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Title:  2018-2019 Education Funding Engagement Guide:  Feedback
To:
Finance, Budget and Enrolment Committee
Date:
24 January 2018
Report No.:
01-18-3311
Strategic Directions

· Make every school an effective school;
· Build leadership within a culture of adaptability, openness and resilience; and
· Form strong and effective relationships and partnerships.
Recommendation

It is recommended that the report regarding the 2018-2019 Education Funding Engagement Guide: Feedback be received. 

Context

Attached, as Appendix A, is the Toronto District School Board’s (TDSB) final feedback to the Ministry of Education on their 2018-19 Education Funding Engagement Guide.  In addition to the Board’s responses to the questions asked by the Ministry in the guide, staff included TDSB specific concerns around the following items:

· Transportation;
· Educational Development Charges;
· Community Hubs; and
· Benchmark Funding.
It is hoped that these comments can assist in the development of the 2018-19 Grants for Student Needs (GSNs) objectives and/or activities.

Action Plan and Associated Timeline

Appendix A has been submitted directly to the Ministry of Education.
Resource Implications

Not applicable.
Communications Considerations
Appendix A will be added to the public website once the report is approved.
Board Policy and Procedure Reference(s)

Not applicable.
Appendices

· Appendix A:   Toronto District School Board 2018 Ontario Budget Submission

From

Carlene Jackson, Associate Director, Operations and Service Excellence at carlene.jackson@tdsb.on.ca or at 416-397-3188.
Craig Snider, Executive Officer, Finance at craig.snider@tdsb.on.ca or at 416-395-8469. 

Routing  

Finance, Budget and Enrolment Committee 
 24 January 2018
Board of Trustees
                       7 February 2018
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Toronto District School Board 2018 Ontario Budget Submission

The Toronto District School Board (TDSB) is Canada’s largest and most diverse school board.
Every day, we welcome more than 246,000 students to 584 schools across the city of Toronto.
We also serve approximately 160,000 life-long learners in our Adult and Continuing Education
programs.

As the largest and most diverse school board in the country, we have a unique set of needs
when it comes to what is required to best support our students and communities. In addition to
answering the ministry questions, we would like to focus on the following four areas of interest
for the TDSB:

Transportation;

Education Development Charges;
Community Hubs; and
Benchmark Funding.

SN =

Transportation
Transportation service in many urban school boards is an increasing challenge. In the City of

Toronto, the service challenges are compounded by traffic congestion and road construction.

The driver shortage issue experienced in September 2016 continued to plague GTA boards
throughout the first quarter of the 2017-18 school year. Parents have high service expectations
and the demand for service is outstripping the supply of available drivers. School boards that
try to amend their current model of service levels face incredible push back from parents who
rely on the service.

In the absence of provincial funding benchmarks for transportation, school boards have no
guidance to support a change in service expectations and the inequity among coterminous
boards is left unaddressed because boards will continue to use transportation as a means to
compete for students. In addition, the TDSB is advocating that transportation for special needs
students be identified and funded separately.

Another issue of concern is the increase to minimum wage coming into effect in January 2018.
When minimum wage increases, transportation carriers will face an even greater challenge in
recruiting and maintaining bus drivers, which will most likely lead to an even greater driver
shortage. The Ministry must increase funding for transportation to keep pace with the
minimum wage increase. If not, there will be a further reduction to the number of potential
candidates interested in working as bus drivers.

We support the Ministry’s review of the funding model for transportation, led by Joan Green.
However, the committee is scheduled to take 12 to 18 months to complete its review and
changes in funding for driver wages are needed sooner to avoid further driver shortages.
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Recently, the province has provided multiple years of significant funding for school repairs. We
are grateful to the province for this funding which has allowed us to move beyond just fixing
emergency issues in our schools and begin chipping away at the large repair backlog.

