Thank you for the opportunity to submit our views on the Education funding formula.  Local 4400 of the Canadian Union of Public Employees represent approximately 12,000 workers at the Toronto District School Board. We represent workers in three bargaining Units.  Unit B covers English as a second language instructors, international language instructors, Literacy and Basic Skills Instructors, parenting workers, and black culture instructors.  Unit C covers clerical workers, administrative employees, lifeguards and aquatics staff, school secretaries, intake workers, outdoor education workers, educational assistants, school community advisors, food service workers, lunchroom supervisors, information technologists and itinerant music instructors.  Unit D covers caretakers, head caretakers, drivers, couriers, grounds persons and matrons.


As you know, in 1998, the Ontario government amalgamated seven Metro Toronto School Boards into one:  the Toronto District School Board.  At the same time, the funding formula was introduced.  The funding formula has resulted in an absolute decrease in education funding for Toronto since 1997.  In non-adjusted dollars – that is, not adjusting for either enrolment increases or cost increases -- more than $250 million has been cut from the TDSB’s annual budget since 1999.  Under the current funding formula, this is still not enough.  An additional $90 million would need to be cut to meet the funding formula in 2002-03 and a further $47 million in 2003-04.   

After adjusting for cost increases, the combined budgets of all seven school boards in 1997 was $544
 million greater than the amount the TDSB is currently allowed under the funding formula.  

Since 1998, the TDSB has embarked on numerous, and very painful cuts to programs and services to meet the demands of funding formula and the provincial government.  Virtually all CUPE 4400 members have been affected by funding cuts at the Toronto District School Board.  The trustees refused to make further cuts to an education system already in crisis.  As you know, a supervisor has been appointed to make the final set of cuts to this system.  

In the wake of the cuts that have already occurred, what has happened to the educational system in Toronto is not pretty.  If this board were to be brought to the funding formula levels, it would be disastrous for education in Toronto.  There is simply not enough money coming into the education system to meet the needs of students in Toronto.   

What is happening in Toronto Schools
Central Administration

In Toronto, the largest cuts demanded in the funding formula have come under the administration lines.  In 1999-2000 the Toronto District School Board was spending just under $130 Million on administration.  Since that time the TDSB has cut almost $55 million from administration. Last years expenditures on this line totalled almost $74 million. According to the funding formula, this is still $20 million more than allowed.

These cuts have been devastating.  There has simply not been the staff in central administration to do the work of the Board that needs to be done.  For example:

· Schools complain that central administration is unable to react quickly to issues that require a response.  Schools often complain that they cannot get the staff increases they are entitled to in a timely manner.  Conversely, schools often act on their own, hiring staff and allocating resources without the knowledge or approval of appropriate personnel in central administration departments.

· Central administrative departments have been unable to respond to crises or any “blip” in normal operations.

· In June of 2001 the Union was told that employees on summer layoff could either receive their vacation pay on time (as required by the collective agreement and the Employment Standards Act) or their Record of Employment Forms on time as required by Employment Insurance.  We were flatly informed that the TDSB did not have enough staff to ensure that both benefits were processed in a timely manner.

· There have been countless payroll errors left undetected.  In June of 2002, there were 500 part-time employees who did not receive the correct vacation pay at the beginning of the summer layoff period.  It took an additional two weeks to get this corrected.

· The TDSB took over one year to fully implement the wage increases negotiated in April 2001.  The Board is still correcting errors in the calculation of pay adjustments from an arbitration award of September 2000.

· By being unable to administer the provisions of the collective agreements with their employees, the TDSB actually creates further administrative costs as time and resources are spent litigating and correcting violations.

·  Principals and Managers leave messages with Human Resources that are not responded to in a timely manner and when the answer comes, the information is often wrong – not because people are careless but because there are too few people left to take any time to be careful.

School Secretaries

The funding formula has not provided sufficient funds to cover the needed number of school secretaries.   Currently there is a hiring freeze on school secretaries.  The Government appointed auditor recommended that an additional 134 school secretaries be cut from the TDSB payroll.

School Secretaries provided all the administrative tracking of students.  They register the students, transfer the students, maintain the Official Student Records, and student suspension reports.  They also apply band-aids and ice packs, field general inquiries regarding events and activities during the school during the day and deal with parents.  They are the right hand of the principal.  

In addition to doing the same work with fewer people, secretaries have had to take on additional responsibilities because of the cuts at Central Administration.  School Secretaries are now responsible for school budgets, tracking student attendance, suspensions, and the ordering of all supplies (much of which used to be done more efficiently centrally)

How this affecting students?

Offices are leaving night voice mail systems during the day.  Schools are not as accessible as they used to be.  Secretaries are overwhelmed with their dramatic increase in their duties. Secretaries are giving up their breaks and their lunches, working a lot of unpaid hours.  They have called the Union pleading for relief to alleviate the workplace stress. 

The situation is clearly untenable.  Staffing for secretaries is below the provincial allocation because the funding formula does not provide adequate funds to bring the Board to allocation.  For example, Central Technical High School is a large downtown Toronto high school with approximately 2400 students.  During the 2001-2002 school year this school was allocated 14 school secretaries.  In 2002-2003 they have been allocated with 10 secretaries—a 40% cut in the number of secretaries.  According to the funding formula Central Tech should get 5.33 secretaries for every 1000 students, or 12.8 secretaries in total.  However, secretaries in Toronto get paid more than the benchmarks under the funding formula and the money is not there to bring this school up to the complement. 

It is relevant to note that the benchmark wage rate has gone up by less than two percent in total over the five years since then.  Wages and the cost of living have gone up considerably more than this over the five years since 1997.   

It is also relevant to note that Toronto is the most expensive city in Ontario to live in.

English as a Second Language Instruction

The Toronto District School Board currently provides non-credit ESL classes to approximately 22,000 learners enrolled in either part-time or full-time classes.  

The funding formula currently provides money only for instruction and materials.  These programs are funded at the same rate as the Adult Credit program for instructional time which is $2,294 per 950 student hours (full-time equivalent).

