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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

| was appointed under the Education Act of Ontario to investigate the financial affairs of
the Ottawa Carleton District School Board (*OCDSB”), especialy their proposed deficit
budget for 2002-2003. | have performed the investigation in association with members of
my firm. We met with most of the OCDSB’s Trustees and many of the Staff, as well as
officials a the Ministry of Education (“Ministry”). We reviewed written and ord
submissions from the Trustees, and applicable OCDSB documents including those

submitted to the Ministry.

In our opinion, based on the available data, an important portion of the 2002-2003
proposed budget deficit arises because of delayed or uneconomical decisions that were
chosen by the majority of Trustees. Much of the Trustee inaction can be attributed to the
group of Trustees who were elected in 2000. In recent years, OCDSB Staff have
recommended many measures to improve efficiency which have not been accepted by the
majority of Trustees. For example, Staff-recommended cost reductions to transportation
and the closure of schools were not adopted, a at times even considered, by the majority
of the Trustees. Overal, therefore, previous Trustee inaction on economy and efficiency
proposals, such as school closures, have contributed significantly to the proposed 2002-

2003 budget deficit.

A tota of $141 million (of which $127 million was for operating funds) was provided to
OCDSB by the Government of Ontario to transition from the previous to the new funding

system in the Province. Much of the $127 million was not used for its intended purpose.



As an example, Trustee funding alocations have given dollars to low - utilization schools,
and transportation programs, for purposes that are not fully discernible. Reasons for
many budget allocations by the Trustees have not been documented or well justified.
Trustee decision effects or consequences to all of the OCDSB’s students have not been

communicated effectively to parents.

In essence, the majority of Trustees have literaly self-inflicted their financial crisis of
2002-2003. Consequently, we are recommending to the Minister that control and charge
over the administration of the affairs of OCDSB should be vested in the Ministry, in

accordance with Division D of Part 1X of the Education Act.

Cost savings are achievable and should have been pursued by all Trustees as part of their
regular fiscal responsibility and accountability roles. A partial or complete presumption
that a government will fund whatever some Trustees choose to spend is unlikely to be

consistent with taxpayers' views.

Given that this report is being submitted less than one month before the OCDSB’s
schools are scheduled for opening, limited funding options and money decision choices
are available. A balanced budget for 2002-2003 is attainable, but could result in some
harsh consequences. For example, immediate large efficiency improvements would have
to be made to transportation in order to balance the budget. Alternatively, the OCDSB

could pursue other savings, but could be risking litigation for not having given sufficient



notice to certain parties. These risks could have been avoided if Staff recommendations

had been adopted in February 2002.

The granted three-year transition period to Ontario’s new education policies should have
been more than adequate to effect reasonable changes in OCDSB’s programs. OCDSB
Staff proposed a long-term, phase-in program to restructure the delivery of specid
education. Such a plan was not approved by the majority of Trustees. As a result, the
changes to specia education may now have to be immediate, instead of having been

introduced over time.

Special education programs are an important part of the Province's education system.
However, cost efficiencies that have been implemented successfully by other Boards

have to receive consideration and evaluation for possible use by OCDSB.

In our opinion, for a variety of reasons, justification does not exist to smply have the
government finance the proposed OCDSB deficit for 2002-2003. Trustees would not be
motivated to effect obvious cost efficiencies if additiona funding were provided. The
Board of Trustees that was elected in 2000 has already demonstrated a different
philosophy of education to the Province-wide legislation, and an unwillingness to accept
many improvements in economy and efficiercy. Taxpayers ought to be asked to furnish
dollars when needed, but only after all reasonable cost improvements have been
implemented. Education policy in Ontario specifies that education equity should exist

across the Province. Consequently, the Trustees of the OCDSB ought to have judged



their decisions in relation to other regions of Ontario. Any request for “special
treatment” by OCDSB should be logical and well documented. We have not seen
convincing documentation or rationale within the OCDSB for many of the Trustees

decisions.

Our mandate did not include an analysis of the Province's funding formula. That issueis
currently under investigation. Our focus must be upon the 20022003 school year in
total, and what has to be accomplished commencing in September 2002 to result in a
balanced budget for 2002-2003. Now is too late to effect some of the cost efficiencies for
September 2002, given possible legal implications and moral obligations. However,
various cost savings procedures can be introduced immediately, to have effect in January

or September 2003.

We have been able to identify certain cost improvements that can be legally implemented
quickly, such as reductions to transportation, the number of schools, certain instructional
service programs, and education centres. (See the Report’s Appendices, especially D and
E.) These immediate cost improvements could have previously been made gradually,
over the past couple of years, and through effectively using the transition funding. As

stated, Trustee procrastination could hinder transition.

Based on the evidence that we have seen, we are not convinced that the maority of the
Trustees of the OCDSB, no matter how dedicated each may be, have voted decisively in

the past two or more years to carry out attainable savings. The role of a Trustee of a



School Board should involve balancing the interests of citizens of Ontario with the needs

of students and parents in their school district.

Providing governance to a School Board with an annual budget of over one-half of one
billion dollars requires financial skills and a willingness to make objective monetary
decisons. Our investigations of the recent five years of financial data of OCDSB
indicate that problems will recur unless governance changes are made. Our report
provides some suggestions for improving governance and accountability. Specific
education courses are needed for Trustees. However, more extensive oversight may be
needed for the OCDSB. Guidance for Trustees is available in various documents,

including the “Budget Speech” and “Budget Papers’ from Ontario Budget 2001 and the

technical papers thereto.
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l. INTRODUCTION

You have asked me to perform an investigation into the finances of the Ottawa-Carleton
District School Board (“OCDSB”, the “School Board” or the “Board”) as a result of the
recent submission of a deficit budget for the 2002-2003 school year. My appointment as
an investigator is in accordance with Division D of Part IX of the Education Act. The

professionals in my firm have assisted me with the investigation of the OCDSB.

Our professiona backgrounds are shown in Appendix I.

. SCOPE

You have provided us with the following terms of reference in accordance with Part 1X,

Division D, of the Education Act.

Our terms of reference are;

“For this purpose, the investigator shall:

assess the Board' s current financial position including any accumulated deficit

Or reserves,

review the financial management and program decisions aready taken by the
Board that will influence its financial position in 2002-2003;



11

review the recommendations of Board Staff;

assess whether the implementation of the recommendations of Board Staff
would result in a balanced budget for 2002-2003;

assess the extent to which the Board has pursued areas for potertia savings,

identify other areas of potential savings; and

provide recommendations for further action.”

In preparing our report, we held formal discussions with the Board Staff (the “ Staff” or

“OCDSB Staff”) and the Board of Trustees (the “Trustees’, or “Board of Trustees’).

1. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. OCDSB can achieve a balanced budget for fiscal 2002-2003 by making several cost
effectiveness decisions, as is illustrated in Appendices D, E and G. Some of the
decisions could have consegquences because of the existence of various labour and

commercial contracts. Hence, implementation dates will have to vary.

2. The balanced-budget proposals that were made by OCDSB Staff in February and
May 2002 should be implemented as soon as possible. Given the time elapse since

February and May, some of the cost savings may not occur for a few months. But,
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the decisions to move towards attaining efficiency and economy should be

commenced quickly.

The principal cost centres in which savings can be achieved are:

A. Closure of schoals.

B. Restructuring of transportation arrangements.

C. Special education delivery, especially a reduction in the use of congregated
classes.

D. Uses of occasional teachers.

E. School budget allocations.

F. Twinning principalsin e ementary schools.

G. Technical support in secondary schools.

H. Outdoor education.

I.  Usesof educational assistants.

J.  Reduction of principals and vice-principals.

K. Various overhead costs.

The cost savings are expected to take effect at different points in time. Benefits

should be realized in future fiscal years.

Control and charge over the administration of the affairs of the OCDSB should be

vested in the Ministry, in accordance with Division D of Part IX of the Education
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Act. Both a deficit for 2001-2002 (excluding usage of reserves) and a probable
deficit for 2002-2003 could exist as a result of the Board's actions to date. Steps have

to be taken to eliminate the deficit for 2002-2003.

A magjority of Trustees have not acted on a timely basis, or at all on some issues, in
accordance with their governance role. Prompt action is needed to minimize
OCDSB'’s cash shortfalls, particularly the meeting of cash payroll requirements for
September 2002. Existence of a deficit budget effectively limits or prevents bank
borrowings. Hence, OCDSB’s schools may not be able to function throughout

September 2002 should the teachers not be paid.

. Special education must be monitored as soon as possible to evaluate the effectiveness
of the various programs. A disproportionate amount of the available funds of the
OCDSB is being alocated to special education. Yet, the delivery options and their
economy and efficiency have not been adequately researched, and compared to what

other School Boards are practicing.

. The expenditures of OCDSB that are in excess of the respective funding that is
granted under the Provincia formula should be re-examined for ways to improve

efficiency.
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6. Trustee education programs should prove beneficial in conveying the nature and
responsibilities of governance roles. Specific education progr ams should be arranged

and made compulsory for all Trustees.

7. Improvements can be made in exchanging program delivery technologies among the

Province's School Boards. Some Boards are implementing innovative techniques

that other Boards have not considered

Further information is available in the Appendices, especially D and E.

V. CONSIDERATIONS

Our focus was principaly upon the 2002-2003 budget year and the periods shortly before
and after. Our analysis brought forth the undernoted central concerns of the Trustees,
the Staff and ourselves. Responses to these considerations are provided throughout the

report and its appendices.

A. Why did the mgority of the Trustees rgect the balanced budget that had been
prepared by the OCDSB Staff for 2002-2003, and elect instead to submit a deficit

budget, contrary to the Education Act?
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. What role did the mgjority of the Trustees have, if any, in precipitating a proposed
financial deficit for 2002-2003? Were specific Trustee inactions or actions of the

past few years instrumental in leading to the current proposed budget deficit?

Have the majority of the Trustees acted professionally and responsibly in managing
the finances of an over $500 million per year operating entity? Are the Trustees

sufficiently familiar with governance and oversight responsibilities?

Do the individua Trustees understand their role as part of a Board of Trustees? If so
or not, what evidence exists? For example, the “Budget Speech” and “Budget

Papers’ from Ontario Budget 2001 set forth accountability perspectives. Such

concepts ought to be incorporated into decisions made by Trustees of School Boards.

. Given that the composition of the Board of Trustees has changed in the period 1998
to 2002, have there been noticeable differences in the stewardship style and
operating philosophy at the OCDSB? What are the differences, if any, and what are

their implications for all students within OCDSB?

What options were considered by the Trustees before they submitted a deficit budget

for 2002 2003?

The entire OCDSB should ask whether a group of twelve Trustees is able to become

sufficiently familiar with the overall nature of a large School Board, perhaps in a
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short time? Five of twelve Trustees of OCDSB were newly-elected in 2000. Can
such a group of Trustees oversee the operations, including the rationing of available
dollars, to different programs and processes, in an efficient manner? To what extent
are the Trustees more knowledgeable than the OCDSB’ s full-time Staff? Have some
Trustees assumed the role of management instead of engaging in their designated

governance and oversight responsibilities?

. Are the control and accounting systems in use by the OCDSB adequate to provide
the possible benefits and other consequences of alternative spending increases and
decreases? What changes, if any, are required to improve both management and
oversight at the OCDSB? For example, should a form of standardized account
numbers exist, with practical accounting descriptions, so that all Boards would tend

to account in a similar way?

Have adequate minutes of Trustee meetings been kept, so that the reasoning
employed in allocating financial resources is readily available for evaluation and for

use in future decision making?

In terms of governance of the OCDSB, and reporting to the parents, have any written
communications adequately described important decisions that were taken by the
Board of Trustees? Are such communications sufficiently accurate and complete? Is

it possible that the parents are generally ureware of how funds have been allocated
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by the Trustees, and such effects? Is it possible that parents have been mised by

incomplete communications?

Is the financial deficit proposed for 20022003 by the mgority of the Board of

Trustees the partial resut of factors and issues that have not been identified above?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based on our review of the OCDSB' s financid documents, we have noted the following.

A.

Between 1998-1999 and 2000-2001, OCDSB received over $140 million in various
trangtion funds from the provincia government. The transition funds were to be used to
bring OCDSB into phase with other Ontario School Boards, and to integrate portions of
programs that were not being financed under the new funding formula. Much of the
transition money was not used by OCDSB as required by the Ministry. Rather, OCDSB
used large portions of the money to continue funding several of its current programs on a

gtatus quo basis.

As discussed in Appendix D, “Specid Education”, the OCDSB offers a mainly
congregated specia education delivery system, unlike some other School Boards. Such a
system is cogtly in both teaching sdlaries and transportation to a central congregated
location.  Since the Ottawa-Carleton amalgamation, few cost reductions have been made

to specia education, an area where OCDSB disproportionately spends over $65 million
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annually, on teaching ingruction aone. The Trustees will have to re-examine these

programs for cost efficiencies, especially those that have been introduced by other Boards.

. Since 1998, OCDSB has closed six elementary schools and one high school, eliminating
approximately 2,000 pupil places. The current Board of Trustees reversed a decison to
close an additiona five elementary schools for the 2001-2002 schod year. Much of
OCDSB'’s funding is affected by its school utilization, which could be improved by the
closure of some under-utilized schools. New housing developments will require schools,
and OCDSB has to make itsdlf digible for specia grants for new schools. The failure to

close schools has directly hindered the OCDSB’ s digibility for new school grants.

. The projected funding for OCDSB for 20022003 is over $500 million, which is an
increase of 2.3% over 2001-2002. School enrolment is expected to increase by only about

1% in 2002- 2003 from the previous year.

. In the period from 1998 to 2000, OCDSB'’ s transportation expenditures were aligned with
its funding of approximately $22 million per year. We understand that approximately
one-haf of OCDSB’s transportation expenditures are for specia education students. We
understand that specia education programs are important for Ontario. However, the large
number of congregated specia education classes results in a costly transportation system.

Reconsideration has to be given to whether more cost effective ddivery is possible.
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F. The Trustees require reports and research to make cost effective decisons.  Currently,
OCDSB’s centra administration budget is below its funding envelope as set out by the
Minigtry. Trustees should determine the adequacy of information that is available and
decide whether it is cost effective to re-examine the amount of funds that should be

alocated to information that is needed for decision-making.

G. Corporate governance within the OCDSB requires improvement. Discipline a Board
mestings is not ided, training of Trustees has to be improved, and a perception of broader
Trustee responsihilities has to be sharpened. An enhanced education program for Trustees
is necessary to set forth distinctions between daily management and oversight roles, and

decisiorn-making consequences.

In summary, a balanced budget can be attained over the year for 20022003 (see Appendices
D, E and G). But, immediate decisons are needed, and some difficult consequences may
follow. If the decisions had been made earlier by the Trustees, the consequences would have

been easier to manage.

VI.  BACKGROUND

We understand that the OCDSB was formed in the 1998-1999 school year as a result of
the amalgamation of the Ottawa and Carleton School Boards. Based upon our

discussions with Staff members, it appears that the amalgamation brought together two
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dynamically different School Boards with significantly different programs and service

levels,

The Ministry of Elucation (“the Ministry”) introduced a new funding formula for all
School Boards in 1997. The premise of the new funding formula was to equalize
education opportunity across the province, including funding implications, for al of
Ontario’s participant School Boards. The Ministry provided some School Boards with
transitional funding over a period of years to align their expenditures with the available
funding provided under the new formula.  As a result, the OCDSB Staff prepared a
comprehensive long-term plan to help the School Board align its expenditures with the
Ministry’s new guidelines. The long-term plans were presented by Board Staff to the
Trustees in 1998-1999. Therefore, the Trustees were fully aware in 1998 of the financia

challenges that wauld face the OCDSB in the coming years.

Based on our analyses, the previous Board of Trustees approved most of the Staff’'s
recommended budget reductions in 1999-2000. Some cuts were made to align the
expenditures with the Provincial funding envelopes in accordance with Staff’s long-term
plans. Such cuts included the closure of five schools, $4.7 million in reductions to special

education spending and many other savings.

In late 2000, a new Board of Trustees was elected, consisting of seven Trustees from the
former Board and five new Trustees. The new Board reversed some of the decisions that

were approved by the predecessor Board, such as re-opening five schools that had
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previously been approved for closure, and the reinstatement of over $750,000 for specia

education expenditures.

Since 1998, the Ministry has provided the OCDSB with over $140 million in transitional
funding to aleviate some of the financial pressures that may have been caused by the
introduction of the new approach of having Province-wide standards of education and
funding. Despite the availability of transitional funds that were provided by the Ministry
over a three-year period, the Trustees have not agreed to balance the 2002-2003 budget.

The transition money had been spent in previous years, for various purposes.

VII. CURRENT FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

We performed a comparison and analysis of the OCDSB’ s finances commencing with the
1998-1999 school year. Our anaysis specifically focused on the OCDSB’s historica
expenditures and funding allocations from 1998-1999 to the proposed 2002-2003
budgets. Our financial analysis also investigated some of the more material expenditure
areas such as instruction, special education, and transportation. We analyzed the
OCDSB'’s use of the trangitiona funds that were provided to them by the Ministry
between 1998-1999 and 2001-2002. We compared OCDSB’s financial performance to
other, similar School Boards. Appendix A includes our detailed financial analysis and

findings.
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Based on our findings in Appendix A, the OCDSB did not use the transitional funds to
achieve efficient and effective program delivery. Rather, the funds were primarily used

to maintain existing programs.

VIIl. EINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Our investigation explored OCDSB’s management of the allocated funding provided by
the Ministry. One of the main areas of investigation was the budget process. In general,
the annual budget process consists of commencing with the Staff’s estimate of the
expected funding for the upcoming year and their recommended allocation of how the
available funding should be spread among the spending categories. The Trustees must
then incorporate the Staff’s recommendations in order to finaize the budget. We have
thoroughly analyzed the OCDSB’s budget process from 1998-1999 to 2002-2003, to
assess whether all reasonable efforts were made by both the Staff and the Trustees to
balance the budget in each year. We have aso tabulated whether the approved

expenditure allocations were reasonable, relative to some other Boards.

Appendix B specificaly includes a comparison and analysis of the Staff-recommended
budget reductions to the Trustee-approved budget reductions from 1998-1999 to 2002-
2003. Appendix B investigates the reasons for the approval or non-approval of certain
Staff-recommended budget reductions and it also serves to explain the events that have
led to OCDSB’s perceived current financial problems and proposed deficit budget for

2002-2003.
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IX. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

To balance the 2002-2003 budget, OCDSB Staff recommended various budget
reductions. In February 2002, the Staff recommended approximately $33 million in
budget expenditure decreases. The Trustees approved only approximately $9 million of
the Staff’s recommended budget reductions, resulting in the proposed budget deficit of
approximately $23 million. Given the continued existence of a budget deficit, the Staff
recommended another round of budget expenditure decreases in May 2002. The Trustees
did not approve any of the May 2002 budget reductions. Many of the May 2002
recommended budget reductions consisted of the February 2002 budget suggestions that
had not been previously approved by the Trustees. Appendix C provides a summary
schedule that compares OCDSB'’s funding to its expected expenditures for 2002-2003
(including the February 2002 budget reductions that were approved by the Trustees),

resulting in a current proposed deficit budget of $23 million.

To understand the nature of the OCDSB’s current budget deficit and to recommend
legally and logigtically-viable aternatives, we have primarily focused on investigating
the Staff-recommended budget reductions that were not approved by the Trustees. Due
to the scope of, and time restrictions for, our investigation, it was not possible for us to
significantly consider other budget alternatives that had not already been thoroughly
studied and considered by the Staff. However, Exhibit 1 to Appendix E(*Balanced

Budget”) provides several suggestions to improve efficiency at OCDSB.
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We considered and evauated Staff’ s February and May 2002 recommendations for the 2002-
2003 year in order to determine which of the recommendations could till be legaly and
logistically implemented for the upcoming school year. Appendix D provides a summary
schedule of the Staff’s budget reduction recommendations that were made in February 2002
and in May 2002, and the budget cost improvements that were accepted by the Trustees.

Appendix E and the related Exhibits include our detailed anadyss of the Staff’'s
recommendations that are listed in Appendix D. Appendix E aso includes our analysis of
the feasible budget reduction aternatives that could be implemented for September 2002 and
that would serve to decrease the budget deficit for the 2002-2003 school year. Appendix F
provides our analysis of certain legal and logistical limitations that are relevant in considering
the range of budget aternatives that we considered for the upcoming school year. Appendix

H setsforth the voting patterns and recorded thinking of the Trustees on some critical issues.

X. OTHER AREAS PURSUED

a. Cost Savings for 2003-2004

During the course of our investigation, we identified other potential areas of cost savings

that have future benefits. The implementation of any cost saving recommendations that

arise from these other areas that we identified probably should result in greater savings
for the 2003-2004 school year than for 2002-2003. Appendix Gincludes our detailed

analysis of some of the areas of potential savings that we have identified in the caurse of
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our investigation for the 2003-2004 school year. Appendix G should be read in

conjunction with Exhibit 1 to Appendix E.

b. Bank Financing

The Staff has prepared cash projections for August 2002 and September 2002, which
demonstrate that the OCDSB will require a temporary, yet significant, injection of
operating cash. We understand that the OCDSB has requested a line of credit from its
bank for the upcoming school year. The bank has formally rejected OCDSB’ s request for
aline of credit. The bank’s lawyers have prepared an opinion that the OCDSB cannot
legally borrow monies as a result of the existence of its deficit budget for the 2002-2003
school year. We understand that the Education Act requires a properly-approved budget
in order to permit a Ehool Board to borrow large amounts of funds. The existence of a

balanced budget would eliminate the banking issue.

X1, ACCOUNTABILITY REPORTING

The Board of Trustees of OCDSB are responsible for alocating over one-half of one
billion dollars per year to primary and secondary education programs. OCDSB has to be
in phase with al other provincially-funded entities and organizations in justifying its

usage of the taxpayer’s dollar.
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Accountability by the Trustees of OCDSC exists not only to the Ontario taxpayer but also
to their local district taxpayers (who elect the Trustees) and to the Minister of Education,
and her department. Equitable balances have to be struck by al governments so as to
spend economically, efficiently and effectively. High taxation has serious side effects,
which may include diversion of investment dollars, loss of jobs and a decline in our

standard of living.

Our review of the accountability process in place at the OCDSB identified aspects of
stewardship and governance that require immediate improvement. For example, when
millions of the available dollars are being spent on one program and not on another,

appropriate explanations should be available somewhere in the system.

We noted the following:

1. Inadequate descriptions in the minutes of Trustee meetings of why suggestions by
OCDSB Staff were accepted or rglected. Outright Trustee reections of Staff
recommendations to save money require concrete explanations, or the governance
process becomes weakened. Appendix H includes a detailed analysis and

assessment of the quality of the documentation of the minutes.

2. Often minimal, documented explanations exist in minutes concerning what
professional and financial evidence had been gathered and evaluated before a vote

was called to spend millions of dollars. See Appendix H for further analysis.
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3. Communications to parents are a a minimal level, thereby increasing the
possibilities that misunderstanding of Trustee decisions could occur. How can a
parent decide whether a rational or anemotiona vote has occurred when sufficient

information is missing? See Appendix D, Exhibit 11, “ Special Education”.

4. Convincing evidence was not available to the effect that all reasonable economies
and efficiencies had been achieved by OCDSB. Trustees have to investigate what

other School Boards in the province have been able to attain.

5. Several OCDSB Trustees appear to believe that the Board has attained a superior, or
a least above average, education level, especially with their specia education
program. The OCDSB should be able to produce accountability reports and financial

data showing that operations are efficient and effective for the dollar expenditures.

XIl.  GOVERNANCE TRAINING

Material is available to assist newly-elected Trustees to compretend the duties,
responsibilities and overall role of a Trustee. During our investigative process, it became
clear to us that something more than the Education Act and the available material was
needed to spell out the full scope of the nature of Trustee governance. We do not have
concerns about the dedication of the Trustees, but we believe that the Trustee role is too

vulnerable to becoming focused on special interests.
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A Trustee is required to function within constraints, the most obvious of which is that
money is not readily available for every possible special interest. Intense lobbying and
gallery outbursts at Trustee meetings cannot be alowed to interfere with rational decision
making by Trustees. Choices have to be made. These decisions should occur in the
environment of having received the best available information. Trustees should be made
fully aware of taxpayers concerns. All of these factors and more should become part of

a Trustee education program dealing with governance issues and allocating resources.

X1, SUMMARY

In the course of our investigation we have been able to identify alternative budget
reductions for the 2002-2003 school year that would reduce the current budget deficit
from $23 million to zero. The deficit could have been eliminated as early as February
2002, if the Board of Trustees had acted upon the OCDSB Staff’s recommendations. As
aresult of the Trustees inaction, it is our assessment that the OCDSB’ s governance body
now must act promptly to balance the budget. The sooner that changes are introduced,

the sooner the efficiencies become generated.

Based on our investigation, it is our opinion that the OCDSB has misused the transitiona
funds that were provided by the Ministry. The Ministry furnished transitional funding to
School Boards in order to assist them in phasing-in long-term efficiencies. The OCDSB
did not use its transition funds as required by the Ministry. Furthermore, since about

1999-2000, the Trustees have not made the necessary, tough decisions to ensure that a
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balanced budget would exist for 2002-2003. As a result, the OCDSB has found itself in a
position where it has to make al of the cost reductions in one year. The Ministry and the

Staff recommended a phased-in, multiple-year process to reduce costs.

We believe that the Ministry should act promptly to vest in itself the powers of the Board
of Trustees of OCDSB, in accordance with Division D of Part 1X of the Education Act.

Decisions must be made immediately on certain issues.

XIV. LIMITATIONS

Our mandate did not include a review of the provincia education funding formula. We
also did not conduct a forensic audit of OCDSB’s books and records. Our focus was
primarily upon financial governance and related matters over the transition period since

1998-1999 to the proposed budget for 2002-2003.
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APPENDIX A

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

This appendix summarizes our analyses of the OCDSB'’s historical financial results. Our
financia analyses have been premised on the Ministry of Education “District School
Board” financial reporting packages. We examined the OCDSB’s financial statements
for the periods 1998-1999 through 2001-2002'. We also compared certain financial and
operational benchmarks of OCDSB against other Ontario School Boards for the same
period.

A. Summary

Based upon our review of the OCDSB’s financial results, we observed the following:

1. A number of factors have contributed to the current financial budget deficit of
OCDSB:

a A failure to transition expenditures to comply with the amended education
framework and funding standards, as prescribed by the Minister of Education.

b A failure to use transitional funding to modify existing programs. Rather,
trangtional funds were used to maintain a level of expenditures that is not
supported under the amended education framework, which is designed to have

equitable funding across Ontario.

¢ Chronic overspending (expenditures in excess of funding allocations) of

instructional envelopes, particularly in special education and classroom costs.

! The 1998-1999 through 2000-2001 financial statements reflect actual results. The 2001-2002 figures that
were provided to us are revised estimates for the fiscal year ending August 30, 2002.



d Lower funding (compared to certain other School Boards) in areas such as
transportation and new pupil places, principaly because OCDSB has not

closed some schools.

e A willingness, since 2000-2001, to increase instructiona and classroom

expenditures regardless of funding and resource constraints.

2. The reliability of OCDSB’s historical financial comparisons is partialy
compromised by inconsistent accounting policies from year to year. Board Staff
explained that this is mainly attributable to the amalgamation of the Ottawa and
Carleton School Boards and because of the downsizing of central administration.
The changes have made comparisons and trends difficult to analyze. However,

progress is being made in standardizing systems.

3. It should be noted that enrolment levels at the OCDSB from 1998-1999 to the
present have remained essentialy flat. Initial efforts were made by the Board to
reduce expenditures. Operating expenditures for 1999-2000 were 1.4% lower than
the previous year. However, operating disbursements assumed an upward trend
from 2000 onwards. Expenditures increased at a rate of 2% in 2000-2001, and are
expected to continue increasing, according to the proposed 2002-2003 budget.

4. OCDSB has the highest operating expenditures per pupil in our comparison
group, and the second highest level of operating allocations (funding) per pupil.
Nevertheless, OCDSB has the largest percentage difference between its funding
and its expenditures. That is, OCDSB overspends its funds by the highest margin.

5. OCDSB'’s teacher to pupil ratios are among the highest in our comparison group.



6. Although both School Boards serve the same genera region, OCDSB receives
approximately 39% less transportation funding per pupil than the Ottawa-Carleton
Catholic School Board. One reason for the difference is that historical budget

alocations varied between the two Boards.

7. Due to its stagnant enrolment growth rate, and its failure to close under-capacity
schools, OCDSB has received only $846,000 in New Pupil Places funding over
the past four years. By comparison, the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board
has received over $19.8 million in New Pupil Places funding during the same
period, because it has successfully met Ministry funding criteria, especialy

involving the closing of schools.

8. While the OCDSB has a high rate of total special education pupils (among our
comparison group), there is a disproportionate number of gifted pupils. If gifted
pupils are excluded from its special education enrolment, the OCDSB has a

relatively low proportion of special-need students.

9. The OCDSB tas the second highest level of special education expenditures per
pupil in our comparison group. However, the OCDSB overspends its specia
education funding allocations by the highest margin. (See Exhibit 11 to Appendix
D, “Specia Education”).

B. Comparability of Data

As with al financial analysis, it is necessary to make a practical assumption that the
financial data to be examined is comparable. For example, it usually is assumed that
particular expenditures are consistently categorized each year. In the course of our
investigation, we determined that the OCDSB’s accounting policies have not been
consistent from year to year. For example, the allocation of teacher costs has varied
between recording them as a classroom cost or in a non-classroom category (classroom

teachers vs. preparation time), and even within the classroom envel ope (classroom time



vs. occasional/supply teacher costs). Accordingly, caution must be exercised when
interpreting individual financial statement line items, and any trends. Amendments to the
numbers must be made, based on available data.

The OCDSB’s accounting deficiencies may be explained by a number of factors:

1. The Ministry’s accounting guidelines require interpretation and judgment in
alocating revenues and costs. A clear policy does not exist for many types of
transactions. Therefore, accounting judgments have varied from year to year,
concerning where amounts are located in the system.

2. The Staff underwent a period of transition as the former Ottawa and Carleton
School Boards were amagamated in 1998-1999. The merger of different

information systems requires a period of integration and adjustment.