The TDSB faces a staggering $3.7 billion repairs backlog as a result of years of inadequate
funding. Without consistent funding in the years ahead, the TDSB's school repairs backlog could
grow to an estimated $4.7 billion by 2018. It is imperative that the province commit to
providing predictable and sustainable funding for school repairs so that the TDSB can continue
to implement our long-term plan for renewal, lower our current $3.7 billion repair backlog and
modernize our schools. Current industry standards are that 2 to 4% of the replacement value
of buildings should be budgeted for renewal expenditures.

The TDSB is advocating for access to Education Development Charges (EDCs) as a source of
revenue to sustain our ability to make adequate investments in our schools as development
continues in the city.

As you know, school boards must meet several conditions before being eligible to require
developers to pay EDCs. The first condition is that the board must show that the number of
students that it needs to accommodate is larger than the space available. The TDSB does not
meet this condition because there is space across the system. However, city intensification
plans mean that many neighbourhoods are growing and putting additional pressure on schools
in these areas that are already full.

In addition, current legislation mandates that EDCs can only be used for the purchase of land to
support schools in growth areas, not to support the cost of building new schools or renovating
existing schools. We advocate for a change in this regard as well.

Toronto City Planning figures indicate that 275,000 residential units are in the building process,
which could generate EDC revenue of approximately $300 million in funding for school
improvements. Toronto is one of Canada’s fastest growing cities. Overlooking the use of EDCs
to fund badly needed school repairs is a lost opportunity. We once again ask the Ontario
government to amend the EDC regulations to ensure that the TDSB can capture this revenue
and use it to build and repair schools.

Community Hubs

The TDSB fully supports the province’s commitment to community hubs to create vibrant
centres of community life and strengthen our public school system.

The TDSB has a long history of developing strong and positive relationships with many
community-based agencies and is a proven leader in operating community hubs in many of our
schools. For example, in the 1970s, the TDSB made space available in schools for child care and
parenting centres. In addition, many TDSB schools were built over 60 years ago with pools and
community spaces under agreement with the former municipalities of Toronto. Our long
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generations. Historically, these partnerships flourished under a funding structure that enabled
school boards and municipalities to address community benefits directly from a common tax
base.

More recent examples of partnerships can be seen in the TDSB’s Model Schools for Inner Cities
paediatric health initiative. As a result of this initiative, the TDSB has made healthcare more
accessible for children and youth by partnering with local hospitals and healthcare agencies to
open clinics in schools. As of this year, there are paediatric clinics located in eight TDSB schools
across the city.

While we greatly appreciate the province’s commitment to further strengthening and growing
community hubs, we are also seeking much-needed clarification in terms of the definition of
community hubs, as well as funding sources required to make this community hub vision a
reality. Changes to provincial and municipal funding must occur to support providing
community services and activities in schools. School boards must be provided funding to
support both the capital and operating costs of having community groups and agencies in our
schools. There needs to be a clear understanding of what capital costs will be supported based
on the type of community group or agency, and their long-term sustainability. If there is an
expectation of the funder that the service provider has a long-term agreement (greater than 10
years) in order to be funded for capital improvements, this may not be practical. Also, there
needs to be a long-term sustainable source of funding to support the operational costs of the
groups or agencies.

A recent example of a proposed funding cut that was concerning for the TDSB in regards to the
negative impact it would have had on the community is the budget proposal that was
considered by the City of Toronto to discontinue funding of occupancy costs for childcares.
During last year’s budget process, Toronto City Council considered cutting Childcare Occupancy
funding which would result in even higher childcare costs for the parents of Toronto.
Ultimately, City Council decided to continue to fund Childcare Occupancy costs for an additional
year while the Early Years Accommodation Costs in Schools and the Expert Panel on Early Years
Capital in Schools continue to meet. However, it is the city’s expectation that this funding
should come from the Ministry. If it does not, the city will again review the funding as part of its
2019 budget.

This potential cut demonstrate the need for all levels of government — provincial, municipal and

school boards — to work together on a clear community hubs policy that outlines appropriate
funding sources to help school boards make these services more accessible for all.

Benchmark Funding

Education funding is determined through a set of provincial benchmark costs for the major
components of education services. These benchmarks are outdated and need to be revised to
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determining provincial averages for school boards across Ontario.