The majority of ESL programs operate during the regular school day.  This has been the most popular time for students to take this program.  However, unlike the adult day school, no money is provided in the funding formula for accommodation -- that is, classroom space.  As a result, these programs have been put at risk. In the past non-credit ESL programs were able to locate in surplus space.  Now the program is seen a bit like squatters.  As schools close, children move into classroom space that once housed the adult classes.  Stand-alone adult sites are threatened with closure.  This is not because the program is not valued, or seen as essential, but simply because the government developed a funding formula that did not provide an instructor with a classroom to instruct in.

What we have seen in Toronto is being played out across the province.  However, Toronto takes in the highest proportion of new immigrants to Canada.  Many of those attending the program are parents with children in the education system.  Increasingly, schools are recognizing the need for parental support in student success.  Boards of education are a natural fit for adult ESL programs.  Where adult classes are held within an elementary school, quite often parents attend the same school as their children.  This model facilitates parental involvement in the school and communication with the school administration and teachers.  However, the lack of accommodation funding for Adult ESL makes it a program under constant threat of reduction.  

The International languages program, a program mandated under The Education Act, is equally lacking an accommodation grant.  There is no money for heat, lighting or caretaking for the program.  Unfortunately, as funds are drying up and departments are all trying to break even, we have a situation in Toronto where the Facilities department is now charging the International Languages department for use of schools.  This has created a crisis in Toronto whereby the Saturday morning program, the most popular delivery time across the province, has been threatened with closure.

Such a move would result in the elimination of about 555 classes and the displacement of about 14,000 students.


These programs are highly popular and successful. Included in the Appendices are letters of support for these programs.  Here are some excerpts:

ESL:

In my country I knew all about my children’s progress, but now when I went in the meeting to know about them, I cry because I don’t understand nothing.

I have been studying for 6 months in this school and I’m happy because now I know that one day I will to be speaking English very well.

Please thinking about not closed Mallow in how many adult students need to learn English
International Languages

Let me tell you about my last year’s class.  It was a Mandarin Class. I don’t speak Mandarin at home.  I hear and speak Portuguese and English at home.

It is a good thing to learn other languages because you can help people in trouble who don’t speak English and you can make more friends.

Maybe you big guys in the big desks should talk to kids who are other colours and languages.  Then you would know what it is like to lose something that lets you talk with the whole wide world.
The funding formula must be amended to address the accommodation needs of Adult ESL and International Languages programs.  

Lunch room Supervisors

The current funding formula does not specifically provide for paid lunchroom supervision. Because it is not specifically included in the funding formula, in 2001-2002, the TDSB restructured the ratio of lunchroom Supervisors down to one LRS for every sixty children.  Further, the provincially appointed auditor recommended that the TDSB eliminate entirely all paid lunchroom supervisors from the schools.  

Given the realities of Canadian society today, we do wonder what planet Ministry of Education officials are on.  June Cleaver, the stay at home mom, is not the typical prototype of today’s family.  The reality of today’s society is that of single parent families or dual income earning parents. Most students don’t have access to a home where they will be supervised during the lunch period.  

In the absence of paid lunchroom supervisors, some boards have the option of using teachers or volunteers.  At the Toronto District School Board the use of teachers or volunteers would be a violation of either the teachers’ collective agreements or CUPE 4400’s collective agreement.  However, It goes without saying that teachers earn considerably more on an hourly basis than lunchroom supervisors.  It does not appear to be that economically efficient to use teachers.

Using volunteers is also rife with problems.  All will need security and criminal records checks.  Further, because they are volunteers, there is no guarantee that they will show up every day.  Unfortunately students need supervision every day.  

It would be difficult to exaggerate how difficult and challenging it is to supervise children at the lunch hour.  This is not structured learning – the lunch hour is free time for students.  Lunchroom supervisors have to resolve any disputes, make sure everyone is safe and all the while monitoring all students.  

At ratios of 60 students to one lunchroom supervisor, the Board’s lunchroom supervision falls far short of the 1:15 ratio to a maximum group size of thirty outlined in the Day Nurseries Act.  Never the less, under the Education Act the schools are responsible for the safety and security of children remaining in the school during the lunch period.  The philosophy thus far has been “hold your breath and hope for the best.”  

It is truly reprehensible that in the 21st century we don’t have provisions for paid lunchroom supervision for our children while they are at school.  School boards have to guarantee the safety of students while they are at school – the funding should be there to ensure it. 

Educational Assistants

The funding formula does not provide for educational assistants in all kindergarten classes, but only in those classes eligible for a Learning Opportunities grant or Special Education grant.  As a result, the provincially appointed auditor proposed that the TDSB cut 351 educational assistants from the classroom this year.

Prior to amalgamation and the implementation of the funding model, educational assistants were provided in every junior and senior kindergarten classroom.  Currently there is only one E.A. provided for any junior or kindergarten class that exceeds 25 students.  Otherwise, E.A.’s are only provided for every four junior kindergarten and senior kindergarten classes.

Educational assistants provide more safety and security for kindergarten aged children.  They ensure that there is more one on one attention for students, particularly students who may need a little more help.   Many children in kindergarten classes have special needs that have not yet been diagnosed.  EA’s help ensure that these children get some benefit from their kindergarten class with one on one attention.

EAs alert teachers to problems with particular children.  They can be the early intervention that leads to a special needs diagnosis for a particular child.  

Kindergarten classes can have up to 27 students. The students all have different levels of socialization.  The teacher has a curriculum she has to teach.   Educational Assistants provide the additional attention needed to deal with two-dozen children all at different levels.  

For example, at one of our kindergarten classes in a Riverdale school there is one child that doesn’t talk.  The child is in senior kindergarten --the parent kept the child at home an extra year because the child was non-verbal.  The child will not be assessed until grade one for a disability.  Until then, the child will stay in the kindergarten class.  Were it not for the Educational Assistant in that class, there would not be any way to ensure that the child got even some of the attention they need to learn.  