3. The Staff have used different accounting policies from year to year, either as a

result of error or through the process of refining accounting policies and methods.
Improvements are being made over time.

A similar concern over consistency of accounting exists in our comparison of the
OCDSB against other School Boards. For example, one Board may allocate extended
occasiona teachers to the “occasional teacher” category, while another Board may
classify such costs as “ classroom teacher” expenditures. Comparisons of financial results

between School Boards therefore must be interpreted with such caveats in mind.



C. Historical Results
1. Expenditures?

Our analysis of expenditures was based upon gross expenditures, rather than net
expenditures. Gross expenditures do not reflect offsetting sources of cash flows such as
tuition fees, transportation recoveries, usage of reserves and similar cost-offsets. We
preferred a gross expenditure analysis because we did not want to obscure expenditure

decisions that have been offset by the OCDSB’ s usage of reserves.

There are two categories of costs that may be adversely affected by limiting our analysis
to gross expenditures. continuing education and transportation. The continuing education
program is designed to operate on a cost recovery basis. The gross expenditures on
continuing education do not reflect the tuition fees. Transportation expenditures, and to
an extent, teacher costs (for teachers on loan to other Boards) are similarly “overstated”

by the amount of any cost recoveries.

Exhibit 1 (shown at the end of Appendix A) provides a summary comparing OCDSB’s
funding to its expenditures. We have noted that OCDSB has consistently overspent in
classroom instruction.

Following the 1998-1999 amalgamation year, the 1999-2000 year evidenced a decline in
overall operating expenditures. An initial attempt at cost-saving was made to reduce
expenditures; significant improvements were achieved in classroom costs (in particular,
teacher salaries and benefits). The reductions to teacher costs in 1998-1999, and to a
lesser extent in 1999-2000 were made to comply with revised pupil teacher ratios®. The

cost cutting effort was short lived because expenditures began to increase in 2000-2001.

2 our analysis of expenditures is based upon gross expenditures, not including the effects of transitional
payments, revenue (tuition) recoveries, and the use of reserves.
3 Overall staffing was reduced by 162 positionsin 1998-1999, and by another 100 positions in 1999 2000.



Table 1 — Summary of Classroom, Non-Classroom and Gross Operating

Expenditures

2001-2002
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Estimates
Classroom Expenditures $ 334,131,063 $ 314,931,038 $ 320,981,465 $ 325,750,677

Non-Classroom Expenditures  $ 165,645,095 $ 178,043,827 $ 178,337,342 $ 182,332,218

Total Operating Expenditures ~ $ 499,776,158 $ 492,974,865 $ 499,318,807 $ 508,082,895

The initial cost reduction efforts in classroom expenditures were clearly replaced by a
program restoration/maintenance philosophy as expenditures increased from 2000
onward. The spending of 2000-2001 is consistent with the current Board's position* or
philosophy of “protecting” classroom expenditures. Any required cost reductions
apparently were mainly alocated to non-classroom and/or non-instructional areas.
Increasing classroom and instructional expenditures were partially offset by decreases in

other expenditures, such as for teacher consultants and central administration.

Certain expenditure categories appear to have undergone significant reductions in order
to fund overruns in instructional costs. In particular, computers, staff development and
department head expenditures were reduced to nil in 2001-2002. Reinstatement of
expenditures, albeit at reduced levels, for these categories have been arranged by the
Trustees for the 2002-2003 school year.

The difference between expenditures and “regular” provincia funding in 1998 and 1999
was funded by transitional payments from the government. The “excess’ expenditures of
2000-2001 were funded by transition payments and to a lesser extent by OCDSB’s
reserves. The excess expenditures of 2001-2002 were funded primarily by the Board's
reserves that had been built up in earlier years.

4 The current Board of Trustees was elected in the fall of 2000.




Despite having exhausted its transitional funding and its reserves, the Board has chosen
not to curtail its spending in 2002-2003. The Board has increased its proposed operating
expenditures above the 1998-1999 benchmark levels. It is clear that the Board not only
opted against making further program reductions, but that it is committed to maintaining
or perhaps increasing existing expenditures.

The accounting records and spending patterns show that the Board of Trustees that was
elected in 2000 has adopted a particular philosophy of education. This philosophy is not
in phase with the Province's philosophy of equality of teaching standards and funding
across Ontario schools.

2. Teacher Salary Funding

A contentious issue regarding alleged under-funding is in teacher salaries. According to
the Staff, the shortfall in funding of teacher costs in 2001-2002 was in the range of $17 to
$26 million. Our caculations show a smaler differential. We have recaculated the
funding shortfall based upon Board salary summaries prepared by the Ministry. The
Ministry’s analysis determines average salaries based upon each Board's actual teacher
demographics and salary grids. The average salaries for each Board are compared to the
provincial average, which is computed based upon the Province's “standard” salary
assumptions. The percentage difference between a particular Board's average salary and
that of the Provincial benchmark is further divided into two components. the percentage
difference due to qualifications and experience, and the percentage difference due to the
School Board's salary grid. We extrapolated the salary-funding differentia from the
“percentage difference due to salary grid”. Based upon these summaries, which we are
advised were prepared from the teacher grid information submitted by each School
Board, we estimate that OCDSB'’s teacher salary shortfall is approximately $8 million.
The total salary differential of OCDSB (including the qualifications and experience and
the salary grid differences) is approximately $10.2 million.



Thus, any difference between actua teacher salaries in OCDSB and Provincia funding
may not be as mgor an explanation of proposed OCDSB deficits as some Trustees may
think. Many other expenditures make up the OCDSB’ s budget.

3. Transitional Funding

Since 1998, the OCDSB has received approximately $141 million in transitional and
mitigation funding from the Province of Ontario. The purpose of the transitional funding
was to effect the amalgamation of the Ottawa and Carleton School Boards, and to provide
interim financing for programs that would have to be modified or eliminated under the
post-reform education framework. The transitional payments were received by OCDSB
in 1998 and 1999, and were intended to provide funding for the 1998-1999 through the
2000-2001 school years. Table 2 provides a breakdown of the transition funds that
OCDSB received (Note: “GLG” indicates a General Legidative Grant).

Table2 — Receipt of Transitional Funds

1998-1999 1999-2000 Total

Non-GLG
School Restructuring $ 3,680,540 $ 3,680,540
Transition Assistance $ 16,079,972 $ 16,079,972
GLG
Retirement Gratuities $ 9,328,928 $ 9,328,928
Phase-In Adjustment $ 51,661,380 $ 25,597,961 $ 77,259,341
Stable Funding Guarantee $ 19,017,726 $ 19,017,726
Prepaid Mitigation $ 16,079,972 $ 16,079,972

$ 64670848 $ = 76775631 $ 141446479

School restructuring funds were intended to finance infrastructure modifications and
improvements as part of the Ottawa and Carleton School Board amalgamation process.
Retirement gratuities were provided to fund staffing reductions. The transition
assistance, phasein adjustment, stable funding guarantee and prepaid mitigation

payments (collectively referred to as the “operating transitional funds’) were provided to



finance operating expenditures.  The operating transitional funds amount to

approximately $127 million. The operating transitional funds were provided to allow

OCDSB to gradually bring its programs into compliance with the new Province-wide

funding formula and education policies of the Ministry.

Table 3 illustrates the disbursement of the operating transitional funds.

Table3 — Usage of Operating Transitional Funds

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Total
Teachers $ 31,905,473 $ 12,759,116 8,779,464 $ 53,444,053
Supply Teachers 1,408,966 1,097,656 229419 $ 2,736,041
Teacher Assistants 1,990,711 1,597,678 629,855 $ 4,218,244
Textbooks and Supplies 1,243,384 1,171,381 1,740,483 $ 4,155,248
Computers 662,992 319,372 181,155 $ 1,163,519
Professionals 2,122,544 1,776,515 350,318 $ 4,249,377
Library and Guidance 17,893 65,405 396,194 $ 479,492
Staff Development 165,262 104,746 53677 $ 323,685
Classroom Instruction $ 39,517,225 $ 18,891,869 12,360,565 $ 70,769,659
Preparation Time $ 3,340,797 $ 7,500,000 1,099,705 $ 11,940,502
Principals & Vice-principals 2,877,091 6,169,706 767,597 9,814,394
Department Heads 251,128 1,279,485 237,386 1,767,999
School Secretaries 2,601,907 3,611,668 1,267,699 7,481,274
Teacher Consultants 429,605 544,263 142,152 1,116,020
School Operations 4,157,032 4,152,095 8,309,127
Continuing Education 2,643,627 587,667 3,926,514 7,157,808
Transportation 1,873,997 432,057 2,306,054
Central Administration 600,000 600,000
Non-Classroom $ 12,144,155 $ 25,723,818 12,625,205 $ 50,493,178
Total Operating $ 51,661,380 $ 44,615,687 24,985,770 $ 121,262,837
Applied to non-capital reserves (used in 2001-2002) $ 5,750,001
Total Operating (including 2001-2002) expenditures $127,012,838

The allocation of the operating transitional funds varied from year to year. Generaly,

“classroom teachers’ were the principa beneficiaries (classroom and preparation time) of

the transition funds. However, various non-classroom expenditures, such as principals
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and vice-principals, school secretaries and school operations, consumed the majority of
transitional payments in 1999-2000. According to the Staff, transitional funds were
simply used to finance any (operating) cost category that exceeded its “normal” funding
alocation. The operating transitional funds do not appear to have been used to finance
the phasing out of services. Rather, the use of the transitional funds was determined by
Trustee expenditure decisions. That is, money was spent to maintain expenditures in

certain programs or areas, as opposed to seeking cost economies and efficiencies.

As the transitional payments were reduced, the OCDSB began to divert resources from
nortinstructional areas to fund its instructional costs. Non-capital reserves were released
in 2000-2001 to partialy fund the OCDSB’s shortfall. The noncapital reserves were
exhausted in 2001-2002.

In summary, it should have been obvious to the Trustees at least two years ago that
funding would be exhausted by 2002-2003 if they continued their approach. The
apparent refusal of the Trustees to accept the government’s Province-wide equity
philosophy of education, eventualy had to lead to funding shortfalls. Accordingly, the
Trustees have brought forth a crisis in 20022003 that is likely to seriously inconvenience

students, teachers, administrators, and many others.

4. Budget Versus Actual Net Expenditures

A comparison of budgeted and actua expenditures reveals that the OCDSB has
experienced some difficulty in setting reliable budgets. The OCDSB has aternately
over- and under-spent its budgeted expenditures in each year since 1998-1999.

The OCDSB under-spent its 1998-1999 operating budget by approximately $6.3 million.
Both classroom and non-classroom expenditures were under-spent, which may suggest
that the 1998-1999 budget was overstated and that further savings could have been
planned. It isinteresting to note that the OCDSB overspent its budget by $6.5 million in
the following year (1999-2000). The overrun in 1999-2000 was due to increased
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expenditures in non-classroom costs. In particular, school operation expenditures were
increased significantly. The projected overrun for 2001-2002 is due to expenditures in

excess of budget for classroom teachers and for principals and vice-principals.

Table4 — Budget Versus Actual Net Expenditures

2001-2002
Over/(Under) Spent 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Estimate
Classroom Instruction ($3,915,643) ($8,541,187) ($3,681,640) $1,900,001
Non-Classroom ($2,423,228) $15,108,683 $922,188 $2,524,213
Total Operating ($6,338,871) $6,567,496 ($2,759,452) $4,424,214

Note: Based upon our discussions with the OCDSB Staff, the most recent estimate of the 2001-2002 deficit
is $3.7 million. The $4.4 million deficit figure was obtained from the revised financial estimates of the
OCDSB, which were prepared in Decenber 2001.

Contrary to our expectations, the Board has under-spent its classroom expenditure budget
(with the exception of the 2001-2002 estimates). A recurring under-spending trend in
classroom expenditures suggests that excess budget dollars have been allocated to
classroom costs in each year. However, upon closer inspection of the individual cost
categories, such conclusions may not be valid. For example, there appears to have been a
change in the classification of teacher costs between *“classroom teachers’” and
“preparation time” (a non-classroom expenditure) in 1999-2000. A $9 million decrease
in “classroom teachers’ costs and an $8 million increase in “preparation time” occurred
in 1999-2000. The over/under trends in budgeted versus actual expenditures are likely to

be obscured, in part, by inconsistent accounting policies.

If the budget variances of 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 are accepted at face value, a
possible interpretation is that classroom expenditures were over-budgeted by the Staff,
and perhaps Trustees. We understand that the Board of Trustees favoured reductions to
non-classroom expenditures rather than cutting back on classroom spending. Thus, non-

classroom expenditures were reduced according to approved budgets. The actual results
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reflect the later re-allocation of funds from classroom to non-classroom activities. The

long-term operational effects of the re-alocation of funds do not appear to have been
adequately communicated to the parents.

5. Allocation Versus Gross Operating Expenditures

In our comparison of allocation (funding) and gross operating expenditures, we noted that

classroom instruction expenditures, particularly teacher costs, were consistently

overspent relative to allocated amounts.

To compensate for the excess of classroom costs over allocations, expenditures in other

areas were reduced. At various times, categories such as textbooks and supplies,

computers and staff development have been under-spent (relative to their funding

alocations).

Table5 — Allocati ons (Funding) Versus Expenditures

Over/(Under) Spending

Classroom Instruction
Non-Classroom Instruction
Administration

Facilities

Continuing Education

Transportation

2001-2002  2002-2003

19981999 1999-2000  2000-2001 Estimate Budget
1,254,654 11,520,034 14,251,910 8,263,998 35,304,001
(2,250,875)  (1,578,746) 3454696 15415016 958,599
(1,224,947) (525,451) (219,730) (795,089) (2,488,117)
987,015  (5,643,575) (631,747)  (4,016,658) (3,989,344)
3,973,354 5055233 3,940,946 3,965,991 4,055,978
(27,829)  (3,595,784) (881,552) (109,556)  (765,681)

Note: Table 5 compares total allocations to gross expenditures. Continuing education is funded to a

significant extent by tuition fees. A comparison of total allocations against net expenditures would indicate

that continuing education is (or will be) operating within its funding allocation.
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We note that over the five year period, administration, facilities and transportation
alocations have been subject to the longest, and largest, expenditure reductions.

Continued reallocations of funds from these areas may have long-term implications.

D. Comparisonsto Other School Boards

In order to evaluate the relative performance of OCDSB to its peers, we compared certain
financia and operating results of the OCDSB to severa other Boards. The School

Boards that were used for comparison include:

Durham District School Board (“Durham DSB”)
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board (“ Ottawa-Carleton SB )
Y ork Region District School Board (*York Region DSB”)

Peel Region District School Board (“Peel DSB”)

o 0o T o

Financia results for the Province of Ontario have been compared where appropriate and

where the required information was available.

The comparison School Boards were selected on the basis of the following factors:

Enrolment

Geographic profile of district (urban/suburban/rural)
Large Southern Ontario public Boards

Number of specia education students

Number of schools

-~ 0 Q0 T o

Operating revenue
1. Operating Expenditures Versus Operating Funding Allocations

Table 6 sets out the gross operating expenditures and funding allocations of each Board
on a per pupil basis. We have used the average daily enrolment (“*ADE”) for the number

of pupils.
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Table6 — Gross Oper ating Expenditures and Operating Funding per Pupil (ADE)

2001-2002
Operating Expenditures 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Estimate
Ottawa-Carleton $ 6,797.38 $ 6,688.63 $ 6,741.22 $ 6,862.56
Durham $ 5,846.48 $ 5896.98 $ 6,060.43 $ 6,149.36
York $ 5959.10 $ 59229 $ 6,165.83 $ 6,182.92
Peel $ 6,320.55 $ 6,090.31 $ 6,239.04 $ 5,993.55
Ottawa-Carleton SB $ 6,433.80 $ 6,587.62 $ 6,735.25 $ 6,783.91
Province of Ontario $ 6,065.98 $ 6,09215 $ 6,188.19 $ 6,295.84

2001-2002
Operating Allocations 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Estimate
Ottawa-Carleton $ 6,760.51 $ 6,617.65 $ 6,258.09 $ 6,351.68
Durham $ 581842 $ 578136 $ 5962.38 $ 6,050.01
York $ 5931.33 $ 5846.33 $ 6,059.80 $ 6,112.01
Peel $ 6,194.64 $ 6,012.65 $ 6,193.87 $ 5,987.99
Ottawa-Carleton SB $ 6,293.10 $ 6,249.84 $ 6,543.60 $ 6,652.35
Province of Ontario $ 6,097.12 $ 6,127.30 $ 6,204.13 $ 6,299.05

With the exception of the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board in recent years, the
OCDSB has received more operating funding allocations per student than the other
Boards. The higher funding may be explained in pat by OCDSB’s various “extra’
programs that attract additional funding. For example, French and English Second
Language programs are eligible for specific additional funding under the Genera
Legidative Grant model. Similarly, special education and adult education students
qualify for supplementary funding. Thus, OCDSB’s comparatively higher number of
students in “specially funded” programs have contributed to OCDSB’s comparatively

higher level of funding on a per student basis.

However, we aso note that OCDSB has spent more per student than each of the
comparison School Boards. It appears that the cost of the various extra programs offered
by the OCDSB exceed the incremental funding that is provided for these extra service
programs. Possible explanations for the overspending of funding allocations for special

programs for OCDSB include:
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a Choice of delivery methods: congregated or separate classes versus
integrated classes.

b Staffing: Number and qudifications of instructional staff, including

teaching assistants.

C. Resources: Nortinstructional support, including staff psychologists,

speech therapists, social workers and similar.

Table 6 illustrates that the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board has exceeded the
OCDSB in funding on a per pupil basis in recent years. Accordingto Reality Check, a
publication of the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board, its increased funding may be
explained by the following:

a It has successfully restructured its programs and services to qualify for
additional funding grants that are available under the Provincial funding
model.

b Its enrolment has increased since 1997 (while OCDSB’s enrolment has

remained relatively flat).

C. It has been able to qualify for specific funds for special education (the
McHugh Education Centre) and transportation.

A comparison of the expenditures and allocations for each Board in Table 6 suggests that
expenditures in excess of allocations, is a common challenge for all Boards. However,
Table 7 shows that OCDSB has been overspending at proportionaely higher rates than
the comparison Boards. We also note that operating funding has exceeded operating

expenditures on a Province-wide basis.
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Table 7 — Gross Operating Expenditures in Excess of Operating Funding

Allocations (as a % of Allocations)

2001-2002
Over/(Under) Spending 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Estimate
Ottawa-Carleton 0.55% 1.07% 7.72% 8.04%
Durham 0.48% 2.00% 1.64% 1.64%
York 0.47% 1.31% 1.75% 1.16%
Peel 2.03% 1.29% 0.73% 0.09%
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic 2.24% 5.40% 2.93% 1.98%
Province of Ontario - all Boards (0.5%) (0.6%) (0.3%) (0.1%)

Durham and York have remained relatively stable at a spending-funding differential of
approximately 1% to 2%. The Peel DSB and the OttawaCarleton Catholic School Board
have actually reduced their differentia in recent years. In contrast, OCDSB has
increased its expenditures per student, apparently without regard to its declining funding
levels, caused by its usage of $140 million of transition funding. In the past two years,
OCDSB has significantly increased the margin by which its expenditures exceed its
funding. The apparent shift in fiscal/expenditure philosophy can be first observed in the
2000-2001 school year, with the appearance of a new Board of Trustees.

OCDSB's spending characteristic, compared to the other Boards in our review, may be

summarized as follows:

a) OCDSB spends the most.
b) OCDSB is one of the highest-funded Boards.
c) OCDSB outspends its funding by the highest margin.
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2. Pupil Teacher Ratios (“PTR”)

To evaluate OCDSB's staffing efficiency we compared the PTR of the various School
Boards. We computed the PTR by dividing the total Average Daily Enrolment (“ADE”)
of each Board by the sum of the following staff categories:

a) Classroom teachers

b) Library teachers

c) Guidance teachers

d) Principals and vice-principas instruction time

Table8 — Comparison of Pupil Teacher Ratios

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 Average
Ottawa-Carleton 16.30 16.35 16.79 16.78 16.55
Durham 17.64 17.42 17.56 17.49 17.53
York 18.13 18.31 17.91 17.75 18.02
Peel 16.73 16.99 17.30 17.83 17.21
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic 16.72 16.51 16.84 16.99 16.77
Province of Ontario na n/a n/a na na

Based upon our review, OCDSB’s PTR has consistently been the lowest of the
comparison group. It is interesting to note that the two Ottawa-Carleton School Boards

have the lowest PTR of the comparison group. York DSB experienced a dramatic
decrease in PTR in 2001-2002. York reported a significant increase in the number of

teachers in 2001.
Factors that explain OCDSB’s low PTR include:

a) The ddlivery of gifted and other specia education programs in a congregated
environment (i.e., congregated class sizes are typicaly smaller than regular

classes).

b) The offering of multiple entry points for French immersion classes.
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c) Schools with severely bel ow-capacity enrolment have not been closed.

E. Conclusion

Based on our financial analysis, OCDSB decreased its expenditures from 1998 to 2000
presumably in an attempt to transition to the Ministry’s new funding formula applicable
across the Province, which was designed to equalize educational opportunity. However,
from 2000 onward, OCDSB’s expenditures have increased. The current Board of
Trustees was elected in December 2000, and would seem to have brought with them a

different philosophy of education to what the government specifies.

It is hardly surprising, therefore, that a financial crisis would arise after the $140 million
of transitional funding had been expended. In the past two years, little expenditure

occurred in transitioning OCDSB to the Province-wide education system.



OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD
FUNDING VS. EXPENDITURE FOR 2002-2003

APPENDIX A
EXHIBIT 1

Purpose:
. ' . . . .
The following schedule compares OCDSB's funding to its expenditures for each category. We have calculated the amount of over/under-spending
for each category.
Proposed
1998-1999 1998-1999 1998-1999 1999-2000 1999-2000 1999-2000 2000-2001 2000-2001 2000-2001 2001-2002 2001-2002 2001-2002 2002-2003 2002-2003 2002-2003
Total Funding Gross Expend. (Over)/Under Total Funding GrossExpend.  (Over)/Under Total Funding GrossExpend.  (Over)/Under | Total Funding GrossExpend. (Over)/Under | Total Funding GrossExpend. (Over)/Under

Classroom
Instruction 332,876,409 334,131,063 (1,254,654) 303,411,004 314,931,038 (11,520,034) 306,729,555 320,981,465 (14,251,910) 317,486,679 325,750,677 (8,263,998) 304,628,708 339,932,799 (35,304,091)
Non-Classroom
Instruction 80,238,999 77,988,124 2,250,875 86,256,753 84,678,007 1,578,746 77,190,748 80,645,444 (3,454,696) 72,932,343 88,347,359 (15,415,016) 85,239,931 86,198,530 (958,599)
Administration 14,677,831 13,452,884 1,224,947 14,722,110 14,196,659 525,451 14,570,249 14,350,519 219,730 14,472,959 13,677,870 795,089 14,863,003 12,374,886 2,488,117
Facilities - School
Operations 42,223,442 43,210,457 (987,015) 55,679,685 50,036,110 5,643,575 54,592,765 53,961,018 631,747 53,975,093 49,958,435 4,016,658 55,043,188 51,053,844 3,989,344
Continuing
Education 4,826,638 8,799,992 (3,973,354) 3,141,050 8,196,283 (5,055,233) 3,594,875 7,635,821 (3,940,946) 3,801,909 7,767,900 (3,965,991) 2,769,547 6,825,525 (4,055,978)
Transportation 22,221,467 22,193,638 27,829 24,532,552 20,936,768 3,595,784 22,726,092 21,844,540 881,552 22,690,210 22,580,654 109,556 23,411,757 22,646,076 765,681
Capital and Debt
Charges 9,344,937 18,069,496 (8,724,559) 9,306,967 9,306,967 - 10,287,335 10,287,335 - 9,992,394 10,395,159 (402,765) 8,600,000 12,109,829 (3,509,829)
School Renewal 7,239,814 8,560,742 (1,320,928) 8,852,294 9,988,816 (1,136,522) 9,583,069 9,308,900 274,169 9,730,505 9,948,047 (217,542) 9,763,734 9,948,047 (184,313)
New Pupil Places - 429,987 (429,987) 2,356,428 (2,356,428) 846,181 1,045,489 (199,308) 777,286 610,464 166,822
Total 513,649,537 526,406,396 (12,756,859) 506,069,237 512,700,635 (6,631,398) 499,441,510 521,438,292 (21,996,782) 506,095,095 529,471,590 (23,376,495) 505,097,154 541,700,000 (36,602,846)

Note:

The above figures indicate that the OCDSB's expenditures are greater than its funding for each year.

The above schedule does not include other cash received by the OCDSB, such as fee revenues.




APPENDIX B

STAFF-RECOMMENDED BUDGET REDUCTIONS/(INCREASES) VERSUS
BOARD OF TRUSTEESAPPROVED BUDGET REDUCTIONS/(INCREASEYS)

This Appendix analyzes the efforts of both the Staff and the Trustees (from 1998-1999 to
2002-2003) in addressing the Province’ s change to a different education funding formula.
The Appendix evaluates the decisions that were made by the Trustees regarding the use
and allocation of the available financial resources, including the transitiona funds that

were provided by the Province.

We have relied upon the OCDSB Staff to categorize the recommended and approved
budget reductions into the following spending categories:

a. instruction,
b. specia education,

c. continuing education,

d. transportation,

e. pupil accommodation,

f. centra administration, and

g. other.

We have made the practical assumption that the data contained in each spending category
from year to year is sufficiently comparable. (See Appendix A)

Exhibit 1 to Appendix B (shown at the end of Appendix B) includes our detailed analysis
and comparison of the Staff-recommended budget reductions versus the Trustee-
approved budget reductions for the 1998-1999 to 2002-2003 school years, on an itemized
basis. This Appendix also includes summary tables of the detailed financial analysis that
isincluded in Exhibit 1 to Appendix B. The Exhibit may be used as an aid to the analysis
that is discussed herein.



Tablel — A Summary of the Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions Versusthe

Board of Trustees— Approved Budget Reductions from 1998-1999 to 2002-2003

Spending Staff-Recommended | Board of Trustees— Difference Per centage of
Enveope Budget Reductions Approved Budget Recommended
Reductions Budget
Reductions
Approved by
the Trustees
Instruction $54,202,000 $53,339,000 $863,000 9%B%
Special $26,385,000 $4,603,000 | $21,782,000 17%
Education
Continuing $1,385,000 $950,000 $435,000 69%
Education
Transportation $8,970,000 $2,240,000(  $6,730,000 25%
Pupil $15,870,000 $10,444,000 $5,426,000 66%
Accommodation
Central $8,910,000 $11,284,000| ($2,374,000) 127%
Administration
Other $685,000 $685,000 $0 100%
TOTAL $116,407,000 $83,545,000 | $32,862,000 71%

1. Overall Analysis

Table 1 indicates that the Staff recommended approximately $116 million in net budget
reductions from 1998-1999 to 2002-2003 (“the period of investigation”). During that
period the Trustees approved and adopted only $84 million of the Staff-recommended net
budget reductions. Some of the Staff’s recommendations were made more than once.

Moreover, during the same period, the OCDSB spent an additional $127 million (see
Table 3 of Appendix A) in trangtional funds that were provided by the Province, on
programs that were not related to the transition. Hence, the Trustees approved only $84
million in net budget reductions during the period of investigation, but total spending
actually increased over the same period as a result of the use of the additional transitional
funds of $127 million. Important decisions were not made by the Trustees to ensure that

the OCDSB’s expenditures were effectively aligned with the Province's new funding



formula, which was designed to produce financial and student education equity across the
Province. The unwillingness of the Trustees to approve budget reductions over the
trangtion period of our investigation has contributed significantly to the OCDSB’s
current financial position (i.e., the 2002-2003 budget deficit).

For the period of investigation, the Trustees approved only 71% of the Staff-
recommended net budget reductions. The 71% is somewhat skewed because the
Trustees made extra budget reductions in the central administration area (i.e., cost
savings that were not recommended by the Staff). These additional reductions helped
compensate for the budget changes that the Trustees did not approve in other areas, such
as for school closures and transportation. Short-term and temporary budget reductions
were made to some areas instead of adopting long-term cost savings for certain programs
and services. Such reductions would have served to improve OCDSB’s overal financia

position throughout the transition years.

It is important to note that many of the Trustee-approved reductions occurred shortly
after the amalgamation, when duplication was evident. Appendix B delves into the year -

by-year effects.

During our investigation we noted a significant difference between the dollar amount of
the budget reductions that were made by the first group of Trustees versus the second
group of Trustees. The second group of Trustees took office in late 2000 and thus were
involved in the 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 budget processes. Our anaysis showed that
the first group of Trustees approved approximately 87% of the Staff-recommended net
budget reductions (i.e., $66 million in Staff-recommended budget reductions compared to
$57.6 million in Trustee-approved budget reductions). Meanwhile, the second group of
Trustees approved only 51% of the Staff-recommended budget reductions (i.e., $50.3
million in Staff-recommended budget reductions compared to $25.9 million in Trustee-
approved budget reductions). Transitioning to the Province-wide standards would have

required an adoption by the Trustees of much higher than 51%.



One of the first resolutions of the new Board of Trustees was to re-open five (5) schools
that had beenapproved for closure by the previous Board of Trustees. From the outset of
their term, the current group of Trustees appeared to have a much different philosophy of

spending than that of the predecessor Trustees.

During the period 1998 1999 to 2002-2003 the Staff considered an additional $73 million
(see Table 7 to Appendix B for further analysis) in budget reductions that they did not
recommend to the Trustees, for various reasons. According to the Staff, one maor
reason for not recommending the $73 million of cost savings was that certain ideas were
unlikely, in their opinion, to be seriously considered by the Trustees. Thus, Table 1
could be revised to include the $73 million of unpresented reductions. If so, the 71%

Trustee-approval percentage would drop below 45%.

An important responsibility of the Staff is to explore and propose, to the Trustees,
efficient and effective program delivery options taking into account the School Board's
available resources. We have included additional analyses of the $73 million in non-
recommended budget reductions in Table 7. Approximately $50 million of these “non-
recommended” reductions relate to the 2002-2003 budget year. Thus, the Trustee-
approvd rate of 51% for the new Board would drop appreciably.