At the time, Toronto experienced higher labour costs as compared to the provincial averages,
particularly in the area of benefits. Since 1998, labour bargaining has been directed by the
Province and labour discussions have taken place at a provincial discussion table since 2003.
Accordingly, the Province has adjusted salary benchmarks for these discussions, but has never
addressed the initial funding benchmark differences that came into effect as a result of the
Grants for Student Needs funding allocation model.

In addition, there was no recognition of the regional cost differences for operating supplies and
services which creates inequities among school boards. We would recommend that the
Ministry create a funding mechanism that would provide support for school boards to address
these inequities. They occur in such areas as service contracts, equipment maintenance, etc.

Information Technology (IT) is another area of increased cost pressures for school boards as a
result of inadequate Provincial funding benchmarks. The Ministry’s funding of the IT benchmark
has not increased in eight years. In fact, it was reduced from the 2009-10 funding benchmark.
This is a serious funding concern if school boards are expected to prepare students to become
technologically competent global citizens.

Benchmarks in the Continuing Education program do not provide accommodation grants for
adult credit courses for evening or weekend programs. In addition, adult continuing education
high schools that count students on the continuing education registers do not receive funding
to support their administrative infrastructure.

Because of these shortfalls, school boards must utilize other grant allocations and revenues to
offset benchmark funding gaps. Ministry allocations are only restricted in a few areas, such as
Special Education and Capital. Beyond these areas, school boards have flexibility in spending
these grants and often use this flexibility to make up for benchmark funding gaps.

When addressing capital construction benchmarks, an increase to the construction benchmark
in urban setting should be considered. The reality is that it costs significantly more to construct
and maintain buildings in urban settings due to such things as lack of green space for staging,
limited site access and competing construction projects.

In addition, the recent increase in summer temperatures has amplified the need for schools to
include air conditioning as part of the school envelope. The cost of these systems, including the
costs to retrofit air conditioning units into existing buildings, requires an update to the
construction benchmark for all school boards.

Responses to Ministry of Education 2018-19 Education Funding Engagement Guide
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Learning Opportunities Grant (LOG)
1. Should all of the allocations in LOG be enveloped?

We do not believe these funds should be enveloped because this would unduly restrict
the ability of school boards to address local needs. It is the school board’s responsibility
to develop a range of programs that support their students’ academic achievement and
well-being. Enveloping funds could result in the needs of local communities and students
not being met.

2. Arethere any other components of LOG that need to be updated, and how?

This depends on- the definition of “at risk” in the LOG. Formerly, when only around half
of students graduated within five years and "at risk” meant those who did not complete
high school. Now, with most students graduating and the majority going on to post-
secondary, the term is often taken to mean students who did not go to post-secondary
(or students who do not have a post-secondary credential).

If the focus is actually on assisting students with getting into post-secondary, the listed
items may have a direct or an indirect connection. For example, we know that Grade 7
and 8 achievement has a significant (although not absolute) relationship to post-
secondary access. Therefore, Grade 7 and 8 Literacy and Numeracy could have a role in
post-secondary access. That being said, the role of the items in facilitating the transition
to post-secondary has not been made clear.

a. Overall, it may be useful for a re-examination of these items, in looking at a focus
on post-secondary access.

b. As well, there are several key areas, identified below, that more recent research
has shown to be important for post-secondary access that are not directly
outlined in the Ministry funding model:

e Destreaming interventions (since most students who do not take Academic
programs in Grade 9 will not transition to post-secondary within five years;

* A focus on students with Special Education Needs (who often make up half or
more of students not in Academic); and

* the role of Guidance Counsellors and others who assist in the preparation of
post-secondary applications and support.