It is ironic that in day care centres, the staff/ child ratio’s for children from four to five years is one to ten.  However, the government funding formula is perfectly comfortable with a Kindergarten class of 23 or 24 children to one teacher with no Educational Assistant to provide support!

The more individual attention a young child receives the better prepared they are for learning and socially prepared for adult life.

The funding formula must be amended to allow for educational assistants in all kindergarten classes.

School Operations

School operations budgets at the TDSB have been cut every year since amalgamation.  The TDSB has cut over 500 positions in care taking since 1999.  Nonetheless, the TDSB is still not operating at the funding formula.  

It is hard to imagine what life would be like if the TDSB had cut to the funding formula.  The cuts that have been implement have placed a huge strain on custodial and maintenance staff as they try to keep the buildings clean and operational.  In some cases it has been impossible to keep the schools to a basic level of safety and cleanliness.  

The average TDSB caretaker now has to clean 30,000 square feet per shift.  This is the equivalent of 15-20 houses in eight hours!

There has been a direct impact on the safety and health of students and staff.  

For example:  

· The TDSB has a lot of older schools with lead water pipes.  As a result, caretakers are supposed to run the water in the water fountains for five minutes every day to flush out lead in the drinking water.  This is not always being done.  

· Caretakers are also supposed to do a circle check outside the school building, picking up hypodermic needles, broken glass, etc.  Again, this is not always being done.  

· There are not enough people to shovel snow and clear the ice.

· Washrooms are not being attended to.  There were numerous schools last year with closed washrooms because of delays on repairs.  

· There are problems with the heating systems and boiler systems.  There are numerous examples from last year of students sitting in drafty classrooms for days on end, with little or no heat.  

· Air quality has been affected.  Before amalgamation and the implementation of this funding formula, humidifiers, heating coils and univents would have been cleaned on an annual basis.  There is no time to do it now.  As a result, air quality has deteriorated and has increased health problems for students and staff – particularly those with asthma and other respiratory problems.

· Principals have lobbied to have dignitaries visit their schools just so they can get a new coat of paint.

· Health and safety inspection teams daily, are exposed to asbestos, mould, electrical, fire and hygiene safety hazards.

· There are horror stories of waiting months to get toilets and water fountains fixed.  For example, at Earl Haig Secondary School, there were thirteen broken eyewash stations in chemistry labs.  Work orders dated back to September 2001.

· Broken locks on the attic doors at Earl Haig resulted in a curious student falling through the ceiling, dropping 30 feet and breaking many of her bones.

· At North Toronto Collegiate and at the Bickford Centre, hoarding was installed two years ago to prevent decaying bricks from falling from the outside walls.  At North Toronto Collegiate, that hoarding is now the safe home of a large rat population.

· At Lucy McCormick School, a facility for mentally challenged students; three students scaled a low play yard fence and ran into traffic.  The Principal had tried to have a new higher fence built, but was told that the school would have to find the $7,000 cost for the repair.  

· At Broadacres Public School, many classroom window screens are broken.  Teachers have been unable to open the windows for two years because several students are allergic to bee stings and nearby hives have not been removed.  

· At Central Technical Secondary School, Earl Beatty, P.S. and Church P.S. asbestos waste was left for months in fan rooms before being picked up.  

· It took eleven months for a large asbestos gasket inside the main supply fan at King Edward P.S. to be removed.  It was removed, only after angry parents called in the health department.

· At Runnymede P.S., parents called the health department because of missing soap dispensers, broken toilets and broken water fountains.

· At least 16 school roofs need to be replaced in Etobicoke.  Mouldy ceiling tiles are constantly being removed.

· In Scarborough, many of the School Buses were built in 1989.  TDSB mechanics are sometimes reluctant to certify these vehicles.  

· At several schools, children can only drink bottled water.  Water fountains have been shut off.

· At Danforth Secondary School, the security system has not worked for several years.  In cone class that was continually being broken into, staff screwed asbestos boards across the windows to keep out intruders.  

· Hundreds of emergency light battery packs in School Hallways do not work.


There are schools with poor air quality, mould, torn asbestos, rodents, security problems, leaking roofs, washrooms that don’t work, racist graffiti not being removed from buildings, and boilers not working.  It goes on and on.   CUPE 4400 would be willing to take any member of Education Equality Task Force

 on a tour of schools to see the problems first hand.  The situation is very serious.

The added stresses have resulted in higher incidences of work place accidents, long-term disability claims and WSIB claims.  The number of claims filed by CUPE 4400 members has grown astronomically over the past few years.  

Our members are getting hurt.  We currently have over 110 members on long-term disability, 360 members collecting workers compensation.  Since 1998, CUPE 4400 has represented over 1000 members with injuries severe enough to result in lost time and severe enough to require return to work protocols.  

In some boards, decisions have been made to contract out some of the custodial services as a way to cope with inadequate funding.  It is common knowledge that private cleaning contractors do not pay their employees as well as school board employees.  However, the result is a constant turn over of staff:  teachers and students are always seeing new faces in schools and security is compromised.  School Boards have traditionally provided good jobs for members of our community and gotten good services in return.  We do not want to be a society that capitalizes on the desperation of some.  We only create more desperate people. 

The funding formula does not take into account the age of the buildings.  Most TDSB schools were built some time ago.  There have been increased maintenance and repair costs.  Repairs and maintenance are greater on older buildings than on newer buildings.

The funding formula also does not provide enough flexibility to cover changing neighbourhoods.  Currently there is over 7 million square feet of unfounded space in Toronto District Schools.  This is because these schools are not fully enrolled.  We believe that the government’s policy of forcing school closures is not a good one for students or the community.  Schools provide childcare, community meeting space, night school and Saturday courses.  There is huge disruption to students who are forced to change schools and get separated from their chums.  Also, neighbourhoods are constantly changing.  The neighbourhood with low enrolment now could have full enrolment in five years. It is not practical to close schools one year, only to have to re-build the school a few years down the road.  

