units have been presold to date. Occupancy of the units is expected to begin in August and continue through the spring of 2001.
In regards to the sale of units, Board Staff have been advised that approximately one-third of the homes have been sold to seniors, one-third to professionals without children and one-third to families.
Student Yield
Based on the average yields from similar types of units in other parts of Toronto, it is estimated that the developments will generate approximately 73 public elementary school students; 51 junior school students (JK to Grade 5) and 22 middle school students. A breakdown of the student yields is outlined in Table 1 below. 
Table 1
	Unit Type
	Number 
	Yield
Factor
	Total
Elementary 
	Junior
JK-5
	Middle
6, 7, 8

	Town houses
	41
	0.18
	7
	5
	2

	Semi-detached homes
	156
	0.35
	55
	38
	16

	Condominium lofts
	153
	0.07
	11
	7
	3

	Total 
	
	
	73
	51
	22


Note: Totals may not be exact due to rounding of figures.
Local Schools
Both developments are within the attendance areas of Grenoble Junior Public School and Valley Park Middle School. Both schools have more students than the buildings can accommodate. This year Grenoble Jr PS has a utilization rate of 110% and Valley Park MS has a utilization rate of 173%. Both schools are utilizing portable classrooms to accommodate the surplus students.
Alternative Schools
(o) Junior Schools
As shown in the Table 2 (see page 356) Grenoble Jr PS is the only junior school within walking distance of the developments. Grenoble Jr PS does not have space to accommodate future students. Gateway Jr PS is the closest school with sufficient space at the present time; enrolment has shown continuous growth in recent years. The Board may, at some future date, need to adjust the Grenoble Jr PS attendance area to provide relief from the overcrowding at that school. It may be possible to direct some of Grenoble Jr PS students to Gateway Jr PS.
Given the walking distances, however, it would be necessary to bus the students from the development to Gateway Jr PS. Therefore, given the potential busing cost and the future growth expected at Gateway PS, it is prudent to consider alternative junior schools.
Table 2 (below) identifies three possible alternative locations:
· Sloane Jr PS
· Norman Ingram Jr PS;
· Rippleton Jr PS
The students emanating from the developments would bring Norman Ingram Jr PS close to its capacity, leaving minimal accommodation for growth in this area.
Sloane Jr PS or Rippleton Jr PS could serve the students emanating from these developments. Sloane Jr PS is somewhat closer to the developments, however, planned development in the Golden Mile area, will require the surplus space at Sloane Jr PS, to serve this future development. Rippleton Jr PS provides the greatest supply of surplus capacity, and the school is the most appropriate school to accommodate future students emanating from the developments at 797 Don Mills Road and Ferrand Drive.
Table 2
	Area Schools
	Approx.
Distance
(KM)
	Grades
	Capacity
March '99
(FTE)
	Enrolment
September '99
(FTE)
	Utilization
Rate
	Surplus
Spaces

	Grenoble Jr PS
	1
	JK – 5
	739
	812
	110%
	-73

	Gateway Jr PS
	2
	JK – 5
	918
	787.5
	86%
	130.5

	Greenland Jr PS
	3
	JK – 5
	177
	179.5
	101%
	-2.5

	Thorncliffe Park Jr PS
	3
	JK – 5
	579
	1044
	180%
	-465

	Sloane Jr PS
	3.5
	JK – 5
	334
	216.5
	65%
	117.5

	Norman Ingram Jr PS
	4
	JK – 5
	268
	216.5
	81%
	51.5

	Rippleton Jr PS
	5
	JK – 6
	359
	140.5
	39%
	218.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Valley Park MS
	2
	6, 7, 8
	553
	954
	173%
	-401

	Don Mills MS
	3
	6, 7, 8
	411
	460
	112%
	-49


Schools shown shaded are above capacity
(p) Middle Schools
The developments lie within the attendance area of Valley Park Middle School. Valley Park MS has 400 more students than it can accommodate. The nearest alternative is Don Mills Middle School. Don Mills MS is also over enrolled, however, by 50 students. Given the impending relocation of the child care centre from Don Mills MS to Greenland Jr PS in September 2000, the available capacity will be increased by 75 pupil places. The 20 students emanating from the developments can best be accommodated at Don Mills MS. In addition, the developments are within the 3.2 kilometers walking distance to Don Mills MS, therefore transportation would not be required.
Conclusions
Planning staff have had ongoing discussions with the trustee for the area, as well as, the respective school superintendents and principals, regarding alternative accommodation options for the students anticipated to emanate from the Don Mills-Eglinton-Grenoble area. Based on such discussions and the data presented in this report, it is concluded that Rippleton Jr PS and Don Mills MS would provide the required accommodation to service the future students emanating from developments at 797 Don Mills Road and Ferrand Drive.
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS:
(q) That effective September 2000, the junior students emanating from the two new residential developments located at 797 Don Mills Road and Ferrand Drive be transported to Rippleton Junior Public School; 
(r) That effective September 2000, the middle school students emanating from the two new residential developments located at 797 Don Mills Road and Ferrand Drive be directed to Don Mills Middle School; 
(s) That all the affected school communities be notified of these recommendations.
142. TDSB Investment Policy and Goals
The Committee considered a report of the officials, presenting for adoption, the Board’s statement of investment policy and goals.
The Education Quality Improvement Act, 1997, under Regulation 471/97 requires that a Board adopt a statement of the Board’s investment policies and goals. The predecessor boards would have had policies in place to govern the investment of funds temporarily surplus to their day-to-day requirements and the former Metropolitan Toronto School Board followed the requirements of the former Education Act in the investment of such funds and funds held in the Capital Reserves. In accordance with Section 6 of the regulation, the Toronto District School Board is required to adopt a statement of its investment policy and goals.
The Board has been following the requirements of the Act since Regulation 471/97 came into force. 
The Board continues to utilize the services of the City of Toronto’s Treasury Division for purposes of managing its operating and capital cash advances and for investing its funds that are temporarily surplus to its day to day operations. The investment policies and goals of the City of Toronto are consistent with the Board’s investment policy and goals as set out in this report. The Regulation that governs the City of Toronto is the same as the Regulation that governs school board’s.
The following is the recommended Statement of the Board’s investment policy and goals for adoption:
Investment Policy
It is the policy of the Toronto District School Board to invest funds that are temporarily surplus to its day to day operations and any funds held in reserves for whatever purpose in securities that are prescribed under Regulation 471/97, Eligible Investments, as amended from time to time, a copy of which regulation is attached to this policy.
Investment Goals
The goals of the Board are:
· To achieve the highest possible rate of return on any surplus funds invested in accordance with the Investment Policy of the Board;
· To utilize self-financing where practical and possible;
· To continue to utilize the services of the City of Toronto as long as the rate of return is competitive.
The Executive Officer , Business Services, and/or the Comptrollers of Budget and Revenue and Accounting will be responsible for making the following determinations in accordance with this policy:
(t) The amount of surplus funds available to be invested and the length of time for which surplus funds are available for investment;
(u) The compliance of the investment policy and goals.
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS that the Toronto District School Board adopt the investment policy and goals as set out in this report.
143. Permit Policy (as amended by the Board, see page 348)
The Committee considered a report of the officials presenting for consideration a permit policy and criteria for access to board facilities. These policy statements reflect the Board’s commitment to providing all of its communities with reasonable access to public schools when facilities are not being used for school activities. 
This report also recommends a common fee structure for permits, categories of users within that common fee structure, an administration fee for some categories of users, and a timeline for implementation. 
Prior to amalgamation, the six legacy Boards engaged in the permitting of facilities to community, profit and non-profit organizations, and public institutions and agencies. The use of school facilities for school activities, outside the regular school day, was also facilitated and controlled through the issuance of permits for such uses. The policies, procedures, scheduling systems and fee structures related to permits varied significantly among each of the legacy Boards.
While leasing of facilities is referenced in the following section, Historical Context, this report will not deal directly with the leasing of facilities as it was the subject the report, “Leasing of Surplus Properties Policy” that was presented to the Board, May 10, 2000 (see minutes page 323). A lease is a contract by which the Board “…in consideration of rent, conveys land or tenement to a lessee for specified time”
. A permit, on the other hand is “…a written order giving permission to act, especially for entry into a place…”
 It should be noted that the provision of Board facilities for child care programs is provided through lease contracts, not permits, and is being handled through a lease contract with the City.
The issue of the use of school fields is still under discussion between the City and the Board. At the present time different practices exist among the legacy boards and cities.
Historical Context
Shortly after the amalgamation of the Toronto District School Board, a special project team identified twelve areas for priority policy development. Two of these priority areas were policies for the leasing and permitting of TDSB facilities.
A Task Group for this purpose was convened on April 23, 1998, and met between then and June 1998 for the purpose of developing a permitting and leasing policy for the Toronto District School Board. At the first meeting it was agreed that the lease portion of the policy would be driven by the Board’s Capital Asset Management Strategy (CAMS) project team. The primary focus of the Task Group was the permit use of operating schools. The concerns of the community were summarized into two areas, access and cost. It was agreed that access would have to be fair and equitable in order to recognize the diversity of the City and the different community needs. The Task Group also agreed that, based on the new funding formula that made no provision for the community use of schools, the cost could no longer be borne by the Board. As a result, the Task Group supported the actual cost recovery for permitting uses.
The Task Group assigned to staff the task of developing a proposal for an actual cost recovery model. Chaired by Don Beggs, the members of this group were: Helen Chan, Don Chisholm, Rick Daigle, Pres Harrison, Margaret Kent, Malcolm Little, Valerie Nicholl, Tom Pinkney, Brock Pollock and Hazel Rickett. Staff presented the concept of a system-wide cost recovery model, based on categories of users.
An initial draft of the Permit and Leasing Policy was deferred at a seminar held in the fall of 1998.
During 1999 staff have been in discussions with the City regarding the community use of schools. In the fall of 1999 a settlement with the City was reached for facilities occupied for the purpose of child care. Included in this settlement was the City's acceptance of the Board’s cost per square foot for building operations, as determined by the provincial funding formula.
Discussions with the City regarding the community use of schools, and costs associated with shared-use facilities, including swimming pools and playing fields, are ongoing. The permit use portion of those negotiations is now far enough along to allow staff to present a Permit policy for all Board facilities.
Current Situation
Activity in the schools after regular school hours continues to grow. This increased use is a positive response on the part of schools to changing community needs and is an indication of the success of the Board’s community-school approach. The challenge today is to explore opportunities that will support the growing use of schools by the community, while maintaining quality educational programs.
In the past, some community groups and organizations have enjoyed the permit use of school facilities at no cost or at reduced rates. However, there are many costs associated with the permit use of school facilities that are not covered by the funding formula. These include the incremental costs of caretaking services, utilities and administration, as well as costs associated with additional wear and tear on the facilities. 
The amount of $5.20 per square foot for school operations, as provided by the funding formula, does not take into account the community use of schools. Therefore, it is essential that the continued after-hours permit use of TDSB facilities by community groups and organizations be based on a minimum of actual cost recovery. To do otherwise would necessitate the reduction of funding to other areas. 
Conclusion
In the future, community groups and organizations will continue to have after-hours access to school facilities through the issuance of permits. Commercial use of schools will also be facilitated. However, all these activities must result in no additional costs to the Board. This requires that a schedule of permit fees for the various categories of users be implemented. Details of these categories are outlined below. It is important to note that school-sponsored activities will continue to be accommodated after regular school hours.
At this time, permits are still being issued, based on the different fee structures of the six legacy boards. In the near future the TDSB Information Technology Services department will not be able to support all of the existing permitting and scheduling systems of the legacy boards. A new, networked, computerized permit system is in the process of being implemented at the permit offices in each of the four regional education offices. Its success is contingent upon the timely approval of a new permit fee structure.
Proposal
(v) Categories of Users
It is important that a common fee structure recognize different categories of users and that these different categories should be charged different permit rates. A charge of $.0038 per square foot per hour is the absolute minimum that the Board can charge with a view to recovering its costs, overall. This minimum charge would apply to categories (ii) and (iii) below.
(xiv) TDSB Groups
This category is comprised of individuals or groups sponsored by the Board, using the facilities for activities related to the school program, and is exempt from facility usage fees:
· All education groups organized with the consent of the Director of Education or designate
· Extra-curricular school activities such as sporting events, school plays, graduation, parent- and curriculum nights
· Continuing or Adult Education Programs provided by the Board
· School councils and trustees meeting for the purpose of education in TDSB schools (this includes TDSB union groups)
· Volunteers working in partnership with schools to support student achievement
· Registered charitable organizations providing significant service to the residents of Toronto for meeting purposes only, e.g. the Canadian Red Cross Society, St. John’s Ambulance
(xv) Community Groups for Children and Youth
This category includes groups providing programs that emphasize leadership and citizenship activities, operated by volunteers.
(xvi) Recreation Groups for Children and Youth and Parks and Recreation Groups
This category includes groups providing recreation and leisure programs for children and youth, and also all programs operated or sponsored by the City of Toronto Parks and Recreation Department.
(xvii) Community Groups for Adults
This category includes groups providing recreation and leisure programs for adults in the community, operated by volunteers and only charging fees to cover the cost of permitting school facilities.
(xviii) Private Registered Non-profit Groups
This category includes private registered non-profit groups and organizations or approved groups charging admission or collecting donations.
(xix) Commercial Groups
This category includes commercial enterprises permitting school facilities for meeting purposes, or to promote or celebrate functions to benefit their own enterprise.
(w) Implementation Date and Communication Plan
It is proposed that a common fee structure be implemented, commencing on September 1, 2000. It is recognized that the fee structure may have financial and operational implications for permit-holders. In order to allow permit holders sufficient lead time when planning for their programs next year, it is important that they be notified of this immediately following Board approval on May 31, 2000.
A communication plan will include written notification to all current major permit holders and all school administrators, with a copy of the policy, criteria for access to facilities, fee structure and implementation date. The information would also be posted on the Board’s Web site.
(x) Administration Fee
Finally, it is proposed that some categories of users be charged an administration fee, and, if necessary, an alteration or cancellation fee. 
(y) Administrative Procedures
Upon approval of the recommendations in this report, staff will begin development of the required administrative procedures.
The decision of the Board on this matter is as follows:
(z) That the permit policy, including its statements of policy and the criteria for access to Board facilities be approved with the following amendment to the fourth policy statement: “. . . and custodial services two days or 16 hours (whichever is the most) per school year . . .” (addition underlined);
(aa) That the fee structure be based on the following categories of users:
· TDSB Groups
· Community Groups for Children and Youth
· Recreation Groups for Children and Youth and Parks and Recreation Groups
· Community Groups for Adults
· Private Registered Non-profit Groups
· Commercial Groups
(ab) That the fee structure be approved for implementation on September 1, 2000, subject to the following addenda:
(xx) That, as the Scouting and Guiding movements have requested a reduced permitting rate of $0.0019/square foot/hour ($5.70 per hour for use of a 3,000-square-foot gymnasium) for Community Groups for Children and Youth, that the request be allowed for the immediate future providing that the City of Toronto in its ongoing discussions with the Toronto District School Board recognizes that the actual cost for community use is $.0038/square foot/hour ($11.40 per hour for use of a 3,000-square-foot gymnasium) and the City agrees to assume those costs when its programs operate in Toronto District School Board facilities, and further provided that if the City does not so agree, then regretfully the reduced costs will not be extended to Community Groups for Children and Youth;
(xxi) That implementation of the fee structure for Community Groups for Children and Youth remain as outlined (20% effective September 1, 2000, 60% effective September 1, 2001, and 100% effective September 1, 2002) subject to the following addenda:
(xxii) That the Toronto District School Board accept the offer made by the Scouting and Guide movements to work with the Board to improve the provincial funding model so that it recognizes the importance of providing funding for community use of schools;
(xxiii) That, if the reduced rate in Recommendation (a) is applied, it be reviewed when mitigation funds expire and if provincial funding for community use of schools has not been obtained, the Board will have to seek full cost recovery for use of its space by Community Groups for Children and Youth;
(ac) That the approved fee structure be subject to adjustments to reflect any future changes in the provincial funding formula;
(ad) That an administration fee charged per site and per term, and alteration and cancellation fees, as necessary, be implemented September 1, 2000 (not to be applied to the TDSB Groups and Community Groups for Children and Youth categories);
(ae) That the charge for Student Stage Crew service on Sundays and Holidays be increased to $15.00 per hour.
144. Written Notice of Motion 
The Standing Committee reports that a written notice of motion concerning TDSB Policy A02: Framework for Policy Development with respect to consultations with the community was presented by Trustee Laskin on behalf of Trustee Moyer for future consideration.
145. Consideration of Previous Notice of Motion
On April 26, 2000, the Board received a notice of motion from Trustee Moll, which was considered at this time. 
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS:
(af) That, If as a result of the third-party audit of the Board’s playgrounds any are closed, the equipment be removed forthwith;
(ag) That a plan for playground replacement be developed to address the needs of the community, i.e., deficiency or abundance of neighbourhood playgrounds, the size of the school population and its grounds, and whether there is alternate funding, and the appropriateness and the weight to be given to same in determining the timing of the replacement;
(ah) That the report, together with advice as to the audit’s findings, be provided to the Board in May 2000.
146. New Business Items
The Standing Committee considered the following items of new business:
(ai) Staff Morale
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS:
(xxiv) That the Director of Education prepare a plan to improve morale amongst Board employees;
(xxv) That the plan be reported to the Board for approval in June 2000.
(aj) School Closures: Phase Two
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS that the Director of Education be requested to include the following in the final report to the Board on Phase Two: School Closures, Consolidations and Program Relocations in June 2000:
That the scope of work anticipated to be done to facilitate the reception of students from schools recommended to be closed, consolidated and/or relocated.
Respectfully submitted,
Sheine Mankovsky
Co-Chair of the Standing Committee
Adopted, as amended, May 31, 2000
Investment of Funds Policy
(As approved by the Board, see pages 348 and 349)
Statement
The Toronto District School Board will invest funds that are temporarily surplus to its day-to-day operations and any funds held in reserves for whatever purpose in securities that are prescribed under Regulation 471/97, Eligible Investments, as amended from time to time, a copy of which is attached.
Investment Goals
The goals of the Board are:
(ak) to achieve the highest possible rate of return on any surplus funds invested in accordance with this policy;
(al) to utilize self-financing where practical and possible;
(am) to continue to utilize the services of the City of Toronto as long as the rate of return is competitive.
The Executive Officer, Business Services, and/or the Comptrollers of Budget and Revenue and Accounting will be responsible for making the following determinations in accordance with this policy:
(an) The amount of surplus funds available to be invested and the length of time for which surplus funds are available for investment;
(ao) The compliance of the investment policy and goals.
Permit policy
(As approved by the Board, see pages 348 and 350)
Statement
The Toronto District School Board is committed to providing all of its communities with reasonable access to public schools when facilities are not being used for school activities.