3 Are the socio-economic indicators included in the calculation for the Demographic
Allocation appropriate?
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utilize the highly problematic 2011 Census/National Household Survey and the 2006
Census is now too old. Therefore, the updated process should wait until the 2016
Census data becomes available or alternative measures, such as Environics Analytics,
should be considered.

b. Three of the four indicators are used by the TDSB LOI: Low Income; Low Parental
Education; and, Lone Parent Status. However, one of the variables, Recent
Immigration, was eliminated in the 2007-09 LOI Review since immigration in itself is
not strongly related to student achievement. Indeed, many recent immigrants have
higher achievement than students born in Canada.

¢. Information on the proportion of students living in households on social assistance
would be a useful addition to the socio-economic indicators. It is used in the current
iteration of the TDSB LOI. However, it would depend on whether this variable is
available in the version of the Census that will be used.

4. Is the indicator weighting for the Demographic Allocation appropriate?

a. The reason for the weight is unclear. If it is based on student achievement (however
defined), Recent Immigration would presumably have a lower weight or be
eliminated, while Low Parental Education and Lone Parent Status would have a
higher weight. In educational research literature, parental education is traditionally
held to have the strongest long-term relationship to student achievement.

b. Weighting should follow either a) an accepted statistical procedure such as Principal
Component Analysis (used in the LOI) or b) an analysis of elementary and secondary
student achievement should determine the strongest variables (with the weight
following the results of the analysis).

Pupil Accommodation Review Guideline (PARG)/ Community Planning and Partnership

Guideline {CPPG)

1. Do you think the ministry’s proposed revisions to the PARG will create a stronger, more
collaborative process?

a. If not, why? Are there other elements the ministry should consider?
b. If yes, do you have suggested improvements or comments on the elements being
proposed?

In the most recent round of Pupil Accommodation Reviews completed by the TDSB,
we found that the current version of the PARG (under review) provided a
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communities. Continuous improvement in our work in how we engage our
stakeholders is a common goal and we appreciate the opportunity to offer
feedback. Please find below our input specific to each proposed revision in the

Funding Engagement Guide.

Ministry Proposed Change

TDSB Comment

Revising Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR) timelines:

e Extending the current minimum PAR
timeframe beyond five months;

The only concern with the possible extension
of any of the minimum mandated timelines
relates to our ability to complete the review
within a single school year (September to
June). With the existing timelines, if the Initial
Staff Report is considered by Board in
October, the earliest possible Final Staff
Report to Board is April (factoring in the
winter and March holiday breaks). However,
we are finding that with our fixed schedule of
Committee and Board meetings, an additional
4 to 6 weeks is required from the completion
of the Final Staff Report to when it passes
Committee and is considered at the Board
meeting. This puts us into May or June. An
extension to the timeframe may cause the
PAR to cross into a second school year. This is
problematic because it prolongs the time in
which schools exist with uncertainty and
impacts staffing and enrolment.

e Eliminating the minimum modified PAR
timeframe of three months; and/or

We feel that the flexibility provided by the
modified PAR process is a necessity. There
may be circumstances where a quick decision
of the Board is required to do what is best for
students (such as addressing a sudden and
drastic decline in enrolment that makes
programming non-viable). We do not have
any concern with eliminating the minimum
timeline; however, any extension of the
timeline may encumber the flexibility that is
currently offered by the modified process.

e  Further extending timeframes under
specific circumstances, such as if new
closure recommendations are added mid-
way through the accommodation review
process.

The Pupil Accommodation Review Committee
should be relied on to determine the amount
of time it may deem necessary to fulfill its
mandate. If an additional option is tabled, the
Committee should identify the amount of
time and information required in order to
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believe it should not necessarily be mandated
by the Guideline.

Introducing minimum requirements for the initial staff report by requiring school boards to

include:

e At least three accommodation options (a
recommended option, an alternative
option and a status quo option)

We have no concern with providing an
alternative option along with the

recommended and status quo options
required under the previous Guideline.

e Information on how accommodation
options will impact:

o School board budget;

We are supportive of any additional direction
the Guideline can offer on requirements to
report on impact to school board budget.

o Student programming /achievement;

All recommended options tabled through our
current PAR process are first and foremost
focused on improving educational
programming and opportunities for students.
It is not clear to us how we would measure
impacts on achievement.

o Student well-being; and,

Student well-being is something currently
discussed through our existing consultation
process; however, it is done in a very
qualitative way and we are uncertain of what
additional information may be available to be
shared through set minimum requirements or
parameters. There may be opportunities to
improve the process, such as surveying
students or parents earlier in the process, but
this may prove challenging if attempting to
conduct this for the purposes of inclusion in
the Initial Staff Report prior to Board approval
to conduct the public process.

o Community and/or economic impact.