Parenting and Family Literacy Centres


The Toronto Board of Education established Parenting and Family Literacy Centres in 1981 as a response to the rising tide of academic failure on the part of inner-city children.


At present, the Toronto District School Board is operating 41 Parenting and Family Literacy Centres throughout the city.  Funding has been secured for an additional six centres.  However, the provincial government has put a hold on opening these programs as it determines whether to eliminate the program in its entirety.  The provincially appointed auditor recommended that all exciting centres be closed due to insufficient funding.


The program costs $1.5 million per year to run.  Last year, 12,000 families and 18,000 children attended Parenting and Family Literacy Centres between September and June.


In 1999-2000 a study paid for by the Atkinson Foundation showed that of 200 Toronto kindergarten students, those who attended parenting centres were much more prepared to learn than those who did not.


The 1999 Early Years report by McCain and Mustard, which was commissioned by the provincial government, stated:

The Parenting and Family Literacy Centres offered by the Toronto District Board of Education exemplify a community-based initiative making use of existing institutional structures (the schools) to improve early child development sensitive to the linguistic and ethno-cultural backgrounds of families.  ….

…. Schools make logical sites for early childhood development and parenting centres in keeping with the concept of lifelong learning.  Schools exist in local communities, have space that is adaptable to the needs of children and facilitate the integration of early child development programs in the next tier of the education system.  The early connection to children’s later education setting can enhance a smooth transition to the school.  Parents who have an early connection to the school are more likely to support and be involved in their child’s education, which improves children’s chances of academic success. 


The program is recognized internationally and has been visited by researchers from England, Australia, South Africa, Japan, India and the United States.


As a result of delaying the opening of six new parenting and family literacy centres, 1,756 additional families across the city have been denied access to these services and 2,634 children have been prevented from developing skills which prepare them to be successful in schools.  


If parenting and family literacy centres are eliminated, 18,000 children will enter school at a disadvantage and 12, 000 families will be affected.


The Ontario government needs to address the development of programs to assist children who are struggling within the school system.  Further, they need to fund successful, tested, cost-effective initiatives such as Parenting and Family Literacy Centres that reduce the need for remedial help later in a child’s education.

Information Technology

Information Technology provides an excellent example of how the distorted funding formula causes negative impacts on the student and the school system.   In an effort to meet the obviously inadequate funding, the TDSB removed 25 Information Technology Staff - Media and Computer Technicians and 72 Computer Technicians.   IT is touted as the wave of the future in terms of Canada's economy, job opportunities, and lifestyle.  Making sure that the computers are functioning and available to the classrooms should be a priority, especially since concurrent decisions to hold back on new acquisitions mean our technology is older, slower and more prone to breakdowns.  Yet we have fewer technicians today than even a year ago.  Technology introduced to the school office -- in an effort to download responsibilities formerly performed by Central Administrative staff (purchasing, HR responsibilities, payroll) -- have caused severe strain on the office secretaries who have fewer resources to call upon when problems with software and hardware arise.  Media is also a major source of economic growth as well as having a significant impact on our cultural and social relations.  Besides playing an important role in the education of students, Media specialists provide support to the schools in terms of their own communications strategies and offer specialized services to the system as a whole, which saves money.  Yet we are functioning with fewer media specialists.  

Student Community Advisors

School Community Advisors have a two-decade long history of providing specialized assistance to schools in reaching parents.  The role of the parent is recognized as fundamental in today's educational system, whether it is assisting with homework, reinforcing the objectives of the teachers and the curriculum, enhancing the school's programs or participating in School Councils.  The increasingly important role of the School Council, as outlined by the Provincial government's documents, makes the need for parents' participation even more pressing.  

In an urban setting such as Toronto, factors such as lack of language skills, lack of understanding about how the Toronto school system functions and lack of understanding about the key role a parent plays, makes fulfilling these tasks far less likely.  School Community Advisors, as community development specialists, facilitate the work of the principals in reaching the more difficult communities, communicating with various sectors of the population and providing resources to the schools from the communities which otherwise would not be available.  They provide essential support to the principals in developing and maintaining successful School Councils and communicating with the communities.  However, School Community Advisors are not funded under the funding model.  The recent auditors report recommended that eighteen of the twenty-two S.C.A.’s be eliminated.  

Problems with the Funding Formula

1. There is a False distinction between classroom and non-classroom funding

One of the key problems with the funding formula is that it makes, a false distinction between “classroom expenditures” and “non-classroom” expenditures.  Under the funding formula “class room” expenditures are good and “non-classroom expenditures are “bad”.  Toronto has been criticized for spending money on “bad” non-classroom programs.

We don’t agree.  All elements of the education system contribute to students learning.   Caretakers and maintenance personnel make sure that students learn in a clean and safe environment. School secretaries ensure that the operations of the school continue at a smooth pace.  Food services and nutrition programs ensure that students are not learning on an empty stomach.  The administrative functions of the Board ensure that classes are held, people get paid and programs get developed and implemented. 

In addition, non-classroom expenditures under the funding formula include programs with a strong educational component.  Programs such as itinerant music instructors, aquatics programs, outdoor education, international language instruction, black culture instruction enhance the education of students, contribute to their well being and should be recognized as valuable supports to the classroom curriculum.  

Playing in a band or learning an instrument is not required by the music curriculum but is an important part of learning music.  Music, quite simply, makes you smarter.  Music is not just learned; it is performed.  Without instruction in the performance of music and the appreciation of aesthetics: the symbols on the page, although neat and correct, are meaningless.

Swimming is not required by a physical education curriculum, but enhances that curriculum immeasurably.  Certainly, in large cities, children who don’t have access to pools because of their economic status are also unlikely to have access to lakes in order to learn how to swim. 

Outdoor education is not required to teach natural sciences and ecological awareness, but for inner city children who might not have any other direct exposure to the wilderness, it certainly enhances their understanding of it and creates a new generation of citizens fighting to preserve and respect the environment.