Groups seeking the use of school facilities outside of the regular school day must first obtain a permit. Permits will be issued upon the availability of space and caretaking staff and/or other Board-approved personnel. Fees will be charged according to an established schedule.
(ap) Access to TDSB facilities, when and where available, will be provided in a fair and equitable manner, in accordance with administrative procedures.
(aq) Access to TDSB facilities outside of the regular school day shall be determined by the Facility Services Permit Office, who shall exercise a right of refusal, if applicable. In the event of any unusual circumstances or requirements associated with the permit, the school principal or designate will be consulted.
(ar) Access to TDSB facilities will be governed by the availability of on-site custodial or security staff.
(as) Access to TDSB facilities by school staff and students for school-sponsored activities will be at no cost Monday to Friday. Schools requiring access for weekend special events will be granted, custodial services equal to two days or 16 hours (whichever is more) per school year, at no cost, and all other school use will be charged for marginal caretaking costs only.
(at) Educational programs that work in partnership with schools to support student academic achievement shall be exempt from paying facility usage fees. These programs work directly to support the instructional programs in the school through the principal, teaching staff and Instruction Department.
(au) All groups using Board facilities during periods when regular caretaking staff are not scheduled to be on duty will be required to pay for caretaking overtime costs (excluding terms and conditions as outlined in 4 and 5 above).
(av) All reasonable attempts will be made to consolidate permits within a community of schools, so as to reduce the costs of keeping all schools open, i.e., to reduce the cost of utilities and to facilitate efficient cleaning of schools.
(aw) For all external permit holders the application of fees and/or rates, as approved by the Board, will reflect actual cost-recovery, overall.
(ax) School administrators shall not unreasonably deny access to the community for after-hours use of their schools, or for other TDSB programs such as Continuing Education.
(ay) Alcohol may be served on Board premises for school-sponsored events subject to the following:
(xxvi) There are no minors present;
(xxvii) There are licensed bartenders on site;
(xxviii) An appropriate permit has been obtained from the LCBO and accompanies the TDSB permit application;
(xxix) Adequate supervision and security staffing is available to the satisfaction of the Director of Education; 
(az) Other conditions as the Director of Education may deem appropriate in the circumstances.
(ba) Administrative procedures will ensure that facilities are maintained as safe and secure learning environments.
(bb) Administrative procedures will ensure that permit holders use Board facilities in a responsible and respectful manner.
(bc) Administrative procedures will ensure that an adequate number of custodial staff are be on duty per defined numbers of attendees at a permitted function. 
(bd) Administrative procedures will conform to all the regulations of the Province of Ontario and the by-laws of the City of Toronto.
Administrative Procedure
1. Criteria for Access to Board Facilities
(be) Schools that have a custodial staff complement equal to or greater than 2.0 may be accessible for permitted use from Monday to Friday, until 10:00 p.m., on those days that regular day school is in operation.
(bf) Schools that have a custodial staff complement of 1.75 may be accessible for permitted use from Monday to Friday, until 8:30 p.m., on those days that regular day school is in operation.
(bg) Schools that have a custodial staff complement equal to or less than 1.5 may be accessible for permitted use from Monday to Friday, until 6:30 p.m., on those days that regular day-school is in operation.
(bh) Notwithstanding the above:
(xxx) where more than 51% of schools in any one family of schools are not accessible for permitting use after 8:30 p.m., custodial coverage will be provided in at least one school in each family of schools;
(xxxi) where special school events, school council and ward council meetings are scheduled, custodial coverage will be provided for such events.
(bi) Where applicable, permitted access to properties leased out by the Board, administration centres and Continuing Education facilities will follow the same guidelines and criteria as those developed for regular day schools.
(bj) The use of Board facilities for community use during the summer or other school breaks will be restricted during those times when planned maintenance activities prevent the safe use of the facility.
(bk) Permits will not be granted for the use of school facilities during the two weeks prior to school closing in June, two weeks prior to school commencing in September and during the first week of school in September, unless otherwise approved by the Facility Services’ Manager of Administration, or designate.
(bl) Due to operational requirements to reschedule caretaking staff from afternoon shift to day shift, permit use of elementary schools in the evenings during the summer will be limited, subject to the availability of caretaking staff, and will require prior approval by the Facility Services’ Manager of Administration, or designate.
(bm) Unless authorized by the Facility Services’ Manager of Administration, or designate, permits will not be granted for the use of school facilities on Statutory Holidays or School Breaks. The City of Toronto, Parks and Recreation, through a special arrangement with the Board, may be granted permits to operate programs throughout the calendar year, including Christmas Break.

2. Fee Schedule 
(bn) Six Categories of Users and Fees
	Category of User

	Administration Fees (charged per application per site and per term)
	Charges for
Operating Costs

	(i) TDSB Groups
School Activities and Functions, Continuing Education, Trustees, School and Ward Councils, TDSB union groups, etc.
	-
	-

	(ii) Community Groups: Children and Youth 
Scouts, Guides, Cubs, Cadets, etc., if staffed by volunteers
	-
	$.0038/sq. ft./hr.
, 


	(iii) Recreation Groups: Children and Youth, Parks and Recreation Groups
	Application Fee, $50
Alteration or Cancellation Fees, $10
	$.0038/sq. ft./hr.

	(iv) Community Groups for Adults 
Recreation, leisure, etc.
	Application Fee, $50
Alteration or Cancellation Fees, $10
	$.0057/sq. ft./hr.

	(v) Private, Registered Non-profit Groups
Religious, external political groups, etc.
	Application Fee, $50
Alteration or Cancellation Fees, $10
	$.0076/sq. ft./hr.

	(vi) Commercial Groups
Film companies, etc.
	Application Fee, $50
Alteration or Cancellation Fees, $10
Processing Fee (Film Companies), $100
	Charges will be at 
market value


(bo) Charges for Operating Services by Type of Facility
Note: A 2-hour minimum charge per permit is applicable.
	Type of Facility
	Average Square Footage
	Cost @ $.0038 /sq.ft. /hr.

	Cost @ $.0057 /sq.ft. /hr.
	Cost @ $.0076 /sq.ft. /hr.

	Classroom
	990
	$3.76
	$5.64
	$7.52

	Cafeteria
	4,320
	16.42
	24.62
	32.84

	Single Gym (GP Room)
	3,000
	11.40
	17.10
	22.80

	Double Gym
	6,000
	22.80
	34.20
	45.60

	Auditorium

	11,136
	42.32
	63.48
	84.64

	Pool
	10,500
	39.90
	59.85
	79.80


(bp) Additional Charges (where applicable)

	Services 
	Monday to Saturday
	Sundays and Holidays

	Caretaker Overtime
	$30.00/hr.
	$40.00/hr.