Gaging community or economic impact is a
significant challenge. Currently, the School
Information Profile requires us to report on
the community partners and users of schools
named in the review. The community has an
opportunity to participate in the process
during the public consultation and prior to the
PAR process {or at any time) through the
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It is unclear to us what additional
requirements may offer insight into
community or economic impact for the Initial
Staff Report. However, we would welcome
insight on this topic. If economic impact
becomes a requirement, it needs to have an
easily accessible data source and an easily
conducted analysis.

Promoting community input in the PAR processes by requiring:

e School boards to invite elected municipal
representatives and municipal staff to a
meeting to discuss the initial staff report;

We are supportive of this proposal. In our
most recent PAR processes, we held meetings
with City staff and interested elected officials.
These meetings were productive in sharing
information and discussing options.

e School boards to disclose municipal
participation/non-participation in PAR and
Community Planning and Partnership (CPP)
processes;

We have no concern with this proposal. We
append all feedback received from the
consultations with the City to both the Initial
and Final Staff Reports.

e A broader role for trustees throughout the
PAR process, beyond ad hoc membership
of Accommodation Review Committees,
hearing public delegations and making the
final decision; and

We have no concern with this proposal.
Trustees with the TDSB have played
significant roles in our PAR processes.

e A participatory role for secondary student
representatives in PARs involving
secondary schools.

We are supportive of this proposal. Our Pupil
Accommodation Review procedure currently
requires secondary student representatives to
be members of the Pupil Accommodation
Review Committee.

Reforming the PAR administrative review process by:

e Extending the timeframe to submit an
administrative review petition from 30 to
60 calendar days; and,

e Reviewing the signature thresholds and
requirements for launching an
administrative review request.

The administrative review process is a
necessary component but can be onerous on
Board resources. It is unclear to us how
extended petition submission timelines or
lowering thresholds improves the
administrative review process.

Developing ministry supports, such as:

e A PAR toolkit to standardise type and
format of initial staff report information;

We are supportive of this proposal.

e A template for use by community partners
to engage boards with proposed
alternatives to school closures or other

We are supportive of this proposal.
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and,

New support for the review and validation
of initial staff report information and
community proposals by independent third
parties.

We think that there is most certainly a need
for some formal endorsement of the option(s)
outlined in the very detailed Initial Staff
Report prior to the public process. This would
allow us to speak publicly with confidence
that the option being discussed is not only
reasonable but also feasible (i.e. the required
capital improvements will be funded). It is our
position that this validation should come as
some form of approval in principle from the
Ministry.
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The Ministry is also supporting improved co- We are supportive of greater opportunities

ordination of community infrastructure for coordinated planning, dialogue and
planning by working with partner ministries collaboration with municipalities and
and key stakeholders on the following three community partners.

initiatives:

1) Building upon the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs’ ongoing integrated local planning
work to better facilitate local relationships
and partnerships, including between school
board and municipal governments,
particularly in rural and northern
communities.

2) Revising the CPPG to:

o Better align with the integrated local
planning processes;

o Encourage joint responsibility for
integrated community planning, with a
focus on communication between
school boards, municipal governments
and community partners about boards’
capital plans;

o Highlight the potential for community
use of open and underutilized schools;
and,

o Require that boards disclose municipal
participation and non-participation in
CPPG meetings.

3) Continuing its ongoing work with the
Ministry of Infrastructure to support
delivery of recommendations in Community
Hubs in Ontario: A Strategic Framework
and Action Plan, for example, by providing
information to support:

o The Community Hubs Mapper
o The Community Hubs Surplus
Property Transition Initiative.