International language instruction teaches children a new language or the language of their parents and grandparents.  It connects students with their cultural past and contributes to the diversity that makes Canadian society so vibrant. 

The current government definition of  “classroom” and “non classroom” is parochial.  The classroom is the classroom itself, the halls, the yard, the neighbourhood and the community.  

2. Funding Benchmarks are inherently flawed

The funding formula is based in large part on benchmarks set by the provincial government in 1997.  Even when they were established these benchmarks were inherently flawed and misleading.  Since then the provincial government has not done anything to correct the problems with the benchmarks.

The funding benchmarks set in 1997 include so called “average salaries” for teachers, secretaries, educational assistants and so on.  These averages have been used to determine funding for school boards based on certain staffing levels.

From the beginning the benchmarks did not reflect real costs.  The methodology for arriving at theses benchmark salaries is very problematic.  The provincial government took the average salary for benchmark classifications in each school board and ranked each average from highest to lowest.  The provincial government then took the median of these averages, i.e. half the school boards in Ontario had average salaries in the classification above this amount and the other half had average salaries in the classification below this amount.  A similar exercise was used to determine the $5.20 per square foot funding formula for school operations.  No consideration was given to the fact that almost 80% of students were in boards whose average salaries were higher than the benchmark or whose average cleaning and maintenance costs were more than those set out in the benchmark.  

Accordingly, even before the funding formula was established, it was structured in such a way as to ensure that money would be cut from the education system.   Further, the system of benchmarks inherently penalizes students going to school in areas with higher labour costs.  Because the benchmarks are too low, School Boards that must pay more than the benchmark wage rate end up with less staff than the Ministry allocation.  Students are penalized for a funding system that institutionalises inequities.
3. Allocations are set on notional costs not on actual costs

Another criticism we have with the funding formula is that it is not based on the actual costs and allocations at actual school boards, but on the costs at a theoretical school board with theoretical costs.  This is ironic, given that the Ontario government has the ability to determine exactly what the actual costs are.  For example, the school operations funding envelope provides $5.20 of funding per square foot of school space and up to a maximum of 100 square feet per elementary student and 130 square feet per secondary student.  However the Ontario government has all the data on each school in the province.  They know how many classes there are, and how many students can fit into each school.  Therefore instead of an abstract formula based on a notional school the Ontario government has the ability to establish a school operations formula based on the actual experience and needs in each school board.  Instead of allocating 100 square feet for each elementary student, the Ontario government has the ability to calculate how much space is allocated to each elementary student in School X, for example, if School X were fully enrolled.  Schools that were designed and built thirty years ago may have more non-classroom space in hallways and common areas than schools designed and built three years ago.  Consequently a fully enrolled School X may have 120 square feet per elementary student, while a fully enrolled School Y may have only 105 square feet per elementary student.  However the government’s funding allocation penalizes schools with designs that were constructed years before the funding formula became an issue.

4. Benchmarks have not been increased since 1997 or have only increased minimally since 1997 and have not kept up with the actual cost increases incurred by Boards of education
The benchmarks that establish funding for school boards have either not increased at all or have increased only minimally since they were set in 1997.   All wage related benchmarks have increased by only 1.9 per cent since 1997.  The $5.20 per square foot funding for school operations has not changed since 1997.  In the meanwhile, average wages in Ontario have increased by almost 12.4 per cent since 1997
 and the Ontario Consumer Price Index has risen by 12.2 percent.   As school boards’ costs increase the funding formula benchmarks – flawed as they are – have not kept pace.  Consequently school boards have been forced to do more or the same with less funding.

5. Overall funding for education has declined and is not enough to cover students’ needs
Contrary to government statements, funding has not increased since the provincial Conservatives came to power except in the most meaningless of ways.  If the increase in student population is taken into account and the increased costs are taken into account, funding has dramatically declined.  


Although the overall education budget has increased by $1.27 Billion since 1997 a different picture is revealed if per pupil funding is assessed.  On a per pupil basis, funding increased from $6323 per pupil in 1997 to $6672 per pupil in 2002-03.  This represents an increase of 5.5 per cent over six years or less than one per cent per year.  If cost increases are taken into account, funding has declined.


Both a recent study by the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives and a Report by the Ontario Public School Boards Association came up with remarkably similar numbers in terms of what has been cut.  The CCPA study concluded that $1.28 Billion
 had been cut from the system in real dollars – taking account both enrolment increases and costs increases since 1997.  The OPSBA report
 argued that School Boards needed a minimum of $1.1 billion in order to function at a level seen prior to the implementation of the funding formula.  


When compared to other jurisdictions, the Ontario government is positively miserly in its funding of education.  Compared with education expenditure in the fifty-one states of United States, Ontario’s per-pupil expenditure ranks a dismal second last, with only Utah spending less on education.  The table below illustrates that New Jersey, the top U.S. State for funding, spends over $11,000 (Cdn) per pupil on education.  It is also interesting to note that those states bordering Ontario -- New York, Wisconsin, Michigan -- and with industrial bases similar to Ontario, in general spend the more on education than those less industrialized states in the south and south west.  Further, it is important to note that while the figures cited below have been adjusted to account for the difference in the exchange rate, they have also been adjusted to account for the fact that goods and services in different regions (including Ontario) are sometimes cheaper than goods and services in other regions.  This makes for a more conservative comparison than those comparisons that take only the exchange rate into account.  
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Source:  U.S. Department of Education, National Centre for Education Statistics, Working Paper 98-04 by Jay Chambers  (Thanks to Hugh McKenzie for compiling the data)

6. Caps on Special Education Funding and Learning Opportunities Grants mean that needs are going unmet.  
There are problems with both the Learning Opportunities Grant and the Special Education Grants.

Under the Special Education Grant, there is a cap on the number of students who can apply for ISA funding.  So, even if a student qualifies for ISA funding, they may not receive it because of the cap.  All students deserve the supports they need.  Further, the cost of evaluating students for this grant is onerous and costly.  This cost is not adequately covered by the grant.  Finally, many students who qualify for special education funding also require costly equipment.  This is not adequately covered.