The figures speak for themselves. The new Board of Trustees that was elected in 2000
seemingly adopted a general position of not accepting many of the Staff-recommended
budget changes. (See Appendix H for a partial explanation of Trustee actions.) In doing

S0, these Trustees apparently chose to not accept Ontario’ s Provincewide standards.

2. Summary of Each Spending Category

a. Instruction

During the period of investigation, the Staff recommended approximately $54 million in
budget reductions to the area of instruction. The Trustees approved virtualy all of these
recommended reductions.



b. Special Education

In the proposed 2002-2003 budget, the Staff recommended approximately $26.3 million
in budget reductions to the area of special education. The Trustees appr oved only $4.6
million in recommended budget reductions. In essence, amost $22 million of the $26.3

million in Staff-recommended budget reductions to the special education budget were not
approved by the Trustees.

c. Continuing Education

The Staff recommended approximately $1.4 million in budget reductions to the area of
continuing education. The Trustees approved $0.95 million of the Staff-recommended

reductions during the period of investigation.

d. Transportation

The Staff recommended approximately $9 million in budget reductions to the area of
transportation. The Trustees approved only $2.2 million of the Staff-recommended
reductions.

e. Pupil Accommodation (Facilities)

The Staff recommended approximately $16 million in budget reductions to the area of
accommodation. The Trustees approved only $10 million of the Staff-recommended

reductions.
f. Central Administration
The Staff recommended approximately $9 million in budget reductions to the area of

central administration. The Trustees approved $11.2 million in budget reductions to the
area of central administration, some $2.2 million in excess of Staff recommendations. It



is interesting to note that central administration is the only major cost area over a severa

year total period where the Trustees decided to approve more overal budget reductions

than were recommended by the Staff.

Table2 - Comparison of Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions Versusthe Board

of Trustees— Approved Budget Reductionsin 1998-1999

Spending Staff-Recommended | Board of Trustees-| Difference| Percentage of
Envelope Budget Reductions Approved Budget Recommended
Reductions Budget
Reductions
Approved by
the Trustees
Instruction $12,946,000 $13,558,000| ($612,000) 105%
Special $5,205,000 $587,000| $4,618,000 11%
Education
Continuing $1,202,000 $766,000|  $436,000 64%
Education
Transportation $1,495,000 $1,480,000 $15,000 9%
Pupil $12,090,000 $12,065,000 $25,000 9%
Accommodation
Central $5,949,000 $5,898,000 $51,000 9%
Administration
TOTAL $38,887,000 $34,354,000 | $4,533,000 88%

1. Overall Analysis (1998-1999)

During the 19981999 budget process, the Staff recommended approximately $38.9

million in net budget reductions and the Trustees approved $34.4 million in net budget

reductions. The difference was primarily caused by the Trustees approva of only $0.6

million of the Staff-recommended $5.2 million in reductions to the area of specid




education. Each spending category is further analyzed below. But eventually, change

would become necessary.

The 1998-1999 year was the first for transitioning to the new Provincial funding basis.
The ability of the specia education students to be able to adapt to change has to be
considered in any interpretations of the data. But eventually, change would become

necessary.

2. Summary of Each Spending Category

a. Instruction

The mgjority of recommended and approved budget reductions to the area of instruction
in 1998-1999 were not made to classroom teachers, but rather were directed to librarians,
adult education, and department heads. Approximately $5 million of the budget
reductions were a result of a favourable salary differential due to the early retirement of

many higher-paid teachers.

b. Special Education

The Ottawa and Carleton School Boards had much different approachesto the delivery of
specia education programs. We understand that the Staff decided to recommend changes
to the delivery of the amalgamated special education program with the goal of improving
the effectiveness and efficiency overal. The Staff’s recommendations included the
elimination of 54 full time equivalent (“FTE”) positions. Many of the positions
recommended for elimination were to professiona staff such as psychologists, social

workers and speech pathologists.

The Trustees did not approve any budget reductions to the core special education
programs. The Trustees also failed to approve a budget reduction for the summer school
program that was offered to developmentaly-disabled students. Only 11% of the



recommended budget reductions to special education were approved by the Trustees.
Alternative delivery systems could have been considered by the Trustees and investigated
in detail.

c. Continuing Education

The Staff recommended a budget reduction of $1 million to the continuing education
program. The Trustees approved only about one-half of the recommended reductions.
The Staff also recommended a reduction in the number of principals (by one) in
continuing education, and a reduction for the extra-curricular creative arts programs. The

Trustees approved these recommendations.

d. Transportation

The Staff recommended approximately $1.5 million in budget reductions to
transportation, all of which were approved by the Trustees. Most of the budget
reductions in this area were achieved by eliminating transportation for secondary school

students in the urban transit area (“UTA”).

e. Pupil Accommodation (Facilities)

During the 1998-1999 budget process, the Staff undertook a comprehensive study that
was designed to restructure and reorganize custodial and maintenance services across the
OCDSB. The Staff’'s recommendation included eliminating a significant number of
custodians and site supervisors, as well as “sharing” custodians between certain schools.
In total, the Staff estimated that they could achieve gpproximately $12 million in cost

efficiencies as aresult of the proposed restructuring.

The Trustees considered the Staff’s recommendations and decided to approve virtualy
al of the recommended budget reductions. However, in the 1999-2000 budget, the
Trustees approved the reinstatement of $9 million in spending for the custodial budget.



In effect, only $2 million of the total $11 million in approved budget reductions in 1998-
1999 were actually maintained for longer than the first year. Both the Staff and Trustees
agreed that they had gone “too far” in their budget reductions in the custodia areafor the
1998-1999 budget year. Our investigations have revealed that there have not been any
materia reductions made to the custodia budget in the subsequent years.

f. Central Administration

The Staff proposed approximately $6 million of budget reductions in the centra
administration area. The Trustees approved most of the Staff’s recommended budget
reductions. Many reductions were in the areas of human resources ($1.1 million),

information technology ($1.2 million), and finance and administration ($1.4 million).

Table 3 - Comparison of Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions Versusthe Board

of Trustees— Approved Budget Reductionsin 1999-2000

Spending Staff-Recommended | Board of Trustees- | Difference| Percentage of
Envelope Budget Reductions | Approved Budget Recommended
Reductionsg/ Budget
I ncreases Reductions
Approved by
the Trustees
Instruction $8,261,000 $9,961,000| ($1,700,00 121%
0
Special $7,200,000 $3,200,000| $4,000,000 44%
Education
Continuing $0 $0 $0 -
Education
Transportation $525,000 $525,000 $0 100%
Pupil (%$7,000,000) (%8,750,000) | $1,750,000 125%
Accommaodation
Central $0 $100,000 ($100,000) -
Administration
TOTAL $8,986,000 $5,036,000 | $3,950,000 56%
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1. Overall Analysis (1999-2000)

During the 1999-2000 budget process, the Staff recommended approximately $18 million
in total budget reductions and $9 million in net budget reductions (i.e., including the $9
million in recommended budget increases to the accommodation budget). The Trustees
approved only $5 million in net budget reductions. The difference between recommended
and approved cost savings was due to the Trustees having approved only $3.2 million of
the $7.2 million in Staff -recommended budget reductions to special education.

2. Summary of Each Spending Category

a. Instruction

The Staff recommended approximately $8.3 million in cost improvements for instruction.
The Trustees actually approved approximately $10 million of efficiencies. The mgjority
of the Staff-recommended and Trustee-approved savings were in the area of elementary
and secondary school classroom teachers, where cost benefits of $7 million were
realized. The Staff’s proposed cost improvements for classroom teachers translated into
a decrease of 0.5 to 0.75 teachers for each school. (Under Provincial legislation, class
sizes were changed to 24.5:1 at the Elementary level, and 22:1 at the Secondary level.)
In essence, $7 million of the $10 million in approved budget cost reductions by the
Trustees was artificial because adequate Provincial funding was provided for the

transition.

The Trustees did not approve $2.1 million in recommended economies to the English As
A Second Language (ESL) program. However, the Trustees decided to unilaterally
approve an additional $2 million in savings to the occasiona teacher budget (supply
teachers) and an additional $1.8 million in budget improvements in the area of

instructional supplies.
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b. Special Education

The Staff’s recommended cost improvements of $7.2 million were proposed in the
context of the new delivery model that was designed by the Staff and outlined in the
document “OCDSB Specia Education/Student Services Program Delivery Model and
Costing for 1999-2000”. The new service delivery model included proposals for a more
“inclusive environment” for special-needs students. The proposed budget reductions
included the elimination of some professiona staff such as psychologists and socid
workers, but provided for the hiring of eight additiona educational assistants. The
Trustees approved only $3.2 million of the proposed budget efficiencies to special
education. They aso approved a motion to transfer a total of $4 million in operating
surplus (working fund reserve) to special education. Thus, the cost savings were more
than negated.

c. Continuing Education

No budget reductions were recommended by the Staff or approved by the Trusteesin the

area of continuing education.

d. Transportation

The Staff-recommended budget reductions of approximately $0.5 million were in the
area of transportation, and were fully approved by the Trustees. The savings were
primarily achieved by reallocating routes, changing some school start times, and
maximizing the efficiency of buses by having certain buses complete up to four runs a

day.

During the budget process, one Trustee proposed a motion that would have seen the
transportation service for secondary school students within the Urban Transit Area
(UTA) be restored, which would have resulted in increased expenditures of
approximately $1.2 million. The Trustee reasoned that (i) the OCDSB was losing



students to the Ottawa Carleton Catholic School Board as a result of having an inferior
transportation service and (ii) that the loss of students was costing the OCDSB more
money then they were saving by reducing transportation expenditures. The Trustees did
not provide any evidence or support for such allegations. Ultimately, the motion was
defeated and transportation was not restored for secondary school students (except those
with specia needs) within the UTA.

e. Pupil Accommodation (Facilities)

In 1999-2000, the Trustees approved an increase in facility expenditures of $9 million
(i.e.,, custodia budget). As part of the 1998-1999 budget, the Trustees had approved an
$11 million budget reduction. The Staff and the Board of Trustees reached a consensus
that the 1998-1999 budget reductions were too extensive and more funds had to be
invested in the facilities area. A total of $2 million of increased spending was earmarked
for a facilities renewal program. Certain schools were to be upgraded in order to satisfy
the present and future needs of the students and staff. The remaining $7 million was
earmarked for an increase to custodial and maintenance staff, in order to improve the

level of service.

As part of the 1999-2000 budget process, the Staff completed Phase 1 of the area review
process (“ARP’). Phase 1 included a Boardwide comprehensive study that would
enable the OCDSB to reduce its excess capacity by approximately 2,000 students. In
essence, the Staff conducted a study to determine whether any schools should be closed,
and if so, what should be the process for reallocating students to other surrounding
schools. Phase 1 recommended the closure of four (4) elementary schools and one (1)
secondary school. The Staff reasoned that the closure of the five schools would move the
OCDSB closer to digibility for grants for new pupil places. Annua savings of

approximately $2 million were expected.

The issue of school closures was, and continues to be, debated among the Trustees.

Ultimately, the Trustees approved the closure of only one (1) elementary school,
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resulting in expected cost savings of $250,000, as opposed to $2 million (if OCDSB had

closed dl five (5) schools). The Trustees were primarily concerned with the disruption

that would be caused to students, the distance some students would have to travel to the

new schools, and the importance of certain schools to the local community. In the minds

of the maority of Trustees, the foregoing concerns appear to have outweighed the

financial problems that were facing the OCDSB.

f. Central Administration

No budget reductions were recommended by the Staff.

Table4 - Comparison of Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions Versusthe Board

of Trustees— Approved Budget Reductionsin 2000-2001

Spending Staff-Recommended | Board of Trustees-| Difference Per centage of
Envelope Budget Reductions | Approved Budget Recommended
Reductions Budget
Reductions
Approved by
the Trustees
Instruction $15,307,000 $15,607,000| ($300,000) 102%
Special $1,900,000 $1,500,000(  $400,000 %
Education
Continuing $0 $0 $0 -
Education
Transportation $0 $0 $0 -
Pupil $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 100%
Accommodation
Central $0 $130,000| ($130,000) -
Administration
TOTAL $18,207,000 $18,237,000 | ($30,000) 100%
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1. Overall Analysis (2000-2001)

During the 2000-2001 budget process, the Staff recommended approximately $18.2
million in net budget reductions and the Trustees approved virtualy all of them.

2. Summary of Each Spending Category

a. Instruction

The Staff recommended a total of $15.3 million of cost savings in the area of instruction.
The Trustees approved most of the Staff’s recommendations, and also approved minor
budget reductions in some other areas within the instruction category. A total of $3.8
million was recommended by the Staff as reductions to ESL programs. However, the
Trustees approved only $2.8 million. Another $1 million was reduced from the
occasiona teacher budget, $1 million from the secondary school reform budget (i.e., the
elimination of the OAC level), and a $0.7 million reduction to the school operating
budgets. However, the largest source of cost savings was a $6.8 million budget reduction
asaresult of overall lower teacher salaries that arose from the accelerated retirement of
older teachers. Hence, the bulk of budget reductions (i.e., $6.8 million) was achieved
without having to eliminate any particular services or programs.

b. Special Education

The Staff appears to have recognized, and communicated to the Trustees, that the
OCDSB was spending over the allocated funding for the area of special education. Thus,
the Trustees had to move closer to the funding that was being received, because transition
funding was expected to be exhausted after the 2000- 2001 school year. Nevertheless, all
necessary steps and tough decisions were not made by the Trustees as part of the 2000-
2001 budget process. In fact, only $1.5 million out of the $1.9 million in recommended
cost savings to specia education were approved by the Trustees. Meanwhile, the 2000-
2001 budget approved the use of $8.7 million in transitional funds to maintain the
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existing level of special education programs. Thus, the cost savings did not occur, and

further spending took place.

With respect to the 2000-2001 budget process, it appears to us that neither the Staff nor
the Trustees were prepared or willing to make the tough decisions. Reductions in
expenditures were necessary to improve the efficiency of OCDSB’s specia education

programs.

c. Continuing Education

No budget reductions were recommended by the Staff or approved by the Trustees in the

area of continuing education.

d. Transportation

No budget reductions were recommended by the Staff or approved by the Trustees in the

area of transportation.

e. Pupil Accommodation (Facilities)

The Staff recommended $1 million in reductions to the provision for uninsured losses.
The OCDSB’s property insurance policy does not cover losses from thefts and accidents
below the policy deductibles. Therefore, the OCDSB established a provision for
uninsured losses each year to cover such costs. However, based upon historical
experience, the Staff recommended that the provison for uninsured losses could

reasonably be reduced by $1 million.



f. Central Administration

16

The Staff did not recommend any budget reductions to the central administration budget.

Nevertheless, the Trustees approved a $100,000 reduction in the overall operating budget

for central administration.

Table5 - Comparison of Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions (I ncr eases)

Versusthe Board of Trustees—Approved Budget Reductionsin 2001-2002

Spending Staff-Recommended | Board of Trustees- | Difference Per centage of
Envelope Budget Reductions Approved Budget Recommended
(Increases) Reductions Budget
(Increases) Reductions
Approved by
the Trustees
Instruction $8,323,000 $8,393,000 | ($70,000) 101%
Special $100,000 ($684,000) $784,000 (684%)
Education
Continuing $183,000 $183,000 $0 100%
Education
Transportation (%$300,000) ($300,000) $0 -
Pupil $4,899,000 $4,824,000 $75,000 98%
Accommodation
Central $2,781,000 $3,612,000 | ($831,000) 130%
Administration
Other $685,000 $685,000 $0 100%
TOTAL $16,671,000 $16,713,000 | ($42,000) 100%

1. Overall Analysis (2001-2002)

During the 2001-2002 budget process, the Staff recommended approximately $16.6
million in net budget reductions and the Trustees approved $16.7 million in net budget
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reductions.  The overal difference was caused by the Trustees having approved an
additional $0.8 million in budget reductions to the central administration budget.

2. Summary of Each Spending Category

a. Instruction

The Staff recommended total budget reductions in the instruction area of $8.3 million.
All of the Staff-recommended budget reductions were approved by the Trustees. Asin
prior years, the mgjority of the budget reductions ($4.5 million) were caused by a
favourable salary differentia for classroom teachers as a result of early teacher
retirements and general tacher turnover (i.e., $4.2 million from salary differentia and
$0.3 in gratuity payment savings) and were not the result of efficiency improvements.
The Trustees also approved a total of $2.4 million in reductions to the occasiona teacher
budget and a $1.2 million reduction in benefit costs.

b. Special Education

The Staff recommended a decrease of $100,000 in the budget for “home instruction”
costs. The Staff also suggested that the Board's policies and procedures relating to
“home instruction” should be more closely monitored to ensure that only students who
qualify are receiving the service. The Trustees approved the budget reduction to home
instruction.

Furthermore, on June 21, 2001, the Trustees passed a motion to increase the special
education budget by $784,000. The increased spending in special education was to be
allocated to psychologist salaries, educational assistant salaries, special congregated
classes and other special education services. Hence, the Trustees approved a net increase
in the special education spending envelope of $684,000 in 2001-2002.
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It is important to note that no additional transitional funds were provided by the Ministry
in 2001-2001 and that the OCDSB’s planned expenditures were not consistent with the
available funding and the Province's educational equity policies. Yet, neither the Staff
nor the Trustees appear to have taken the necessary steps to address the problem.
However, the Staff did “consider” an additional $2.3 million in budget reductions to
special education that were not ultimately recommended to the Trustees. According to
the Staff, the Trustees had previously clearly communicated that they would not consider
any significant reductions to special education. Thus, the Staff was reluctant to
recommend any additional budget reductions to special education. In our view, it is the

Staff’s job to recommend all legally and logistically feasible alternatives to the Trustees.

c. Continuing Education

The Staff recommended the closure of one of the OCDSB’s two outdoor education
centres. The Staff investigated both the MacSkimming Centre and the Bill Mason Centre
and determined that the MacSkimming Centre had the most potential to eventualy
recover operational costs from user fees. Hence, the Staff recommended that the Bill
Mason centre be closed, resulting in estimated savings of $180,000 annualy. The
Trustees approved the closure of the Bill Mason centre. However, it is interesting to note
that the Bill Mason centre was not actually closed during the 2001-2002 school year. In
fact, the closure of the Bill Mason centre appears again in the Staff’s 2002-2003
proposed budget reductions. Therefore, the original closure decision was not actually
executed (see Appendix D).

d. Transportation
The Staff recommended, and the Trustees approved, additional spending of $300,000 in

transportation for the 2001-2002 school year. Based on our review of the budget

information and related minutes it is not clear how the increased spending was allocated.
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e. Pupil Accommodation (Facilities)

The Staff recommended approximately $4.9 million in budget cost improvements and the
Trustees approved many of the proposed changes. Most of the savings arose from the
termination of projects that had been financed from allocated reserves and transitiona
funds. Hence, the savings were not the result of efficiency gains. Rather, they arose
from no longer having the necessary reserves to fund expenditures in the facilities area.
Specificdly, in the 2001-2002 school year, a total of ¥ million was allocated from
reserves to renovate secondary school laboratories, and a total of $1.6 million was used
for building renovations. The Staff recommended budget reductions also consisted of a

$1 million reduction for computer leasing contracts.

f. Central Administration

The Staff recommended a total of $2.8 million in budget reductions and the Trustees
approved a total of $3.6 million budget cost decreases to central administration. The
approved budget reductions affected the operating budgets of many of the central
departments. Human resources and finance were the departments that bore the majority

of the budget cost decreases.
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Table6 - Comparison of Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions Versusthe Board

of Trustees— Approved Budget Reductionsin 2002-2003

Spending Staff-Recommended | Board of Trustees- | Difference Per centage of
Envelope Budget Reductions | Approved Budget Recommended
Reductions Budget
Reductions
Approved by the
Trustees
Instruction $9,365,000 $5,820,000 | $3,545,000 62%
Special $11,980,000 $0 | $11,980,000 (0270
Education
Continuing $0 $0 $0 -
Education
Transportation $7,250,000 $535,000 | $6,715,000 Rz
Pupil $4,880,000 $1,306,000 | $3,574,000 2%
Accommodatio
n
Central $180,000 $1,544,000 | ($1,364,000) 858%
Administration
TOTAL $33,655,000 $9,205,000 | $24,450,000 27%

1. Overall Analysis (2002-2003)

During the 20022003 budget process, in February 2002, the Staff recommended
approximately $33.7 miillion in net budget reductions and the Trustees approved only

$9.2 million in net budget reductions. Subsequently, in May 2002, in an attempt to
balance the budget, the Staff recommended an additional round of budget reductions,

none of which were deeply considered or approved by the Trustees.
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In essence, the effects of failing to make cost improvements over the past four years were
now becoming plainly apparent. In an important sense, procrastination conseguences
were now appearing. Transtion funding had been used for other than its intended
purpose. The Trustees had literally self-inflicted their financial crisis of 2002-2003.

2. Summary of Each Spending Category

a. Instruction

The Staff recommended a total of $9.4 million in budget reductions in the area of
instruction. The Trustees approved $5.8 million of the $9.4 million.

The Trustees approved a $2.6 million budget reduction to the occasional teacher budget,
a $2 million reduction to the instructional computer budget, and a $0.5 million reduction
to the secondary and elementary vice-principal budgets. The Trustees did not approve an
additional $2 million reduction to the occasiona teacher budget, a $2 million reduction to
the secondary schools operating budgets, $0.85 million reduction in technical support to
secondary schools, and a $0.42 million reduction to the secondary school office staff
budget.

b. Special Education

We believe that specia education programs are important in Ontario. But, we also
believe that such programs should not be immune from the search for economies and

efficiencies.

According to the Staff, special education was one of the areas that the OCDSB had failed
to make the necessary improvements in economy, efficiency and effectiveness. Cost
efficiencies that were being attained at different School Boards apparently were not
considered for OCDSB. Hence, the Staff decided to make some important decisions and
recommended significant budget reductions in the area of special education. The Staff



recommended the elimination of 146.5 FTE teaching positions, eight (8) FTE educational
assistant positions, and twenty-one (21) FTE professiona staff (i.e., psychologists and
social workers). The elimination of all of the positions within special education would
have had the effect of reducing the scope and the quality of service that had been
provided by the OCDSB b special education students since the amalgamation of the
Ottawa and Carleton School Boards.

The recommended budget reductions in 2002-2003 should have been implemented
throughout the last four years, in order to make the transition smoother to what the
government was seeking, which is educational equity across the Province. Nevertheless,
the Trustees have neglected to streamline the specia education budget. Although the
Staff’s recommendations were extensive, they were necessary to achieve the prescribed
equity, and were justified based on existing government standards.

Quite obvioudly, many of the Trustees treat special education differently from other
OCDSB programs. We understand that several of the Trustees currently have, or did
have, children in the special education program. It is possible that a lack of objectivity
has affected their voting. Nevertheless, the Province of Ontario has specified that equity
should exist across the Province. The majority of Trustees for OCDSB obviously have
not accepted the principles of equal opportunity or equity. Thus, special education is a
main cause of the 2002-2003 OCDSB budget deficit.

c. Continuing Education

No budget reductions were recommended by the Staff or approved by the Trusteesin the

area of continuing education. (See Appendix D for further commentary.)
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d. Transportation

As a result of the deficit financial position of the OCDSB in February 2002, the Staff
recommended the elimination of all transportation services within the Urban Transit Area
(UTA) for al students, excluding specia education students. The UTA means the area
where homes are located within 1 kilometre of a public transportation bus stop (OC
Transpo). The Staff estimated that the elimination of transportation services for all
students (except special education students) in the UTA would yield savings of
approximately $6.45 million. The Staff also recommended the elimination of
transportation to certain specialized secondary programs and congregated gifted
programs, which the Staff estimated would yield an additional $0.8 million in annual
savings. In tota, the Staff recommended a total of $7.25 million in budget reductions in
the area of transportation. (In our opinion, such a reduction would be too drastic for

younger children.)

The Trustees approved only the elimination of transportation services, within the UTA,
for grade 7 and 8 students. The Trustees thought that the elimination of transportation
services within the UTA for younger children (aged 12 and under) would put the safety
of those children at risk. Furthermore, the Trustees rationalized that the elimination of
the transportation services within the UTA would result in the OCDSB losing a
significant number of students to other School Boards. Hence, the Trustees approved
only $0.5 million of the Staff-recommended $7.25 million in budget reductions. (As
stated later, such a reduction is too little.)

For May 2002, the Staff recommended an additional $2.1 million in budget reductions
that would be achieved by eliminating noon-hour busing for junior kindergarten (JK) and
senior kindergarten (SK). The eimination of noon hour busing would be achieved by
having JK and SK students attend school on alternate full days. The Trustees did not
accept the Staff’ s proposals.



24

e. Pupil Accommodation (Facilities)

Most of the recommended budget reductions in the area of pupil accommodation
consisted of $4.6 million in school closures. During the period of investigation, the Staff
had performed several forma and comprehensive studies (in three phases) of the
OCDSB's facility needs. The studies attempted to identify ways to make the use of
OCDSB's facilities more efficient by recommending school closures and changes to the
geographic boundaries that determine which students wauld attend what schools. From
1998-1999 to 2001-2002, the Staff recommended the closure of more than twenty (20)
schools. Meanwhile, the Trustees approved the closure of only six (6) schools from
1998-1999 to 2001-2002.

For 2002-2003, the Staff recommended the closure of seven elementary schools and two
secondary schools, which would have resulted in estimated savings of approximately
$4.6 million. The Trustees approved the closure of only one small, elementary school for
total estimated savings of anly $0.25 million. The Trustees rationalized their inaction on
the basis that the closure of schools would cause difficulties for students who have to be
relocated (i.e., travelling longer distances), and on the basis that certain schools are
important to the surrounding community. It appears that the Trustees dismissed the
Staff's reasoning that the closure of some schools is necessary to increase the OCDSB'’s
overall utilization rates. Some Trustees appear reluctant to allow OCDSB to qualify for
new pupil placement funding, which would be provided by the Ministry for opening new
schools. It should be noted that during our investigation, we were informed that some of

the current Trustees were elected on a platform of “no school closures’.

Thus, governance of OCDSB is being hampered by specia interests and election
promises. Accordingly, favouritism of some students is disadvantaging other students

who ought to be equally represented by the Trustees.
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As part of the 2002-2003, budget process, the Staff recommended the closure of one

superintendent’s office with estimated savings of $180,000. The Trustees approved the

closure of two superintendents’ offices for estimated savings of $310,000.

The Trustees also approved an additional $1.2 million in reductions to the operational

budgets of many central administration departments, such as the human resources

department and the finance department.

Additional budget reductions to centra

administration departments may have to be evaluated once again, for their effects on the

gathering of data that is needed to improve economy, efficiency and effectiveness of

OCDSB.

OPTIONSIDENTIFIED FOR POSSIBLE BUDGET REDUCTION THAT WERE

NOT RECOMMENDED TO THE TRUSTEES BY STAFF

Table7 — Analysis of Budget Reductions That Were | dentified By the Staff, But

Were Not Recommended to the Trustees From 1998-2003

Spending 1998-1999 | 19992000 | 2000-2001 | 2001-2002 2002-2003 Total
Envelope

Instruction $0| $900,000 $O| $8,900,000 | $33,850,000 | $43,650,000
Special $0 | $1,000,000 $0| $2,334,000 $0| $3,334,000
Education

Continuing $0 $0 $0 $447,000 $0 $447,000
Education

Transportation $0| $2,622,000 $0 $286,000 | $12,700,000 | $15,608,000
Pupil $0 $0 $0| $2,600,000| $3,000,000| $5,600,000
Accommodation

Central $0 $0 $0| $2,909,000 $0| $2,909,000
Administration

Other $0| $1,700,000 $0 $0 $0| $1,700,000
TOTAL $0 | $6,222,000 $0 | $17,476,000 | $49,550,000 | $73,248,000
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Exhibit 2 to Appendix B provides a detailed analysis of the specific budget reductions
that were considered but were not recommended to the Trustees. Exhibit 2 to Appendix

B may be used as an aid to the undernoted analysis.

From 1998-1999 to 2002-2003, the Staff identified and investigated a total of $73 million
in budget reductions that were not ultimately recommended to the Trustees. In 1999-
2000, atotal of $6.2 million in budget reductions were considered but not recommended
to the Trustees. In 2001-2002, a total of $17.5 million in budget reductions were
considered but not recommended to the Trustees For 2002-2003, atotal of $49.5 million
in budget reductions were considered but not recommended to the Trustees. In 2002-
2003, approximately $43.7 million of the non-recommended budget reductions were in
the area of instruction, $15.6 million in transportation, $5.6 million in the area of pupil

accommodation, and $3.3 million in the area of special education.

According to the Staff, some of the identified budget reductions were not recommended
to the Trustees because they were not legally and/or logistically feasible. Other
considered reductions were not recommended because of the adverse effect it could have
on the students. Yet, other budget reductions were not recommended because the Staff
felt that the Trustees had made it clear that they would not approve certain budget

reductions (i.e., cost savings from special education and school closures).

2002-2003

In 2002-2003, the Staff did not recommend up to $26 million in budget reductions in the
area of teacher salary differential because it was not legally feasible to reduce a teacher’s
salary. It should be noted that based on information provided by the Ministry, we believe
the aleged $26 million sdary differentia likely is overstated. (See Appendix A) The
Staff considered reducing teacher salaries in the budget so that the OCDSB'’s average
teacher salary would be consistent with the Ministry’s funding formula. However, the

collective bargaining agreements entered into between the OCDSB and the teacher’s
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union would not permit teacher salaries to be lowered or permit the elimination of a

significant number of experienced teachers.

In 2002-2003, the Staff also considered eliminating all transportation services (within and
outsde of the UTA) for students, except for many specia education studerts, with
estimated savings of $12.7 million ayear. The Staff thought that the elimination of all
transportation services might have an impact on enrolment, as parents might turn to other
School Boards. Finaly, in 2002-2003, the Staff also considered a $3 million reduction to
the custodial budget (pupil accommodation) by increasing the sguare footage that
custodians were required to clean and by increasing the use of part-time custodians.