Do you think the above measures to support improved coordination of community
infrastructure planning will work to promote sustainable use of school space in
communities?

a. If not, why? Are there other elements the ministry should consider?

b. If yes, do you have suggested improvements or comments on the elements being
proposed?

11
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that enhance information sharing and communication, integrated and
collaborative planning, and capacity and relationship building, are steps in the
right direction. The measures listed above do not necessarily address the more
acute concerns for school boards around the physical infrastructure required to be
an effective landlord to community partners and organizations seeking access to
space in our schools. It is the massive infrastructure gap that is our greatest
challenge when it comes to sustainable use of schools.

3. When making decisions about school infrastructure within communities, what measures
could be helpful to fostering collaboration and cooperation between municipalities and
school boards?

We would recommend that there be a clear understanding between school boards
and municipalities on the available funding and supports for infrastructure. What
funding is the ministry providing to support school infrastructure in underutilized
schools and what is the expectation of community partners, including the
municipality, in funding a portion of the infrastructure of the school? With a clear
understanding of what each party brings to creating a community school, better
decision making and future planning can occur.

Early Years Capital

1. What operational costs should be included when calculating accommodation costs in
schools? What shouldn’t be included?

The costs that should be considered when calculating accommodation costs should
include all salary and benefit costs associated with caretaking and maintenance, the
supplies associated with both functions, contract services associated with childcare,
such as snow removal and garbage collection, utilities, information and
telecommunication costs, security systems, and insurance. Several approaches
should be used in developing these costs, including the Board'’s system averages for
caretaking and maintenance. Other costs which can be directly identified to the use
of the space should be included in the costing as well.

The only costs that should not be included are those which are unavoidable to the
school, such as major capital maintenance.

2. How can access and affordability to programs be improved?

This can be done through the Ministry supporting the operating costs of the space,
thereby ensuring the only costs to parents are those associated with the labour and
instructional supplies to run the program.

12
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costs strategies for early years programs?

School boards must be funded for the full costs of operating the space, as well as the
capital costs associated with fitting up the space. The Ministry should consider a
formula to cover all lease costs for childcare programs, including before and after
school licensed child care during breaks. These accommodation costs should include
funding for additional caretaking responsibilities, including cleaning facilities. As
noted in the consultation document, school boards need direction on what the
minimum parameters are prior to making capital investment for providers in schools,
in light of the long-term sustainability. What is the expected duration of occupancy
when considering capital improvements to the school? What approvals are needed
prior to committing capital to accommodate the provider? Accommodation policies
should outline occupancy terms or set a framework for local determination and
address prioritization of space when there are occupancy pressures in a school or
group of schools in a community. OEYCFCs should be included in accommodation
costs and counted as fully loaded classroom space. Accommodation costs should be
considered for not for profit child care operators.

Indigenous Education

1. Is the envelope effective in assisting boards to support programs and initiatives aimed at
improving Indigenous education?

The TDSB is firmly committed to Indigenous education; however, any enveloping of
funding which would restrict how school boards could serve their students’ local
needs would not be something we would support.

2. How successful has your lead been at working with the community?

Very successful. Our lead(s) have frequent collaboration with community partners to
identify and address topics relevant to the health and well-being of First Nation,
Meétis, and Inuit students. Examples include increased authentic Indigenous partners
through a Partnership Process, artist roster, speakers roster; attended and set up
booths at TDSB and community events; co-facilitated, organized and supported
schools with high Indigenous populations with Community Socials/Feasts; developed
relationships with the community through community engagement (e.g. Drum
Socials, Pow Wows); and, engaged parents and community in a parallel governance
structure (e.g. Indigenous Education Advisory Council, Steering Council, Elders
Council).
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dedicated Lead?

Supporting Students (e.g. enhanced the inclusion of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
students’ needs and experiences in Board and school initiatives that promote safe
and accepting schools; worked in collaboration with community partners to identify
and address topics relevant to the health, including mental health, and well-being of
First Nation, Métis, and Inuit students; Increased opportunities for Native languages
and First Nations, Métis, and Inuit studies education, based on local demographics
and student and community needs; and, supported successful transitions for First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit students).