The Learning Opportunities Grant provides additional income to School Boards with high numbers of students recognized at academic risk for a number of socio-economic factors. 

There are two problems with the Learning Opportunities grant.  First it is too low.  There are numerous valuable programs within the TDSB that could qualify for funding under this program, but the funding does not exist.  Second, the cap on the LOG grant means that if there is an increase in the number of students requiring LOG funding, all students will see a reduction in per student funding.  The pie, so to speak, will simply be more sparsely shared.

7. The funding formula does not take into account geographic differences in costs and discriminates against large urban boards like the Toronto District School Board 
Finally, the funding formula does not deal with the specific geographical differences and contextual differences under which school boards operate.   

The city of Toronto is part of the largest urban centre in Canada.  We take in the highest proportion of immigrants.  Toronto is the most expensive Ontario city to live in. Still, over 70% of poor families in the GTA and 66% of poor children live in the city of Toronto.

All of these issues have ramifications for the education system.  Language and culture are huge issues. At Parkdale Public School, for example, there are twenty-seven different first languages among the 700 students attending the school. 

The funding formula does not deal with the stresses and demands of large urban boards.  Indeed, the funding formula has directly penalized large urban school boards.  The Toronto Public Board has seen its funding decline to a greater extent than any other school board in the province.  As we indicated above, since amalgamation Toronto has seen an absolute reduction in its annual education budget of over $220 million with another $90 million to go.  That is an absolute reduction of over $300 million.  After costs increased and student population increases are factored it, this represents a reduction of over half a billion dollars. 

Programs that may appear frivolous to those outside the city are vital to the smooth operations within the city.  For example, intake workers are not covered by the funding formula are provisions. Toronto takes in the most new immigrants to Canada.  This has huge ramifications for our education system.  Intake workers direct the families to those programs that they need to function in this society.  For each individual student our intake workers greet at our two centres, a whole family is connected to the resources and services they need to adjust to Canadian society.  They are often, the first person of contact in Toronto are most are welcomed in their own language.  While it is not “classroom” it is essential to the education of many Toronto students.

In addition, the TDSB offers a Black History and Cultural program that is completely unfunded and an International Languages program has not seen an increase in its basic grant for many years.  It is currently provided $41 per classroom hour, if there are 25 students in the class.  This rate can drop to $36 per hour if there are only 20 students in the class.  There is no increase in funding for classes with greater than 25 students.  We believe that the rate of $49 per classroom hour would be a more appropriate rate for the program currently, with increases occurring on an annual basis based on the actual cost increases incurred by the Board.

For students in the program whose mother tongue is not English, studies suggest that the maintenance of development of a high level of proficiency in their first language facilitates the acquisition of English or French as a second language.  

Outdoor education centres may not appear to be all that important to those who live in rural areas or in urban areas with easy access to the woods.  However, there are students in the TDSB who had never seen woods or wilderness before a trip to one of Toronto’s outdoor education centres.  These centres are highly valued by the students who use them.  Many students have no other access to green space or the wilderness.  They don’t think spending money on outdoor education is a waste.  

CUPE 4400 was fortunate enough to gain access to the hundreds of letters sent by students, teachers, parents, and principals to the Scarborough Outdoor Education Centre (SOES) --or Kearney as it is commonly called.  Going through these letters was an education.  We have included a selection in the appendix, but here are some excerpts:

“I really enjoyed the all day hike.  It was funny when we had to say “Oh boy, scientific” instead of saying “eew” or “gross”.  I used to think that fungi were disgusting and gross.  But now, I think that it is really cool and I am sorry if I hurt its feelings. …”  - Morgan, a student

“At Kearney I knew it was going to be different.  It took responsibility and being responsible I knew that I was going to have a good time.  It was like a different part of me I never knew about was being filled with new things I loved.  ….” -- Chenise, a student

“I can still remember all the fun my classmates and I had at Kearney.  Thanks for teaching us about how the natives hunted for food and how they lived their lives.  The food was great some of it I never tasted before but I still tried it.  – Josh, a student

“Tina talked non-stop about the trip.  She remembered the not so cool things, like the 3-minute shower, the scary evening hike through the woods alone and the early morning wake-up calls.  But they all seemed to be forgotten when she laughed about the things that were totally the “best”, like the songs and skits around the campfire at night ….

In these years of educational restructuring and cutbacks, let’s not forget that there is as much to be learned outside the classroom as inside.  SOES is truly a “treasure” that must continue to be experienced and shared by the children at Ionview.  What better way than to offer it through the school system?”  -- Wendy a parent

The funding for these programs used to exist.  Ironically it still does – it is just not going into the Toronto school system.  The Ontario government spends the least on Toronto out of provincial coffers.  Over 70 per cent of education funding for Toronto comes from the property tax base of Toronto residents.  The rest comes from general provincial revenues.  In contrast, only 41 per cent of education funding comes from the tax base outside the City of Toronto.  Fifty nine per cent comes from general provincial revenues
.  If it were not so tragic, if it did not mean that so many valuable programs it would be laughable  -- Toronto residents’ dollars are not even going to ensure that their children’s programs can continue, that their children’s needs can be met.

Conclusion

Prior to amalgamation, prior to the implementation of the funding model, the Metro Toronto Boards of Education recognized that the school was not just a school, but it was a place in the community.  In order to educate the child, you had to understand the context in which that child was learning.  This meant understanding the community and its needs.  

The funding model denies the importance of the community.  It denies the importance of childcare in the school, of parents who can be involved in their child’s education, of children with special needs in order to learn.  It denies that schools situated in poorer neighbourhoods have bigger challenges than schools in richer neighbourhoods.  

The lack of funding for education, denies the very importance of education to the future of our children and the future of our entire society.  At a time when there can be no doubt about the need for everyone to be well educated, the provincial government has slashed the funds going into our education system.