2001-2002

In 2001-2002 the Staff did not recommend a 10% reduction (approximately $2 million in
savings) to specia education assistants because the needs of special education students
had not yet been prioritized. Thus, the redeployment of the remaining educational
assistants could not reasonably be accomplished for the new school year. In 2001-2002,
the Staff did not recommend a budget reduction of $2.6 million to the custodial budget
(pupil accommodation), which would have resulted in the elimination of 60 custodia
positions. The Staff thought that a 10% reduction in the custodial budget might have an
impact on the cleanliness and safety at the schools. A $1 million budget reduction to the
school operating budgets (instruction) was not recommended to the Trustees because the
Staff determined that it would affect areas such as textbooks and other learning resources.
Furthermore, in 2001-2002, the Staff considered a $4.2 million reduction to school
support Staff such as principals, vice-principals, office staff and technicians. Again, the
Staff concluded that school closures would be more consistent with program efficiency
and effectiveness initiatives. The Staff also considered a 10% reduction ($2 million in
savings) to the central administration budget.
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1999-2000

In 19992000, the Staff considered a total of $2.6 million in transportation budget
reductions. They considered reducing the transportation budget by increasing the
walking distance for each student by 0.2 kilometres, by introducing all day/alternate day
junior kindergarten and senior kindergarten classes (eliminating noon hour busing), and
by eliminating transportation to financially-disadvantaged students. The Staff ultimately
decided that the proposed budget reductions would create an unreasonable amount of
disruption and inconvenience to the students. Thus, the budget reductions were not

recommended to the Trustees.

According to the Staff, there were times when they did not recommend certain budget
reductions because they felt that the Trustees had made it clear that they were not
prepared to approve certain attempts at cost efficiencies. In 2001-2002, the Staff did not
recommend a 10% reduction to special education assistants, partialy because the specia
needs of special education students had not yet been prioritized, and partialy because
they were aware of the reluctance of the Trustees to seriously consider changes to special

education programs.

SUMMARY

The Province passed legidation about five years ago, attempting to have Ontario-wide,
equal-opportunity education standards and funding. Amalgamations occurred, and
trangition funding was provided to phase into the new standards. OCDSB received over
$140 million to assit in the transition, much more than several boards. The figures in
Appendix B do not support a hypothesis that the Trustees who were elected in 2000 to
the OCDSB serioudly attempted to transition to the Province-wide standards.



RECOMMENDED BUDGET CUTSVERSUSAPPROVED BUDGET CUTS
BUDGET DECREASES/(BUDGET INCREASES)

APPENDIX B
EXHIBIT 1

INSTRUCTION
Elementary - Teachers and Office Staff

Guidance

Classroom Teachers

Elementary School Office Staff
Elementary Vice-Principals
Elementary ESL & EDL Programs

Elementary Technicians

Teacher Librarians
Library Technicians
JK Teacher Aides

Secondary - Teachers and Office Staff

Secondary Teacher Librarians
Classroom Teachers

Secondary Guidance

Secondary Department Heads
Minor Headship Allowance
Secondary School Office Staff
Secondary Vice-Principals
Secondary ESL & EDL Programs
[Adult High School ESL & EDL
Secondary School Office Allocation

Secondary Technicians

Secondary Technicians

Multi-Media Technicians

Computer Technicians

Technical Support in Secondary Schools

Occasional Teachers/Benefits

Occasional Teacher Budget
Benefits

Gratuities

Salary Turnover

Total Total
Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved
Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts 1998-1999 to 1998-1999 to
1998-1999 1998-1999 Difference 1999-2000 1999-2000 Difference 2000-2001 2000-2001 Difference 2001-2002 2001-2002 Difference 2002-2003 2002-2003 Difference 2002-2003 2002-2003 Difference
$975,000 $975,000 $0 $975,000 $975,000 $0
($496,800) ($803,400) $306,600 $5,100,000 $5,100,000 $0 $4,603,200 $4,296,600 $306,600
$910,000 $910,000 $0 $910,000 $910,000 $0
($1,118,141) $0 ($1,118,141), $160,000 $160,000 $0 ($958,141) $160,000 ($1,118,141),
$1,400,000 $0 $1,400,000 $3,800,000 $2,800,000 $1,000,000 $5,200,000 $2,800,000 $2,400,000
$2,084,490 $2,084,490 $0 $150,000 $150,000 $0 $2,234,490 $2,234,490 $0
($1,176,000) ($1,176,000) $0 ($1,176,000) ($1,176,000) $0
$840,000 $840,000 $0 $840,000 $840,000 $0
$130,000 $130,000 $0 $130,000 $130,000 $0
($1,712,050) ($1,843,450) $131,400 $1,900,000 $1,900,000 $0 $187,950 $56,550 $131,400
$458,500 $458,500 $0 $458,500 $458,500 $0
$1,135,770 $1,135,770 $0 $1,135,770 $1,135,770 $0
$429,576 $429,576 $0 $429,576 $429,576 $0
$525,000 $525,000 $0 $525,000 $525,000 $0
($1,538,028) ($1,328,028) ($210,000)| $350,000 $350,000 $0 ($1,188,028) ($978,028) ($210,000)|
$700,000 $0 $700,000 $700,000 $0 $700,000
$400,000 $400,000 $0 $400,000 $400,000 $0
$420,000 $0 $420,000 $420,000 $0 $420,000
$647,500 $647,500 $0 $647,500 $647,500 $0
$315,000 $315,000 $0 $315,000 $315,000 $0
($147,000) ($147,000) $0 ($147,000) ($147,000) $0
$850,000 $0 $850,000 $850,000 $0 $850,000
$0 $2,000,000 ($2,000,000), $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $0 $2,600,000 $2,600,000 $0 $6,000,000 $8,000,000 ($2,000,000),
$1,200,000 $1,200,000 $0 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 $0
$300,000 $370,000 $0 $300,000 $370,000 $0
$4,600,000 $4,600,000 $0 $4,600,000 $4,600,000 $0




RECOMMENDED BUDGET CUTSVERSUSAPPROVED BUDGET CUTS

BUDGET DECREASES/(BUDGET INCREASES)

APPENDIX B
EXHIBIT 1

Total Total
Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved
Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts 1998-1999 to 1998-1999 to
1998-1999 1998-1999 Difference 1999-2000 1999-2000 Difference 2000-2001 2000-2001 Difference 2001-2002 2001-2002 Difference 2002-2003 2002-2003 Difference 2002-2003 2002-2003 Difference
Other
Curriculum/Program Principal $87,449 $87,449 $0 $150,000 $150,000 $0 $350,000 $350,000 $0 $587,449 $587,449 $0
Program Department $1,655,189 $1,655,189 $0 $1,655,189 $1,655,189 $0
School Operations - Principal and Vice-Principal $256,935 $256,935 $0 $256,935 $256,935 $0
Media Centre $178,500 $178,500 $0 $150,000 $0 $150,000 $328,500 $178,500 $150,000
Staff Development ($200,609) ($200,609) $0 ($200,609) ($200,609) $0
Lighthouse $333,121 $281,121 $52,000 $333,121 $281,121 $52,000
Outside Grants $171,600 $146,600 $25,000 $171,600 $146,600 $25,000
Outdoor Educational Centres $546,559 $345,034 $201,525 $350,000 $0 $350,000 $896,559 $345,034 $551,525
Adult Education Program $1,068,697 $1,068,697 $0 $1,068,697 $1,068,697 $0
Accelerated Retirement of Staff $4,586,200 $4,586,200 $0 $6,800,000 $6,800,000 $0 $11,386,200 $11,386,200 $0
School Equipment Replacement $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $800,000 $800,000 $0 $2,800,000 $2,800,000 $0
Instructional Supplies $0 $1,800,000 ($1,800,000) $0 $1,800,000 ($1,800,000)
New School Openings $400,000 $400,000 $0 $400,000 $400,000 $0
Support for Unusual Minor Fluctuations in Enrolment $130,000 $130,000 $0 $130,000 $130,000 $0
School Budget and Special Program Allocations $700,000 $700,000 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $2,000,000 $2,700,000 $700,000 $2,000,000
Secondary School Reform $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0
Central Instruction Support $527,000 $527,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $562,000 $562,000 $0
Board Decision Not to Expand French Immersion $0 $300,000 ($300,000), $0 $300,000 ($300,000)
Additional Reductions $0 $1,000,000 ($1,000,000) $0 $1,000,000 ($1,000,000),
Community Living Summer Program 2002
Mentoring Program ($239,000) ($239,000) $0 ($100,000) ($100,000) $0 $100,000 $100,000 $0 ($239,000) ($239,000) $0
Instructional Computers $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0
Secondary Reform Implementation ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) $0 ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) $0
Central Funding for New School Start-Up ($227,000) ($227,000) $0 ($227,000) ($227,000) $0
Reduction in Staff Development & Quality Assurance $0 $200,000 ($200,000), $0 $200,000 ($200,000)
Special Projects $0 $25,173 ($25,173) $0 $25,173 ($25,173)
Total Instruction $12,946,458 $13,558,074 ($611,616)| $8,261,000 $9,961,000 ($1,700,000) $15,307,000 $15,607,000 ($300,000)| $8,323,000 $8,393,000 $0 $9,365,000 $5,820,173 $3,544,827 $54,202,458 $53,339,247 $933,211
SPECIAL EDUCATION
Special Education (General) $7,200,000 $3,200,000 $4,000,000 $1,600,000 $1,500,000 $100,000 $100,000 ($684,000) $0 $11,980,000 $0 $11,980,000 $20,880,000 $4,016,000 $16,080,000
SETA's/Educational Assistants $1,320,000 $0 $1,320,000 $1,320,000 $0 $1,320,000
Psychologists $525,293 $0 $525,293 $525,293 $0 $525,293
Social Workers $315,740 $0 $315,740 $315,740 $0 $315,740
Speech Language Pathologists $328,338 $0 $328,338 $328,338 $0 $328,338
Special Education Teachers $910,000 $0 $910,000 $910,000 $0 $910,000
SERU's/SERT's/Teacher Diagnosticians $1,217,975 $0 $1,217,975 $1,217,975 $0 $1,217,975
Principal Special Education $78,000 $78,000 $0 $78,000 $78,000 $0
Children Learning for Living $509,228 $509,228 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000 $809,228 $509,228 $300,000
Total Special Education $5,204,574 $587,228 $4,617,346 $7,200,000 $3,200,000 $4,000,000 $1,900,000 $1,500,000 $400,000 $100,000 ($684,000) $0 $11,980,000 $0 $11,980,000 $26,384,574 $4,603,228 $20,997,346
CONTINUING EDUCATION
Continuing Education Program $1,000,000 $564,000 $436,000 $183,049 $183,049 $0 $1,183,049 $747,049 $436,000
Continuing Education Principal $84,500 $84,500 $0 $84,500 $84,500 $0
Extra-Curricular Creative Arts $117,736 $117,736 $0 $117,736 $117,736 $0
Total Continuing Education $1,202,236 $766,236 $436,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $183,049 $183,049 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,385,285 $949,285 $436,000
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Total Total
Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved Recommended Approved
Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts 1998-1999 to 1998-1999 to
1998-1999 1998-1999 Difference 1999-2000 1999-2000 Difference 2000-2001 2000-2001 Difference 2001-2002 2001-2002 Difference 2002-2003 2002-2003 Difference 2002-2003 2002-2003 Difference
TRANSPORTATION
Transportation Office $270,784 $270,784 $0 $270,784 $270,784 $0
Transportation $1,224,000 $1,209,000 $15,000 $525,000 $525,000 $0 ($300,000) ($300,000) $0 $7,250,000 $534,500 $6,750,000 $8,699,000 $1,968,500 $6,765,000
Total Transportation $1,494,784 $1,479,784 $15,000 $525,000 $525,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($300,000) ($300,000) $0 $7,250,000 $534,500 $6,750,000 $8,969,784 $2,239,284 $6,765,000
PUPIL ACCOMMODATION (FACILITIES!
Renovations $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 ($2,000,000) ($2,000,000) $0 ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) $0
Plant Operations $11,089,567 $11,089,567 $0 ($7,000,000) ($7,000,000) $0 $465,000 $465,000 $0 $4,554,567 $4,554,567 $0
Payments $0 $172,000 ($172,000) $0 $172,000 ($172,000)
School Closures $2,000,000 $250,000 $1,750,000 $4,600,000 $250,000 $4,350,000 $6,600,000 $500,000 $6,100,000
Insurance and Reduction in Provision for Losses $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 $284,100 $284,100 $0 $1,284,100 $1,284,100 $0
Building Capacity Funds $1,600,000 $1,600,000 $0 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 $0
Laboratory Renovations $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0
Long-Term Accommodation Plan $550,000 $550,000 $0 $550,000 $550,000 $0
Student Services Technology Support $150,000 $150,000 $0 $150,000 $150,000 $0
Leasing of Desktops $850,000 $850,000 $0 $850,000 $850,000 $0
Custodial Budgets ($197,000) $197,000 $280,000 $280,000 $0 $280,000 $83,000 $197,000
Utilities ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) $0
Boundary Reviews $0 ($75,000) $0 ($75,000) $0
Custodial Services $0 $711,026 ($711,026) $0 $711,026 ($711,026)|
Plant Supervisors $0 ($5,391) $5,391 $0 ($5,391) $5,391
Design & Construction $0 $50,000 ($50,000) $0 $50,000 ($50,000)
Real Estate $0 $20,000 ($20,000) $0 $20,000 ($20,000)
Total Pupil Accommodation (Facilities) $12,089,567 $12,064,567 $25,000 ($7,000,000) ($8,750,000) $1,750,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 $4,899,100 $4,824,100 $0 $4,880,000 $1,305,635 $3,574,365 $15,868,667 $10,444,302 $5,349,365
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION
Coordinator of Volunteer Services $51,060 $0 $51,060 $51,060 $0 $51,060
Research and Planning $75,190 $75,190 $0 $75,190 $75,190 $0
Resource Centre $41,432 $41,432 $0 $41,432 $41,432 $0
Human Resources $1,105,544 $1,105,544 $0 $1,105,544 $1,105,544 $0
Information Technology $1,219,644 $1,219,644 $0 $0 $100,000 ($100,000) $1,219,644 $1,319,644 ($100,000)
Director/Trustee Services/Communications $814,874 $814,874 $0 $814,874 $814,874 $0
Physical Planning $34,730 $34,730 $0 $34,730 $34,730 $0
Finance and Administration $1,364,418 $1,364,418 $0 $1,364,418 $1,364,418 $0
Capital $179,379 $179,379 $0 $179,379 $179,379 $0
Superintendent's Office $301,041 $301,041 $0 $180,000 $310,000 ($130,000) $481,041 $611,041 ($130,000)|
Memberships $50,000 $50,000 $0 $50,000 $50,000 $0
Central Administration Supplies and Services $700,000 $700,000 $0 $700,000 $700,000 $0
Trustees’ Communication $11,800 $11,800 $0 $11,800 $11,800 $0
Central Administration Budget $0 $130,000 ($130,000) $2,100,000 $2,078,448 $21,552 $2,100,000 $2,208,448 ($108,448)|
Other (various) $682,451 $1,541,000 ($858,549), $682,451 $1,541,000 ($858,549)
Assembly of School Councils ($1,500) ($1,500) $0 $0 $3,500 ($3,500) ($1,500) $2,000 ($3,500)|
Advisory Committees of the Board $0 ($6,000) $0 $0 ($6,000) $0
Director's Operating Budget $0 $90,000 ($90,000) $0 $90,000 ($90,000)
Trustee's Operating Expenses $0 $20,000 ($20,000) $0 $20,000 ($20,000)
Central Department Budgets $0 $1,014,780 ($1,014,780) $0 $1,014,780 ($1,014,780)
Admissions Enrollment $0 $4,950 ($4,950) $0 $4,950 ($4,950)
Purchasing/Materials Management $0 $60,851 ($60,851) $0 $60,851 ($60,851)
Health & Safety $0 $40,000 ($40,000) $0 $40,000 ($40,000)
Total Central Administration $5,949,112 $5,898,052 $51,060 $0 $100,000 ($100,000) $0 $130,000 ($130,000)| $2,780,951 $3,611,948 ($836,997) $180,000 $1,544,081 ($1,364,081) $8,910,063 $11,284,081 ($2,380,018)|
DEBT
Debentures Principal and Interest $685,400 $685,400 $0 $685,400 $685,400 $0
Total Debt $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $685,400 $685,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $685,400 $685,400 $0
TOTAL $38,886,731 $34,353,941 $4,532,790 $8,986,000 $5,036,000 $3,950,000 $18,207,000 $18,237,000 ($30,000) $16,671,500 $16,713,497 ($836,997) $33,655,000 $9,204,389 $24,485,111 $116,406,231 $83,544,827 $32,100,904

* 1999-2000 School Closures: Originally the Board of Trustees approved a total of $1,200,000 in budget cuts out of the $2,000,000 that was recommended by the staff. However, in December 2000, the newly elected

Board of Trustees reduced the approved budget reductions from $1,200,000 to $250,000.



OPTIONSIDENTIFIED FOR POSSIBLE REDUCTION

BUT NOT RECOMMENDED BY STAFE

APPENDIX B

EXHIBIT 2

Considered Considered Considered Considered Considered Total
Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Budget Cuts Considered
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 1998-1999 to 2002-2003
INSTRUCTION
Equipment Renewal $900,000 $900,000
School Carryforward Reserves $1,800,000 $1,800,000
Instructional Support Staff $2,000,000 $2,000,000
Reduce Principals/Vice Principals, School Office Staff $4,200,000 $1,710,000 $5,910,000
School Operating Budgets $900,000 $4,000,000 $4,900,000
Rgduce _Staffmg By Number of Posmpns Required to Equal Salary $26,000,000 $26,000,000
Differential Between Costs and Funding
Introduce All Day, Alternate Day Kindergarten $1,700,000 $1,700,000
Twin Elementary Schools $440,000 $440,000
Total Instruction $900,000 $8,900,000 $33,850,000 $43,650,000
SPECIAL EDUCATION $1,000,000 $2,334,000 $3,334,000
CONTINUING EDUCATION $447,000 $447,000
TRANSPORTATION
Increase Walking Distance $130,000 $130,000
Re-introduce All Day/Alternate Day Kindergarten $1,300,000 $1,300,000
Eliminate Co-operative Education Busing $266,000 $266,000
Eliminate Transportation for Financially Disadvantaged Students $566,000 $566,000
Special Education Summer Programs $115,000 $115,000
Transportation to Other Boards and from Other Boards $245,000 $245,000
Transportation for Field Trips $36,000 $36,000
Elimination of Grades 7 & 8 Transportation $250,000 $250,000
Eliminate ALL Transportation Except for Special Education Students $12,700,000
Total Transportation $2,622,000 $286,000 $12,700,000 $15,608,000
PUPIL ACCOMMODATION (FACILITIES) $2,600,000 $3,000,000 $5,600,000
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION
Loss and Vandalism Insurance Reserve $1,000,000 $1,000,000
Professional Development $209,000 $209,000
Staff Release Time $400,000 $400,000
Utilities and Transportation Allocation for Cost Increase $1,300,000 $1,300,000
Total Central Administration $2,909,000 $2,909,000
OTHER $1,700,000 $1,700,000
TOTAL $0 $6,222,000 $0 $17,476,000 $49,550,000 $73,248,000




OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD
FUNDING VERSUS EXPENDITURE FOR 2002-2003

Gross Expenditures Before

APPENDIX C

Total Funding Trustee-Approved Reductions (Over)/Under

Classroom I nstruction 304,628,708 345,527,799 (40,899,091)
Non-Classroom I nstruction 85,239,931 86,198,530 (958,599)
Administration 14,863,003 14,953,735 (90,732)
Facilities - School Operations 55,043,188 51,583,844 3,459,344
Continuing Education 2,769,547 6,825,525 (4,055,978)
Transportation 23,411,757 23,146,076 265,681
Capital and Debt Charges 8,600,000 12,109,829 (3,509,829)
School Renewal 9,763,734 9,948,047 (184,313)
New Pupil Places 777,286 610,464 166,822
Total 505,097,154 550,903,849 (45,806,695)
Fee Revenues 400,000
Other Revenues 16,600,000
2001-2002 Deficit 3,700,000

522,097,154 554,603,849
Deficit Before Trustee-Approved Reductions ($32,506,695)
Add: Reductions made by Trustees 9,203,849
Deficit After Trustee-Approved Reductions ($23,302,846)




APPENDIX D

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD
2002-2003 BUDGET REDUCTIONS
STAFF-RECOMMENDED AND BOARD-APPROVED REDUCTIONS

The Board did not approve any additional reductions after Staff's May 2002 recommended reductions.

Staff Board Staff
Exhibit Recommendations Approved Recommendations
No. Departments February 2002 Reductions May 2002

1 School Closures $4,600,000 $250,000 $250,000
2 Custodial Budget $280,000 $280,000 $280,000
3 Transportation $7,250,000 $500,000 $3,100,000
4 Breakfast Program $35,000 $35,000 $35,000
5 Mentoring Program $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
6 Instructional Computers $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000
7 Superintendent Offices $180,000 $310,000 $310,000
8 Media Centre $150,000 $0 $150,000
9 Outdoor Education $350,000 $0 $350,000
10  Program Division $350,000 $350,000 $850,000
11 Specia Education $11,980,000 $0 $11,980,000
12 Occasiona Teaching Budget $2,600,000 $2,600,000 $4,600,000
13  School Budget Allocations $2,000,000 $0 $3,000,000
14  Elementary School Vice-Principals $160,000 $160,000 $160,000
15  Secondary School Vice-Principals $350,000 $350,000 $350,000
16  Secondary School Office Allocation $420,000 $0 $420,000
17  Technical Support in Secondary Schools $850,000 $0 $850,000
18  Other Reductionsto Central Administration $0 $2,268,849 $2,268,849
19  Twinning of Elementary Schools $0 $0 $500,000
Total Reductions $33,655,000 $9,203,849 $31,553,849

Less: Additional Expected Grants ($1,148,305)

Less: Board Approved Reductions ($9,203,849)

Current Deficit $23,302,846

Note:



APPENDIX D

STAFF-RECOMMENDED AND BOARD-APPROVED REDUCTIONS
PREAMBLE TO EXHIBITS1TO 19

This Appendix examines the Staff’s recommended budget economies as well as the cost -
efficiency improvements that have been approved by the Trustees. Our analysis of the
budget efficiencies that can be implemented beneficial effects to have for September
2002 is aso set out herein. We have looked at a broad range of aternatives and have
attempted to provide pros and cons for each. A balanced budget can be achieved for
2002-2003 by making severa of a variety of choices. Thus, the comments in this

appendix attempt to view a wide range of alternatives.

Specifically, we have examined the following with respect to the 2002-2003 budget:

1. The nature of Staff’s recommended budget amendments in February 2002;

2. The nature of Staff’s recommended budget reductions in May 2002;

3. The cost savings that have been approved by the Trustees; and

4. Our anaysis of the Staff -recommended budget reductions that can be implemented

for September 2002.

It is important to emphasize that the scope of this Appendix is primarily limited to the
recommendations of Staff. Due to time and other logistical challenges, al of the Staff’s
recommendations cannot be implemented to have immediate benefit in September 2002,

or shortly thereafter. Accordingly, we have prepared a further analysis, in Appendix E,



which offers one possible set of expenditure reductions that would achieve a balanced

budget for 2002-2003. Most of the cost savings shown in Appendix E are outlined in
Exhibits 1 through 19 of Appendix D. However, there are several additional expenditure
improvement possibilities (beyond those proposed by the Staff) that are introduced in

Exhibit 1 of Appendix E, which can be implemented as part of a balanced budget.

Our conclusion is that a balanced budget is attainable for 2002-2003. The alternatives
that are shown in Appendix E, and discussed in Exhibit 1 to Appendix E, are Smply one
way to achieve a balanced budget. Other alternatives exist to balance the budget. The
list of aternatives in Appendix D is designed to be helpful to Staff and to the ultimate

governance and decision-making body for OCDSB.



APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 1

SCHOOL CLOSURES

The OCDSB currently has 151 school sites (120 elementary and 27 secondary, including
one adult high school, plus four secondary alternate sites). Since amalgamation, the Staff
have performed extensive studies and analyses with respect to school closures. Table 1
summarizes the number of schools that have been reviewed and have been recommended
for closure since amalgamation.

Table 1 — Schools Recommended and Approved for Closure

Budget Year Recommended Approved Closed
1999-2000 8 elementary 4 elementary 4 elementary
2 secondary 1 secondary 1 secondary
2000-2001* 3 elementary 0 elementary 0 elementary
2001-2002** 9 elementary 6 elementary 1 elementary
2002-2003 7 elementary 1 elementary 1 elementary
2 secondary 0 secondary 0 secondary

* Overbrook Elementary School isincluded in the OCDSB Staff-recommended school closures for budget
years 1999-2000, 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 (when it was eventually closed).

** The 2001-2002 recommended closures include two (2) schools that were recommended for closure in
previous years (not including Overbrook). Shortly after the Board approved the closure of six (6)
elementary schools, a new Board of Trustees came into power in 2000 and reversed the closing of five
(5) of the six (6) schools, resulting in only one (1) school closure. (The motion to close six (6) schools
was adopted by the previous Board of Trustees on October 25, 2000. The mation to keep open five (5)
of the six (6) schoolswas adopted by the present group of Trustees on December 18, 2000.)



1. Phases of School Closures Prepared by Staff

OCDSB Staff have developed various phases with different systems and strategies to
evaluate the closing of schools. In 1999, the Staff looked at school closures on an area
basis by dividing the Ottawa-Carleton district into quadrants. The Trustees did not seem
to agree with the definition of the quadrants, and no schools were closed in 2000-2001.
In 2000, the Staff recommended that the school closure process be analyzed by grouping
families of schools in similar areas. Through such a process, the Staff was able to
recommend the closure of nine (9) elementary schools inside the Greenbelt area. B,

only one was eventually approved for closure.

In February 2002, the Staff recommended the closure of two (2) secondary and seven (7)
elementary schools for 2002-2003, which was expected to result in savings of $4.6
million. The Schedule to Exhibit 1 includes a breakdown of the estimated savings from
the closure of schools. The Trustees requested that the Staff perform an analysis of the
closure of certain schools so as to achieve $1 million in cost savings for 2002-2003. In
March 2002, the Staff recommended the closure of one (1) secondary and four (4)
elementary schools amounting b savings of over $1 million. On May 14, 2002, the
Trustees approved the closure of one (1) elementary school for 2002-2003, resulting in
estimated cost savings of $250,000 to $260,000.

Based on our discussions with OCDSB Staff, the savings related to school closures are
not realized until the second year and onward. In the first year that a school is closed,
implementation costs may be incurred, which will offset some of the savings. Our
calculations have taken into account some of the implementation costs as provided by the
Steff.

In essence, since the new Board of Trustees was elected in 2000, only two elementary
schools have been closed. In the past two years, the Staff has recommended the closure
of 18 schools.



2. Ottawa-Carleton’s Unigue Features

The Ottawa Carleton area is separated by the “ Greenbelt”. The area inside the Greenbelt
is urban, while the areas outside of the Greenbelt are more rural. Approximately 70% of
the OCDSB students attend schools that are inside the Greenbelt. The elementary
schools that are located inside the Greenbelt have excess pupil places of over 4,500. The
elementary schools that are located outside of the Greenbelt are over-utilized. The
secondary schools that are located inside the Greenbelt have excess pupil daces of over
1,300. The secondary schools that are located outside the Greenbelt are over-utilized and
have no excess pupil places, in aggregate. Hence, the Board of Trustees have not
addressed equity within the geographical areas of OCDSB.

It appears as though much of the suburban population has been growing in the past years,
creating the need for more pupil places in the suburbs. The OCDSB has not been in a
position to obtain sufficient funding to develop and build new schools based upon the
provincial funding formula. Part of the problem is the School Board’s excess capacity,
which stems from having many schools that are not operating at full capacity, and the
Trustees unwillingness to close schools. Certain conditions, including utilization factors
and enrolment growth, must be met in order to become dligible for new pupil places
funding. When OCDSB carries out the school closures, the Board becomes eligible for

grants to build and equip new schools.

Based on our discussions with the Staff and Trustees, it appears as though certain
Trustees are not in agreement with the provincia funding formula calculation of
providing funding based on an expected 100% capacity of schools. Nevertheless, the
legislation specifies the required percentage of capacity, and therefore is clear on the
required standard. As a result of some of the Trustees beliefs, certain schools have not
been closed and the OCDSB has not been able to obtain the funding required to open new
schools. By contrast, the Ottawa Carleton Catholic School Board has positioned itself to
qualify for new pupil places funding.



3. New Pupil Places

School closures impact many areas of OCDSB’s funding allocation. The new pupil
places grant is based upon enrolment in excess of capacity. If a School Board has excess
capacity in its schools, it may not qualify for new pupil places grants.

An area in which the OCDSB has received comparatively lower levels of funding is in
new pupil places (“NPP”). Table 2 compares NPP funding among a comparison group:

Table2 — Comparison of New Pupil Places Funding

2001-2002
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Edtimate
Ottawa-Carleton DSB Nil Nil Nil | $ 846,181
O-C Catholic SB $ 3030902|$ 3749483 $ 4,884,962 $ 8,158,910
Durham DSB $ 12251,268| $ 16,659,902 $ 19891678 |$ 20,000,000
York DSB $ 16305699 $ 20,000,000 $ 20000000 |$ 37,163,046
Peel DSB $ 10,761,831| $ 20,000,000| $ 20,000,000 [$ 46,675,212

OCDSB did not receive any NPP funding from 1998-1998 through to 2000-2001. High-
growth districts such as Durham, York and Peel have received significant NPP funding.
The Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board, while in the same general region as
OCDSB, has received between $3 million to $8 million each year from 1998-1999 to
2001-2002. The following factors explain the difference between NPP funding for
OCDSB and the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board:

a) The Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board’'s enrolment has increased by 8.6%
since 1998 1999. OCDSB'’s enrolment has grown by only 0.7%;

b) The Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board’s enrolment has consistently

exceeded the Ministry’s calculation of enrolment capacity in each year.

c) OCDSB has not closed schools that have low capacity utilization.