Supporting Educators (e.g. facilitated professional development opportunities for
teaching staff to assist them in incorporating culturally appropriate pedagogy into
practice to support Indigenous student achievement, well-being, and success; and,
provided professional development opportunities that enable teachers and board
leaders to increase their knowledge and awareness of Indigenous cultures, histories,
traditions, and perspectives and enhance their capacity to support Indigenous
learners more effectively).

Engagement and Awareness Building (e.g. Engaged with local First Nation, Métis,
and Inuit parents, communities, and organizations to build understanding of
Indigenous student self-identification and to increase the number of
students/families that choose to self-identify; and, collaborated with First Nation,
Meétis, and Inuit parents and communities to enhance communications on progress
related to Indigenous student achievement and success).

Using Data to Support Student Achievement (e.g. Through board planning
processes, identify resources and supports that will help improve the engagement,
learning, achievement, and well-being of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit students).

4. Is the Lead’s name and contact information publicly available on your board’s website?

Yes. http://www.tdsb.on.ca/Community/Aboriginal-Education/Contact-the-
Aboriginal-Education-Centre

5. Should class size funding benchmarks for Indigenous Languages be changed?

Funding benchmarks are a barrier to both providing a Native Language program
(number of students needed to fund a teacher/program), and the hiring of Native
Language teachers. It is difficult to find teachers with the languages and
qualifications and then to only be able to offer them part time work makes
recruitment even more difficult.
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Ojibwe) to hire a 0.5 teacher. Though Indigenous students are the largest
growing population, if the average school size is 300 students and only 1% of
students feel safe to self-identify, that only equals three students. This also
assumes that the students all want to learn the same Indigenous language, and
there is an increasing demand from the community for more language programs
in different locations and other Indigenous languages. These benchmarks are
very difficult to meet. Indigenous languages need to be outside of the scale of
other funding formulas if we are going to take the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission calls to action seriously. For example, TRC 10 iv “Protecting the right
to Aboriginal languages, including the teaching of Aboriginal languages as credit
courses.” The government needs to recognize this information to be accountable
to the TRC recommendations.

Current Benchmark: Native Language — Elementary

Average length of program (20 — 39 minutes) Staff per 12 elementary students =
0.20, Allocation per pupil enrolled in the program 51,362.41

Average length of program (40 minutes or more) Staff per 12 elementary
students = 0.30, Allocation per pupil enrolled in the program $2,043.61

Current Benchmark: Native Language — Secondary

The funding is established according to credits as follows:

Grades 9 to 12, Staff per 12 secondary students = 0.167, Allocation per-pupil
credit $1,135.34

a. If yes, what should the new benchmark be, and why?

7 students for 0.25 staff. This suggestion is similar to benchmarks for ESL
classes such as 15 students for a .5 teacher and is a minimum.

6. Should class size funding benchmarks for Indigenous Studies be changed?

Yes. Funding is based on the same benchmarks used to allocate funding for students
enrolled in Native Languages — Secondary programs.

Current Benchmark: Grades 9 to 12, Staff per 12 secondary students = 0.167,
Allocation per-pupil credit $1,135.34

Again the benchmarks are high for running the programs, limiting student
opportunities to access the course.

a. If yes, what should the new benchmark be, and why?
20 students for 0.25 staff (one section)
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1. In order to close the support gap, should “4 month (80 day) LTO’s be eligible to participate
in the induction portion of NTIP”?

a. Why or why not?

Yes. It would be beneficial to have the flexibility of these funds to support the Reg.
274 requirement of evaluation of 4 month LTOs. We do not have specific numbers,
but it would eclipse the over 300 LTO teachers at the 97 days currently being

supported through access to “JELI” funds for Job Embedded Professional Learning.