In this regard and in light of what we have stated earlier, CUPE 4400 has the following recommendations:

1. The provincial government must immediately increase base funding for school boards by a minimum of $1.25 billion.  

2. The Government must provide immediate interim funding to school boards to make up the budget short falls for 2002-2003.  

3. Wages and benefits should be funded at their actual cost.  They should not be based on benchmarks that have no basis in reality.  The funding model should take into account geographic and labour market differences in where school boards operate.  Further, the funding model must have a built in adjustment to cover cost increases on an annual basis.

4. The funding model should not make distinctions between classroom and non-classroom expenditures.  Instead, the funding model should reflect the costs of all elements of the education system that contribute to students learning either directly or indirectly.  

5. Urban school Boards should have access to an Urban Grant -- similar to the Rural School Boards grant – to cover the particular costs and pressures associated with urban school boards.

6. Prior to determining the funding for any school board, an amount equal to ten per cent of the property tax total collected on behalf of each board should be remitted to the school board to be used to fund those programs cherished by community.  

7. School operations should be funded on the basis of the actual square footage, not on a nominal square footage.  Schools can’t easily add or subtract buildings.

8. Adult ESL classes, International Languages Programs, and Black Culture programs should be properly funded and should include funding for accommodation costs.

9. There should be at least one Educational Assistant in every junior or senior kindergarten class

10. The funding model should specifically fund lunchroom supervision to staff / child ratios mandated in the Day Nurseries Act and in any event no less than a ratio of one Lunchroom Supervisor for every thirty students.  

11. Increase the province wide amount provided to the Learning Opportunities Grant.  Remove any cap on the LOG grant to allow all needs to be funded.

12. The cap on Special Education Funding should be removed.  All students who qualify for ISA grants should be given ISA funding.  The costs of ISA evaluations and specialized equipment for Special Education students should be funded at their cost.   

13. Programs such as Outdoor Education Centres, Itinerant Music Instruction and Aquatics should be recognized as integral to and supportive of students education and learning

14. The funding model should recognize the intrinsic role schools play in the community.  Schools should be structured and funded to provide a “seamless day” coordinating the movement of children from childcare/parenting centres to regular programs and back again.  Schools further should be funded to provide community access on evenings and weekends.
Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission.  We hope you will consider carefully the information and recommendations we have made.  If you have any questions, we would be happy to elaborate.  We look forward to your report in November.

Summary of Recommendations

15. The provincial government must immediately increase base funding for school boards by a minimum of $1.25 billion.  

16. The Government must provide immediate interim funding to school boards to make up the budget short falls for 2002-2003.  

17. Wages and benefits should be funded at their actual cost.  They should not be based on benchmarks that have no basis in reality.  The funding model should take into account geographic and labour market differences in where school boards operate.  Further, the funding model must have a built in adjustment to cover cost increases on an annual basis.

18. The funding model should not make distinctions between classroom and non-classroom expenditures.  Instead, the funding model should reflect the costs of all elements of the education system that contribute to students learning either directly or indirectly.  

19. Urban school Boards should have access to an Urban Grant -- similar to the Rural School Boards grant – to cover the particular costs and pressures associated with urban school boards.

20. Prior to determining the funding for any school board, an amount equal to ten per cent of the property tax total collected on behalf of each board should be remitted to the school board to be used to fund those programs cherished by community.  

21. School operations should be funded on the basis of the actual square footage, not on a nominal square footage.  Schools can’t easily add or subtract buildings.
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22. Adult ESL classes, International Languages Programs, and Black Culture programs should be properly funded and should include funding for accommodation costs.

23. There should be at least one Educational Assistant in every junior or senior kindergarten class

24. The funding model should specifically fund lunchroom supervision to staff / child ratios mandated in the Day Nurseries Act and in any event no less than a ratio of one Lunchroom Supervisor for every thirty students.  

25. Increase the province wide amount provided to the Learning Opportunities Grant.  Remove any cap on the LOG grant to allow all needs to be funded.

26. The cap on Special Education Funding should be removed.  All students who qualify for ISA grants should be given ISA funding.  The costs of ISA evaluations and specialized equipment for Special Education students should be funded at their cost.   

27. Programs such as Outdoor Education Centres, Itinerant Music Instruction and Aquatics should be recognized as integral to and supportive of students education and learning

28. The funding model should recognize the intrinsic role schools play in the community.  Schools should be structured and funded to provide a “seamless day” coordinating the movement of children from childcare/parenting centres to regular programs and back again.  Schools further should be funded to provide community access on evenings and weekends.
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� McKenzie, Hugh  Cutting Classes:  Elementary and Secondary Education Funding in Ontario 2002-3   Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, July 2002 p. 10


� Taken from the Early Years Report, pp. 109 and 164 respectively.


� Extrapolated from the Ontario Ministry of Labour Collective Bargaining Review December 1997 to July 2002.


� Mackenzie, Hugh.  Cutting Classes:  Elementary and Secondary Education Funding in Ontario 2002-03, p. 9


� OPSBA,  “Province is Underfunding Schools by $1.1 Billion”  Press Release January 31, 2002


� Toronto Community Foundation for Toronto the Good, Vital Signs:  The Vitality of the Greater Toronto Area, 2001, pp. 13 and 26


� See Appendix II for a break down of property tax revenues versus government grants for the GTA
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		Chapter 3: Total Education Expenditures

		Table 3-4.-Total expenditures (in cost adjusted						dollars)										per pupil, by state:		School year 1997-98

		Purchasing Power Parities																								Non-elementary

		Exchange Rates				Total												Current				Capital				or secondary

		1				expenditures				1.19				1.48				expenditures				expenditures				education expenditures

						Per pupil,				Canadian Dollar Adjusted								Per pupil,				Per pupil,				Per pupil,

		State		Per Student Spending		cost-adjusted		Rank		PPP		Rank		Fx		Rank		cost-adjusted		Rank		cost-adjusted		Rank		cost-adjusted Rank