Table 3 — Enrolment in Excess of Capacity, Calculated by the Ministry

2001-2002
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Estimate

Ottawa-Carleton DSB
Elementary - - - 769
Secondary - - - -
Excess Enrolment - - - 769
Ottawa-Catholic CSB
Elementary - - - 2,265
Secondary 1,944 2,405 3,133 3,636
Excess Enrolment 1,944 2,405 3,133 5,901

4. Alternatives
a. Short Term

In February 2002, the OCDSB’ s Staff proposed a budget for 2002-2003 that included the
closure of seven (7) elementary and two (2) secondary schools. The Trustees approved
the closure of one (1) elementary school. In May 2002, the Staff did not recommend the
closure of additional schools, besides the one (1) elementary school that had been
approved by the Trustees. By May 2002, the Staff had determined that there was not
sufficient time to close a school for September 2002.

There are many factors that are taken nto consideration in closing a school. Based on
our discussions with the Staff, closing a school takes a long period of time, primarily
because extensive consultation is needed. Certain schools could have feasibly been
closed in February 2002 for September 2002 due to the analysis and study that had
previously been performed by the Staff. But, in February 2002, the OCDSB Staff was
somewhat limited in its selection of possible schools that could have been closed for
September 2002. It would have been very difficult after February to have performed
such an analysis on additional school closures, to have effect for September 2002. Thus,
even by February 2002, the schools that could have been closed for September 2002,
following the specified due process pr ocedure, were limited. The Staff also had to limit



their choices to schools with students who could be accommodated elsewhere without
substantial school renovation. The Staff therefore focused on the elementary and

secondary schools that could be closed with minimal impact to programs.

In addition, it is now not logisticaly feasible for Staff to close any school for September
2002, including those schools that have undergone previous analysis and study. The
students from the closing school would have to be reallocated to the receiving schools.
Certain receiving schools may require renovations and maintenance prior to being in a
condition to accept additional students. Transportation routes and boundaries may have
to be adjusted to accommodate the students who will be moving to new schools. The
furniture inside the schools would have to be moved to the receiving schools, or sent
offsite for storage. The closure of schools would also affect the location and movement

of programs such as special education, French immersion, and others.

We have pursued the possibility of closing certain schools for January 2003. While it
may be legally feasible to close certain schools that have undergone some of the
community consultation process, the Staff has suggested that it may not be logisticaly
possible to close schools for January 2003. Closing schools in January 2003 may result
in a breach of the teacher collective bargaining agreements, depending on the number of
teachers that can be moved to other classes and to other schools.

b. Example of a Possible School Closure

We have noted that some schools in the OCDSB operate at less than 50% capacity.
However, it is not necessarily desirable to close these schools as such. There may be
nearby schools that are older, or in worse condition, that should be considered for
closure. The students from the older schools may be re-directed to the schools with lower
utilized pupil places. There are many options and alternatives available as to which
schools can or should be closed. The Staff aready performed in-depth closure analyses
on many of the schools. The problem has been the reluctance of some Trustees to

support cost savings.



Based on our discussions with the Staff, we understand that there are certain “pockets’
within the OCDSB district that may have three elementary schools that are not at full
capacity, and are within very close distances to each other. Asaresult, it may be feasible
to close one of the schools and have the students re-directed to the other schools in the

same vicinity. Such recommendations may not result in increased transportation costs

because the schools are within short distances.

For example, Hilson, EImdale and Fisher Park elementary schools are al within an
approximate distance of approximately 1,300 metres. The following table highlights the
projected enrolment and utilization for each school for 2002-2003.

Table4 — Projected Enrolment and Utilization

School OCDSB Planning Capacity | Projected 2002-2003 | Projected Utilization %
(Number of Students) Enrol ment

Hilson 432.5 183 42.3%

Elmdde 420.5 490.5 116.6%

Fisher Park 844.5 470 55.7%

In August 2000, the Staff recommended the closure of EImdale, among other schools. Of
the three neighbouring schools, Staff recommended that Elmdale be closed because it

was the oldest school and was in need of the most repairs. Hilson was a fairly new

school that was reconstructed by the former Ottawa Board in 1998.

The previous Board of Trustees approved the closure of Elmdale in October 2000. The
new Board of Trustees reversed the closure of Elmdale in December 2000, resulting in

Elmdale remaining open.



If Elmdale were to close, 420.5 pupil places would be eliminated. There would be
sufficient capacity at Hilson and Fisher Park to accommodate the Elmdale students and
remain within each school’ s capacity.

There are other factors that affect the closure of schools such as EImdale. Many concerns
and issues have been raised by the community with respect to school closures. These

have been assembled as part of the studies that have been performed by the Staff.
Nevertheless, if the Trustees neglect to make cost reductions, consequences arise
elsewhere. The data shows that savings are available, and merit the support of the Board

of Trustees.

5. Recommendation

We recommend that L.D. Billings elementary school be closed for September 2002, as
has aready been approved by the Trustees. We aso recommend that two additional
elementary schools be closed in January 2003. The closures of the schools in January
2003 will result in savings of approximately $125,000 each ($250,000 for one-half year
of savings, times two schools). As a result, the total budget improvements related to
school closures for 2002-2003 will be $500,000, which can be broken down as follows:

Closure of L.D. Billings $250,000
(approved by Trustees)

Closure of 2 eementary schools in
January 2003 ($125,000 x 2) 250,000



6. Long-Term Cost Savings (for September 2003 and/or Beyond)

For September 2003, sufficient time currently exists for any school to be closed. That is,
there is adequate time to perform the analyses and engage in consultations that are
required to close a school. As such, a long-term plan would be required to outline the
criteria on which school closures should be evaluated. Trustee input is needed in setting

criteria

The Staff have indicated that more time is required to close secondary schools than
elementary schools due to the different programs and courses that are offered at
secondary schools. The Staff has suggested that decisions must be made by the end of
October 2002 to ensure that a smooth transition results from the closure of a secondary
school for September 2003. The Staff has also suggested that decisions to close
elementary schools for September 2003 must be made no later than January or early
February 2003.

In 2001-2002, Staff recommended the elimination of over 2,500 pupil places a the
elementary level. The Trustees approved the closure of one school, L.D. Billings, which
eliminated 228.5 pupil places. In 2002-2003, the Staff’s initial recommendation included
the elimination of over 800 pupil places at the elementary level and over 700 pupil places

that the secondary level.

In summary, it appears as though 2,000 pupil places can be eliminated at the elementary
level, as well as over 700 pupil places at the secondary level.



APPENDIX D
SCHEDULE TO EXHIBIT 1

SCHOOL CLOSURES

Estimated Annual Cost Savings Related to the Closur e of An Average Elementary School of 550 Pupils

Full Time Average
Position Equivalent Salary
Description (FTE) (Including Bengefits) Saving9

Saffing

Principal 1 $88,533 $88,533
Chief Custodian 1 $52,590 $52,590
Custodians 2 $42,913 $85,826
Office Staff 15 $37,950 $56,925
Total Staffing Savings $283,874
Savings from Operating Costs

Cleaning Supplies $4,661
Maintenance Services $6,402
Furniture and Equipment $643
Electricity $24,120
Heating Gas $17,600
Water and Sewage $1,335
Total Operating Cost Savings $54,761
Total Estimated Annual Cost Savings $338,635

Note: We have not taken into account any implementation costs or decreased revenue as aresult of a school
closure.



Schedule to Exhibit 1 (Continued)

Estimated Annual Cost Savings Related to the Closur e of An Aver age Secondary School of 1,150 Pupils

Full Time Average
Position Equivalent Salary
Description (FTE) (incl. Benefits) Saving9

Saffing

Principal 1 $94,952 $94,952
Vice-Principals 2 $83,789 $167,578
Chief Custodian 1 $55,264 $55,264
Custodian 4 $42,913 $171,652
Office Staff 4 $38,710 $154,840
Total Savings from Staff Reductions $644,286
Savings from Operating Costs

Cleaning Supplies $32,501
Maintenance Services $79,830
Furniture and Equipment $13,151
Electricity $166,242
Heating Gas $191,554
Water and Sewage $19,328
Total Operating Cost Savings $502,606
Total Estimated Annual Cost Savings $1,146,892

Note: We have not taken into account any implementation costs or decreased revenue as a result of a school
closure.



Schedule to Exhibit 1 (Continued)

Breakdown of Estimated Savings from Staff Recommendations

Number of Estimated Total
School Closures Savings Savings
Elementary Schools 7 $338,635 $2,370,445
Secondary Schools 2 $1,146,892 $2,293,784
$4,664,229




Schedule to Exhibit 1 (Continued)

Estimated Annual Cost Savings Related to the Closur e of a Small Elementary School of 300 Pupils
(Asapproved by the Board of Trustees)

Full Time
Position Equivalent Average
Description (FTE) Salary Saving9

Saffing

Principal 1 $88,533 $88,533
Chief Custodian 1 $51,589 $51,589
Custodian (RPT) 1 $21,457 $21,457
Office Staff 15 $37,950 $56,925
Total Staffing Savings $218,504
Savings from Operating Costs

Cleaning Supplies $2,660
Maintenance Services $5,100
Furniture and Equipment $381
Electricity $18,402
Heating Gas $14,331
Water and Sewage $982
Total Operating Cost Savings $41,856
Total Estimated Annual Cost Savings $260,360

Note:

1. We have not taken into account any implementation costs or decreased revenue as aresult of a school closure.

2. TheBoard of Trustees approved the closure of L.D. Billings for 2002-2003. L.D. Billingsis considered a"small”
elementary school.



APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 2

CUSTODIAL BUDGETS

Current Operating Budget: $25,000,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $280,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $280,000
of Trustees for 2002-2003:

1. Saff-Recommended Budget Reductions

In prior years, the OCDSB would employ as many replacement custodial workers (on a
daily basis) as were needed to cover shifts of absent full-time custodians. The Staff has
recommended that the number of replacement custodia workers be limited to a
maximum of 40 replacement workers per day. According to the Staff, on average, as
many as 120 custodians are absent on any given day. The Staff recommendation would
have the effect of reducing the number of annual replacement custodian hours by 35,000
hours. According to the Staff, the average hourly rate paid to replacement custodians is
$8 per hour. Therefore, total savings equal 35,000 hours at approximately $8 per hour, or
$280,000 per annum.

The Staff’s recommendation means that many schools will not have a replacement
custodian when one of their regular custodians is absent. Therefore, the level of daily
service and support that is provided by custodians may suffer in certain schools that
experience high rates of custodian absenteeism.

The Staff’s recommendation assumes that custodian absenteeism will be decreased by
1.3% during 2002-2003. The Staff hopes to achieve the reduced custodian absenteeism

by improving management efforts of plant supervisors.




2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

The Board of Trustees accepted and approved the Staff’s recommended reduction. We
concur with the reduction of the custodial budget by $280,000. According to the Staff,
this recommendation can be implemented by September 2002 without any significant

disruption to the students and staff.

3. Recommendation

We recommend that the Staff consider implementing formal attendance management
programs for all custodians, and that the procedures be strictly enforced and administered

by plant supervisors. Further reduction of custodian absenteeism will result in additional
cost savings in the future.

4. Long-Term Cost Savings (for September 2003 and/or beyond)

It is important to note that the current operating custodial budget is approximately $25
million. The only material budget reductions to the custodial area in the last four years
were made in the 1998-1999 budget. Most of the budget reductions (i.e., $9 million out
of $11 million) were then reinstated in the 1999-2000 budget. We suggest that the Staff
examine, or re-examine, opportunities to further reduce the custodial budget in the future

without compromising the safety of students.



APPENDIX D

EXHIBIT 3
TRANSPORTATION
Current Operating Budget: $22,000,000
Staff Recommendations (February 2002):
Eliminate all transportation for all students (except special education) $6,450,000
inside urban transit area ("UTA")
Eliminate transportation to specialized secondary programs and $800,000
congregated gifted programs
Total Saff-Recommended Budget Reductions $7,250,000
Staff Recommendation (May 2002):
Eliminate transportation for grades 7 and 8 studentsinsidethe UTA $500,000
Eliminate transportation for Grades 4, 5, and 6 inside the UTA $500,000
All Day, Alternate Days SK & JK (No noon hour busing) $2,100,000
Total Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions $3,100,000
Approved Budget Reductions by the Board of Trustees:
Eliminate transportation for grades 7 and 8 studentsinside the UTA $500,000
Total Approved Budget Reductions $500,000

Transportation service is an important issue for OCDSB. The Ottawa-Carleton district
has unique features that affect its transportation. In particular, the OCDSB covers urkan,
suburban and rura communities. An expanse of agricultural lands (the socalled
“Greenbelt”) bifurcates the Ottawa region and creates logistical challenges in maximizing

transportation efficiencies.

From 1998 to 2001, the OCDSB had been able to spend within its funding envelope for
transportation, which has been approximately $22 million. In 2002-2003, the OCDSB
Staff examined transportation as an area in which to reduce expenditures. In February
2002, the Staff recommended a reduction of approximately $7.2 million in transportation
for September 2002. The composition of the cost savings that were recommended by
OCDSB Staff are included in the Schedule to Exhibit 3 (provided at the end of Exhibit 3).



The Board approved a $500,000 reduction by cancelling transportation for grades 7 and 8
inside the Urban Transit Area (“UTA”). The UTA is the area where a student’s home is
located within one kilometre of an OC Transpo (Ottawa public transit system) bus stop
that provides regular service. The cancellation includes some special education students
in grades 7 and 8 that are fairly independent, such as gifted students.

The Board currently has the following policies in place that increase efficiencies in
transportation:

1. Pick-up Points — In the urban areas, students are picked up at pick-up locations
rather than door-to-door. Such a policy reduces time and distance for the bus

routes.

2. Waking Distances — The Board has implemented minimum walking distances

to limit the number of students who qualify for transportation.

3. Boundaries — The Board has implemented boundaries for each school, thereby
limiting the schools that students are eligible to attend. [f a student wishes to
attend a school outside of her or his respective boundary, an appea process is
required, and the student will not be eligible for transportation to a school

outside of the defined boundary.

4. Sharing of Transportation with the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board —
The Board currently shares a limited amount of transportation resources with
the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board.

5. Elimination of Transportation to Secondary Students in the UTA.
The costs of busing the students to school are affected by the number of buses required,

the time of the route, the kilometres travelled on each route, and the number of routes.

Many of the specia education students require specialized transportation, including



commercial taxi services. The boundaries for the special education students are broader
than the students in the "regular” programs. Specia education students are bused to
schools that offer their specialized program. The Board currently spends approximately
one-half of its $22 million budget on transportation for special education students.

In a comparison with Durham, York and Peel Boards, OCDSB spends more, but also
receives more funding, for transportation. However, such a comparison does not take
into account geographic differences between the districts. A comparison between
OCDSB and the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board highlights the expenditure and
funding differentials of the two School Boards that serve the same general region. [See
Table 1 for a comparison of transportation alocations (funding) and expenditures per
pupil between OCDSB and the Ottawa Carleton Catholic School Board.]

Tablel — Comparison of Transportation Allocations and Expenditures per Pupil
ADE

- - , m ;
2001-2002

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 Estimates

Ottawa-Carleton $ 30223 $ 33286 $ 306.82 $ 306.47
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic $ 48557 $ 48587 $ 48580 $ 503.84

. . ¢ ;

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002

Ottawa-Carleton $ 30185 $ 28407 $ 29492 $ 304.99
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic $ 48630 $ 48948 $ 528.68 $ 518.82

OCDSB has under-spent its transportation funding in the past. The under-spending of its
transportation envelope was thought necessary by Trustees so that resources could be
reallocated to other, mainly instructional, envelopes that were thought to be a higher
priority.



Staff Recommendations

1. Eliminate Transportation in the UTA for All Students

In February 2002, OCDSB Saff recommended that all transportation (from kindergarten
to grade 8) in the UTA be cancelled. The Board approved the cancellation of
transportation for al grade 7 and 8 students in the UTA, including certain specia
education students, such as those n the gifted program. The cancellation of all of the
transportation in the UTA would result in cost savings of approximately $6.4 million.

a. Short-Term

(i) Legally Feasible

In February 2002, the cancellation of all transportation in the UTA was more feasible
than it is now. The OCDSB has annua contracts with private busing companies to
service its routes, which typically run from September 1 to June 30. If the above-
recommended reductions were made to transportation, a large number of contracts with
the suppliers would not be renewed. Potential legal problems could result. Such legal
effects would not be possible if the Staff’s recommendations of February 2002 had been
accepted by the Trustees.

We understand that the OCDSB has received a legal opinion concerning its exposure to
litigation if a substantial number of busing contracts are not renewed. The timing of the
notice that the OCDSB gives to the busing companies of its intentions not to renew the
contracts is crucia in determining whether there is a risk of a damage clam from the
busing companies. As the notice period shortens, the risk of a damage clam from not

renewing bus contracts becomes greater.



(ii) Other Factors

A magjor concern surrounding the cancellation of al transportation in the UTA s the
safety of the children. Legitimate concerns have been expressed about sending small
children, especialy those in kindergarten, on public transit. Other concerns have been
raised that public transit will not allow unsupervised small children on the bus. However,
opinions differ on whether children, aged 12 and under, should be using public
transportation.

By May 2002, the Staff no longer considered the cancellation of all of the transportation
in the UTA to be feasible for September 2002, due to the short time period available for
implementation. Planning staff has indicated that the cancellation of al transportation in
the UTA for September 2002 would have resulted in considerable disruption to families
and students, if it had been implemented in May 2002. If the cancellation of all
transportation in the UTA were to be implemented now, the disruption to families and
students would be that much greater, and it would be amost impossible for the planning
staff to prepare bus routes and schedules for September 2002.

b. Long-Term

A plan to cancel the transportation of many students inside the UTA will probably be
viable for September 2003 or beyond. Other factors will dictate whether this would be an

acceptable service reduction to the Ottawa Carleton community.

If the plan were to be implemented in the long-term, is may be possible for the Board to
co-ordinate with OC Transpo to develop a bus route that can accommodate those students
who would be affected by the cancellation of the transportation. The planning staff have
indicated that, in the past, OC Transpo sometimes has been able to accommodate the
students by having the same bus route that OCDSB had offered, so that the students could
have a more direct route to their schools.



2. Eliminate Transportation to Specialized Secondary Programs and Congregated
Gifted Programs

In February 2002, OCDSB Staff recommended that transportation to specialized
secondary programs and congregated gifted programs be cancelled. The specialized
secondary programs include International Baccalaureate, Canterbury Arts Program and

High Performance Athletes.

The elimination of transportation to the specialized programs would affect approximately
250 secondary students. The elimination of transportation to the congregated gifted
programs would affect approximately 500 elementary students and 225 secondary
students. The estimated savings associated with the cancellation of the above
transportation are $800,000.

a. Short-Term

(i) Legally Feasible

The feasibility of eiminating the transportation for September 2002 is dependent upon
the number of busing contracts that would have be cancelled, and whether the amount of

cancellations would be significant enough for the busing companies to warrant the filing

of a damages claim.

(ii) Other Factors

The cancellation of transportation for the above may make attendance more difficult for
the students who elect the specialized programs. Certain students will require busing to

other schools, which may decrease the estimated cost savings.

The cancellation of the transportation for September 2002 will require the re-routing of

students to other schools, and may change certain programs if students decide not to



continue in a specialized program. If such is the case, staffing may have to be re-
scheduled. If students decide to continue to attend the speciaized programs, the

disruption will be less.

3. Eliminate Transportation in the UTA for Grades4to 6

In May 2002, after the original Staff recommendations were not approved by the
Trustees, the Staff introduced a new recommendation to eliminate transportation for
students in grades 4 to 6 in the UTA. The dimination of transportation for students in
grades 4 to 6 in the UTA would result in cost savings of approximately $500,000, as is
shown in the Schedule to Exhibit 3.

a Short-Term

(i) Legally Feasible

As indicated above, there may be a litigation risk associated with cancelling some of the
bus routes so close to September 2002. However, the number of bus routes that will
likely be cancelled for students in grades 4 to 6 are much less than if al of the
transportation were cancelled in the UTA. Overall, given the volume of business that

OCDSB does with various suppliers, the risk could be small.

(ii) Other Factors

If the transportation for students in grades 4 to 6 in the UTA were cancelled for
September 2002, it will be very difficult, if not impossible, for the planning staff to co-
ordinate the bus schedules to reflect the changes and generate the expected savings for

the upcoming year.

The cost savings associated with not transporting students in grades 4 to 6 are estimated
to be $500,000. The amount of cost savings is substantially lower than the savings that



would be enjoyed by cancelling all of the transportation in the UTA. The incremental
cost of busing additiona students is not significant since many of the buses will have to
continue the same route, with nearly the same number of riders regardless of whether the

students in grades 4 to 6 are picked up.

b. Long-Term

As indicated above, OCDSB could co-operate with OC Transpo to develop new bus
routes to accommodate the students in grades 4 to 6 for September 2003 and beyond.

Given that the incremental cost savings are not significant, aternate options may be more
viable for the Board in the long-run.

4. Alternate Daysfor Senior and Junior Kindergarten

In May 2002, the Staff recommended that senior and junior kindergarten be taught on
alternate days, to reduce transportation costs related to noon hour busing. The estimated

cost savings associated with eliminating noon hour transportation are $2.1 million.

a. Short-Term

(i) Legally Feasible

As indicated above with respect to the cancellation of al of the transportation in the
UTA, there is a litigation risk associated with cancelling some of the bus routes so close
to September 2002. However, the risk is mitigated given that the number of contracts for
noon hour busing is less than eiminating all of the busing in the UTA.

(ii) Other Factors

If the alternate day recommendation were implemented for September 2002, it would

lead to significant disruption to the caregivers of the kindergarten children. Many parents



may not have sufficient time to arrange for day-care or babysitting for their children to
accommodate OCDSB’s new schedule. This could lead to many appeals by parents who

may have been given insufficient notice of the change in programs.

b. Long-Term

In the long-term, it is possible to introduce alternate days for the kindergarten students.
Concerns have been made that some children may not be able to pay attention al day at
school, and may be too tired to be in school the whole day. There will likely be more
time breaks in the classroom to enable the students to last the whole day. We understand
that there are other School Boards in Ontario that are currently operating aternate day

programs for kindergarten students.

If ample notice is given to the bus companies, and to parents to co-ordinate their
schedules, it may be feasible to implement alternate days for kindergarten students for
September 2003, and perhaps for January 2003. Such a recommendation could result in

annual savings of approximately $2.1 million.

5. Recommendation

We recommend that the transportation of grade 7 and 8 students (with some exceptions)
in the UTA be eliminated for September 2002, as approved by the Trustees. We aso
recommend that the transportation to specialized secondary programs and congregated
programs be curtailed, as well as noon hour busing for kindergarten children. As aresult,
alternate days for junior and senior kindergarten should be implemented as soon as
possible, in order to realize program efficiencies. The total estimated savings in
transportation from this recommendation would be approximately $3.4 million, which is

comprised of the following:



10

Elimination of transportation for grades 7 and 8
in the UTA $ 500,000

Elimination of transportation to specialized
secondary programs and congregated gifted
programs 800,000

Elimination of noon-hour busing for kindergarten
students 2,100,000
$3,400,000



APPENDIX D
SCHEDULE TO EXHIBIT 3

TRANSPORTATION

Staff Recommendations (February 2002)

1. Estimated Savings by Eliminating Transportation Insidethe UTA in 2002-2003

Estimated Estimated
Students Costs Financial Net
Grades Transported Savings Assistance Savings
Junior Kindergarten to Grade 6 13,145 $7,050,000 $1,050,000 $6,000,000
Grades 7 and 8 2,200 $670,000 $200,000 $470,000
Grades9to 12 675 $300,000 $300,000 $0
16,020 $8,020,000 $1,550,000 $6,470,000
Estimated Cost Savings Used by the Staff in the 2002-2003 Budget $6,450,000

2. Estimated Cost Savings by Eliminating Transportation to Specialized Secondary
Programs and Congregated Gifted Programs

Estimated Cost
Programs Students Savings
Specialized Secondary:
International Baccalaureate 25 $65,000
Canterbury Arts Program 225 $190,000
High Performance Athletes 4 $5,000
Congregated Gifted:
Elementary 500 $325,000
Secondary 225 $300,000
Total $885,000
Less: Estimated Implementation Costs $85,000
Total Estimated Savings $800,000




Schedule to Exhibit 3 (Continued)

Subsequent Staff Recommendations (M ay 2002)

3. Estimated Cost Savings From Eliminating Transportation for Grades4, 5, and 6

insidethe UTA
Number of Average Estimated Estimated
Students Busesto be Annual Cost Costs Financial Net
Grades Transported Eliminated of aBus Savings Assistance Savings
Grades 4, 5 and 6 3,700 17 $35,000 $595,000 $100,000 $495,000

Estimated Cost Savings Used by the Staff in the 2002-2003 Budget

$500,000

4. Estimated Cost Savings From | mplementing All Day, Alter nate Days Senior Kindergarten

and Junior Kindergarten (No noon hour busing)

(Based on the 2001-2002 Noon Hour Schedule of Contracts)

Number of Cost Per Estimated Cost
Bus Operator/Other Costs Routes Route Savings
Stock 10 $10,725 $107,250
ML Bradley 10 $12,870 $128,700
M&O BusLine 10 $10,725 $107,250
Laidlaw 10 $16,088 $160,875
All Other Operators and Other Costs $1,434,062
Costs for serving students on daily contracts (staff estimate) $200,000
Total Estimated Savings $2,138,137
Estimated Cost Savings Used by the Staff
in the 2002-2003 Budget $2,100,000
Approved Budget Reductions by the Board of Trustees
Estimated Estimated
Students Costs Financial Net
Grades Transported Savings Assistance Savings
Grades 7 and 8 2,200 $670,000 $200,000 $470,000

Estimated Cost Savings Used by the Staff
in the 2002-2003 Budget

$500,000




APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 4

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM

Current Operating Budget: $85,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $35,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $35,000
of Trustees:

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

Analysis

The OCDSB merates a breakfast program in 43 of its schools. The current operating
budget of $85,000 represents the OCDSB’s contribution to the breakfast program, and is
used to pay for food costs. Contributions from charitable and community organizations
are used to fund all other costs that are not covered by the OCDSB’s contribution. The
annual costs relating to the breakfast program are approximately $185,000. According to
OCDSB staff, fundraising efforts have aready raised $100,000 in contributions for the
2002-2003 breakfast program. The Staff is of the opinion that an additional $35,000 (or
more) can be raised throughout the year. Thus, the OCDSB’s budget can be reduced by
the same amount without affecting the school breakfast program.




2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees have approved the Staff’s recommendation that the budget for the school
breakfast program be reduced by $35,000, from $85,000 to $50,000.

We suggest that the breakfast program budget be reduced by $35,000 as recommended
by the Staff and as approved by the Trustees. According to the Staff, this
recommendation can be implemented by September 2002 without a noticeable or

significant reduction in the level of service that is provided to students.

3. Long-Term Cost Savings (for September 2003 and/or_beyond)

The breakfast program is not part of the Ministry’s current funding formula.  Such a
program therefore ought to be funded by other means, such as by corporate and

community assistance.

Based on our analysis, it is our recommendation that community and corporate
fundraising efforts be increased and intensified so that a greater portion of the breakfast
program operating budget will be supported through charitable contributions. The move
to more of a sdf-sustaining program would alow for an additiona OCDSB budget
reduction. However, it is not recommended that the OCDSB eiminate all funding to the
breakfast program because we understand that some of the donors "match” the dollars
that are contributed by the School Board.



MENTORING PROGRAM

APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 5

Current Operating Budget: $175,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $100,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $100,000

of Trustees:

1. Saff-Recommended Budget Reductions

Analysis

The mentoring program allows more experienced teachers to counsel, coach and provide

advice to less experienced teachers. The objective of the mentoring program is to reduce

the high rates of turnover that have been experienced by the OCDSB in the past severd

years. According to the Staff, the mentoring program has been successful in reducing

turnover rates for new teachers in the first few years of their careers.

For the 20022003 year, the Staff has recommended that the annual operating budget
alocated to the mentoring program be reduced from $175,000 to $75,000. The costs

relating to the program are incurred in the form of replacement teachers who are required

to cover the class of a teacher involved in the mentoring program. The Staff intends to

achieve the budget reductions by reducing the scope of the mentoring program

throughout all schools.




2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis
The Trustees approved the Staff-recommended budget reduction to the mentoring
program.  According to the Staff, this recommendation can be implemented by

September 2002.

3. Recommendation

We recommend that Staff implement the budget reductions that were approved by the
Trustees. Although we see the mentoring program as a positive and beneficial program,
the current financial situation of the OCDSB requires improvements in the efficiency of
its programs. We understand that Staff is in the process of implementing the changes for
the 2002-2003 school year, and that such changes can be made for the 2002-2003 school

year without having a material impact on the day-to-day operations of the schools.



APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 6

INSTRUCTIONAL COMPUTERS

Current Operating Budget: $3,500,000

Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $2,000,000

Approved Budget Reduction By the Board | $2,000,000
of Trustees:

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

The instructional computer budget funds the purchase and maintainance of computer
hardware and software that is used in the classroom for instructional purposes. The Staff
has recommended reducing instructional computer spending by $2,000,000 (i.e., to
$1,500,000 from $3,500,000). The funding relates to a“Ministry Technology Grant” that
is provided by the Province to update school technology and to purchase hardware. In
essence, the Staff proposed to save $2,000,000 by cancelling al planned hardware
purchases for the 2002-2003 school year. The mgjority of the remaining $1,500,000 of
funding will be used to complete the last year of athree-year network upgrade project.

The implications of the Staff’s recommendations are numerous. Approximately 1,100
new desktop computers for instructional purposes will not be purchased in 2002-2003 as
planned. This means that some of the older computers, that were to be replaced, will have
to be used by students for one more year. The continued use of older computers may
result in higher repair and maintenance costs. However, the Staff believes that
incremental repair and maintenance costs will be minor compared to the savings of
$2,000,000. Reductions in the centralized purchasing of ancillary supplies items such as
printer cartridges and diskettes will require each school to fund their own consumable

computer supply costs from their individual operational budgets.