	Media or Tech Specialist
	$32.00/hr.
	$42.00 hr.

	Student Stage Crew
	$11.00/hr.
	$15.00/hr.

	Parking Lot Attendant
	$24.75/hr.
	$33.00/hr.


Note:
(1)
Additional security may be required (to be arranged and paid for by the applicant)


(2)
Pay-Duty Police Officers will be required for large functions (to be arranged and paid for by the applicant).
3. Categories of Users
(bq) TDSB Groups
This category is comprised of individuals or groups sponsored by the Board, using the facilities for activities related to the school program, and is exempt from facility usage fees:
· All education groups organized with the consent of the Director of Education or designate
· Extra-curricular school activities such as sporting events, school plays, graduation, parent- and curriculum nights
· Continuing or Adult Education Programs provided by the Board
· School advisory councils and trustees meeting for the purpose of education in TDSB schools (this includes TDSB union groups)
· Volunteers working in partnership with schools to support student achievement
· Registered charitable organizations providing significant service to the residents of Toronto for meeting purposes only, e.g. the Canadian Red Cross Society, St. John’s Ambulance
(br) Community Groups for Children and Youth
This category includes groups providing programs that emphasize leadership and citizenship activities, operated by volunteers and only charging fees to cover the cost of permitting school facilities. Examples of this category are scouts, guides, cadets, etc.
(bs) Recreation Groups for Children and Youth and Parks and Recreation Groups
This category includes groups providing recreation and leisure programs for children and youth, and also all programs operated or sponsored by the City of Toronto Parks and Recreation Department.
(bt) Community Groups for Adults
This category includes groups providing recreation and leisure programs for adults in the community, operated by volunteers and only charging fees to cover the cost of permitting school facilities.
(bu) Private Registered Non-profit Groups
This category includes private registered non-profit groups and organizations or approved groups charging admission or collecting donations.
(bv) Commercial Groups
This category includes commercial enterprises permitting school facilities for meeting purposes, or to promote or celebrate functions to benefit their own enterprise.
Report No. 7, Standing Committee
(Public Session)
May 17, 2000
A meeting of the Standing Committee convened at 6:50 p.m. in the Board Room at 155 College Street, Toronto, Ontario, with Co-Chair Christine Ferreira, presiding. 
The following members were present: Trustees Irene Atkinson, Donna Cansfield, Diane Cleary, Judi Codd, Christine Ferreira, Gerri Gershon, Suzan Hall, Elizabeth Hill, Shelley Laskin, Sheine Mankovsky, Carol McDonald, Ron McNaughton, David Moll, Elizebeth Moyer, Barbara Nash, Stephnie Payne, Lilein Schaeffer, Doug Stephens, Mike Thomas and Sheila Ward. 
Regrets were received from Trustees Jeff Kendall and Gail Nyberg.
147. Condolences
Trustee Hall extended condolences on behalf of the Committee to the families of Cody Greenridge, student at Braeburn J.S. who died recently and Hani Othman, a student at North Albion Collegiate Institute, who died on April 23, 2000, under tragic circumstances. 
The Committee stood for a moment of silence in their memory.
148. Written Delegations
The Committee considered the following written submissions in lieu of delegations: 
Pupil Accommodation 2000 and Beyond, Phase Two: Review Committee Reports (see page 369)
· T. Williston-McKay for Alan Seymour, President – St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Association 
· Frances Nunziata, Councillor – York-Humber 
· Rosario Marchese, MPP – Trinity-Spadina
· M. Lansing, Parent Council, Frank Oke Secondary School
· Nita Goldband, Executive Director – Ontario Prader-Willi Syndrome Association
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS that the written submissions in lieu of delegations be received.
149. Early Years Literacy Project
The Committee considered a report of the officials providing an update on the Early Years Literacy Project and identifying the participating schools for 2000-01.
The Early Years Literacy Project was initiated in late spring 1999 for the purpose of improving the literacy achievement of elementary students through exemplary instructional programs. The project centred on the primary grades, early intervention and focussed staff development.
This initiative is intended to create a sustainable increase in the instructional capacity of participating schools. These schools will integrate this initiative into their learning cultures and practices. This will result in permanent program improvements that continue as new staff come to a school, and continue with regular resource allocation once additional resource support is transferred to another school or another program area.
In 1999-2000, 47 schools, including administrators and more than 580 teachers, participated in the project impacting close to 11,000 students. Each school received the staffing required to conduct one Reading Recovery™ program and to create the position of school-based literacy co-ordinator (.5 FTE). The staffing for Reading Recovery is based on providing support to 20 per cent of Grade 1 students; therefore, there is a range of .5 FTE up to 2.0 FTE teachers assigned to a school. In addition, all schools were provided with reading materials for Kindergarten to Grade 3 in the form of multiple copies of books to be used for reading instruction.
In August 1999, each participating school sent the majority of their primary staff to a four day Summer Institute in Literacy conducted by the Toronto District School Board. Participants included administrators, classroom teachers, school resource staff and, in some cases, educational assistants.
The project goals support the Board’s Mission Statement to enable all students to reach high levels of achievement. The goals of the project include the following:
· All children will be reading and writing at grade level.
· Fewer students will be placed in self-contained programs.
· Implementation of Reading Recovery™ will occur.
· Teachers will have the opportunity to increase knowledge and skills for teaching literacy.
· Leadership expertise will be an ongoing focus.
· Parents will be engaged in the achievement of high standards for their children.
Project Design of the Early Years Literacy Project
The project design was based on the work of Dr. Peter Hill in Australia that documents a ‘whole school design’ approach to teaching literacy and is centred on beliefs and understandings and eight major components.
Beliefs and Understanding
· Every child can read and write given time and support.
· Staff have high expectations for all children.
· Teachers and administrators have knowledge about how young children learn to read and write.
· Professional development is ongoing.
Project Components
(bw) Leadership and Co-ordination
The success of the project at the school level is reliant on the commitment, skill, and expertise of the principal. The principals in the project meet monthly. Each meeting consists of a professional development component, an opportunity to share successes and concerns, and time for collaborative problem solving and decision making. The commitment of principals is evident and successful implementation strategies have been discussed. 
In-school leadership is provided on a day-to-day basis by the school-based literacy co-ordinator. Since most co-ordinators also teach, they have credibility with staff and an understanding of the daily classroom situation. In addition, they have the time to support their peers in a variety of concrete ways. In their monthly meetings, they have worked on enhancing their classroom instructional skills as well as developing their ability to lead, mentor, and support their colleagues. In many schools, the Reading Recovery( teachers regularly share their knowledge with their colleagues and are seen as a valuable resource to the school support team.
(bx) Home-School-Community Partnerships
The project schools have involved parents in a variety of ways. Presentations to school councils and parents of primary students have informed them about the project goals and components. Family literacy evenings focus on specific strategies parents can use. Some schools include an item in their regular newsletters about the program and how to promote literacy at home; others have their own newsletter related to the project classrooms. Parents of Reading Recovery( students are expected to read with their children every night and to observe a teaching session to understand the program and learn strategies they can use at home. 
(by) Intervention and Special Assistance
Staffing for Reading Recovery( programs to address the needs of identified Grade 1 students was provided to all project schools. This one-to-one daily intervention program has had well documented success. The 4 teacher leaders are currently training project teachers as Reading Recovery( teachers. Some schools have also allocated, out of their own staffing, additional Reading Recovery( teachers who were trained in previous years. In co-operation with the Canadian Institute of Reading Recovery, we are hosting 5 teachers from other parts of the country who are in training as teacher leaders. Literacy co-ordinators work with teachers to assist them in planning and modifying progress to address the needs of all students.
(bz) School and Class Organization
All project schools are working to provide environments conducive to learning for all students. Strategies such as a daily school-wide literacy block, grouping for instruction, and minimizing interruptions to instructional time are being implemented. It is expected that specific recommendations based on successful practices will be in place in all project schools.
(ca) Professional Learning Teams
Each school is expected to have a literacy team, consisting of the principal, the literacy co-ordinator, the Reading Recovery( teacher(s), and other representatives of the primary division. The role of this team is to maintain the professional dialogue begun during the Summer Institute and to help staff refine their skills in the classroom. The team is also responsible for the development and implementation of a school-wide literacy plan. The team members provide school-based leadership by mentoring other staff, providing in-school staff development, modelling instructional approaches, accessing material and human resources, and facilitating the professional growth of all participants. 
(cb) Classroom Teaching Programs
It is expected that all teachers will deliver a balanced literacy program and that effective strategies for assessment and instruction will be reflected in teaching practices. Students receive focussed instruction during the two-hour literacy block. By the end of this year, all teachers in the Project will have been involved in professional development in Guided Reading, Shared Reading and grouping for instruction.
(cc) Monitoring and Assessment
Classroom assessment is essential for providing teachers with information about student levels and teaching needs. Project teachers in Grades 1 – 3 have been trained and provided with the materials needed to administer the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) with their students. This data, which is being used by teachers to plan their daily programs as well as to group for instruction, will also be used as part of the research component of the project. The degree of success and the impact of the Early Years Literacy Project will be measured and tracked.
(cd) Standards and Targets
Although provincial learning expectations and levels of performance have been established for program planning and student assessment, there is also a need for project schools to have specific targets and standards. Expectations for basic literacy program requirements will be based on the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA).
Year Two, 2000 – 2001
The Early Years Literacy Project will be expanded to include 86 schools for 2000-01. This year, 183 schools applied to participate in the project. All of the original schools that applied were continued.
The cost of the project is supported through Learning Opportunities funding and the budget for the project, including support for Reading Recovery™, is set at approximately $7,800,000. With the recent Ministry of Education announcement providing additional dollars to support literacy in Kindergarten-Grade 3, the Toronto District School Board is committed to expanding literacy support in the early years. Currently a plan is underway to look at how support for increased involvement could be accomplished.
Summary
The Early Years Literacy Project is about creating futures. Schools have reported a wide range of positive effects of their involvement in the project within a short period of time. These range from teacher growth to improved student performance to increased staff commitment to change. The project has begun to foster the kind of substantial, measurable improvements that the ‘whole-school, design approach’ is intended to achieve. By systematically attending to all the elements that contribute to improved learning outcomes, and by building on effective strategies already in place, the Early Years Literacy Project is helping students in project schools develop the skills and knowledge they need to succeed.
The Early Years Literacy Project is one of the many initiatives and programs in place across the Toronto District School Board to support the early years. In the fall, a report will be brought forward to identify literacy programs for students in all grades with a specific initiative to address student success in the middle level years (Grades 6-8).
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS that the report be received.
150. Implementation of the Special Education Plan
The Committee considered a report of the officials dated May 17, 2000, provided as information and update on the development of the Special Education Plan.
The Special Education Plan was developed in the 1998-99 school year, and following Toronto District School Board approval was submitted in May 1999 to the Ministry of Education.
On March 23, 2000, the Director received written confirmation from the Ministry of Education that the TDSB Special Education Plan had been reviewed. Amendments to the plan must be incorporated by May 15, 2001, and submitted to the Ministry for review.
A summary of the Ministry’s findings are outlined as follows:
· The TDSB and Special Education Advisory Committee approved the Special Education Plan for the amalgamated district school board. The background information on the plan includes the guiding principles for the development of the TDSB Special Education Plan, 1999, and a guiding principle for the implementation of the plan.
· It is recognized that the 1999 plan is a significant milestone.
· The plan acknowledged the shared value and beliefs of former boards to create the best possible special education services for students of the TDSB.
· The Special Education Program and Service section of the plan provides an excellent overview fully supporting an inclusionary education.
· Section X on Support Personnel (appended to the original report) will be a valued addition to be included in Year 2000 amendments to the plan.
· Information on the transition of children from Preschool Speech and Language initiative to schools should also be included in Year 2000 amendments.
· The Parents’ Guide to Special Education is presented as an interim document. It is expected that the next version will provide parents with specific information on programs and services available to exceptional students. The availability of the Guide in Braille, large print or audio cassette format should be noted.
· The TDSB and SEAC have established an excellent basis for the provision of Special Education programs and services for their exceptional students.
Each year, in accordance with Regulation 306, each school board is required to maintain its Special Education Plan, review it annually, and amend it to meet the current needs of its exceptional pupils. These amendments are to be submitted to the Minister of Education for review on May 15 of each year. Staff have been reviewing the positive comments from the Ministry on the 1999 Special Education Plan, and have made amendments in line with the current needs of TDSB students and the Ministry’s criteria. These amendments were presented to SEAC on May 8, 2000, for review.