		New Jersey		11,106		9,333		1		11,106		1		13,813		1		8,371		1		856		24		10614

		New York		11,073		9,305		2		11,073		2		13,771		2		7,889		2		1,105		15		3111

		Wisconsin		10,505		8,828		3		10,505		3		13,065		3		7,451		5		1,309		4		6920

		Connecticut		10,360		8,706		4		10,360		4		12,885		4		27,736		4		823		29		1479

		District of Columbia		10,304		8,659		5		10,304		5		12,815		5		27,815		3		'803		31		4130

		Pennsylvania		10,057		8,451		6		10,057		6		12,507		6		7,033		10		1,252		7		1667

		Michigan		9,979		8,386		7		9,979		7		12,411		7		6,939		11		1,273		6		1745

		Indiana		9,757		8,199		8		9,757		8		12,135		8		6,757		16		1,391		2		5123

		Minnesota		9,676		8,131		9		9,676		9		12,034		9		6,511		21		1,314		3		3062

		Delaware		9,565		8,038		10		9,565		10		11,896		10		7,253		6		659		41		12611

		Wyoming		9,437		7,930		11		9,437		11		11,736		11		6,789		15		1,125		14		1745

		West Virginia		9,426		7,921		12		9,426		12		11,723		12		7,057		9		760		34		10415

		Vermont		9,420		7,916		13		9,420		13		11,716		13		7,153		8		741		36		2244

		Iowa		9,144		7,684		14		9,144		14		11,372		14		6,801		14		842		27		4129

		Maryland		9,136		7,677		15		9,136		15		11,362		15		6,890		12		762		33		2542

		Nebraska		9,049		7,604		16		9,049		16		11,254		16		6,725		17		867		23		1249

		Oregon		8,961		7,530		17		8,961		17		11,144		17		6,645		18		849		26		3732

		Rhode Island		8,924		7,499		18		8,924		19		11,099		19		7,188		7		'269		50		4228

		Maine		8,924		7,499		19		8,924		18		11,099		18		6,872		13		547		48		8017

		Virginia		8,667		7,283		20		8,667		20		10,779		20		26,261		25		892		21		13110

		Illinois		8,633		7,255		21		8,633		21		10,737		21		6,048		27		1,152		13		5422

		US AVERAGE		8,624		7,247		0		8,624				10,726				6,189				953				106

		Alaska		8,611		7,236		22		8,611		22		10,709		22		6,528		20		677		40		3138

		Ohio		8,578		7,208		23		8,578		23		10,668		23		6,273		24		742		35		1924

		Nevada		8,556		7,190		24		8,556		24		10,641		24		5,556		41		'1,595		1		'39 31

		South Carolina		8,497		7,140		25		8,497		25		10,567		25		5,878		29		1,192		9		7119

		Kansas		8,443		7,095		26		8,443		26		10,501		26		6,406		22		681		39		851

		Washington		8,404		7,062		27		8,404		27		10,452		27		25,818		34		1,213		8		3040

		Florida		8,395		7,055		28		8,395		28		10,441		28		5,802		36		1,058		16		1953

		Georgia		8,362		7,027		29		8,362		29		10,400		29		6,066		26		928		19		3436

		Texas		8,330		7,000		30		8,330		30		10,360		30		5,773		37		1,191		10		3633

		Montana		8,322		6,993		31		8,322		31		10,350		31		6,297		23		652		42		4427

		Massachusetts		8,281		6,959		32		8,281		32		10,299		32		6,637		19		'256		51		6721

		Colorado		8,259		6,940		33		8,259		33		10,271		33		5,737		38		1,169		11		3435

		North Carolina		8,251		6,934		34		8,251		34		10,262		34		5,732		39		1,157		12		4526

		Hawaii		8,190		6,882		35		8,190		35		10,185		35		5,876		30		835		28		1716

		Missouri		8,092		6,800		36		8,092		36		10,064		36		5,864		32		814		30		12113

		North Dakota		7,862		6,607		37		7,862		37		9,778		37		5,927		28		633		43		4725

		South Dakota		7,752		6,514		38		7,752		38		9,641		38		5,467		42		1,039		17		850

		New Hampshire		7,714		6,482		39		7,714		39		9,593		39		5,874		31		592		44		1547

		Louisiana		7,637		6,418		40		7,637		40		9,499		40		25,804		35		589		45		2543

		New Mexico		7,593		6,381		41		7,593		41		9,444		41		5,387		46		964		18		3039

		Alabama		7,565		6,357		42		7,565		42		9,408		42		5,430		43		773		32		1548

		Kentucky		7,477		6,283		43		7,477		43		9,299		43		5,831		33		380		49		7218

		Tennessee		7,329		6,159		44		7,329		44		9,115		44		5,408		44		724		37		2741

		Oklahoma		7,319		6,150		45		7,319		45		9,102		45		5,579		40		554		46		1746

		Idaho		7,160		6,017		46		7,160		46		8,905		46		5,131		47		872		22		1448

		Arkansas		7,130		5,992		47		7,130		47		8,868		47		5,405		45		'554		47		3337

		Arizona		7,127		5,989		48		7,127		48		8,864		48		4,632		50		1,308		5		4924

		California		6,975		5,861		49		6,975		49		8,674		49		5,058		48		710		38		9316

		Mississippi		6,907		5,804		50		6,907		50		8,590		50		4,918		49		851		25		3534

		ONTARIO		6,465		6,465				6,465		51		6,465		52

		Utah		6,183		5,196		51		6,183		52		7,690		51		4,156		51		918		20		12212

		' Data disaggregated from reported total.

		z Data imputed based on				current year (School year 1997-98)												data.

		NOTE: All cost adjustments were made using the						Geographic Cost of Education												Index		(GCEI) (Chambers 1998).

		SOURCE: U.S. Department of				Education, National Center												for Education Statistics.		Common		Core of Data, National Public Education Financial

		Survey, 1998 and Geographic				Variations in Public		Schools'Costs,										Working Paper No. 98-04, by Jay Chambers						and William		J. Fowler, Jr., 1998.

				8,436.69														36