According to the Staff, the completion of the network upgrade program in 2002-2003
will mitigate the anticipated reductions in the Ministry’s technology grant in future years
(i.e., the funds that were alocated for the network upgrade 2002-2003 can be “re-
directed” to hardware purchases in 2003-2004).

b. Quantitative Analysis

Ministry Technology Grant $3,574,941

Origina Allocation of the Technology Grant:

Hardware Purchases * (Budget Reduction)* $2,000,000
Remaining Network Upgrade Costs

(third year of athree-year upgrade plan) $1,452,941
Contractual Maintenance $ 35,000
Non-contractual Maintenance $ 67,000
Release Time $ 20,000 (3.574.941)
Unallocated Ministry Technology Grant $0

Staff-Recommended Budget Reduction (Hardwar e Allocation) $2,000,000




2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees approved the Staff-recommended budget reduction for instructional
computers. We suggest that the budget for instructiona computers be reduced by
$2,000,000, from an annual operating budget of $3,500,000 to $1,500,000, as
recommended by the Staff and as approved by the Trustees. According to the Staff, the
implementation of this budget reduction for September 2002 can be legally and
logistically achieved. We would recommend that the Staff implement the Trustee-
approved budget reductions for the upcoming school year. The estimated cost savings of
$2 million will help alleviate some of the financial issues facing the OCDSB. However,
such action could create incremental short-term costs in the form of increased repair and
maintenance charges. Furthermore, it is not feasible to expect such savings to be
achieved on an annua basis. Computer hardware will have to be purchased in the future

to replace the current stock.

3. Recommendation

As stated above, we recommend that Staff implement the budget reductions that were
approved by the Trustees. We understand that Staff is in the process of implementing the
changes for the 2002-2003 school year, and that such changes can be made for the 2002-
2003 school year without having a material impact on the day-to-day operations of the
secondary schools. Funds ought to be available for 2003-2004 because that is when the
cost reductions will occur from having closed schools and from other savings that have
delayed benefits.

4. Long-Term Recommendation (for September 2003 and/or beyond)

The OCDSB will achieve $2 million of savings in the area of instructional computers by
effectively cancelling all planned purchases of new hardware in 2002-2003. According
to the Staff, it will not be feasible to do the same for another year (i.e.,, 2003-2004).



Some of the current inventory of computer hardware will inevitably require replacement.
Therefore, we do not believe that instructional computer spending can reasonably be

maintained at $1.5 million for future years.



APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 7

SUPERINTENDENTS OFFICES AND SUPPORT FOR SCHOOLS

Current Operating Budget (for one $183,828
Superintendent’ s Office):

Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions $183,828
(for one Superintendent’s Office):

Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $310,000
of Trustees (includes two Superintendents’
Offices):

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

The Staff recommended that one superintendent’ s office be eliminated for the 2002-2003
school year. The closure of one superintendent’ s office would involve the elimination of
one superintendent, one administrative assistant, and the related operating budget for that
particular office. The estimated cost savings from the elimination of a superintendent’s
office would be approximately $180,000 (see the attached Schedule to Exhibit 7).

The reduction of one superintendent might reduce the support available to principals,
parents and School Board. Also, the elimination of a superintendent’s position will

decrease the number of professional growth opportunities for principals and teachers.

According to the Staff, we understand that a superintendent, upon notification of a
reduction, is entitled to be placed in an equivalent leadership position with the same
salary and benefits for a one-year period. Therefore, cost savings would not be realized
for at least one year upon the closure of a superintendent’s office. However, in the case
of OCDSB, as of June 24, 2002, a tota of four superintendents had retired and therefore

the eliminated superintendent position was successfully absorbed. The administrative




assistant was also successfully placed in another position within the School Board. As a
result, the estimated cost savings of $180,000 is achievable for September 2002.

b. Quantitative Analysis

See Schedule to Exhibit 7, at the end of this Exhibit.

2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

We understand that the School Board had originaly asked for the closure of seven
superintendents offices. The mass closure of superintendents offices was part of the
School Board's plan to move the OCDSB towards a site-based planning model, which
would reduce the required number of superintendents. Ultimately, the Trustees approved
the closure of only two superintendents dfices. A total of two superintendents and two
administrative assistant positions were eliminated, as well as the respective operating
budgets of each office. The approved closure of two superintendents’ offices leads to the
anticipated cost savings of approximately $310,000. (See the attached Schedule to
Exhibit 7.) As aresult of the aforementioned existing vacant positions (as of June 24,
2002), al of the eiminated superintendent and administrative assistant positions were

absorbed. Thus, no incremental severance costs will be necessary.

3. Alternatives
a. Implement All Saff Recommendations

We recommend that the budget reductions that have been approved by the School Board
be implemented for September 2002. For the next few years we would not necessarily
encourage any more significant reductions to the superintendents’ offices, as we fed that
it may be important to maintain an experienced base of school administrators during this
period of transition for the OCDSB. However, on completion of the transition, the

number of positions should be evaluated again.



b. Make Some of Saff’ s Recommendations

An dternative would be to implement the Staff-recommended budget reduction of
eliminating only one superintendent’s office. This aternative would be a compromise
between what the Staff originaly recommended and what the Trustees ultimately
approved. This aternative would reduce the level of anticipated savings by $130,000,
from $310,000 to $180,000 per year.

4. Recommendation

We recommend the closure of two superintendent’s offices for 2002-2003.



Superintendent Offices and Support for Schools

Staff Recommendations

APPENDIX D
SCHEDULE TO EXHIBIT 7

Salaries
Average Estimated
Salary Cost

Position Description FTE (including benefits) Savings
Superintendent 1.0 $121,050 $121,050}
Administrative Assistant 1.0 $52,278 $52,278
Total Salary Savings 2.0 $173,328 $173,328
Operating
Transportation Costs $1,300
Supplies $6,600
Professional Development $2,600
Total Operating Savings $10,500]
Total Estimated Savings $183,828




Approved by Trustees

SCHEDULE TO EXHIBIT 7 (Continued)

Salaries
Average Estimated
Salary Cost

Position Description FTE (including benefits) Savings
Superintendents 2.0 $121,050 $242,100}
Administrative Assistants 20 $52,278 $104,556
Total Salary Savings 4.0 $173,328 $346,656
Operating
Transportation Costs $2,600
Supplies $13,200
Professional Devel opment $5,200
Total Operating Savings $21,000]
Total $367,656
L ess. Difference Between Principal and

Superintendent Salaries (2 @ $28,500) $57,000
Total Estimated Savings $310,656




APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 8

MEDIA CENTRE

Current Operating Budget: $192,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $153,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $0

of Trustees:

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

The media centre was established severa years ago as a joint venture among severa
School Boards with the purpose of acting as a central distribution centre for the collective
inventory of media hardware (i.e,, VCR’s, televisons, projectors) and media software
(i.e., audio tapes, visual tapes, CD’s). The media centre serves the needs of the
participant School Boards by offering an order and delivery service to the teachers. The
media centre is located in a building that is owned by the OCDSB. The media centre is
primarily managed and operated by the OCDSB. The participating Boards pay fees for

the use of the media centre’ s services.

The operating costs of the media centre are shared among the participant School Boards.
The current operating budget for the media centre is $345,000. OCDSB's share of the
operating budget is $192,000, as approximately $153,000 is expected to be collected in
user fees from the participating Boards.




The Staff have recommended eliminating the media centre for the 2002-2003 school
year. Closing down te media centre is expected to save the OCDSB approximately
$150,000 for the 20022003 school year. The $150,000 savings are net of an estimated

$40,000 in implementation costs that will be incurred to redistribute the inventory among
the participant School Boards.

According to the Staff, the closure of the media centre can be accomplished for the
upcoming school year. However, the manner in which the media centre inventory is
divided among the participating Boards would have to be determined. The closure of the
media centre would require each individual school to maintain and manage its own
inventory of media hardware and software. Such increases in local responsibilities may
lead to increases in the amount of administration and support costs for each school.
Potentia cost increases at the individua schools will reduce the extent of the cost savings
that can be realized if the media centre is closed.

The closure of the media centre will lead to the reduction of five educational support
personnel (ESP) and one union-exempt employee. As shown in the Schedule to Exhibit
8, the estimated severance costs relating to the media centre closure are estimated to be
approximately $20,000. The closure of the media centre would alow the OCDSB to sell
the building that currently houses the media centre. However, we understand that the
building must first be offered to other School Boards and to the provincial and federal
governments before it can be held out for public sde.

b. Quantitative Analysis

See the Schedule to Exhibit 8, at the end of Exhibit 8.



2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees did not approve and adopt the Staff recommendation to close the media
centre. Several Trustees were of the opinion that the media centre could increase the
amount of user fees collected and could eventually become self-financed. Other Trustees
were of the opinion that the services provided by the media centre were important and its

closure would lead to an increase in costs at the school leve.

If the media centre were to remain open, ways to increase the user fees should be
investigated. Increased user fees could render significant savings without eliminating the

service that is currently being provided by the media centre.

3. Alternatives

a. Implement All Saff Recommendations

The Staff suggests that the media centre could be closed and the current inventory
redistributed by the start of the 2002-2003 school year. The six media centre employees
would have to be given their 30-day notice periods before any cost savings could be
realized on their salaries, (i.e., their salaries would likely have to be paid to the end of
September). We have estimated that the severance costs on eliminating the six positions
would be approximately $20,000 (assuming that the employees could not be absorbed

through existing vacant positions).

Furthermore, an analysis should be performed by the Staff on the potential increases in
individual school operating costs as a result of having to maintain and manage their own
inventory of media hardware and software. We would recommend that consideration be
given to restoring the kit service to schools in the most efficient way possible. The kit

service provides schools with specia curriculum materials.



At best, closing the media centre could lead to a budget reduction of $192,000, less the
one time $40,000 implementation cost. However, the recurring annual savings are likely
to be less, given the unknown incremental costs that will be incurred by individua
schools.

b. Implement Some of Saff’ s Recommendations

Consideration could be given to maintaining the operation of the media centre by
exploring ways to increase the user fees that are earned. Increasing the user fees for the
2002-2003 school year and beyond could allow the OCDSB'’s operating budget to be
reduced from $192,000 to approximately $100,000 (i.e., savings of amost $100,000).
This aternative would essentially be a compromise between maintaining the current
situation and closing the media centre outright. Furthermore, maintaining the media
centre would avoid liability for severance compensation and the possible increases in
individual school operating budgets. Such an aternative may be a reasonable
compromise.

4. Recommendation

We recommend that Staff’s proposal to close the media centre be adopted for 2002-2003,
unless user fees can be increased quickly, to absorb any cash shortfall.



MEDIA CENTRE

Breakdown of Estimated Savings from Staff Recommendations

Average
Salary
Position Description FTE (Including Bengefits)
Supervisor of Electronic Services 1.0 $67,123
Media Resource Specialist 1.0 $44,229
Supervisor of Media Services 1.0 $54,018
Supervisor of Media Operations 1.0 $53,124
Media Assistant 1.0 $35,800
Media Assistant 1.0 $34,562
TOTAL SALARIES 6.0 $288,856
GENERAL OPERATING BUDGET $56,000
Total $344,856
Less: Funds raised from user fees paid by participating boards $153,000
Total $191,856
Less: Implementation Cost $40,000
Total Estimated Savingsto OCDSB for 2002-2003 $151,856

APPENDIX D
SCHEDULE TO EXHIBIT 8



Schedule to Exhibit 8 (Continued)

Potential Severance | mplications

Part A

Number of
Vacant Positions  Number of L ayoff
Asof July 11,2002 Notices Required

(FTE) (FTE)
Total Educational Support
Professional Reductions 5 o* 5
Total Union Exempt Employee
Reductions 1 4 0
* Asof July 11, 2002, there were 20 vacant FTE positions in the Educational Support
Professionals group. However, we have aready assumed the use of all of the 20
vacant positionsin one of the other budget reduction areas.
Part B
Estimated
Average Years of Severance Costs
FTE Positions Service Based on (1 month of pay
ToBeGiven Review of Seniority Average Salary for for each year of
Notice List FTE Position service)

Educational Support Professionals 5 1 $46,192 $19,247




APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 9
OUTDOOR EDUCATION CENTRE

Current Operating Budget: $672,500
Revenues Collected from User Fees: 23,000
Net Operating Budget: $350,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $350,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board

of Trustees: $0

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

The OCDSB operates two outdoor education centres (OECs), the MacSkimming OEC
and the Bill Mason OEC. The OECs are used to enhance the environmental and nature
studies curriculum. The two OECs are aso used by other School Boards and community

groups. External groups are required to pay user fees in order to access the OECs.

The operating budget for the two OECs is $672,500, with expected recoveries from user
fees of $323,000, for a net operating budget of approximately $350,000. The Staff has
recommended that the OECs be closed for the 2002-2003 school year. The closure of the
OECs will eliminate the opportunity for students to access these sites in the course of
nature or environmental studies. Instruction in these areas will be entirely classroom
based. According to the Staff, most other School Boards do not currently operate OECs.

The closure of the OECs would result in the elimination of 10 educational professional
support (EPS) positions and 2 plant personnel (custodians). We have estimated that the
related severance costs would be approximately $40,000 (see the Schedule to Exhibit 9).




Our egtimate of the severance costs assumes that some of the eliminated positions could

be absorbed by existing vacancies in the EPS employee group.

According to the OCDSB Staff, the proposed closure of the OECs would be legaly
feasible for the upcoming school year. The closure of the OECs would result in two
vacant properties and buildings. According b the Staff, the Bill Mason lands would
revert to West Carleton Secondary School. Thus, the West Carleton Secondary School
would have to perform maintenance of the Bill Mason indoor facilities, if they wished to
use them. Obvioudly, the continued use of the Bill Mason facility would create an
increase in the maintenance costs that would be borne by the West Carleton Secondary
School. The MacSkimming facility could be closed and would likely be put up for sale.
However, according to the Staff, the properties would first have to be offered to other
School Boards and government agencies at nominal prices before they could be sold to
the public. Hence, it is not currently possible to estimate the potential cash realization

from the sale of the lands.

b. Quantitative Analysis

See the Schedule to Exhibit 9 for a detailed breakdown of the estimated cost savings

from the closure of the two OECs.

2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees did not approve the Staff-recommended closure of the two OECs.
Generally, the Trustees appeared to believe that the OECs provide an important learning
opportunity for the students. Furthermore, some Trustees were of the opinion that

methods of increasing the revenues earned by the OECs should be explored.



3. Alternatives

a. Implement All Saff Recommendations

The Staff is confident that the OECs could be legally and efficiently closed down by the
start of the 2002-2003 school year. The twelve OEC employees would have to be given
their 30 day notice periods before any cost savings could be realized (i.e., their salaries
would likely have to be paid to the end of September). We have estimated that the
severance costs associated with the elimination of the six positions would be
approximately $40,000 (assuming that al of the employees could not be absorbed
through vacant positions or staff turnover). Closing the OECs could lead to a budget
reduction of approximately $350,000, less the one-time severance and implementation

costs of approximately $40,000.

The effect of eliminating the OECs will be to reduce teaching and learning aternativesin
OCDSB'’s curriculum. However, it must be recognized that other comparable School
Boards currently do not enjoy the luxury of two outdoor educational centres.

b. Implement Some of Staff’ s Recommendations

Consideration can be given to maintaining at least one of the OECs. Furthermore,
methods to increase the user fees should also be considered as a way to decrease the
required operating budget of the remaining OEC. By increasing the user fees and
eliminating one of the OECs, we estimate that a total of $175,000 could be eliminated

from the budget on an annual basis (not including a possible implementation costs).

4. Recommendation

We recommend that Staff’s proposal to close the OECs be adopted for 2002-2003, unless

user fee recoveries can be assured.



OUTDOOR EDUCATION

Breakdown of Estimated Savings from Staff Recommendations

APPENDIX D
SCHEDULE TO EXHIBIT 9

Average
Salary

Position Description FTE L ocation (Including Benefits)
Coordinator Outdoor Education Centre 1.0 MacSkimming $58,536
Outdoor Education Interpreter 1.0 MacSkimming $38,980
Outdoor Education Interpreter 1.0 MacSkimming $38,980
Secretary V 1.0 MacSkimming $42,401
Supervisor Maintenance 1.0 MacSkimming $58,459
Chief Custodian 2 1.0 MacSkimming $45,617
Custodian 1.0 MacSkimming $40,712
Outdoor Education Interpreter 1.0 MacSkimming $38,201
Outdoor Education Interpreter 1.0 WC Bill Mason $42,117
Outdoor Education Interpreter 1.0 WC Bill Mason $47,171
Outdoor Education Interpreter 1.0 WC Bill Mason $47,171
Secondary School Office Assistant 1.0 WC Bill Mason $38,048
Total Salary Savings $536,393
General Operating Budget $136,107
Total $672,500
Less: Funds raised from annual user fees $323,000
Total Estimated Savingsto OCDSB $349,500




Schedule to Exhibit 9 (Continued)

Potential Sever ance | mplications

Part A
Number of
Vacant
Positions As Number of Layoff
of July 11, 2002 Notices Required
(FTE) (FTE)
Total Educational Support Professional Reductions 10 o* 10
Total Plant Employee Reductions 2 4 0
* Asof July 11, 2002, there were 20 vacant FTE positions in the Educational Support Professionals group.
However, we have aready assumed the use of all of the 20 vacant positionsin one of the other budget
reduction areas.
Part B
Average Years Estimated
of Service Severance Costs
FTE Positions Based on (1 month of pay
ToBeGiven Review of Average Salary for for each year of
Notice Seniority List FTE Position Sservice)
Educational Support Professionals 10 1 $46,192 $38,493
Plant Personnel 0 0 $42,913 $0
Total Estimated Severance Costs $38,493




APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 10

PROGRAM DIVISION

Current Operating Budget: $2,200,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions $350,000
(February 2002):

Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions $500,000
(May 2002); An Additional:

Approved Budget Reductions By the Board $350,000
of Trustees:

1. OCDSB Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

The educational programs and services division (“program division”) provides a variety
of support services to teachers. The program division supports the implementation of all
new curriculum in both elementary and secondary schools, assists the evaluation of
student achievement, and designs and develops resources and materials that are
distributed to both elementary and secondary school teachers. The program division aso
assists staff development by organizing and hosting training sessions for teachers
regarding changes to curriculum and other changes that are mandated by the Ministry of
Education. The program division is staffed by teachers and administrative support

personnd.

The 2002-2003 operating budget for the program division is approximately $2.2 million.
As part of the February 2002 budget process, the OCDSB Staff recommended that two
teacher positions and one administrative support position be eliminated. Furthermore,
cost savings will aso be achieved by reducing the operating costs of certain programs

that are offered by the program divison.  Such improvements in the efficiency and




effectiveness of delivery will result in estimated annua savings of $350,000 (see the
Schedule to Exhibit 10 for a breakdown of the estimated savings).

As part of the May 2002 proposed budget revisions, the Staff recommended additional
savings of $500,000 from the current operating budget, for total recommended savings of
$850,000. The operating budget was thereby decreased from $2.2 million to
approximately $1.35 million. The Staff recommended that the additional budget
reduction in May 2002 be achieved by further eliminating four teacher positions and five

and one-half administrative support positions.

Such reductions in teacher positions within the program division will result in more
limited support to schools in implementing new provincial curriculum, in new student
evaluation practices, in preparing centrally-designed resource materia for students, and

in providing teacher training.

b. Quantitative Analysis

See the Schedule to Exhibit 10.

2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees approved and adopted the Staff’s February 2002 recommendation of
reducing the operating budget by $350,000. The Board of Trustees did not consider or
approve the subsequent Staff cost-saving recommendations that were advanced in May
2002. If the Trustees actions were implemented, schools and teachers would continue to
be reasonably supported by the program division. Such an aternative would aso ensure
that new curriculum and new student evaluation methods are adequately supported and
uniformly applied to al of the schools within the School Board.



3. Alternatives

a. Implement All Staff Recommendations

The elimination of approximately six teacher positions, six and one-half administrative
support positions, and a portion of the operating budgets, would result in a realization of
approximately $850,000 in annual operating cost savings. According to the Staff, all of
the eliminated positions could be absorbed by existing vacant positions (as of June 24,

2002) in both the teacher and educational support personnel employee groups.

The Staff has aready taken measures to implement the approved budget savings of
$350,000 (the February 2002 Staff recommendations). The Staff is confident that the
May 2002 budget recommendation for an additional $500,000 of savings could be
implemented for September 2002. We understand that the implementation of all of the
recommended budget savings ($850,000) for September 2002 would be legaly and
practicaly feasible. The reductions in teacher positions and educational support
personnel can be absorbed by existing vacancies (as of June 24, 2002). Therefore,

incremental severance costs should not be incurred.

b. Implement Some of Staff’ s Recommendations

An dternative course of action would be for the OCDSB to implement an additional
budget reduction of $250,000, instead of the additional budget reduction of $500,000 that
was recommended by the Staff in May 2002. Such an aternative is essentidly a
compromise as it would show the total savings from the program division to be $600,000
($350,000 recommended in February 2002 plus $250,000 in additional budget savings)
as opposed to the entire Staff recommended budget savings of $850,000 ($350,000
recommended in February 2002 plus $500,000 recommended in May 2002). Such an
aternative would result in only one-half the personnel savings and would minimize the
extent to which the functions and services provided by the program divison would be
reduced. As previously mentioned, the Staff is confident that the budget savings could be
implemented for the upcoming school year.



4. Recommendation

We believe that it is possible to achieve cost efficiencies in the program division in the
order of $600,000, and perhaps more. Such a cost improvement should assist in
balancing OCDSB’ s 2002- 2003 budget.

5. Long-Term Cost Reductions (for September 2003 and/or beyond)

Any long-term savings will be a direct function of the aternative that is chosen and
implemented for the 2002-2003 school year. If the “Some” Recommended Reductions
alternative is chosen, ways to further reduce the operating budget of the program division
for the 2003-2004 school year should be explored by the Staff.



APPENDIX D
SCHEDULE TO EXHIBIT 10

PROGRAM DIVISION

Breakdown of Esimated Savings from the Staff Recommendations Madein February 2002

Average
Salary

Position Description FTE | (Including Benefits)
Teacher Postions 2.0 $114,900
Administration and Support Positions 1.0 $43,560
Total Salary Savings 3.0 $158,460
General Operating Expenses $191,832
Total Estimated Savingsto OCDSB $350,292

Breakdown of Estimated Savings from the Staff Recommendations M adein May 2002

Average
Salary
Position Description FTE | (Including Benefits)
Family Reception (Teacher Positions) 2.0 $140,343
Program Department (Teacher Positions) 2.0 $141,794
Program Department (Administration and Support Positions) 35 $125,973
Staff Development (Administration Support Positions) 2.0 $86,000
Total Salary Savings 9.5 $494,110
General Operating Expenses $6,000

Total Estimated Savingsto OCDSB $500,110




Schedule to Exhibit 10 (Continued)

Potential Severance | mplications

Number of Eliminated Teacher Postions (FTE) 6

Number of Eliminated Adminigiration and Support Postions (FTE) 6.5
(Educationa Support Professonds)

Estimated Severance Cogts Relating to the Elimination of
the 6 Teacher Positions and 6.5 Administration and Support Positions $0

Note: Based on our discussions with the Staff, eliminated positions could be absorbed
through vacant teacher positions as of July 11, 2002, and through
administration and support employee turnover.




APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 11

SPECIAL EDUCATION

Current Operating Budget: $65,400,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $11,980,000
Approved Budget Reduction by the $0
Trustees:

1. Introduction

Specia education (“SE”) is a very important and high profile program at OCDSB. The
Trustees of the OCDSB have told us that they take pride in their existing special
education programs. These programs are designed to offer support to specia education

students and to their families.

In terms of the proposed budget deficit for 2002-2003, SE requires a careful evaluation.
Historically, Trustees have favoured SE and avoided budget cuts in this area. The
consequence could be that non-SE students may be disadvantaged relative to the SE
students. Overall, the OCDSB does not seem to have been modifying its SE programs to

comply with the provincial funding model, and what other School Boards are practicing.

“Specia Education” is not a well-defined term at the OCDSB. The pupils and programs
that are included in the definition of Specia Education (SE) vary dependent upon the
context and purpose of the discusson. SE typicaly includes the following
exceptionalities:

a. Behavioura
b. Communication
c. Intellectua (including “giftedness’)



d. Physical

e. Any combination of the above

The School Board currently offers twelve (12) congregated special education programs
(including giftedness) to its students:

a. Developmental Disability
b. Autism

c. Physical Support Unit
d. Learning Disability
e. Dual Diagnosis

f. Behaviour
Deaf/Hard of Hearing
Reintegration
Giftedness
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j. Primary Assessment Centre
k. Genera Learning Program

I. Visual/Hearing Impaired

SE enrolment may also be comprised of identified and non-identified pupils. The latter

are students who have not undergone testing or formal “identification” procedures.

2. Staff-Proposed Special Education Delivery M odel

In 1999, the Staff of OCDSB prepared a long-term plan for specia education. Its
purpose was to provide a means by which the School Board would be able to operate by
2003 within the financial resources that it would be allotted according to the legidated
requirements of the Province. The Trustees adopted the following guiding principles in
May 1999 as a framework for defining the Special Education Delivery Model.

a focus on the whole student.



b. emphasize early identification and prevention.

c. offer acontinuum of services for the student.

d partnership with parents, teachers, professiona staff and the community, supported

by ongoing communication.

e provide support for teachers to develop the necessary skills and teaching strategies
to work with exceptional students.

f. offer arange of educational opportunities for exceptional students, such that each
can attain his or her full potential.

The implementation plans of the 1999 model were refined to allow the Board of Trustees
to meet its obligation to reduce spending to within the provincial funding resources, while

providing its students with a reasonable education.

The Staff prepared and presented a long-term plan for special education to the Trustees
for 1999-2000. In January 1999, the Trustees approved the Staff’s proposal, which
included recommendations to implement a long-term plan for the review and the
restructuring of special education and student services.

The long-term plan for special education provided for extra support to teachers so that all
teachers would share ownership for special education. The rationale of the model is based
upon the premise that the early years are crucia for the development of learning skills, in
order to reduce the need for additional special education program and services in later

years.

The Staff’s plan for a mainly school-based special education delivery model was piloted
in Zone 1 for the 2000-2001 year. As for most pilot studies, differing opinions exist on its



success. Overall, the plan appears to have been successful, to the extent that it was
feasible. Other opinions suggest otherwise. We have not attempted to evaluate research
on the extent to which the aternative delivery model contributed to, o detracted from,

the education of the special education students.

3. Gifted Program

The gifted program is considered to be part of special education. The OCDSB offers
congregated (or separate) gifted classes at the elementary level. Table 1 illustrates
OCDSB’s number of elementary gifted students in relation to the number of full-time
equivalent (“FTE") teaching positions for the congregated gifted classes. For comparative

purposes, the number of gifted secondary students is also shown.

Tablel — Elementary Gifted Students and Congregated Gifted Classes (FTE)

Gifted Elementary Students 1,880 1,656 1,474 1,317
Congregated Gifted Elementary Classes (FTE) 25 30 32 3
Gifted Secondary Students 1,520 1,365 1,287 1,144

As Table 1 illustrates, the number of gifted elementary and secondary students has been
declining since 1998-1999. However, the number of congregated gifted classes and FTE
staff that have been alocated to the elementary gifted program have increased. It appears
that the OCDSB has made decisions to increase the number of gifted congregated classes
to alow more gifted students to be in a congregated, rather than in an integrated, class.

4. Inconsistency in Numbers

During our investigation, we found reporting inconsistencies in the number of special
education students in the OCDSB. Certain Trustees have indicated that OCDSB has over

11,000 special education students as of October 31, 2001. The Staff have provided



numbers that indicate the OCDSB has approximately 9,500 “exceptional” students as of
October 31, 2001.

A letter was written and forwarded from the Chair of the Board of Trustees to the
honourable John Baird, Minister of Community and Socia Services, dated March 7,
2002. The letter provides a listing stating that the OCDSB has approximately 11,000

exceptional students.

The Staff have also provided us with severa listings supporting that the OCDSB has
approximately 9,500 specia education students. The Ministry reports also suggest that
OCDSB has approximately 9,500 special education students.

It may be possible that the Trustees figure includes some of the students that are on a
“waiting list” for assessment. Our analysis has been based upon the Ministry-reported

figure of approximately 9,500 total special education students.

5. Financial Analysis

Generally speaking, gifted programs do not have the same financial requirements as other
SE programs. The pincipal incremental cost of the gifted program is transportation®.
For the purposes of the following analysis we have excluded the gifted pupils from the
SE enrolment in computing our “per student” figures for SE expenditures (unless
otherwise noted). We have been advised by the Staff that the cost of teachers for
congregated, elementary gifted classes are included in the SE expenditures figure.
However, the number and cost of the teachers for congregated gifted classes is believed
to be immaterial. We have not adjusted the SE alocations or expenditures for the effect

of excluding gifted students in our analysis.

! Other possible “increased” costs for Gifted classes include smaller class sizes (lower pupil to teacher
ratio) and possibly the cost of “richer” learning activities, such asfield trips that require more funds.



Based on our anaysis of the period from 1998-1999 to 2001-2002, OCDSB spent
approximately $9,000 to $10,000 per SE student (excluding gifted). In 2002-2003 the
OCDSB'’s SE expenditures per student exceeded the allocation (funding) per student by
$1,681. Using 6,925 SE students (excluding gifted) times $1,681 per student, the dollar
overrun amounts to $11.6 million, which is approximately 50% of the 2002-2003
proposed deficit.

We note that SE expenditure per pupil in 1999-2000 was within $372 of the funding
alocation. The upward trend in the SE funding gap commenced in 20002001,
coinciding with the election of the current Board of Trustees.