The Ministry also expects that in 2001, boards will be required to submit revised Special Education Plans which will meet new provincial standards. This will be part of the province’s three-year plan announced on January 27, 2000, ensuring continuous improvement in the delivery of special education throughout the province. The new provincial standards will be available to school boards later this year.
Each school in the TDSB jurisdiction received copies of the Special Education Plan in the fall of 1999 for their reference. Their feedback on the value of the information of the Special Education Plan has been invaluable.
Successful workshops and in-services have been held for key participants, and SEAC was presented with an update of the Resource Handbook. Staff will be co-ordinating the downloading of the Plan on the TDSB’s Web site in the near future.
On April 13, 2000, Student and Community Services began the interview and selection process to fill the positions of Special Education Co-ordinators (16 positions) and Special Education Consultants (40 positions). At the Board meeting of May 3, 2000, the appointment of incumbent staff was approved. They will assist in the facilitation of the implementation process of the Special Education Plan and liaise with school and administrative staff, students and parents in their school communities.
Ongoing involvement with the Steering Committee and established working groups have focused on the mandate and vision of the Special Education Plan. To this effect the dedication of the implementation of the Special Education Plan and incorporation the plan’s spirit of inclusionary education for students with special needs has begun in earnest at all levels of education across the TDSB. The continuous review and revision of the TDSB’s Special Education on an annual basis ensures that the plan will be a living document.
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS that the report be received.
151. Pupil Accommodation 2000 and Beyond: Phase Two, School Closures 
Reports of the Area Review Committees, School Program Relocation Review Committees and School Consolidation Review Committees: 
The Committee considered a report of the officials, dated May 17, 2000, presenting the reports of the Area Review Committees, School Program Relocation Review Committees and School Consolidation Review Committees regarding Phase Two, School Closures.
As a result of the provincial government funding formula, coupled with the amalgamation of the public boards in Metropolitan Toronto on January 1, 1998, the Toronto District School Board has focused its efforts on making the most efficient use of its resources, including the area of school operations. 
The Board, on February 24, 1999, approved a report entitled “Pupil Accommodation Review: 2000 and Beyond,” which identified the need to close two million square feet of surplus operating school space. The Board approved the closure of up to 30 schools over the following three years in three phases, to not only reduce the surplus square footage, but to increase operating efficiencies, as well as program viability. The Board also approved that a maximum of ten schools be closed in any given phase.
Phase One of school closures began April 28, 1999, with initial staff recommendations and concluded September 29, 1999, when the Board approved the recommendations in the final staff report “School Closures: Phase One, Staff Response to Area Review Committee Recommendations.” The Board approved the closure of seven schools, the relocation of one school and three school programs, and the consolidation of two schools which, when fully implemented by September 2000, will remove approximately 718,000 square feet of school space from the Board’s operating inventory of schools.
Phase Two of school closures began February 23, 2000, when the Board received the staff report “School Closures: September 2001.” Staff recommended three schools for closure, three schools for relocation and two schools for consolidation (and also declared two vacant schools surplus). If approved, these closures, relocations and consolidations would remove approximately 669,000 square feet of school space from the Board’s operating inventory of schools. The total excess capacity reduced in Phases One and Two would be 1,387,000 square feet.
On February 24, 2000, a copy of the Phase Two report was forwarded to school principals, school council chairs and student council presidents (secondary schools) for the schools identified in the report for membership on the review committees. A copy of the report was also forwarded to the Ministry of Education and the City of Toronto.
In the report, it was recommended that Area Review Committees be established for the proposed school closures, that School Program Relocation Review Committees be set up for the proposed school relocations, and that School Consolidation Review Committees be formed for the proposed school consolidations. It was recommended that the review committees begin deliberations the week of March 6, 2000. Moreover, it was recommended that the reports of the review committees be forwarded to the Executive Officer of Facility Services no later than May 15, 2000, for subsequent forwarding to the Board on this date. The next stages of the Critical Path approved in February involve staff analysis of the reports, sharing the recommendations with the review committees, another opportunity for review committee presentations to the trustees, and a final staff report to the Board on June 28, 2000.
Review Committee Process
The review committees commenced their deliberations the week of March 6, 2000, by attending a seminar held by Facility Services staff on the background of the new financial reality and the Board’s approved pupil accommodation plan.
Each review committee established its own meeting dates in accordance with the schedules of its members and established its own decision-making process, with most of the committees opting for majority.
Early in the process, a presentation was made to each review committee by the planning staff assigned as resource staff to each review committee. The presentation provided an in-depth analysis of the area and the rationale for the staff recommendation.
Most of the review committees met a minimum of seven times, with some committees holding task group and subcommittee meetings beyond the regular meeting dates. In accordance with the procedures approved by the Board, each review committee held a public meeting to share its conclusions and to receive community feedback prior to deciding on its final recommendation(s) to the Board.
An additional School Program Relocation Review Committee was formed after March 6, 2000, at the request of one of the School Consolidation Review Committees.
Review Committee Reports
The review committee reports were received by the Executive Officer, Facility Services from each of the Area Review Committees, School Program Relocation Review Committees, and School Consolidation Review Committees. The review committees’ recommendations are presented in these reports.
In the discussion following the presentation, Standing Committee members were advised that questions raised at the May 15 presentation of the ARC reports as well as at the May 17, 2000, Standing Committee meeting will be addressed in the main report to Standing Committee of June 14, 2000.
The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS that the report be received.
152. Student Trustees, Student Governance
The Committee considered a report of the officials, dated May 17, 2000, informing the Board of the progress of the implementation of the Student Governance Model adopted on May 20, 1998 (1998 Board Minutes, page 325) in accordance with Regulation 461/97 and making recommendations for its continued effectiveness. In the report of May 1998, it was recommended that the student trustee policy be reviewed after two years.
Regulations under the Education Act, requiring Boards to establish a policy providing for the representation of the interests of students on the Board, have been met by the Toronto District School Board . The approved structure enables each student council of TDSB secondary schools to elect one SuperCouncil representative to a Community Education Office from which two co-chairs would be elected to attend TDSB SuperCouncil meetings. These would culminate in a year-end conference at which SuperCouncil executives and two trustees would be elected.
A great deal of work has been done by two staff advisors, Gary Duncan, Principal, Parkdale Collegiate Institute and Lynn Farquharson, Vice-principal, Scarlett Heights Entrepreneurial Academy, to make the model effective. Challenges to the implementation of the report included the size of the system, communication, and the changes involved in structuring student governance which effectively ensures that the voice of students is heard in decisions which affect them. To meet these challenges the governance model was modified to allow students to represent their schools directly at SuperCouncil advisory meetings instead of the means depicted in the model, via the North, South, East and West Education Offices. This modification was meant to facilitate greater representation of students.
This modified process has proven to be equally challenging in terms of getting adequate numbers of students out to attend meetings. The following recommendations will focus on the original approved model with some revisions to various components.
Recommendation (a)
That one student governance administrative leader and four education office staff advisors be appointed to oversee student leadership in the TDSB
For the past two years two staff advisors have been involved in managing the student leadership model for the TDSB. The effectiveness of this model will be increased by appointing an Administrative Leader and four staff advisors to be associated with the North, South, East and West Education Offices.
Implementation
(ce) A student governance administrative leader be appointed to work directly with a superintendent.
(cf) Education office staff advisors be appointed in collaboration with the Toronto School Administrators Association to manage student leadership at the North, South, East and West Education Offices.
Recommendation (b)
That North, South, East, and West Education Office Student Councils be actively developed and implemented for the 2000-01 school year
The original model described these offices as “Community Education Centres”, a name which has been changed to North, South, East and West Education Offices. Staff supervisors were not in place nor was a structure defined for the operation of these offices.
Implementation
(cg) North, South, East and West Education Office Student Councils be reinstated with a clear description of their makeup and role vis a vis student councils, and the TDSB SuperCouncil.
(ch) The name of these North, South, East and West offices be changed to North, South, East and West Education Office Student Councils.
(ci) Two students from each secondary school in the education officebe elected to represent their school at education office student council meetings.
(cj) Meetings of education office student councils be held four times a year to correspond to dates of TDSB SuperCouncil meetings.
(ck) Two students from each education office student council be elected as co-chairs of this body. Their roles would be to:
· Set agendas for education office student council meetings by communicating with student councils of the local secondary schools through their representatives;
· Conduct (chair) the four meetings of the education office student council;
· Represent the education office student council at SuperCouncil meetings.
(cl) Education office staff advisors would work with co-chairs in providing leadership to the education office student council.
(cm) Education Office staff advisors would liaise with the student governance administrative leader regarding education office student council issues.
Recommendation (c)
That TDSB SuperCouncil executive positions, roles and responsibilities be clarified and, in some cases, revised
An effective TDSB SuperCouncil has many challenges especially related to communication between schools and Student Trustees. The TDSB SuperCouncil is currently comprised of an Executive whose titles could be more clearly tied to needed functions, which would facilitate communication and focus the work of the Executive on creating stronger bonds with all secondary schools. 
Implementation
(cn) Executive positions be renamed to match the functions they perform:
President
· acts as the primary spokesperson for the SuperCouncil
· sets meeting dates and agendas in consultation with executive and staff advisors
· chairs all executive meetings and SuperCouncil meetings
· is responsible for ensuring the Executive implements initiatives of the SuperCouncil
· is a member of all committees
· helps facilitate communication among executive members, and representatives from the four education office student councils
Vice-president
· performs the duties of the president when the president is not available
· performs specific duties as assigned by the president
· serves as executive liaison with one of the education office student councils
· facilitates involvement in charitable activities which benefit students and/or the community
Secretary-Treasurer
· is responsible for taking the minutes and attendance of all executive and SuperCouncil meetings
· produces the agenda in consultation with the president
· produces and distributes the minutes in a timely fashion
· maintains correspondence with other groups as required
· keeps accounts of money spent as well as requests for meetings and conferences
· serves as executive liaison with one of the education office student councils
Conference Chair
· organizes and chairs a committee to plan the program for the Annual Student SuperCouncil Conference held in the spring
· chairs the conference
· liaises with staff advisors and the Student Governance Manager regarding the conference
· co-ordinates the promotion of the conference to students across the TDSB
· serves as executive liaison with one of the education office student councils
Communications Officer
· responsible for producing a TDSB SuperCouncil newsletter to be distributed across the TDSB
· liaises with the Communications Department of the TDSB to assist in publicizing activities of TDSB SuperCouncil
· initiates the creation of a web page linked to the TDSB Web site to promote TDSB SuperCouncil activities and initiatives
· liaises with other Boards’ student councils
· serves as executive liaison with one of the education office student councils
The TDSB SuperCouncil will:
(co) schedule a minimum of four meetings in the school year;
(cp) revise the TDSB SuperCouncil constitution to reflect the name of the Board and education office student councils, the responsibilities of the Executive and other necessary changes; 
(cq) appoint one staff advisor who represents the TDSB and will liaise with staff advisors in education office student councils as well as advise the executive in its various roles;
(cr) represent TDSB students on Board committees when student consultation is requested.
Recommendation (d)
That additional guidelines be developed for the role of the Student Trustees
Of the seven functions ascribed to the student trustees’ role, three provide direction as to the student trustees’ responsibilities. These include:
· sit at public Board and Standing Committees meetings;
· participate in discussions on all matters except those dealing with private matters; and
· be invited to all official Board functions. 
Student trustees, to be effective, are required to be a source of information for TDSB SuperCouncil regarding proposed Board policies, and to represent student issues at the Board.
Implementation
(cs) Clarify the role of student trustee in relation to the TDSB SuperCouncil.
· Uphold and promote the Board’s mission and values in the performance of duties;
· Attend all executive and regular TDSB SuperCouncil meetings;
· Inform executive of policies (which affect students) brought to Board for consideration at Standing Committee to assist them in the preparation of the TDSB SuperCouncil meeting;
· Have a regular role on TDSB SuperCouncil agenda to report and to get input;
· Present the students’ voice at public session meetings of the Board and Standing Committees.
(ct) Develop guidelines for an orientation program for new Student Trustees.
Recommendation (e)
That a student governance brochure be developed by the Communications and Public Affairs department for distribution to all secondary school for the 2000-01 school year
In the report of May 20, 1998, it was recommended that the Communications Department develop a student governance brochure for distribution to all secondary school students. This brochure would assist in making students, staff and administrators aware of the student leadership model and its role in giving students a voice at the TDSB.