2. Should boards have the flexibility to use NTIP funding to support teachers in their first 5
years with assignments outside NTIP’s current mandatory eligibility?

a. Why or why not?
Yes. We currently support year 3 and 4 teachers through our “JAM” days out of

TDSB funds.

b. If yes, what type of teachers should be eligible to participate?

Teachers new to a division (e.g. Spec Ed, ELL, Kindergarten, Primary, Junior,

Intermediate).

i. Teachers with multiple LTO contracts
No. It would be nearly impossible to track. Would it be for every time a
teacher starts a new LTO? Would it be for LTOs when they change a
division? Subject area? School? What would the parameters be?

ii. Daily occasional teachers and teachers on short-term contracts
We believe this would be very challenging and extremely difficult to
monitor and implement.

3. Should boards have the flexibility to use NTIP funding to direct extra support to FLL/FSL
teachers, who are in such high demand that they often land permanent work immediately

following graduation?

Yes. If funding could be used for additional support for any teaching position in crisis.
This is not additional release or traditional PD, but rather hiring of dedicated staff to
support in crisis situations, FSL and beyond (a “retention” coaching model). Another
consideration is the support for ECEs. We are currently accessing the BLDS funds in
conjunction with our Professional Learning Department to support ECE mentors and
mentoring to better support these educators as they enter the system. Would the
“flexibility” in NTIP funding allow boards to support new ECEs in the same way we are

supporting new teachers?
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[image: image18.jpg]Consider: Could we use additional NTIP funding to support teachers new to Kindergarten,
with the expectation of including the ECE they work with on their learning journey?

Should all leads be dedicated? (Meaning they can only be leads and unable to carry another
role as teacher, principal etc.)

While most boards would employ a model of dedicated leads, there may be a need for
some school boards to split the duties among two or more people due to the geographic
area served by the board or for other operational reasons. Therefore, we would
recommend leaving the decision to boards. Supporting documentation could be required

to identify the reason for not having a dedicated lead from school boards.

Should all leads be limited to a FTE that can only be held by one individual? (no part-time
job sharing)

Please see question 4 for our response.

Should funding for all leads be enveloped?
No. Enveloping of funding and the regulations supporting that enveloping could place
provincial mandates that could limit local decision making. Most school boards support
and realize the value of having these leads in their systems. However, how the leads are
deployed and utilized must remain a local decision.

Are there additional leads that the ministry should consider funding directly?

Leads in Special Education should be considered and would be helpful in supporting

program delivery to students and teachers.

Are all leads currently fully utilized?
Yes. We currently fully utilize all leads.
Which EPO’s, if any, should be moved into the GSN?
a. How could accountability for those grants be ensured?
We would recommend that long established EPOs, such as Community Use of
Schools, Specialist High Skills Major and Tutors in the Classroom, be moved into

the GSN. Summary reports could be provided as are currently done to provide
program information.
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[image: image19.jpg]10. Which grants should be moved out of the GSN?
a. How could accountability for those grants be ensured?

No grants need to be moved out of the GSN. However, the inclusion of some
grants under the Teacher Qualification and Experience and LOG grants should be
moved to a separate section of the GSN as they are not aligned with the grants
they are currently grouped with. Such grants as the Local Priorities and Library
grant could be moved in the Pupil foundation grant. While such grants as
Outdoor Education, Non-teaching cost adjustment should be accommodated on a
separate section of the GSN as to not confuse their intended fund use.

11. Should additional portions of the GSN be enveloped?

a. If so, which areas and why?

No. Again, it is important to provide school boards with the maximum flexibility
to deliver local programing that meets the needs of their students for their
academic success and well-being. The more provincial direction given to school
boards, the greater the risk that students will not receive the supports they need
locally.

12. What are the areas where there is potential to find new efficiencies and savings?
Consolidation of administrative functions among school boards could realize significant
savings in the long term. However, consolidating administrative functions, such as
finance, employee services, school operations, information services, legal services, etc.

will take several years and significant short-term investments.

13. Where might reinvestments be most effective in supporting ongoing efficiencies or
improving programs?

Reinvestment is needed in technology in order to support student achievement and to
help our students develop 21" century skills.
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