Table 2 —Expenditures and Funding per SE Pupil (Excluding Gifted)

2001/2002 2002/2003

1998/1999 1999/2000 2000/2001 Estimate Budget
Instructional Expenditures $ 68,146,446 $ 62,057,995 $ 65,444,823 $ 65,287,183 $ 70,004,680
SE Enrolment (Excluding Gifted) 6,741 6,838 7,075 7,045 6,925
Spending per student $ 1010925 $ 907546 $ 925015 $ 926717 $ 10109.34

Funding per SE Student
2001/2002 2002/2003

1998/1999 1999/2000 2000/2001 Estimate Budget
SE Funding Allocations $ 58,035,895 $ 59,509,973 $ 59,816,591 $ 54,549,434 $ 58,365,183
SE Enrolment (Excluding Gifted) 6,741 6,838 7,075 7,045 6,925
Funding per student $ 8,609.39 $ 8,702.83 $ 8,454.64 $ 7,743.00 $ 8,428.19
Under/(Over) Spending $  (1,499.86) $ (372.63) $ (795.51) $ (152417) $ (1,681.16)

Note: The SE expenditures and funding figures above have not been adjusted for amounts that relate to

Gifted pupils. Thus, the spending and funding per student figures are both slightly overstated.

The decrease in funds allocated to SE in 2001-2002 is due to an anomaly in the reporting
of SE students. According to the Staff, the Trustees excluded congregated gifted
secondary students in a figure that is tsed to compute SE allocations.



6. Financial Comparison to Other School Boards

The OCDSB spends a relatively large proportion of its budget on specia education
programs. The disproportionate expenditures could be justified if OCDSB has and had
an unusually high percentage of special education pupils. To address the issue of whether
OCDSB has proportionately more special needs pupils, we prepared the following tables.

Table3 — SE Students as a Percentage of Total Enrolment (ADE) — Including Gifted

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Ottawa-Carleton 13.8% 13.5% 13.3%
Durham 14.9% 13.1% 13.4%
Y ork 13.0% 13.6% 14.0%
Peel 13.6% 13.3% 12.7%
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic 13.4% 12.3% 10.7%

Our analysis indicates that OCDSB has a high, but not the highest, proportion of specia
education pupils among the comparison group. If gifted exceptionality pupils are
excluded from the SE population, OCDSB’s SE proportion drops to near the bottom of
the comparative group. These figures may suggest that a disproportionate segment of
OCDSB'’s SE pupils are gifted students (see Table 8). Our data analysis indicates that
OCDSB actually has alow rate of non-gifted special needs pupils.

Table 4 — SE Students as a Percentage of Total Enrolment (ADE) — Excluding
Gifted

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001

Ottawa-Carleton 9.2% 9.3% 9.6%
Durham 13.5% 11.5% 11.7%
York 11.2% 11.6% 12.0%
Peel 10.1% 9.8% 9.4%

Ottawa-Carleton Catholic 11.5% 10.6% 9.3%




Despite its comparatively low rate of nongifted SE pupils, OCDSB’s SE expenditures
have comprised a high percentage of its total expenditures. We believe that the Trustees
of OCDSB have not acknowledged that their district is not unusual in the Province.

Staff have provided a calculation whereby it has estimated that approximately 23% of its

overall operating expenditures are devoted to SE pupils. The higher figure is due to the
proportionate allocation of general classroom and non-classroom expenditures, as well

other operating costs, such as central administration and transportation.

Table5 — Comparison of Direct SE Expenditures and Total Expenditures

Ottawa-Carleton 13.6% 12.6% 13.1% 12.8%
Durham 16.2% 14.6% 14.2% 14.5%
Y ork 12.6% 12.5% 12.4% 12.4%
Peel 9.9% 11.8% 11.2% 10.9%
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic 11.3% 10.9% 11.7% 12.0%

In each year, only the Durham Board's proportion of SE expenditures to total operating
expenditures exceeded that of the OCDSB. Although Durham spends more on its SE
programs, it is funded at a higher rate of its expenditures, because of its growth. In 2001-
2002, 79% of Durham’'s SE expenditures were covered by SE dlocations. By
comparison, only 73.9% of OCDSB'’s SE expenditures were funded by SE allocations.

The OCDSB’s exceptionaly high SE expenditures can be observed in its generous level
of SE expenditures on a per pupil basis.




Table 6 — Comparison of SE Funding and Expenditures per Pupil (Excluding
Gifted

SE Expenditures per Pupil 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Ottawa-Carleton $ 10,109 $ 9,073 $ 9,250
Durham $ 7016 $ 7451 $ 7,308
Y ork $ 6,708 $ 6,348 $ 6,373
Ped $ 6,199 $ 7313 $ 7,366
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic $ 6,324 $ 6,800 $ 8,457
Province of Ontario $ 6,150 $ 6,219 $ 6,607
SE Allacations per Pupil 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Ottawa-Carleton $ 6,367 $ 6,424 $ 6,821
Durham $ 4587 $ 5675 $ 6,044
Y ork $ 4774 $ 4680 $ 4,879
Ped $ 5297 $ 5586 $ 6,258
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic $ 5533 $ 5983 $ 7,402
Province of Ontario $ 5049 $ 5095 $ 5,656
Overspending (as % of allocation) 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Ottawa-Carleton 58.8% 41.2% 35.6%
Durham 52.9% 31.3% 20.9%
Y ork 40.5% 35.7% 30.6%
Ped 17.0% 30.9% 17.7%
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic 14.3% 13.7% 14.2%
Province of Ontario 21.8% 22.1% 16.8%

As illustrated in Table 6, since 1998-1999, each of the Boards have SE expendituresin
excess of their SE funding allocations on a per student basis. It is also noted that SE
expenditures of the Province as a whole exceeded the funding allocations in each year.
However, OCDSB has consistently spent the most per non-gifted SE pupil than the other
Boards and the Province on an overal basis. Further, OCDSB has the highest margin of

overspending on SE students of the comparison group.

One explanation for the OCDSB’ s tendency to overspend its SE funding is attributable to
its SE program delivery model. OCDSB prefers to provide congregated classes for
speciad needs pupils. The OCDSB has the highest percentage of SE pupils in sef-

contained classes asiillustrated in Table 7.
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Table7 — Comparison of Proportion of SE Pupilsin Self-Contained Classes

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Ottawa-Carleton 20.0% 20.0% 22.0%
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic 6.0% 7.0% 8.0%
Durham 17.0% 20.0% 19.0%
Pedl 14.0% 14.0% 17.0%
Y ork 3.0% 2.0% 1.0%

We have been advised by the Staff that congregated delivery models tend to be more

expensive for the following reasons:

1. Transportation costs are higher because pupils must be brought to designated program

delivery sites.

2. Teacher costs may be higher because there may be less than optimum class sizes.

An examination of the benefits and constraints of congregated and integrated SE program
delivery models should be conducted by the Ministry with a view to determining whether

the incremental cost of congregated programs is justified.

The composition of OCDSB’s special needs pupils could also affect expenditures. To
determine whether OCDSB’s composition of SE pupils is unique, we analyzed the SE

enrolment of each Board in our sample.

The OCDSB appears to have a comparatively high rate of gifted pupils in its population
of SE students.
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Table8 — Comparison of Gifted Pupils as a Per centage of Total SE Enrolment

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Ottawa-Carleton 33.5% 31.2% 28.1%
Durham 9.6% 11.7% 12.2%
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic 13.9% 13.9% 13.4%
Ped 25.3% 26.1% 25.9%

If gifted pupils are excluded from the SE enrolment, the composition of OCDSB’s special

needs pupils is reasonably similar to those of the comparison School Board group.



Table 9 — Comparison of Special Education Pupils, by Exceptionality, Excluding

Gifted
1998-1999 1999-2000  2000-2001 1998-1999 1999-2000  2000-2001
Ottawa-Carleton
Behavioural 536 457 458 8.0% 6.7% 6.5%
Communication 4,493 4,184 4,480 66.7% 61.2% 63.3%
Intellectual 953 934 931 14.1% 13.7% 13.2%
Physical 86 461 472 1.3% 6.7% 6.7%
Multiple 188 204 171 2.8% 3.0% 2.4%
Non-Identified 485 600 563 7.2% 8.8% 8.0%
6,741 6,840 7,075 100% 100% 100%
Durham
Behavioural 599 747 636 7.2% 10.3% 8.5%
Communication 4,361 3,976 4,120 52.5% 54.7% 55.0%
Intellectual 463 603 525 5.6% 8.3% 7.0%
Physica 77 331 331 0.9% 4.6% 4.4%
Multiple 463 622 793 5.6% 8.6% 10.6%
Non-ldentified 2,348 989 1,084 28.3% 13.6% 14.5%
8,311 7,268 7,489 100% 100% 100%
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic
Behavioural 265 282 282 6.5% 7.2% 8.0%
Communication 1,579 1,373 1,341 38.5% 35.3% 38.2%
Intellectual 320 347 469 7.8% 8.9% 13.4%
Physical 62 218 181 1.5% 5.6% 5.2%
Multiple 97 108 135 2.4% 2.8% 3.8%
Non-Identified 1,781 1,564 1,103 43.4% 40.2% 31.4%
4,104 3,892 3,511 100% 100% 100%
Peel
Behavioural 304 359 348 3.0% 3.5% 3.4%
Communication 7,123 7,108 7,600 70.2% 70.3% 75.1%
Intellectual 1,182 959 820 11.7% 9.5% 8.1%
Physical 148 683 670 1.5% 6.8% 6.6%
Multiple 56 78 51 0.6% 0.8% 0.5%
Non-ldentified 1,332 928 635 13.1% 9.2% 6.3%
10,145 10,115 10,124 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
York
Behavioural 604 642 589 6.7% 6.6% 5.6%
Communication 6,514 6,258 6,123 72.4% 64.4% 58.3%
Intellectual 1,445 2,187 2,117 16.1% 22.5% 20.1%
Physical 94 352 371 1.0% 3.6% 3.5%
Multiple 151 190 211 1.7% 2.0% 2.0%
Non-Identified 195 94 1,100 2.2% 1.0% 10.5%
9,003 9,723 10,511 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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OCDSB does not appear to have a materialy different composition of SE exceptionalities
that would explain its relatively high SE expenditures per pupil. We have not examined
differences within the categories of exceptionality that may clarify the differences in
expenditures. For example, OCDSB and the Ottawa Carleton Catholic School Board
may have comparable percentages of Intellectual exceptionality pupils in 2001-2002
(approximately 13%). However, within the Intellectual exceptionality category, OCDSB
may have a greater proportion of gifted pupils while the Catholic School Board's
Intellectual exceptionality population may be to have more autistic children.

7. Waiting List

As of May 2002, the OCDSB had 3,709 students that were waiting for assessments,
partial-assessments or other supports. The waiting list included students who had not
been identified as special needs students, but who were aready enrolled in specid
education classes (described as non-identified and must be in other categories). These
students may still be waiting for assessments.  Some students may be waiting for more

than one assessment.

The May 2002 waiting list also included identified special education students who were
already enrolled in specia education classes and had already been previously assessed by
exceptionality. It should be noted that the waiting list included students who will be
tested by OCDSB’ s personnel, but will be treated by outside agencies. These students are
therefore on other agencies’ waiting lists to be tested.

The waiting list also included a summary of students who were waiting for other supports
such as counselling and consultation. These students include special education and

‘regular’ students.

The Chair of the Boardof Trustees of OCDSB sent a letter to parents on June 25, 2002,
stating that “3,700 students are on waiting lists for diagnosis of special needs’. Such a
statement could lead parents to believe that students needs are not being met. The letter
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does not clarify that some students will be serviced by outside agencies, and not OCDSB.
The letter does not address the fact that certain students have already been diagnosed for
specia needs, but are waiting an additional assessment, or a yearly assessment. The |etter
does nat make reference to the fact that most of the students on the list are currently
enrolled in the specia education program at OCSDB.

In brief, the accountability of the Trustees to the parents needs improvement. Full
explanations of how funds have actually been used are absent in the communications that

we have seen.

8. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

From 1998 to 2002, the Staff-recommended budget reductions to special education
totalled over $26 million. The Board of Trustees approved $4.6 million in specia
education reductions in the same period. Appendix B provides further details on previous

Staff recommendations and Board of Trustee approvals to specia education programs.

Based on our discussons with the Staff and Trustees, it appears as though any
contemplated reductions to the area of specia education become a very emotiona and
political issue. OCDSB Staff have expressed the need for the OCDSB to make cuts in
specia education from as early as 1998-1999. Due to the lack of cuts in previous years,
the Staff has had to recommend a significant amount of reductions for 20022003,
amounting to amost $12 million, in order to come closer to Provincia guidelines.
Schedule | to Exhibit 11 provides a breakdown of the Staff-recommended reductions for
2002-2003.
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9. Teaching Positions

a. Legally Feasible

All of the $12 million cost reduction may not be feasble for September 2002. The
OCDSB'’s collective bargaining agreements with teachers restrict the OCDSB from
laying off any teachers after June 15, 2002. However, as of July 10, 2002, OCDSB had
approximately 235 FTE teaching positions open for September 2002, consisting of 159
elementary and 76 secondary positions. The Staff’s recommendation of reducing 146.5
FTE teaching positions (115 elementary and 31.5 secondary) includes special education
teachers in congregated and integrated classes. If the Staff’s recommendation for the
reduction of FTE teaching positions were adopted for September 2002, it would result in
re-scheduling of some teaching positions.

It is uncertain whether the re-scheduling of teaching positions would be able to cover the
open positions currently available, especially at the secondary level. There may be excess
teachers from the above-recommended reductions who cannot be placed in the open
positions, and thereby would theoretically breach the collective bargaining agreements.
As a consequence, al of the $12 million reduction may not be immediately attainable.
However, other savings are attainable elsewhere such as the reduction of entry-level

positions in French Emersion.

b. Other Factors

Of the 146.5 FTE teaching position reductions recommended by the Staff, 58 result in
reductions to the congregated classes. Based on our discussions with the Staff, the Board
of Trustees currently does not have a system in place to prioritize the students for the
congregated classes. Also, an adequate system is not in place to measure the needs of
some special education students, so that teachers may determine which students require a
congregated class, and which are flexible.
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Any decrease of teaching positions for the congregated classes results in the reduction of
the number of congregated classes currently offered by the OCDSB. Hence, decreases
may result in several appeals from the community and parents, because the OCDSB

might be arbitrarily reallocating students without using a defined prioritization system.

One fact that has arisen from our discussions with the Staff and certain Trustees is that

the previous Carleton School Board did not have any congregated classes for specia
education. As a result of the amalgamation of the Ottawa and Carleton School Boards,
the congregated classes have expanded throughout the OCDSB.

10. Educational Assistants

a. Legally Feasible

As of June 24, 2002, the Board had 18.5 FTE educational assistants (“EA”) staffing
positions open for September 2002. The Staff’s recommended reduction of eight (8) FTE
educational assistants would not likely breach any collective bargaining agreements.
Thus, the reduction of eight FTE educational assistants should be feasible for September
2002.

b. Other Factors

Based on our discussions with the Staff, the EAs are a valuable source to the teachers.
Apparently, OCDSB’s EAs are wel quaified, requiring a diploma in DSW
(Developmental Social Worker), CYW (Child and Y outh Worker) or an equivalent, and
one to two years of related experience. OCDSB’s EAs are expected to administer
medications, respond to physica needs, assist in program implementation, instruct
students in small groups or individualy, and similar. On average, an EA’s sdary is
approximately $30,000 less than a teacher's salary. Their usage would be more
economical, having them act as support to teachers rather than using teachers to act as

support for other teachers.
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11. Support Personnegl

The Staff’s budget recommendation included the reduction of 21 FTE positions for
support personnel. As of June 24, 2002, OCDSB had 6.3 FTE unfilled positions for
September 2002 (4.3 for speech language pathologist positions and 2 for psychologist
positions). If all of the Staff-recommended reductions in FTE positions were made for
September 2002, the OCDSB may have to incur severance costs of approximately
$550,000. (It should be noted that whether the Staff reductions to support personnel were
made for September 2002 or beyond, the severance costs could still apply. The amount

of severance could increase over time.)

The OCDSB requires specific personnel to conduct the Intensive Support Amount
(“1SA”) testing for the students, which is required by the Ministry. It is expected that the
ISA testing will be completed by November 2002. In 2001-2002, the support personnel
spent most of their time performing assessments on the students, so that the Board would
be eligible for the ISA grants. As a result, less time relative to previous years was spent

working with the students in the classrooms.

OCDSB staff have recently revisited the recommended cost reductions to specia
education and have considered a longer-term approach for September 2002 and beyond.
As aresult of the problems that would arise in the reduction of congregated classes, the
Staff feels the need to prioritize students according to their specific needs. The Staff
recommends that no immediate reductions be made to the support personnel staff so asto
enable all of the ISA assessments to be performed by November 2002. Finally, the Staff
has suggested that during the remainder of the year, the support personnel can review
each special education student’s tests and assessments, so as to prioritize the students.
Staff would like to implement a system that will prioritize students so that one can
determine which students require a congregated class, and which students can be

integrated into the regular school system.
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12. Summer L earning Program

The cost incurred by OCDSB for the Summer Learning Program for specia education
students is approximately $500,000 annually, including transportation costs. The program
is a joint-project with the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board. The program attracts
approximately 300 students each year. The Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board
provides a summer learning program for approximately 100 students from both Boards
who are severely handicapped. The OCDSB provides a program for students from both
Boards who have severe developmental delays and are severely autistic. The Staff have
indicated that the OttawaCarleton Catholic School Board spends approximately

$300,000 per year on its summer program.

The Staff recommended the discontinuance of the Summer Learning Program in the
2000-2001 budget proposal. The Trustee's Committee of the Whole (Budget) Minutes for
March 23, 2000 indicate that the Board of Trustees did not accept the Staff’s proposed
reduction, suggesting that the Summer Learning Program is an essentia part of the

learning process. The minutes state:

“WHEREAS representatives of parents of this [Ottawa-Carleton] population
and representatives of SEAC [Specia Education Advisory Committee] met
with senior staff, including the Director, and al parties agreed to recommend
to the OCDSB that the Board (of Trustees) implement a gradual phase-out of
the OCDSB’s financial support of this program over three years,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the OCDSB put *$276,000 back
into the 2000/2001 budget for the summer program for students with
developmental disabilities and/or autism...

*(represents a reduction of $200,000 in the current cost to the program, this
cost to be assumed by parents and by adjustments to the program)” (Page 2)

The Staff recommended the discontinuance of the Summer Learning Program again in

the 2002-2003 budget, which was once again not approved by the Board of Trustees.
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The Summer Learning Program is operated by teachers who are hired on a contract basis.
The teachers sdaries relating to the Summer Learning Program are not part of the
collective bargaining agreements. Thus, there would not be any restrictions relating to the
teachers salaries with respect to discontinuing the program for summer 2003. The
elimination of the summer learning program would result in savings of $500,000.

13. Additional Funding

The OCDSB has not completed testing all of its special education students who may
make the OCDSB €ligible for an ISA grant. It is anticipated that the Board of Trustees
will complete its assessments by the end of November 2002. As aresult, the Board could
be eligible for additional grants for 2002-2003. There are approximately 900 students
who are waiting for an ISA assessment in order for OCDSB to receive the grant. We have

not included the possible additional funding in our calculations.

14. Alter natives

The following directions could be taken with respect to special education for September
2002:

a. Implement All Recommended Reductions

One alterretive could be to accept all of the Staff’s recommendations that were made in
February 2002. This option may still be legally feasible for September 2002. However,
making all of the necessary reductions to balance the budget may result in appeals from
parents of children in the congregated classes, and disruption to school staffing for
September 2002. A disruption in the staffing is not without precedent for OCDSB, as re-
scheduling has occurred due to previous teacher strikes and for enrolment adjustments. It
should be noted that if all of the cuts were made for September 2002, the staffing re-
scheduling may be massive, possibly affecting al schools and many students.



20

b. Implement Some of Saff’' s Recommendations

Many alternatives lie within the “some” changes category. Based on our discussions with
OCDSB Staff, it may be more feasible to implement some of the reductions for
September 2002, and adopt a long-term plan for additional cuts in January and September
2003. Adopting a longer-term plan would assist students in their transition to a different
specia education delivery model, one that was intended and recommended by the Staff in
1990.

OCDSB Staff has indicated that it would be more feasible to reduce the number of
SERT’s (specia education resource teacher) and SELC's (specia education learning
centre) than it would be to reduce the number of congregated classes. Since the OCDSB
does not have a complete system in place to prioritize the students, it may be more
reasonable to introduce such a system in 20022003, which can then be fully
implemented for 2003-2004.

c. Long-Term

If the alternative chosen for September 2002 is to save approximately $12 million, a plan
could be implemented to develop a long-term specia education delivery model for the
OCDSB. A dragtic reduction of services for September 2002 could lead to some
problems throughout the school year that can be addressed in 2003-2004.

The large number of staff reductions to SELCs and SERTs would have to be reviewed for
the 2003-2004 year. Some SELCs and SERTSs could be re-instated in 2003-2004, as
other reductions may be feasible to reduce congregated classes, after a prioritized student
system is in place. A long-term plan should then be developed for the delivery of specia

education within the available funding.
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Overdl, in our opinion, the entire special education delivery system requires extensive
evaluation. Perhaps the Trustees have to be more objective in their fund allocation
decisions.

15. Recommendation

We recommend that Staff’s proposed cost improvements of $11,980,000 be made to
special education as soon as is feasible. We have provided one possible option of
implementing the required reductions. We recommend that Staff commence
implementing the required improvements early in 20022003. Staff should consider
dternatives that would be least disruptive to the delivery of special education in 2002-
2003. But, steps should be taken to become more in line with other Ontario School
Boards.



SPECIAL EDUCATION

APPENDIX D

SCHEDULE | TO EXHIBIT 11

Breakdown of Estimated Savings from OCDSB Staff Recommendations Madein February 2002

Net Proposed
Reduction/ Average Total
Category Current (Increase) in Salary Estimated
of Employee Panel (FTE) FTE Positions (Including Benefits) Savings
Teaching Positions
SERT's Elementary 128 36 $67,000 $2,412,000
SELC's Elementary 139 35 $67,000 $2,345,000
SERT's Secondary 345 0 $67,000 $0
SELC's Secondary 22.17 6.17 $67,000 $413,390
N Elementary 32 0 $67,000 $0
Developmental Disability (DD) Secondery 9.92 0 $67.000 $0
Autism Elementary 8 2 $67,000 ($134,000)
. ) Elementary 3 0 $67,000 $0
Physical Support Unit (PSU) Secondary 6.66 0 $67,000 $0
. I Elementary 10 4 $67,000 $268,000
Learning Disability (L.D) Secondary 15.83 9.83 $67,000 $658,610
Language L earning Disability (LLD) Elementary 9.5 1 $67,000 $67,000
Dual Diagnosis (DD) Elementary 2 2 $67,000 ($134,000)
. Elementary 14 4 $67,000 $268,000
Benhaviour (SSU) Secondary 10.66 4 $67,000 $268,000
. Elementary 1 0 $67,000 $0
Deai/Hard of Hearing (D/HH) Secondary 133 0 $67,000 $0
Reintegration Secondary 1.33 1.33 $67,000 $89,110
Gifted Elementary 33 3 $67,000 $201,000
Primary Assessment Centre (PAC) Elementary 10 10 $67,000 $670,000
. Elementary 19 14 $67,000 $938,000
Generdl Learing Program Secondary 14 8.17 $67,000 $547,390
. . Elementary 14 11 $67,000 $737,000
Central Teaching Positions Secondary 3 2 $67,000 $134,000
Itinerant Teachers of the Visually Impaired Elementary 18.3 0 $67,000 $0
Workplace Elementary 1 1 $67,000 $67,000
560.5 146.5
Total Savings $9,815,500
Educational Assistants ("EA'S")
EA's 539.5 8 $36,354 $290,832
Total Savings $290,832
Support Personnel
Psychologists 20 6 $70,000 $420,000
Speech and Language 23 9 $70,000 $630,000
Social Worker 20 6 $70,000 $420,000
Occupational Therapists 17 0 $70,000 $0
Physiotherapist 1 0 $70,000 $0
65.7 21
Total Savings $1,470,000
Special Education Summer Learning Program * $375,000
Total Special Education Savings $11,951,332
Estimated Cost Savings Used by the Staff
In The 2002-2003 Budget $11,980,000

* Note: OCDSB staff have not included the costs of transportation for the Summer Learning Program of approximately $100,000 in
its proposed improvements to special education.




Schedule| to Exhibit 11 (Continued)

Potential Sever ance | mplications

Part A
OCDSB staff Number of
Recommended Vacant Positions Number of Layoff
Reductions Asof July 11, 2002 Notices Required
(FTE) (FTE) (FTE)
Total Teacher Position Reductions:
Elementary 115 159.25 0
Secondary 315 76.35 0
146.5 235.6 0
Total Educational Assistant Reductions 8 185 0
Total Support Personnel Reductions
Psychologists 6 2 4
Speech and Language 9 4.3 47
Social Worker 6 0 6
Part B
Estimated Severance
FTE Positions Yearsof Service Costs (1 month of
ToBeGiven Based on Review of Average Salary for pay for each year
Notice Seniority List FTE Position of service)
Psychologists
1 75 $79,575 $49,734
0.6 5 $47,745 $19,894
0.8 4 $63,660 $21,220
1 2 $79,575 $13,263
0.6 2 $47,745 $7,958
4 $112,068
'Speech and L anguage
1 7 $63,366 $36,964
0.7 6 $44,356 $22,178
0.5 6 $31,683 $15,842
0.6 5 $38,020 $15,842
1 4 $63,366 $21,122
1 4 $63,366 $21,122
4.8 $96,105
Social Workers
0.9 12 $61,509 $61,509
0.8 12 $54,674 $54,674
0.7 11 $47,840 $43,853
1 11 $68,343 $62,648
0.8 11 $54,674 $50,118
0.6 9 $41,006 $30,754
0.8 7 $54,674 $31,893
0.3 4 $20,503 $6,834
0.1 0.5 $6,834 $285
6 $342,569
Total Severance Costs $550,743




APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 12

OCCASIONAL TEACHER BUDGET

Current Operating Budget: $7,200,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions $2,600,000
(February 2002):

Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions $2,000,000
(May 2002); An Additional

Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $2,600,000
of Trustees (February 2002):

1. Saff-Recommended Budget Reductions

Analysis

An occasional teacher is used to cover classes of aregular classroom teacher when he/she
is absent from schooal, is attending a training course, or is assisting in other programs (i.e.,
the mentoring program). The OCDSB has been operating at a significant budget deficit
for occasional teachers for the last several years. According to the Staff, the budget
deficit is primarily a function of “usage” and not “wages’. It appears that the OCDSB
has not been successful in decreasing teacher absentee rates. We have been informed
that the OCDSB suffers arelatively high rate of teacher absenteeism.

In February 2002, the Staff recommended that the occasional teacher budget
(expenditures) be reduced by $2.6 million. In May 2002, the Staff recommended an
additional reduction to the occasiona teacher budget of $2,000,000, in order to bring the

budget in line with the available provincial funding for occasional teachers.

The Staff plans to achieve significant reductions in the use of occasiona teachers by
implementing systems that would (a) monitor key information such as the number of
Monday and Friday absences,; (b) provide motivation to each school administrator by




allowing each school to keep unspent occasional teacher budgets; and (c) begin providing
short-term day care at the school for teachers with small children. The Staff has admitted
that these programs and ideas are still at an early stage of development and are not likely
to be in place for September 2002.

A reduction in the use of occasional teachers will not lead to any incrementa
implementation or severance costs. The occasiona teachers are part of a pool of
available teachers who are on-call and are employed on a daily basis, as needed by the
OCDSB. Basaed on our discussons with OCDSB human resources staff, occasional
teachers do not have any rights to a notice period, recall period, or rights to severance.
Therefore, there are no direct financial obligations to reducing the usage of occasiond

teachers.

The implications of reducing the occasional teacher budget will impact both teachers and
students. The ability of schools to replace absent teachers with supply teachers will be
compromised. It is likely that many short-term teacher absences will not be covered,
likely resulting in the increased use of study hall in secondary schools and class
redistribution in elementary schools.

2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees approved and adopted the Staff’s February 2002 recommendation of
reducing the operating budget by $2,600,000. The Trustees did not accept any of the
subsequent Staff recommendations that were made in May 2002.



3. Alternatives

a. Implement All Saff Recommendations

Implementing the entire $4.6 million in recommended budget reductions would eliminate
the budget deficit that has been experienced in the area of occasional teacher budgets in
the last few years. As previously mentioned, the dforts that are needed to implement
such a reduction would be minimal and would not require any incremental severance or
significant implementation costs to be incurred. Thus, this aternative would be both

legally and logistically feasible for the upcoming school year.

One gignificant concern is the OCDSB’s ability to effectively reduce the rate of

absenteeism among teachers, as well as its ability to reasonably implement the intended
improvement programs. Such efforts will likely take some time to accamplish and will
undoubtedly cause some incremental costs. The costs cannot be reasonably estimated at
this time. In essence, it may be difficult for the OCDSB to successfully achieve such
reductions to the supply teacher budget. In order to achieve the contemplated budget
reductions, many students will have less instructiona teaching and spend more time in
unsupervised settings such as “study hall”. However, the effectiveness of supply teachers
who handle one or two day assignments needs study to ascertain the cost-benefit

relationship.

b. Implement Some of Saff’'s Recommendations

Implementing only $1 million (instead of the May 2002 Staff-recommended budget
reduction of $2 million) in additional budget reductions, or some other amount between
$0 and $2 million, is another alternative. A compromise aternative would essentially
allow the OCDSB to bring their expenditures in line with the available funding over a
twoyear period, instead of in one school year. Such a choice would alow schools,

teachers, and students time to adjust to the restricted usage of occasiona teachers.



4. Recommendation

We recommend that Staff’s total cost effectiveness proposals of $4.6 million to the
occasional teacher budget be implemented for 2002-2003, unless evidence can be
presented that short-term supply teaching benefits exceed the costs.
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SCHOOL BUDGET ALLOCATIONS

Current Operating Budget: $9,100,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions $2,000,000
(February 2002):

Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions $1,000,000
(May 2002):

Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $0

of Trustees (February and May 2002):

1. Saff-Recommended Budget Reductions

Analysis

As part of the budget process, the OCDSB alocates an operating budget to each school,
which is then used throughout the school year for the purchase of supplies ard materials.
The budget for each school is based upon its student enrolment. We understand that each

school is free to use its operating budget as it deems appropriate.