Implementation
(cu) TDSB Communications Department develop a brochure which outlines the student governance model and which helps to profile this important opportunity for students to have a voice at the TDSB.
(cv) This brochure would be distributed to all secondary school students across TDSB beginning September 2000.
(cw) Feedback would be invited every two years for revision to the:
· brochure;
· structure of the student leadership model; 
· roles and functions of all participants.
Results of the Student SuperCouncil Conference Elections, May 13, 2000
The Committee was advised of the following results of the Student SuperCouncil Conference elections held on May 13, 2000, at North Toronto Collegiate:
Student SuperCouncil Conference, May 13, 2000, Election Results
	Position
	Student's Name
	School

	President
	Rabbani, Sal
	SATEC @ W.A. Porter C.I.

	Vice-president
	Yeung, Leititia
	Midland Avenue C.I.

	Secretary-Treasurer
	Khimani, Aamir
	Marc Garneau C.I.

	Communications Officer
	Shah, Mehul
	Woburn C.I.

	Conference 2001 Chair
	Vacant
	

	
	
	

	Student Trustee
	Liu, Dane
	Northern S.S.

	Student Trustee
	Hicks, Ryan
	Silverthorn C.I.


The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS:
(cx) That one student governance administrative leader and four education officestaff advisors be appointed to oversee student leadership in the TDSB;
(cy) That North, South, East, and West Education Office Student Councils be actively developed and implemented for the 2000-01 school year;
(cz) That TDSB SuperCouncil executive positions, roles and responsibilities be clarified and, in some cases, revised;
(da) That additional guidelines be developed for the role of the Student Trustees;
(db) That a student governance brochure be developed by the Communications and Public Affairs department for distribution to all secondary school for the 2000-01 school year
153. Long-term Administrative and Governance Accommodation Plan: An Update
The Committee considered a report of the officials dated May 17, 2000, provided to update the Board on the long-term plan for accommodation of the Toronto District School Board’s administrative staff and services.
On December 15, 1999, the Toronto District School Board received a report entitled “Administration and Governance Accommodation Plan” which outlined several significant challenges including the restructuring of governance and administrative functions and finding locations to enable the TDSB to:
· Provide leadership and direction in key areas of public education;
· Strengthen the network of support for public education including staff;
· Provide new and innovative cost effective ways of delivering services to schools;
· Decrease costs by reducing duplication or fragmentation;
· Maintain citizen involvement and public accountability.
Another significant challenge outlined in that report is the ongoing need to revitalize school facilities with limited funds. Under the current Ministry funding formula, no dollars are available for the construction of new facilities to accommodate new pupil places. No dollars are available for the wholesale replacement of antiquated facilities. The current $38 million Renewal Grant, largely utilized for the planned replacement of major building systems, provides approximately one-third of the dollars required. This challenge is currently being addressed by school closures and reducing administrative space, however, the majority of additional funding will need to be raised through the creative use of the Board’s property assets.
In response to the challenges outlined above, on December 15, 1999, the TDSB approved the following recommendations:
(dc) That the Board issue a Request For for a Central Head Office of approximately 215,000 sq. ft. either on the Board-owned site at 45 York Mills, 155 College Avenue or a site owned by a developer within the Yonge Street corridor (Front Street to Hwy. 401) that is at least as cost-efficient as utilizing a Board owned site; 
(dd) That the Board leverage some of the Board’s existing administrative facilities to create a new or renovate the existing Central Head Office without drawing on the existing Capital Reserve;
(de) That the Board leverage the remaining large administrative centre(s) to supplement the Board’s Capital Program, subject to the Board’s downsizing schedule;
(df) That long-term Regional Administrative Centres of approximately 40,000 sq.ft. be located in secondary schools, centrally located within each region;,
(dg) That, prior to implementing Recommendations (a) through (d), Board staff initiate discussions to explore partnership opportunities with the City of Toronto and report back to the Board.
Current Status
Facility Services and Business Services staff have initiated, and are actively engaged in, the following action plan in response to the recommendations as approved by the Board.
Preparatory Period Tasks: January 1 to Present
· Formed the Long-term Administration Accommodation Project Team including: Executive Officer, Facility Services; General Manager, Planning, Real Estate and Administration; General Manager, Technical Services; Manager and staff of Real Estate and the Comptroller of Budget and Revenue 
· Initiated discussions with the City to explore potential partnership opportunities concerning the disposition of civic buildings and TDSB administrative buildings
· Engaged a design team to prepare design briefs (building programs and requirements) for a Central Head Office and Regional Education Offices (REOs) 
· Liased with TDSB solicitor and developed a strategy to address requirements of Regulation 444
· Retained professional real estate consultants to assist in the “packaging” of TDSB administrative sites (which will be circulated as required by Regulation 444) considering public partnership opportunities
· Undertook a site selection process to identify potential REO sites
Stage 1 Tasks: Present to June 16, 2000, Define the Solution
· Develop design briefs 
· Evaluate TDSB administrative real estate assets to deliver the project objectives through site asset appraisals and discussion with the development community 
· Ascertain level of interest from all public sector partners named in Regulation 444
· Undertake a Central Head Office site selection process to determine availability of sites and pricing expectations
· Develop an offering memorandum for administrative sites (as required by Regulation 444) taking into account all data collected above
Stage 2: June 16 to September 30 2000, Regulation 444, Disposition of Real Property, Develop Request for Proposal
· Circulate offering memorandum for administrative sites under Regulation 444 
· Finalize design briefs 
· Form Central Head Office Design Team and Proposal Selection Team including trustee(s), named by the Board, and senior department staff
· Obtain Board approval on the REO sites in the August Board cycle
· Form REO Design Teams including trustees; school superintendents; principals; Departmental and Facility Services Staff
. The trustees will be the trustees for the REO’s region
· Prepare a Request for Proposal for the disposition of remaining TDSB administrative properties to the open market while concurrently acquiring a new or existing renovated Central Head Office facility 
Stage 3: October 1 to October 30, 2000, The Development Industry Delivers the Solution
· Distribute Request for Proposal to the Development Industry
Stage 4: November 1 to January 31, 2001, Select Winning Proposal(s), Board Approval Process
· Evaluate proposals and consolidate recommendations for disposition of TDSB administrative properties and the acquisition of a new or existing renovated Central Head Office facility 
· Forward recommended option(s) to the Board for approval
· Finalize negotiations
Stage 5: January 2001 to April 2003, Implementation of Central Head Office and Regional Education Offices 
(dh) Completion of four Regional Educational Offices and relocation of staff for September 2002
	Preparatory Period
	January to mid-May, 2000

	Program Development
	Mid-February to September, 2000

	REO site Selection (4)
	Mid-April to August, 2000

	Form REO Design Teams*
	August 2000

	REO Architect(s) Consultant Selection
	September and October 2000

	Design-Contract Documents
	Mid-October 2000 to May 2001

	Building Permits
	May and June, 2001

	Contractor Prequalification
	April and May, 2001

	Tender and Board Approval
	June 2001

	Construction (13 months)
	July 2001 to July 2002

	Move In
	August 2002

	Contract Close-out
	September 2002


(di) Completion of new TDSB Central Office and relocation of staff for September 2003 
	Develop Building Design Concept
	February to April, 2001

	Construction Documents
	March to October, 2001

	Building Permit
	September and October, 2001

	Construction (21 months)
	November 2001 to July 2003

	Move In
	August 2003

	Contract Close-out
	September 2003


The Standing Committee RECOMMENDS that the Board appoint one or more trustee(s) to serve on the Central Head Office Design Team, the Proposal Selection Team and the Regional Education Office design teams.
Respectfully submitted,
Christine Ferreira
Co-Chair of the Committee
Adopted May 31, 2000
Report No. 5, Budget Committee
May 9, 2000
To the Chair and Members of
the Toronto District School Board:
The Budget Committee met this day at 155 College Street, Toronto, from 1:35 p.m. to 4:25 p.m. 
The following Budget Committee members were present: Trustees Cansfield (Chair), Atkinson, Hall, Laskin and Nash. Trustees Gershon and Hill were also present. Trustees Ferreira and Schaeffer sent their regrets.
The Budget Committee decided to report as follows:
154. Delegation
The Committee heard the following delegation:
Delivery Models for Outdoor Education in the Toronto District School Board (see page 386)
Craig Mather, Renée Jarrett and David Harrison, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
155. Student Financial Assistance
The Committee considered a report of the officials provided to inform the Board on the Student Assistance Programs available to students within the Toronto District School Board (TDSB) and to recommend how support for student financial need might be provided in the future.
Financial support for needy students was addressed by the legacy boards of the TDSB in a variety of ways. From the application of discretionary funds to more formally defined programs, efforts were made to assist students in maintaining regular school attendance and in participating in the full range of school activities.
A Student Financial Assistance Project Team was created in April 1999 to review all financial assistance programs available to students within the TDSB, to estimate student need and to make recommendations regarding the continuance of such programs. 
The date of the Project Team report and requests for further clarification of potential costs arising from the recommendations resulted in a decision to continue existing financial assistance programs for the 1999-2000 school year. A commitment was made to bring forth recommendations which could be implemented for the 2000-01 school year.
Student Financial Assistance 1999-2000
During the period from September 1999 to the present, student financial support has continued to be provided as it existed within legacy boards. 
Requests within former North York, York, East York, and Etobicoke have been handled by school principals and school superintendents. No figures of actual amounts spent are available for these areas. Queries from these legacy boards as to the location of discretionary funds since amalgamation have been answered by reference to the Special Needs Allocation within the new school budget model. 
Former Scarborough and Toronto continue to provide student bursaries based on family income and student need. In both cases these are set monthly amounts which vary from twenty to sixty dollars and require regular school attendance. Assistance is provided almost exclusively to secondary students. Additionally, former Toronto allowed for one time purchases of school supplies and/or gym equipment up to a cost of eighty dollars and for TTC monies for needy students who met the requirements of the TDSB Transportation Policy. The latter former Toronto categories (ie. school supplies, gym equipment, TTC monies) ceased effective January 10, 2000,with requests for these supports referred to schools to consider under their Special Needs Allocation.
In former Toronto, 2550 students were receiving a bursary in February 2000. This compares to 2400 students in the previous year. Financial assistance costs in former Toronto for the period of September 1999 to the end of February have been $721,320 compared to $753,520 for the previous year. It is expected that the total cost of assistance by June 2000 will be close to the $1,255,868 of 1998-99. School supplies and gym equipment costs from September 1999 to January 10, 2000,were approximately $50,000 compared to $200,000 for all of 1998-99 and TTC monies were approximately $6000 compared to $300,000 for all of 1998-99. Reductions in these two areas have been offset by an increase in the number of student bursaries.
Administrative costs in former Toronto continue to include 2 FTE Financial Assistance Program secretaries as well as the cost of issuing cheques ($25.00) and canceling unused or returned cheques ($20.00).
Financial assistance costs in former Scarborough for the period from September 1999 to end of February 2000 were $27,290. It is expected that the total cost of the bursaries by June 2000 will be close to the $52,000 of 1999-2000. Administrative costs are low since the program utilizes recommendations by school based personnel such as Guidance Counselors to the Co-ordinator of Social Work who authorizes the payments.
Analysis
Financial assistance to students within the TDBB continues in the same fashion as existed within the legacy boards. Funds for special needs are available at the school level across the district and student bursaries continue to be made available to students in two of the legacy boards which serve just over 50% of the students in the TDSB.
The need for student assistance at the secondary level in the legacy boards which provide this support does not appear to have reduced since the report of the Financial Assistance Project Team. Some students continue to need assistance in paying for gym equipment, school uniforms (where required), school supplies, and transportation (within the guidelines of the Transportation Policy of the TDSB.)
The recognition of student need and the determination of the best level of support and period of support is best achieved at the school level. A single family based income indicator while fair does nor necessarily capture the complexities of “need” situations identified at the school level. Secondary School principals are supportive of administering these funds if allocated directly to each school’s budget as long as the process for student application is not rigorous. Schools have existing practices that would suffice to identify needs and therefore appropriate application of the funds. As well, the proposed secretarial staffing formula for schools also utilizes the same Inner City Index as one of the components. This would ensure that increased office support is generated in direct proportion to the needs and this funding allocation.
To ensure appropriate communications Student and Community Services will inform all current recipients before the end of the school year and will communicate with all Secondary School principals. Principals will be informed of the change and the importance of ensuring that student needs are appropriately and discretely met. A further plan should be developed to inform students and families of the changes to student financial assistance which assures a process for application and distribution that is discreet and sensitive. 
Requests from secondary schools across the district to access financial assistance funds have been rather constant since September 1999. The reality of current inequity is clear.
The Budget Committee RECOMMENDS:
(dj) That a portion, equal to one percent, of the Learning Opportunities Grant be allocated to the special needs allocation of all secondary schools based on the Inner City Index to be used for direct financial assistance to students;
(dk) That a review of the process and adequacy of funding be undertaken through the School Budget Committee’s annual review.
156. Processing and Consolidating Reports into a Multi-year Budget Plan
The Committee considered a report of the officials dated May 9, 2000, proposing a format and process for consolidating the budget reports developed by the various work teams on school based support staff in order to develop a comprehensive Multi-year Budget Plan Report.
(dl) Budget Staff to summarize detailed reports onto a “Multi-year Budget Plan Summary Template”. (see page 395)
(dm) A school-by-school impact analysis of the model proposed by the work groups for each staff category by ward to be appended.
(dn) An executive summary to be drafted on the impact of the acceptable level of service model including funding reductions, staffing reductions, implementation timelines and impacts on programs and services as identified in the discussions of the work groups.
(do) A draft outline of Community and Staff Consultation Process to be included.
The Multi-year Budget Plan Report will clearly identify the overall funding shortfall that exists between the provincial funding model and the acceptable level of service model developed through discussions on acceptable levels of service resulting in the variance from the provincial funding model.
The analysis that has been done will provide the support for:
(dp) Further deliberations and consultation on the implications on the staffing and expenditure reductions to reach an acceptable level of service and under what circumstances further changes will be possible;
(dq) Development of the “Business Case” in support of the need for increased funding in the Learning Opportunities Grant and an Urban Adjustment Factor Grant.
Committee members provided comments and feedback to be addressed in the June report.
The Budget Committee RECOMMENDS that the process and format for developing the Multi-year Budget Report be approved and that a consolidated Multi-year Budget Report be presented in this format to the Budget Committee at its June meeting. 
157. Revised School Budget Model for 2000-01
The Committee considered a report of the officials, dated May 9, 2000, providing an update of the work of the School Budget Review Committee and seeking approval to implement minor revisions to the school budget model for the 2000-01 fiscal year.
A common TDSB school budget model was implemented in September 1999. The model was developed through a Committee structure involving principals, vice-principals, school office support staff and central budget staff from each of the former locations. The new formula was approved by the Board in June 1999, and information sessions were held for all schools throughout the month of October 1999.
One of the principles of the new model is recognition of the fact that the model needs to be reviewed on an annual basis. The new model did represent a significant change to schools from some of the former boards and there are a number of areas that need to be revisited. The annual review process also recognizes that school and communities change, resulting in changes to school programming and school funding in order to respond to the needs of its students.
The School Budget Review Committee reconvened in January 2000 and has had several meetings to discuss areas of concern and to revisit the budget formulae. 
The Committee worked on the review exercise with the understanding that the same level of funding of $65M provided in 1999-2000 would be available to school budgets in 2000-01 increased only by enrolment growth.
The Committee recommended the following changes to the model for 2000-01.
(dr) The Committee acknowledged that one of the main concerns of schools was communication and not having a clear understanding of what schools are now responsible for funding. 
Budget staff are working on developing a School Budget information package to send to schools in June 2000. The package will include a detailed description of the school budget model, the budget process timelines for schools, a clear list of school budget funding responsibilities, a clear list of Family Office and Central funding responsibilities, their preliminary school budget model for 2000-01, and information on future budget information sessions. 
Budget staff hope to develop a more integrated budget information workshop that includes a presentation on the school budget model and school budget responsibilities (including a presentation from Facilities Services) as well as how to do SAP budget analysis, access and read SAP budget reports. 
(ds) That the enrolments used to generate the 2000-01 budget should be based on the average of the enrolment of March 31, 2000,(50%) (actuals from previous school year) and the projected enrolments for October 31, 2000,(50%). This revised enrolment base would ensure that schools would know their final school budgets by November 2000, and would not experience a budget enrolment adjustment late in the school year. 
(dt) That the formula parameters for the general per-pupil allocations be retained (see page 396)
(du) That the program supplements for Arts, Music, Technical Education and Family Studies be reviewed by the appropriate Program Co-ordinators to assess the adequacy of these supplementary amounts (in accordance with harmonized District program direction) and the program codes to which they apply and to provide advise to the Committee on amendments to these supplements. We anticipate that the changes will be implemented for September 2000-01.
(dv) That the supplementary allocation for Extended French and French Immersion and the supplementary allocation for Special Education be retained at the 1999-2000 level.
(dw) That the Special Needs index used for determining the allocation in 1999-2000 be retained for 2000-01 since the same index has been used to generate staffing for 2000-01. 
(dx) That the Special Needs Allocation be renamed to the Learning Opportunities Allocation.
(dy) That the Board consider the report on Student Financial Assistance which recommends the allocation of funds to schools on the same basis as the Learning Opportunities allocation to be managed at the school level.
(dz) That the Board’s permit policy (once approved) be implemented by September 1, 2000,so that schools will be clear as to the extent of “free” permit days and that schools will be charged for caretaking overtime beyond the fixed number of “free” days. 
(ea) A presentation was made to the Committee by Anne Gibson regarding the Program Rationalization Review exercise that is currently underway, where it was acknowledged that the work of the group on specialized programs would not be completed in time to help address school budget allocations for 2000-01. As a result, it is recommended that funding to schools with specialized programs be provided in the same manner as in 1999-2000, whereby the schools identified by their former boards as specialized schools would receive the better of the new formula allocation or their budget allocation of 1998-99.
Conclusion
Based upon the School Budget Committee’s recommendations, Budget staff will proceed with the minor amendments to the school budget model set out above for implementation in September 2000-01.
The Budget Committee RECOMMENDS that the report be received. 
158. Delivery Models for Outdoor Education in the Toronto District School Board
For the information of the Board The Committee considered a staff report on delivery models for outdoor education in the TDSB. Committee members provided feedback and requested that, following additional information and adjustments to the report, it be reconsidered by the Committee before being forwarded to the Board for approval.
Respectfully submitted,
Donna Cansfield
Chair of the Committee
Adopted May 31, 2000

Multi-year Budget Summary Plan Template
Ministry Category: 
Principals and Vice-principals
Financial Facts: 
TDSB Current Expenditures
 $ M
Current # FTE:
Ministry Funding (2003-04)
$ M
Funding Shortfall
($ M)
Specific consideration in developing model:
Formulae Parameters:

- enrolment
-numbers of students bused 

- inner city population
-facility arrangement

- enrolment turnover
(two schools, one facility)

Options:
· Brief description of each model
· Features of model – variables (parameters used)
· Specific formula and how allocation is generated (based on pupils, etc)
Recommended Option: Acceptable Level of Service Model:
# FTE required:
# FTE reduced:
Total Cost:
Cost Savings:
Implications on Programs and Services to Students:
Provincial Funding Shortfall: $ M
Phase-in Recommendations:
Timelines and roll out

School Budget Model 
General Per-pupil Allocation 
School Office Allocation
The following detail shows how the General Per-pupil Allocation and the School Office Allocation was developed.
	
	
	
	$ per pupil

	
	
	
	Elementary
	Secondary

	1
	General Per-pupil Allocation, Classroom Supplies and Fees
	
	

	
	1.1
	Classroom supplies (including library, audio visual, software,
	50
	75

	
	
	CD's, etc.)
	
	

	
	1.2
	Textbooks subscriptions, etc.
	30
	70

	
	
	Library books and materials
	20
	30

	
	1.3
	Furniture and equipment (including computers requested in addition
	10
	10

	
	
	to the central plan)
	
	

	
	1.4
	Furniture and equipment repairs and service
	9
	10

	
	1.5
	Referee fees, sports for athletic events
	1
	5

	
	1.6
	Other, to include:
	10
	10

	
	
	Admission fees
	
	

	
	
	Field trips (charter bus and TTC trips)
	
	

	
	
	Prizes, commencements
	
	

	
	
	Charge back to schools for printing costs
	
	

	
	
	Internet direct connections
	
	

	
	
	Other discretionary items
	
	

	
	TOTAL General Per-pupil Allocation
	130
	210

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	$ per pupil

	
	
	
	Elementary
	Secondary

	2
	School Office Per-pupil Allocation
	
	

	
	2.1
	Photocopier cost per copy and paper
	10
	10

	
	2.2
	Temporary office help for peak times and discretionary caretaking help
	2
	3

	
	
	for special events
	
	

	
	2.3
	Supplies, furniture and equipment, furniture and equipment
	3
	9

	
	
	Repairs, service
	
	

	
	2.4
	Postage
	3
	4

	
	2.5
	all telephone expenses, including monthly charges, repairs, moves,
	10
	12

	
	
	Changes to lines, etc.
	
	

	
	2.6
	Community relations, marketing, etc.
	2
	2

	
	TOTAL School Office Per-pupil Allocation
	30
	40


Report No. 1, Business Administration and Human Resources Committee
May 23, 2000
To the Chair and Members of
The Toronto District School Board:
The Business Administration and Human Resources Committee met this day at 6:05 p.m. and adjourned at 8:15 p.m. The following members were present: Trustees Sheila Ward (Chair), Gerri Gershon, Barbara Nash and Sheine Mankovsky. Regrets were received from Trustee Donna Cansfield.
The Committee reports as follows:
159. Translation and Interpretation Services
For the information of the Board, he Committee considered a staff report on translation and interpretation services, proposing procedures for harmonizing the delivery of translation and interpretation services in the system and a formula for budget determination to accommodate these needs. 
Committee members provided feedback and requested that, following additional information and adjustments to the report, it be reconsidered by the Committee before being forwarded to the Board for approval.
160. Safety Criteria for Consideration in Evaluating Transportation Appeals
The Committee considered a report of the officials, dated May 23, 2000, providing for information, a set of safety criteria utilized in evaluating transportation appeals.
On November 24, 1999, the Board requested that the safety criteria used in evaluating transportation appeals be presented to the Business Administration and Human Resources Committee. This report identifies safety criteria for consideration in evaluating transportation appeals. The recommendation reads as follows:
(eb) That a set of criteria be developed to guide staff in evaluating transportation appeals for legitimate concerns for the safety of affected students;
(ec)  That the criteria include consultation with the local ward trustee;
(ed) That the criteria be presented for consideration and report to the Business Administration and Human Resources Committee. 
The transportation appeal process as approved by the Board on April 28, 1999, is intended to address major differences in policy interpretation for eligibility regarding medical, distance or safety. The safety criteria utilized in the appeal process should consider and recognize substantial issues. Any routine requests for operational review will first be responded to in writing by the transportation manager.
Development of Safety Criteria
The Toronto District School Board, being situated in such a large urban setting, is immersed in busy traffic conditions. Staff dialogue regularly with both the Toronto Police Service and City of Toronto staff who are responsible to ensure traffic controls and pedestrian safety measures are in place where appropriate. Areas of review include walk signal timing and crossing guard placement. 
It should be noted that alternatives to ensure safer environments for children walking to school (the Walking School Bus, car pooling) are already implemented in some areas of the city. These arrangements are co-ordinated at the school level.
Although each situation is unique and should be reviewed independently, in order to assist in ensuring consistent policy application, benchmark situations should be maintained by the Transportation Manager. For example, the Board has established a benchmark with regard to the required crossing of major highways without crossing lights, such as Highway 27, and determined that in such situations transportation will be provided. 
The age of the student and the presence of mitigating factors are considered in reviewing appeals. For example major bridges may be appropriate for traversing by small children if adequate safety rails and barriers are in place to mitigate the possible hazards.
Proposed safety criteria for consideration in evaluating transportation appeals are as follows:
(ee) Active train track crossings and poorly guarded pedestrian routes across track
(ef) Bridges which are so poorly protected that small children could be pushed over the side barriers
(eg) Areas where walking requires traversing hospital emergency entrances
(eh) Major highways where crossing lights do not exist
(ei) Required street crossings deemed too dangerous by the toronto police service for crossing guard placement
(ej) Inadequate visibility at crosswalks outside traffic tunnels
(ek) Appropriateness of situation for age level of students affected
(el) Other situations deemed by the Transportation Appeal Committee to be extremely hazardous to student safety
The appeal evaluation process will include consultation with the school principal. Dialogue will also take place with the local trustee and school superintendent where appropriate, to ensure the safety concerns are adequately understood by the Transportation Appeal Committee. All group appeal decisions will be prereleased to the trustee for input to ensure relevant community issues have been considered. The communication protocol will ensure written group appeal decisions are distributed to the trustee, school superintendent, principal, Transportation Manager and school councils. Concerns raised by the trustee will be documented and included in the final decision. Consistent policy application will be made across the city for similar traffic conditions.
All case file documentation including photographs, maps, submissions, studies and correspondence will be maintained in the Business Services office. The indexed case files will be retained for archival use.
The Business Administration and Human resources Committee RECOMMENDS that the report be received.
161. Student Transportation Review Committee
The Committee considered a staff report dated May 23, 2000,on the work of the Student Transportation Review Committee. 
On October 27, 1999, the Board adopted the following recommendation:
That the Director of Education report on a process, involving parents, to evaluate the Student Transportation Services.
At the December 15, 1999, Board meeting, a report was received to provide a process to evaluate student transportation services. A review committee was proposed as well as possible items to be included on a parent survey. The review committee addressed the evaluation process and provided a number of recommendations for consideration as presented in this report.
Proposed Action
A number of the recommendations and observations from the review committee relate to operational procedures for transportation. In order to provide better service to students, many changes can be implemented by staff to co-ordinate timely and caring transportation without incurring extra costs.
Several recommendations in the review committee report require a major expenditure. With rapidly diminishing provincial funding, the School Board has limited ability to improve the transportation policy.
The Business Administration and Human Resources Committee RECOMMENDS: 
(em) That the following items identified as non-financial improvements in transportation procedures be implemented by staff;
(xxxii) That the transportation needs of the student be addressed only after the IPRC decision has been made. (Delays in determining transportation needs create hardships)
(xxxiii) That the School Board institute a transportation bursary program to provide financially needy students with funding to ensure that those students get an appropriate education. (The existing policy presently allows for financial assistance based on financial criteria.)
(xxxiv) That special education staff identify students requiring door-to-door services.
(xxxv) That special circumstances be communicated to the Transportation Department by parents, principals or school staff.
(xxxvi) That where appropriate, small buses or mini vans should be used for exceptional students.
(xxxvii) That the School Board strive to maintain consistent drivers and routines for exceptional pupils and provide regular interaction between parents and drivers.
(xxxviii) That the School Board strive to maintain consistent drivers and routines for blind students and provide regular interaction between parents and drivers.
(xxxix) That the School Board strive to maintain consistent drivers and routines for deaf students and provide regular interaction between parents and drivers.
(xl) That drivers be in-serviced on the special needs of the students they are transporting (e.g. understand seizure disorders, autism, medical issues, behavioural concerns and associated behaviours). Parents should dialogue with drivers regarding the student medical conditions.
(xli) That transportation staff arrange meetings with carriers and SEAC.
(xlii) That the Board and carriers utilize the appropriate agencies (e.g. Easter Seals) in providing in-service for drivers.
(xliii) That the special education co-ordinators identify students not being transported appropriately.
(xliv) That if a group of students, whether it be three or more, can all agree on a location other than the home school, then that location would be considered. Principals and drivers should be advised about pick-up site(s) being moved. (Arrangements to that effect can be made through principals who will contact the transportation department as they become aware of the need for other pick-up site(s).)
(xlv) That a parent may appoint a fourth member, with no vested interest, to the appeal committee. (The option of a parent advocate allows for further clarification of the issues).
(en) That the following items identified as having financial implications be considered during the budget deliberations for the 2001-02 school year:
(xlvi) That the Board consider door-to-door transportation for exceptional students. (This action could create the need for an extra 30 buses at a cost of approximately $1 million).
(xlvii) That supervision be provided at the school, for an hour before classes begin, for all transported students. (This action could require additional costs of approximately $.9 million for 60,000 hours of staff time. Many parents drop off their children at the pick-up school and leave them unattended. The cost of supervision is dependent on the impact of item #13 relating to door-to-door busing.)
(xlviii) That for financially needy students, the School Board provide transportation by way of busing or provision of TTC tickets to students accessing alternative programs (e.g. ASE 1) (These programs are intended for students who have difficulty with the regular school programs. This action may involve additional costs of $.5 million).
162. Guidelines for Provision of Cold Beverage Vending
The Committee considered a report of the officials dated May 23, 2000, proposing the guidelines governing the provision of cold beverage vending across the system.
The Board approved a vending contract with Coca-Cola effective January 1, 2000. A consultation with parents, principals, students and other stakeholders was undertaken to determine the parameters that would govern this contract. Previous practice in the legacy boards coupled with diverse viewpoints has made establishing consensus challenging. However, the following guidelines have been developed as a result of the consultation. 
Local Decision Making 
Recognizing that school communities vary, it is proposed that decision making in the following areas be conducted at the school level:
· Schools will decide whether or not to permit cold beverage vending machines within their school.
· If the decision is made to install cold beverage vending machines, the local school retains the authority to decide the location within the school.
· Schools will have the authority to determine the variety of products they wish to have made available to their students.
However, only juice and water will be available in junior elementary schools unless the parent council approves the inclusion of soft drinks, which will then vend at the same price as in the high schools thereby creating a favourable price differential for juice and water.
· Funds paid to schools will be used for student related purposes as determined by the principal in consultation with parents, students, and staff.
· In adult student centres, consultations will take place with students, staff and TASA representatives.
It must be noted that the parent representatives prefer that local decision making be conducted jointly with parents, students and staff.
Central Parameters
In order to bring consistency to the administration of the vending contract, joint administration of several parameters is proposed.
· If schools choose to have vending machines, these vendors will be governed by the central contract.
· Where schools have contracts, entered into prior to the Board’s approval of the Coca-Cola contract, the Board will assume responsibility for terminating these contracts without cost. In instances where contract termination costs would be incurred, the decision to terminate will be made in light of a cost-benefit analysis.
· If schools enter into contracts that violate the Board approved contract, the school will be responsible for the costs resulting from such action.
· Schools that currently have school-operated machines, will be allowed to continue to operate these machines until the end of June 2000, provided they offer Coca-Cola products. However, these schools will be governed by the system contract as of July 2000.
· The Board will undertake to ensure that schools receive a fair market value for the buyback of school owned cold beverage vending machines.
Financial Considerations
It was not possible to reach consensus on the most appropriate method for the distribution of commission funds arising from the contract. Many believed that the commissions should be based on the revenue generated in individual schools reflecting locally made decisions. Others perceived that there were inequities between large and small schools, schools with night school or weekend use, and that schools should receive a per pupil allocation. 
Given a lack of data regarding participation rates, revenue generation and other variables, it is proposed that junior elementary schools receive 20% of their sales (net of taxes) for the sale of juice and water, in recognition of lower pricing for students and 30% of soft drink sales. It is proposed that other schools receive 30% of their sales (net of taxes). 
This will enable staff to compile data and statistics that could be used to amend or develop an alternative distribution model.
The Business Administration and Human Resources Committee RECOMMENDS:
(eo) That junior elementary schools receive 100% of the commission on sales of juice and water and 30% of sales of soft drinks (net of taxes), if applicable;
(ep) That all other schools receive 30% of sales (net of taxes);
(eq) That a review of the current distribution of funds be conducted at the end of a two year period.
163. Awards and Recognition
The Committee considered a report of the officials dated May 23, 2000, proposing a district-wide approach and a community approach to an awards and recognition program for students, employees, parents, community members and partners. It is intended to seek the involvement of each of these groups in ongoing processes to sustain this program.
The report also addressed milestone events for employees such as service recognition and retirement.
It is proposed that an Awards of Excellence Selection Committee be established to administer the program, conduct an annual review and recommend improvements as the Board gains experience in implementing this program. 
The Board approved student and staff recognition as a policy development area in January 1999. A representative group of employee groups and trustees was formed and has organized major recognition events for the Board, such as the 25 Yeas of Service reception and the retirement dinners. A subgroup has reviewed past practices and developed the approach to TDSB awards and recognition reflected in this report. The subgroup distributed surveys to parents at the recent parent forums and to secondary school students at their recent annual conference.
Issues
A staff committee has identified the following areas to be addressed:
(er) Categories to be recognized
(es) Frequency of awards events 
(et) District-wide awards and local awards, including types of awards at each level
(eu) Nomination and selection process, including the creation of a selection committee involving recipient groups
(ev) Acknowledgement of traditions
(ew) Acknowledgement of diversity
(ex)  Milestone events
(ey) Communications
Elaboration is provided below with regard to issues (c), (d), (e) and (f). Other issues are addressed in specific recommendations.
Awards of Excellence
It is proposed that Awards of Excellence be presented each year on a district-wide basis to recipients in the following categories: 
· students
· parents, guardians and volunteers
· community partners
· employees
While it is suggested that the primary focus be on individuals, it is recognized that teamwork also be acknowledged in any of the groups or across groups. Criteria for the Awards of Excellence is attached (see page 407)

Awards of Excellence Selection Committee
It is proposed that an Awards of Excellence Selection Committee be established with representation that includes: 
· one supervisory officer
· one school administrator (TSAA)
· two trustees
· two parents (Parent-Community Network)
· one community partner
· two students (Student Super Council)
· one elementary school teacher (ETT)
· one secondary school teacher (OSSTF)
· three support staff (CUPE, non-union and other union group)
· one staff (Director of Education’s designate)
The mandate of this committee would be to develop a communications plan, to conduct the nomination and selection processes, to oversee the presentation ceremonies and to conduct an annual review and recommend improvements as necessary. The Director of Education’s designate would co-ordinate the staff resources required to implement the work of the selection committee.
Local Awards
Schools will continue to present school-based awards to students who attend that school.
It is proposed that schools be encouraged to award one Award of Excellence for each of the recognized categories and that the schools integrate this into an awards ceremony. As a minimum, schools will be provided with certificates for presentation to each recipient. Recipients of these local awards will be automatically nominated for a TDSB Award of Excellence.
In addition, each work site will be encouraged to have an annual ceremony in which presentations are made in each category, as appropriate. 
Implementation of local Awards of Excellence will be the responsibility of the principal or appropriate manager.
Acknowledgement of Traditions
It may be appropriate to continue presentation of some traditional awards but on a revised basis. A listing of these awards and the criteria for selection is attached (see page 407). As these awards have specialized criteria, staff with responsibilities in areas connected with the criteria will be requested to devise a plan to continue the awards and the presentation ceremonies.
In addition, the former Scarborough Board of Education had system-wide awards named for a former Director, Anson Taylor. The Award of Excellence Selection Committee will review approaches to continuing this name in association with an award.
Acknowledgement of Diversity
It is important that the Awards of Excellence recognize the many layers of diversity within each recipient category and that the Awards of Excellence Selection Committee set this as a goal to be achieved.
Milestone Events
In terms of milestone events, the staff committee identified that the changing demographics of employees groups should lead to revisiting celebrations such as 25 years of service to determine if a different timeframe would be more appropriate. It may be appropriate over a five-year period of time to change the traditional 25 years of service recognition to a 20-year service recognition. In addition, it would be appropriate at the school or work site to acknowledge those employees who have achieved ten years of service.
The Business Administration and Human Resources Committee RECOMMENDS:
(ez) That the Toronto District School Board annually present up to 15 Awards of Excellence, on a district-wide basis, to recipients (individuals or groups) from the following categories:
· students
· parents, guardians and volunteers
· community partners
· employees;
(fa) That the criteria for the Awards of Excellence, as attached, be approved;
(fb) That a Awards of Excellence Selection Committee be established with representation as outlined in the report;
(fc) That the mandate of the Awards of Excellence Selection Committee be to develop a communications plan, to conduct the nomination and selection processes, to oversee the presentation ceremonies and to conduct an annual review;
(fd) That there be up to three district-wide awards ceremonies per year with the appropriate presentation to the recipients as decided by the selection committee;
(fe) That the Board sponsor annual school and work site Awards of Excellence as outlined in this report;
(ff) That appropriate staff be requested to consider continuation of the following awards within the resources of the staff unit:
· the Anne Hope Award (secondary school student);
· the George J. Bassel Citizenship Awards (students)
· the Claude Watson Award (teacher)
· the Gerald L. Phillips Award
(fg) That the 25-year recognition of service be adjusted over a five-year transition period to become a 20-year recognition of service;
(fh) That the Board sponsor school- and work-site recognition of employees who have achieved ten years of service;
(fi) That the annual recognition for retiring employees be continued.
Respectfully submitted,
Sheila Ward
Chair of the Committee
Adopted May 31, 2000
Criteria for Awards of Excellence
Students
The criteria for the presentation of the Award of Excellence to elementary and secondary school students are:
(fj) The students have achieved high standing in an academic, business, technical, athletic or artistic event; or
(fk) The students have made exemplary and unique contributions to the community; or
(fl) The students have demonstrated exceptional courage or leadership.
Parents, guardians and volunteers
The criteria for the presentation of the Award of Excellence to parents, guardians and volunteers is an exemplary and unique contribution to public education in the Toronto District School Board consisting of constructive participation over a number of years or outstanding work on a recent, specific endeavour.
Community Members
The criteria for the presentation of the Award of Excellence to a community member is that the community member or corporate partner has made an exemplary and unique contribution to public education in the Toronto District School Board consisting of constructive participation over a number of years or outstanding work on a recent, specific endeavour.
Employees
The criteria for the presentation of the Award of Excellence to a employee are:
(fm) The employee has made an exemplary and unique contribution to education in the Toronto District School Board; or
(fn) The employee has demonstrated exemplary and unique participation in education in the broader community; or
(fo) The employee has demonstrated exemplary and unique work in some recent, specific undertaking.
Criteria for Traditional Awards
The Anne Hope Award
The Anne Hope Award is given to an individual or school community for work in the areas of social justice, antiracism in schools and the community at large.
Criteria for selection is provision of an exemplary school program, strategy, specific initiative or action taken by members of the school community to promote social justice and/or to fight racism. The nomination must also provide information on how the funds will be used to foster the development of human rights, social justice and/or racist education in TDSB schools.
The Claude Watson Award
The Claude Watson Award is presented to a teacher who exhibits professional qualities in the following areas:
· Creative thinking and innovative leadership;
· Challenging teachers and defending the rights of students;
· Developing student and teacher potential as well rounded, continuously learning human beings;
· Compassion and humanness in all dealings with students and colleagues;
· Recognizing and responding to the individual needs of students and staff;
· Valuing the thoughts, aspirations and ideals of students and staff;
· Making a noteworthy contribution to education, both in the district and beyond.
The George J. Bassel Citizenship Awards
The George J. Bassel Citizenship Awards honour five TDSB Grade 6 students who have shown exemplary behaviour, citizenship and awareness of government procedure and ethics
The Gerald L. Phillips Award
The Gerald .L. Phillips Achievement Award is presented annually to a senior student during his/her final year in the District-wide Special Education Program: Developmental Handicap.
The award is granted to the student who has shown maximum development towards independence according to individual capabilities and potential in one of the following areas:
· Career Planning/Work Education
· Community Living Skills
· Family Studies
· Health Care: Personal Care
· Human Sexuality
· Industrial Arts/Woodworking
· Language Arts
· Leisure Education
· Mathematics
· Music
· Physical Education
· Science
· Visual Arts
Report No. 5, Special Education Advisory Committee
May 8, 2000
A meeting of the Special Education Advisory Committee convened this day at 7:40 p.m. in the Board Room, 155 College Street, Toronto, Ontario, with Chair, Sandra Dell presiding.
The following members were present: Sandra Dell (Chair), The Easter Seal Society of Ontario; Derryn Gill, Spina Bifida and Hydrocephalus Association of Ontario; Suzan Hall (Vice-Chair), Trustee (Ward 19); Susan Kelsall, Alternate-Association for Bright Children of Ontario; Anna Leppik, VOICE for Hearing Impaired Children; Terry Lustig, VIEWS for the Visually Impaired; Anne McCauley, Autism Society of Ontario; 
Gordon McClure, Community; Barbara Nash, Trustee (Ward 10); Debbie Philips, Down Syndrome Association of Toronto; Candice Potter, Tourette Syndrome Foundation of Ontario; Catherine Stewart, Toronto Association for Community Living; Patricia Sullivan, Learning Disabilities Association.
Regrets were received from: Merle Fedirchuk, Brain Injury Association of Toronto; Nancy Figueroa, Epilepsy Toronto; Elizabeth Hill, Trustee (Ward 6); Dianne Hooper, Epilepsy Toronto; Cay Shedden, Toronto Association for Community Living
; Michelle Worley, Association for Bright Children of Ontario; 
The following alternates were present: Robert Perkins, Down Syndrome Association of Toronto, and the following alternates were absent: Liz Fisher, Community; 
Janice Owen, Community.
The Special Education Advisory Committee reports as follows:
164. Draft Promotion, Transfer, Retention Procedures 
For the information of the Board, members of SEAC were requested to respond individually to the draft Promotion, Transfer, Retention Procedures for the transition of students from elementary to secondary school (Grade 8 to Grade 9). A copy of the document and the Consultation Response Form were circulated to SEAC. The feedback will help staff develop a consistent set of procedures for the Board. If the timeline for the response changes, SEAC will strike a subcommittee to provide a response to the document.
165. Organizational Framework – Special Education
For the information of the Board, staff presented an overview of the organizational framework for the delivery of special education programs and services in the Toronto District School Board. Staff explained the role descriptions of key staff, e.g., Special Education Co-ordinators, and the interview and selection process to appoint special education staff.
166. Implementation of the Special Education Plan
For the information of the Board, SEAC received a report from staff informing and updating members on the progress regarding the review of the Board’s Special Education Plan for the 1998-99 school year. The report outlined the gaps in the 1999 Special Education Plan, which were articulated by the Ministry of Education and addressed provincial expectations for the development of future Special Education Plans. SEAC was also informed that the Steering Committee would be reconvened early next week to ensure the Ministry of Education’s input has been sufficiently addressed prior to forwarding the Plan to the government.
167. Special Education Funding
For the information of the Board, SEAC received, for information purposes, a copy of Schedule 3A and Schedule 3B from the 1999-2000 Revised Estimates relating to the Board’s distribution of its special education funding including the “Enveloping” Schedule. The information provided SEAC with a breakdown of how the Board currently allocates resources to provide programs and services to exceptional pupils in its elementary and secondary schools.
168. Establishment of a Child Advocate
For the information of the Board, SEAC discussed briefly, the establishment of an independent Child Advocate and/or Ombudsman to mediate on behalf of children at a systems level in the Toronto District School Board. The matter will be discussed further by a SEAC subcommittee, which will report back at a future meeting.
169. Presentation: Spina Bifida and Hydrocephalus Disorder
For the information of the Board, the SEAC representative for the Spina Bifida and Hydrocephalus Association of Ontario presented an overview of these disorders to SEAC. 
Highlights of the presentation included:
· Success stories about students with Spina Bifida and/or Hydrocephalus who are attending postsecondary institutions;
· The definition of Spina Bifida and/or Hydrocephalus and causes of the disorders;
· How the disorders are treated;
· Major surgeries students with Spina Bifida and/or Hydrocephalus must have in the first two years of their lives;
· Secondary disabilities/conditions associated with the disorders and the implications in the school environment;
· The social and sexual issues which students with Spina Bifida and/or Hydrocephalus encounter;
· Learning disabilities associated with the disorders.
170. Correspondence received by the Chair of SEAC
For the information of the Board, the Chair of SEAC received the following communications and/or calls:
(fp) A flyer regarding a Forum entitled Education in Crisis, which was held on May 9, 2000, at Agincourt Collegiate Institute. The Forum was designed to provide parents and educators with information on the impact of funding cuts on education. The speakers were Kathleen Wynne, Metro Parent Network; Fiona Nelson, former trustee; and Annie Kidder, People for Education.
(fq) An invitation to meet trustees and members of the Toronto District School Board at a reception prior to the Standing Committee meeting at 140 Borough Drive, Scarborough, Ontario, on May 10, 2000.
(fr) Calls from several parents who have expressed concerns about inconsistencies in the Identification, Placement and Review Committee process.
(fs) Calls from several parents who have expressed concerns that student information was being accessed without parents’ consent and/or notification as a result of the review of the Board’s ISA Claims.
171. Events and Activities of Local SEAC Associations
Representatives of the local SEAC Associations highlighted below, presented the following reports:
Toronto Association for Community Living
The Association will be presenting its “Second Annual Award for Inclusive Education” to the winners at its Annual General Meeting on Tuesday, September 12, 2000. The closing date for nominations for the award is May 29, 2000. The award is given to recognize outstanding practices in inclusion within the school system in each of the following categories: educational assistants, teachers, and principals.
The Easter Seal Society of Ontario
The Annual Provincial SEAC Training, which took place on April 14-16, 2000, was successful. Thirty-two of the forty plus SEAC representatives from across the province attended the training session. Some of the issues and/or concerns that are occurring provincially, that were raised by the SEAC representatives, included the following: 
· Reports from many SEACs that SEACs are being controlled by Board staff;
· SEACs involvement in all issues related to the Board’s Special Education Plan and/or information sharing with respect to the Special Education Plan;
· Lack of involvement of SEACs in the School Board’s budget process and the need for clear budget presentations to be made to SEACs. SEAC representatives will be asking the Ministry of Education to develop a standard format for budget presentations to SEACs by School Boards;
· Transportation matters with respect to safety issues, i.e., inadequate training provided to persons transporting students with physical disabilities; medical/health issues; early pick up (students being removed from school before the school day ends).
A copy of The Easter Seal Society’s revised Guidelines and Definitions Manual for Easter Seal representatives was shared with members of SEAC. A copy was submitted to Dave Rowan for Board staff to have on site as a reference. The Manual was originally developed in July 1993 to ensure representatives were communicating to Boards in a unified manner across the province. The Manual contains the positions/beliefs of The Easter Seal Society on different matters such as support staff, transportation, etc.
A copy of a brochure on The Easter Seal Society’s Awards Program was made available to members of SEAC and staff.
A copy of the Advocate, The Easter Seal Society of Ontario’s provincial Newsletter was circulated. Information on postsecondary scholarships for students with physical disabilities, which can be accessed for the 2000-01 school year, was highlighted.
Respectfully submitted,
Sandra Dell,
Chair of Committee
Received May 31, 2000
Report No. 11, Committee of the Whole
(Private Session)
May 31, 2000
To the Chair and Members of
the Toronto District School Board:
A meeting of the Committee of the Whole (Private Session) convened at 5:08 p.m. on Wednesday, May 31, 2000, in the Board Room at 155 College Street, Toronto, Ontario, with Trustee Laskin, Vice-Chair of the Board, presiding.
The following members were present: Trustees Irene Atkinson, Diane Cleary, Judi Codd, Christine Ferreira, Gerri Gershon, Suzan Hall, Elizabeth Hill, Jeff Kendall, Shelley Laskin, Sheine Mankovsky, Carol McDonald, Ron McNaughton, David Moll, Elizebeth Moyer, Barbara D. Nash, Gail Nyberg, Stephnie Payne, Lilein Schaeffer, Doug Stephens, Sheila Ward and Student Trustees Piragash Velummylum and Haley Weber.
Regrets were received from Trustees Donna Cansfield and Mike Thomas.
172. Staff Changes
The Committee considered reports from the officials (on file in the Director’s Office) presenting lists of staff changes for approval.
The Committee of the Whole RECOMMENDS that the staff changes be approved.
173. Principal and Vice-principal Promotions and Transfers
The Committee considered a report of the officials presenting promotions and transfers of school principals and vice-principals.
The Committee of the Whole RECOMMENDS that the promotions and transfers of school principals and vice-principals be approved.
174. Human Rights Case
The Committee considered a report of the officials concerning a Human Rights case.
The Committee of the Whole RECOMMENDS that recommendations concerning a Human Rights case, as shown in the private minutes of the Committee of the Whole, be approved.

175. Supervisory Officer Selection Process: Assessment Interviews
The Committee considered a report of the officials informing the Board of the results of the Assessment Interviews conducted as part of the Supervisory Officer Selection Process.
The Committee of the Whole RECOMMENDS that the report be received.
Respectfully submitted,
Shelley Laskin
Chair of the Committee
Adopted May 31, 2000
� Oxford Concise Dictionary


� idem


� Regular school programs plus related school-sponsored after-hours activities such as parent-teacher conferences, extra-curricular programs, school council meetings, and Continuing Education programs.


� See Section 3 for further explanation of the categories of users.


� Charges for user category (ii) will be phased-in as follows: 20% on Sept 1, 2000; 60% on Sept. 1, 2001; 100% on Sept. 1, 2002.


� This charge is subject to the following addenda:


As the Scouting and Guiding movements have requested a reduced permitting rate of $0.0019/square foot/hour ($5.70 per hour for use of a 3,000-square-foot gymnasium) for Community Groups for Children and Youth, the request will be allowed for the immediate future providing that the City of Toronto in its ongoing discussions with the Toronto District School Board recognizes that the actual cost for community use is $.0038/square foot/hour ($11.40 per hour for use of a 3,000-square-foot gymnasium) and the City agrees to assume those costs when its programs operate in Toronto District School Board facilities, and further provided that if the City does not so agree, then regretfully the reduced costs will not be extended to Community Groups for Children and Youth;


If the reduced rate in (a) above is applied, it will be reviewed when mitigation funds expire and if provincial funding for community use of schools has not been obtained, the Board will have to seek full cost recovery for use of its space by Community Groups for Children and Youth.


� This fee is subject to the addenda noted in Footnote 6 on the previous page.


� Auditoriums are high-cost facilities that are used more by outside permit groups than for educational programs. A surcharge for the use of special lighting and equipment in auditoria will apply. Such charges will be credited to appropriate accounts.


� These charges are based on actual costs, and may change as actual costs change.
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