Historically, we understand that it has been OCDSB'’s policy to alow each school ©
retain any unspent portion of its allocated operating budget. As of the end of the 2001-
2002 school year, the combined amount of unspent operating budgets (i.e., school
reserves) for the entire Board was approximately $3 million. In February 2002, the Staff
recommended that a total of $2 million, out of the $3 million in school reserves, be taken
from the individual schools and applied to other areas of the OCDSB budget. In May
2002, the Staff then decided to also use the remaining $1 million in school reserves,

thereby reducing the operating reserves of the schools to nil.

It appears that the Staff has effectively changed its policy on alowing individua schools

to retain their operating reserves. The Staff’s recommended budget reductions in this




area could cause a significant amount of dissension in most of the schools. In essence, the
Staff’s recommendation serves to penalize schools that have conserved their alocated
school operating budget in the past, while benefiting the schools that have consumed
their entire alocated budgets. The inability of certain schools to use their operating
reserves to purchase supplies for the upcoming year may simply cause some schools to
spend next year’'s alocated budget much quicker. Furthermore, the Staff’s
recommendations could cause a shortage of necessary materials and supplies in the
schools.

According to the Staff, the implementation of the Staff-recommended reductions for the
upcoming school year could be legally and logistically completed within a few weeks.

2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Board of Trustees have not approved any of the Staff-recommended budget
reductions in the area of “School Budget Allocations’. The reasoning employed by the
Board of Trustees in making such a decision was not evident from our review of the
minutes. We assume that the Trustees were of the opinion that the reduction in the
school reserves would cause material disruption to the schools, teachers, and students for

the upcoming school year.

Allowing the individual schools to retain their operating reserves would obviously be the
most appealing and equitable alternative from each individual school’s perspective. The
guestion becomes whether the individual schools or the OCDSB can maximize the utility
of those dallars (i.e., the $3 million in operating reserves that are on the books of the
individual schools). For example, can the funds be better utilized in improving areas
such as transportation? If it is determined that the funds could be more efficiently
utilized at the individual school level, then allowing the schools to keep their operating

reserves may be the best aternative in the long-run.



3. Alternatives

a. Implement All Staff Recommendations

The Staff’s recommendations may create a “use it or lose it” attitude among individual
school administrators in the future. Such an attitude may not encourage the schools to
make the most efficient use of their allocated school budgets. However, given the current
financial situation of the OCDSB, measures that would improve the efficiency of supply
utilization are necessary. An argument could be made that the $3 million in operating
reserves held by the schools could be more efficiently used by the OCDSB in other areas
that need additiona funding. Given the current financia Stuation, it is important to
carefully consider each available alternative. This aternative can be implemented for the
upcoming school year and should therefore be strongly considered as it can potentially
save an addtional $3 million. Of course, eliminating al of the school’s operating
reserves may ultimately result in the need to increase the school budget alocations in
future years as the materials and resources in each individual school will need to be

replenished or replaced.

Perhaps, to achieve equity across the OCDSB schools, the amount of dollars alocated to
each school can be proportionately reduced for the future. But, this approach does not
solve the 2002-2003 cash shortfall.

b. Implement Some of Saff’ s Recommendations

Another dternative is for the OCDSB to take only $2 million of the $3 million or two-
thirds of an individual school’s operating reserves. This is consistent with the Staff’s
origina recommendation in February 2002. Such a compromise wauld alleviate some of
the anticipated backlash from the individual schools. Furthermore, it will allow the
schools to retain $1 million in operating reserves to purchase the necessary materials and
supplies. Thus, the “two-thirds’ approach may reduce the future need to increase the
school budget allocations so as to replenish depleted materials and resources. The

shortfall of this recommendation is that it will ill create a “use it or lose it” future



atitude among the individual school administrators. It is likely that school
administrators will decide to fully utilize the $1 million in remaining operating reserves
in the upcoming year because they would fear that it may be taken away from them in the
following years as part of subsequent budget reductions. Nevertheless, this alternative
may still provide a suitable compromise between the previous two alternatives.

4. Recommendation

We agree with Staff’s recommendation that the unspent operating budgets be returned to
the Board. Such a recommendation would result in approximately $3 million of funds
being available to balance the budget.



APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 14

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL VICE-PRINCIPALS

Current Operating Budget: $4,000,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $160,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $160,000
of Trustees:

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

The Staff recommended reducing two elementary vice-principal positions. The
elimination of two elementary vice-principals would require changes to the current
alocation of elementary vice-principals within several schools. The Staff plans to
perform an analysis of the current alocation of elementary school vice-principals and
make the necessary adjustments. In effect, some elementary schools, which had one vice-
principal, may now have an alocation of only one-haf a vice-principal. The process of
shuffling the remaining elementary vice-principals would have to be undertaken in
conjunction with the recommendation of “twinning” elementary schools (i.e., having the
twinned schools share the services of a single vice-principa) so as not to duplicate
efforts.

The implications of reducing two elementary vice-principals are to reduce student
supervision in some schools, thus partly compromising the education of students. Also
affected are the opportunity for teachers who aspire to become administrators, accessto
administrative staff by parents, students, and staff, and increased responsibilities for

elementary school principals.




b. Quantitative Analysis

Position Number of FTE Average Salary Total Estimated
Positions to be (Including Savings
Reduced Benefits)
Elementary School 2 $79,606 $159,212
Vice-Principals

c. Severance Implications

According to our discussion with the Staff in the OCDSB human resources department,
as of June 24, 2002, a total of nine elementary vice principal positions were vacant and
had not been filled for the 2002-2003 school year. Therefore, the two elementary vice-
principal positions that will be reduced as a result of the Staff’s recommended budget
reduction can be absorbed by the current vacancies, and no incremental severance costs
should result.  However, the severance implications for elementary vice-principals
cannot be reasonably estimated until the impact of the “twinning elementary schools’

recommendation is also considered.

2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

The Trustees approved the Staff’s recommendation to eliminate two elementary vice-
principals, for estimated cost savings of $160,000.

3. Recommendation

We recommend that the Staff implement the budget reductions that were approved by the
Trustees. We understand that the Staff believe that this approved budget reduction could
be legdly and logistically completed for the upcoming school year. We do not
recommend any additional budget reductions to the elementary vice-principal budget for
the upcoming school year. Time is required to ascertain the impact of eiminating two

vice-principa positions.




APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 15

SECONDARY SCHOOL VICE-PRINCIPALS

Current Operating Budget: $4,600,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $350,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $350,000
of Trustees:

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

The Staff has recommended that the total number of secondary school vice-principals be
reduced by four FTE. Such a reduction would decrease the number of secondary vice-
principals from 53 to 49. Currently, every secondary school has one principal and two
vice-principals. Therefore, a number of secondary schools may be impacted by the
change, as severa vice-principals would likely have to be reassigned, on the basis of
seniority.

The elimination of four secondary school vice-principals will realize estimated savings of
approximately $350,000 (see quantification below). According to the Staff, there would
not be any incremental severance costs related to the elimination of the positions, as

adequate vacant positions exist (as of June 24, 2002).

The implications of eiminating secondary school vice-principals include:  reduced
student supervision in a number of schools; possible compromises to access by parents,
students, staff, and others, decreased time for curriculum overview and training;
decreased time to evauate the quality of staff; and, decreased growth opportunities for
teachers. However, it is important to remember that the Staff's recommendation,

ultimately, will impact only afew of the secondary schools.




b. Quantitative Analysis

Position Number of FTE Average Salary Total Estimated
Positions to be (Including Savings
Reduced Benefits)
Secondary School 4 $83,789 $335,156
Vice-Principals

c. Severance Implications

According to our discussion with the Staff in the OCDSB Human Resources department,
as of June 24, 2002, there are an adegquate number of vacant secondary school vice-
principal positions that have not been filled for the 20022003 school year. Therefore,
the four secondary school vice-principal positions could be absorbed by the current

vacancies and no incremental severance costs should result.

2. Approved Budget Reduction By the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees approved the Staff’s recommendation of eliminating four FTE secondary
school vice-principa positions for total estimated savings of about $350,000.

3. Recommendation

We recommend that the Staff implement the budget reductions that were approved by the
Trustees. We understand that the Staff is in the process of making the changes for the
2002-2003 school year and that such changes can be legally and logistically completed.
We aso believe that such changes can be made for the 20022003 school year without

having a material impact on the day-to-day operations of the secondary schools.




4. Long-Term Cost Savings (For September 2003 and/or Beyond)

On along-term basis (i.e., for the 2003-2004 school year and beyond) we would suggest
that a study be conducted, Boardwide, on the impact of further reducing the number of
secondary school vice-principals.



APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 16

SECONDARY SCHOOL OFFICE ALLOCATION

Current Operating Budget: $5,200,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $420,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $0

of Trustees:

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

Currently, the OCDSB’s policy is to alocate four full-time equivalent (“FTE”) office
staff to each secondary school. In recent years, each secondary school employed a
minimum of one office administrator, one assistant office administrator and two office
assistants. The Staff’s proposed recommendation would effectively reduce the base for
each school from four FTE office staff to three and one-half FTE office staff. The
proposed reduction would eliminate 13.5 FTE office staff (educational support
personnel). The Staff estimates that the implementation of its recommendation would

yield approximately $420,000 in annual savings (described later).

The contemplated reductions could affect the office staff’s ability to perform such
administrative tasks as maintaining student attendance and student transfer records,
assisting with student information systems, and providing timely information to teachers
and parents. The scope and quality of service provided by the secondary school office
staff could decline. The reductions to the office staff will inevitably mean that the
remaining staff will have to assume a greater workload, which may result in increased
absences and reduced employee morale. The need for temporary assistance may

increase, which would mitigate some of the desired cost savings.




According to the Staff, this recommendation could be introduced by the start of the 2002-
2003 school year. Implementation would necessitate the reorganization of some of the
office staff among many of the secondary schools. As discussed below, the Staff is
confident that the number of existing vacant positions (as of June 24, 2002), and the high
staff turnover rate that typically occurs among office staff employees, could absorb the
positions that will be eliminated by implementing this budget reduction.

b. Quantitative Analysis

Position Number of FTE Average Salary Total Estimated
Positions to be (Including Savings
Reduced Benefits)
Secondary School 13.5 $32,258* $435,488
Office Staff
Estimated Savings Used by the OCDSB Staff $420,000

The average secondary school office staff salary, including benefits, is $38,710. However, the

office staff who will be reduced as a result of this recommendation are personnel who work only
10 months of the year. Therefore, their salaries are pro-rated as follows; $38,710 times 10/12 =
$32,258.

c. Severance Implications

According to our discussion with OCDSB Staff in the human resources department, as of
June 24, 2002, there were a total of 20 educational support positions that had not been
filled for the 20022003 school year. We have assumed that the 13.5 secondary school
office staff positions that could be reduced as a result of the Staff’s recommended budget
reduction could reasonably be absorbed by the current vacancies, and no incremental
severance costs should result. However, such a calculation assumes that the skills and
qualifications of the displaced employees will reasonably match the qualifications and

skills that are required for the vacant positions.




2. Approved Budget Reduction by the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees did not approve the Staff-recommended budget reductions for “ Secondary
School Office Allocation”. The Trustees decided that the recommended budget
reductions would have too much of a negative effect on the level of service provided by

the secondary schools to the teachers, students, and parents.

3. Alternatives

a. Implement All Staff Recommendations

Implementing the Staff’s recommended budget reductions of reducing the base office
staff at secondary schools from four (4) FTE to three (3) and one-half (1/2) FTE would
result in estimated annual savings of $420,000 per year. As previously mentioned,
reducing the office staff at each school could affect the administrative services that are
currently provided by the office staff for the teachers, parents, students, and school
administrators. Nevertheless, such implications are relatively less significant when
compared to proposed budget reductions in core educational areas such as classroom
teachers and special educational programs. We understand that the implementation of
this budget reduction could be legally and logistically completed for the upcoming school

year.

b. Implement Some of Saff' s Recommendations

Another aternative would be to consider approving and implementing a portion of the
Staff-recommended reductions. For example, instead of eliminating 13.5 FTE office
staff, a total of six or seven office staff could be eiminated. Presumably, implementing
only one-half the recommended reductions would reduce the expected cost savings from
$420,000 to approximately $210,000.



4. Recommendation

We recommend that the Staff’s proposed reductions be implemented for 2002-2003 in
order to balance the OCDSB budget. As a result, the base office daff at secondary
schools should be reduced to three (3) and one-half (1/2) FTE, generating annua cost
savings of $420,000.

5. Long-Term Cost Savings (for September 2003 and/or beyond)

Any long-term savings will be a direct function of the choices that are implemented for
the 2002-2003 school year. An examination of office staff’s tasks and duties is in order,

to determine whether paid hours can be curtailed.



APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 17

TECHNICAL SUPPORT IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS

Current Operating Budget: $1,800,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $850,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $0

of Trustees:

1. Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions

a. Analysis

Currently, on average, the OCDSB allocates a minimum of one and one-haf (FTE)
technicians to each secondary school, with many secondary schools currently employing
two technicians. Technicians can specidlize in the following areas. computer, library,
guidance, science, audio-visual, and technological studies. Each secondary school
principal is given the freedom to choose the area of specidization for the allocated

technicians.

The Staff’s proposed recommendation would effectively reduce the number of allocated
technicians in each school to a maximum of one technician. The proposed reduction
would eliminate 24.5 FTE technicians from the current base of 51.5 FTE technicians.

The Staff estimates that the implementation of its recommendation would yield total
annual cost savings of approximately $850,000. (See below for calculation of the savings

and any anticipated severance implications.)

The implication of reducing the secondary school technicians by amost 50% would be
an immediate and significant reduction in the scope and quality of technician services
that are available to support students and Staff. Furthermore, schools may have to incur

incremental costs to pay outside parties to perform the services that previously had been




provided by the in-house technician (i.e., audio-visual repairs and maintenance). Such

expenditures could lead to areduction in the anticipated savings.

According to the Staff, this recommendation could be feasibly introduced by the start of
the 2002-2003 school year. Implementation may require the re-assignment of technicians
to many of OCDSB’s secondary schools. The movement of technicians would be based
on relative seniority and on the particular area of specialization. The secondary school
principals will have to decide on the specialization of their in-house technician (i.e.,
audio-visual, computers, etc.). Movement and elimination of technicians could only be
completed after al principals has specified their preferences. Thus, the full
implementation of this recommendation will likely not occur until mid-September or
later. According to the Staff, there is an adequate number of vacant positions in the
technician employee group to absorb most of the eliminated positions. However, it is
important to consider that the vacant positions may not match the desired skill sets. If a
“match” of skills and qualifications is not found, it may not be possible to release some
of the non-required technicians. According to the educational support personnel
collective bargaining agreement (to which the technicians belong), the employees are
entitled to a 30-day notice period and placement on a recall list. It is probable that some
incremental  severance costs will be incurred as a result of implementing this
recommendation. The expected severance costs cannot be reasonably quantified at this
time (see further discussion below).

b. Quantitative Analysis

Position Number of FTE Average Salary Total Estimated
Positions to be (Including Benefits) Savings
Reduced
Secondary School 24.5 $33,998 $832,951
Technicians
Estimated Savings Used by the Staff $850,000




c. Severance Implications

According to OCDSB Staff in the human resources department, as of June 24, 2002, a
total of 20 educational support personnel (ESP' s) positions were vacart and had not been
filled for the 2002-2003 school year. Therefore, 20 out of the 24 technician positions that
would be eliminated as a result of the Staff’s recommended budget reduction could

conceivably be absorbed by the current vacancies. However, that result assumes that
there is a match of skills and quaifications between the vacant postions and the
employees who would otherwise lose their jobs. The educational support personnel group
includes a wide array of employees such as office assistants and technicians. Given the
specialized skill of the technicians, it is unlikely that the eliminated technicians could fill
al of the currently vacant positions. Thus, it is very difficult to reasonably estimate the
severance codts that may have to be incurred if this recommendation is implemented.

Nevertheless, we have estimated that in a worst case scenario, the incremental severance
costs could be as high as $70,000.

Average Years of Service for al 24.5 FTE positions = 1 year
(based on our review of the ESP seniority listing)

Average Saary for ESP's = $33,998

Severance Costs = 1 month per year of service

Average Severance Costs = [$33,998 times (1/12)] times 24.5 FTE = $69,412

2. Approved Budget Reduction by the Board of Trustees

Analysis

The Trustees decided to maintain the level of secondary school technicians at the current
level and to not make any reductions to the budget for the upcoming school year. The



justification and reasoning used by the Trustees is not well documented in the relevant

minutes.

3. Alternatives
a. All Recommended Budget Reductions

Implementing the Staff’'s recommended budget reductions of secondary school
technicians from under two FTE to one FTE would result in estimated annua savings of
$850,000 per year. As previoudy mentioned, the implications of reducing the
technicians include a reduction in the level of services and support compared to what are
currently provided. Nevertheless, such implications are relatively less significant when
compared to proposed budget reductions in core educational areas such as classroom
teachers and special educationa programs and services.

b. Some Recommended Budget Reductions

An dternative in this area would be to reduce the number of FTE technicians per school
from two to one and one-half for the upcoming school year, and then from one and one-
half to one for the 2003-2004 school year. This dternative would be a compromise
between not making any changes to the number of secondary school technicians, and
reducing technician support by approximately 50% in each secondary school for the
upcoming school year. This compromise would alow for the Staff’s recommended
budget reductions to be attained over atwoyear period. Implementing the recommended
budget reductions over a two-year period would ultimately result in the elimination of
approximately 12 FTE technician positions in each year for total cost savings of

approximately $425,000 per year.



4. Recommendation

We agree with Staff’s recommendation to reduce the number of FTE techniciansto one
FTE technician per secondary school. Such a recommendation would result in annual
cost savings of approximately $850,000. The cost savings of $850,000 would assist in
balancing the budget for 2002-2003.



APPENDIX D

EXHIBIT 18
OTHER TRUSTEE BUDGET REDUCTIONS
Additional Budget Reductions That Were
Proposed And Approved By the Board of $2,268,849
Trustees:
Broken Down As:
Part A
Director’s Operating Budget $90,000
Trustees Operating Expenses $20,000
Additional Reductions in Staff $200,000
Development and Quality Assurance
In-School Instruction-Central Projects $25,173
Admissions & Enrolment $4,950
Purchasing/Material M anagement $60,851
Custodial Services/Trades and $711,026
Maintenance
Plant Supervisors ($5,931)
Design & Construction $50,000
Transportation $34,500
Red Estate $20,000
Hedth & Safety $40,000
Ottawa-Carleton Assembly of School $3,500
Councils
Sub-total $1,254,069
Part B

Plus: Additional 10% Reduction to All
Central Department Budgets $1,014,780
Total $2,268,849




1. Approved Budget Reduction By the Trustees

Analysis

In February 2002, the Trustees approved an additiona $2.27 million in centra
administration budget reductions for the 2002-2003 school year that had not been
originally recommended by the Staff. Central administration costs were one of the few
budget areas where the Trustees reduced funding beyond the Staff’s recommendations.
The OCDSB is operationally-structured into different central departments (which are
different from the spending envelopes) such as planning, finance, labour relations,
payroll, and admissions and enrolment. The primary function of the central departments

is to support the network of OCDSB’s schools, teachers, students, parents, and Trustees.

The Trustees conducted a line-by-line review of the actual expenditures versus the budget
analysis for the 2001-2002 school year, and noted al accounts for which the 2001-2002
budgeted amount had not been fully spent. The Trustees methodology for arriving at part
of the budget reductions was to eliminate the unspent portions in each account for the
2002-2003 budget. This analysis resulted in $1.25 million of budget reductions to central
administration (shown as Part A above). Further, the Trustees decided to reduce each
central departmental budget by an additional 10% (less any budget reductions that had
already been approved) for the 2002-2003 school year. The application of a “blanket”
10% reduction to the departmental budgets resulted in an additional decrease to the
overall 2002-2003 budget of approximately $1 million (see Part B above). The budget
reductions will primarily impact the operational budgets of each department and may also
affect the number of employed personnel in each department. We have reviewed the
analysis that was conducted by the Staff to arrive at the budget reductions (based on the
Trustees methodology) and have confirmed that the numbers noted in the Staff’s

analysis are reasonable.

According to the Staff, the budget reductions have aready been implemented for
September 2002. However, the Staff has stressed that these additional budget reductions



to certain departments will undoubtedly have a material impact on ther ability to
efficiently and effectively deliver the level and quality of service that is expected from
them.

2. Alternatives

a. Make All Recommended Reductions

The Trustees have approved an additiona $1 million reduction to the central
administration budgets. In our opinion, and in the opinion of others, the Trustees have
not seriously considered the extent and importance of the functions that are performed by
central administration. In essence, in the current financial atmosphere, the assistance and
support of key central administration depart ments such as finance and human resources is
crucial. The Trustees have to rely upon central administration departments like finance to
provide them with the necessary information and analysis to make decisions.

The continued implementation of the Trustees reductions to the central department
budgets would yield annual cost savings of approximately $2.27 million. A “use it or
lose it” attitude may surface in the central departments if any “savings’ in one year have
to immediately be passed back to the Trustees. On the other hand, the OCDSB
unfortunately finds itself in a self-chosen weak financial position, and as a result has to
make many difficult budget improvements to various areas. Therefore, from an equity
perspective, it is reasonable that central departments should also be impacted by the
process of attempting to balance expenditures with the available funding.

b. Make Some Recommended Reductions

A compromise alternative would be to implement only the budget reductions that are
included in Part A of the above table (i.e., unspent dollars) and only one-half of the
recommended $1.014 million budget reduction to the central administration budgets (i.e.,
$1.014 million times 50% = $0.507 million). This alternative would result in a tota



budget reduction of $1.76 million, instead of the approved budget reduction of $2.27

million.

3. Long-Term Cost Savings (for September 2003 and/or beyond)

If the $2.27 million in approved reductions are made to the 2002-2003 budget, we would
not recommend any additional reductions to the central department budgets in 2003-
2004. It is not yet known whether the centra departments can absorb any further
reductions to their operating budgets without affecting the operational effectiveness of
the Staff and governance body. Operational effectiveness should be evaluated prior to
making further budget changes.

4. Recommendation

We recommend that the $2.27 million of approved cost improvements be made to the

2002-2003 budget. In one year, a further cost-benefit evaluation should occur.



APPENDIX D
EXHIBIT 19

TWINNING OF PRINCIPALSAT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Current Operating Budget: 1,000,000
Staff-Recommended Budget Reductions: $500,000
Approved Budget Reduction By the Board $0

of Trustees:

1. Introduction

On average, the OCDSB currently has at least one principal at every elementary school.
Some elementary schools are smaller and are not at full capacity, whereby it may be

feasible for one principa to service two schools.

In May 2002, after the first “round” of reductions was not approved, the Staff
recommended that twelve elementary schools be “twinned”, such that one principa

would be responsible for two schools.

In the Committee of the Whole (Budget) minutes dated May 23, 2002, the following

criteria were set for the twinning of schools:

a Geography
b. Proximity
C. Size

d. Program

During the same budget meeting, the following pairs of elementary schools were

identified as potential twinning candidates (totalling 22 schools):




Bayview and General Vanier

Elgin and Viscount Alexander

Rideau Valley and Kars

Arch Street and Pleasant Park
Fallingbrook and Riverview (Cumberland)
Mutchmor and First Avenue

Hilson and EImdale

Jockvale and Barrhaven
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Knoxdale and Greenbank
10. Sir Winston Churchill and Parkwood Hills
11. Lakeview and Bayshore

The attached schedule, prepared by OCDSB Staff, summarizes the relevant criteria for

each elementary school that was considered for twinning.

The Staff recommended that six of the eleven pairs be selected as twinned elementary
schools.  Such a recommendation would result in the reduction of six full-time principal
positions, and cost savings of approximately $500,000. (Based on the average salaries of
principals for 2001-2002 of $88,500.)

We understand that the Board currently has nine “acting pay” principals for September
2002. “Acting pay” principals are people quaified for vice-principal or a lower position
who are serving as principals and receive the salary of a principal. Acting pay principals
can be re-staffed within the system without being laid off. Thus, if eighteen elementary
schools were twinned, nine acting pay principals would be “bumped” down to vice-
principal positions. We are not aware of any union rights that would prevent the

“bumping” down of principals.

Once a principa is “bumped” down, it could cause a domino effect. Some acting pay
vice-principals may have to be “bumped” down into teaching positions. Vice-principals

and teachers face “bumping rights’, based on seniority. For example, if an acting pay



vice-principal is “bumped” to a teaching position, the vice principal may choose the class
that she or he would like to teach. If ateacher is already staffed in a certain class and the
vice-principa has more seniority than the existing teacher, the vice-principa may
“bump” the teacher from that class. The teacher may then choose another class to teach
and “bump” the existing teacher, dependent on the seniority level. The bumping process
continues along throughout the system, and may take more than one month before
staffing is adjusted and re-schedul ed.

Some schools that will be twinned could lose principal time, but may require additional
vice-principal time. As aresult, additional re-scheduling could take place in the system
with respect to vice-principals to ensure that there are sufficient principas or vice-
principals to accommodate all schools. We understand that the OCDSB currently has 14
acting pay elementary vice-principals, which should be sufficient to alow for nine

principals to be “bumped” down, if required.

If eighteen elementary schools were twinned, there would be a reduction of nine acting
pay principals. Such a recommendation could result in savings of approximately
$800,000. (The calculation is based on the average principa saary of $88,500 x 9 =
$796,500.)

2. Short-Term

a. Legally Feasible

The feasibility of the twinning recommendation is dependent upon the number of
elementary schools that will be twinned and the number of acting pay principals who are
currently in the OCDSB'’s system.  We understand that the OCDSB has nine acting pay
principals, who could be “bumped” if eighteen elementary schools were twinned. As
discussed above, the bumping rights would be triggered, and the staffing process could
take awhile. If there are sufficient acting pay principals to “bump” down nine principals



without breaching any collective bargaining agreements, it would be legally feasible to
twin up to eighteen elementary schools for September 2002.

If the schools were twinned for September 2002, the elementary school system may need
to be restaffed. It would not be possible for the re-staffing and re-scheduling to begin to
take place until the end of August, when the teachers return to work. As a result, there
may be some classroom disruption wherein teachers are re-assigned after the beginning
of school in September.

b. Other Factors

Other implications of twinning the principals would be the reduction in access to the
principal by parents, students, staff and others, particularly where schools are physically
separated by longer distances. Dependent on the size of schools, the principa may have
increased difficulties in scheduling staff meetings, parent nights, school councils and
smilar. As the principa will be responsible for two schools, it will decrease the time
available at each school for curriculum leadership, supervision of staff, response to

school safety issues and response to student, staff and parent issues.

The principal’s duties will be doubled in that he/she will be responsible for two schools
budgets, two school profiles and school improvement plans, two sets of EQAO testing
and reports, and two Ministry reports.  Nevertheless, we understand that other School
Boards in Ontario implemented the twinning of principals at elementary schools several

years ago.



3. Alternatives

a. Implement All Staff Recommendations

In May 2002, the Staff recommended that twelve elementary schools be twinned,
resulting in principal salary savings of approximately $500,000. Such an alternative
appears to remain legally feasible for September 2002. The twinning of schools would
affect the factors discussed above and may cause some disruption to staffing in
September.

b. Other Alternatives

As discussed above, another aternative may be to twin eighteen elementary schools,
resulting in the reduction of nine principal salaries, which may be feasible in the Board's
staffing for September 2002. Such a recommendation could lead to savings of

approximately $800,000.

4. Recommendation

In order to help balance the budget, we recommend that eighteen elementary schools be

twinned, resulting in salary savings of approximately $800,000.

5. Long-Term

Based on our discussions with the Staff, if the twinning of the schools is not desirable due
to rescheduling for September 2002, an aterrate time to implement the twinning may be
in January 2003.

Some of the schools that have been listed as candidates for twinning have aso been
identified as possible school closures. Dependent on the decisions that are made under

school closures, it may be possible that some elementary schools that were twinned will



no longer be open for September 2003. As a result, the twinning of elementary schools

may be a temporary measure to save costs for the 2002-2003 year.



Potential Elementary School Pairs for Twinning

July 10, 2002
School Pairs Criteria
Size
Geography Proximity Programs Enrolment | Average Ministry | Principal
(City Sub (km) 10-06-02 Daily Capacity | /Vice
Arees) Enrolment Principal
10-06-02

Bayview AltaVista 12 Junior Kindergarten — 4 EFI 267 219 302.5 1/0
General Vanier Junior Kindergarten — 3 Eng 205 171.5 229 1/0
Elgin Centra 19 Junior Kindergarten — 6 Eng/EF 255 2315 262 1/0
Viscount Alexander Inner Junior Kindergarten— 6 Eng 209 190 179.5 10
Rideau Valey MS Rura South Parking 6— 8 Eng/EFI/LFI 424 424 450 1/0.5
Kars West lot apart Junior Kindergarten—5 EFI 162 134.5 228.5 10
Arch Street AltaVista 16 Junior Kindergarten —6 Eng/SE 295 267 336 1/0
Pleasant Park Junior Kindergarten — 6 EFI 357 304 302.5 1/0
Fallingbrook East Urban 9.2 Junior Kindergarten — 8 Eng/EFI/SE 550 512 521.5 1
Riverview (Cumb) Rural NE Junior Kindergarten — 8 Eng 74 68.5 229.5 1/0
Mutchmor Centra 1.0 Junior Kindergarten — 8 Eng/SE/Gifted 364 339.5 4175 1/0
Firg Av enue Inner Junior Kindergarten — 6 EFI/5-6 Gifted EFI 369 317 424.5 1/0
Hilson Ottawa 1.0 Junior Kindergarten —6 Eng/SE 198 181.5 432.5 1/0
Elmdale West Junior Kindergarten — 6 Eng/EFI 542 485.5 420.5 1/0.5
Jockvale South Urban 05 Junior Kindergarten — 5 Eng/EF 427 372 498 1/0
Barrhaven Centre West Junior Kindergarten —5 Eng/EFI/SE 421 381.5 424 1/0
Knoxdae Cedarview One Junior Kindergarten — 6 EFI/4-6MFI/5-6 Gifted EFI 415 385.5 412 1/0
Greenbank MS building 7-8 Eng/SE/LFI/EFI/Gifted EFI/7 MFI 488 488 584 1
Sir Winston Merivale 0.3 7-8 Eng/SE/EFI/LFI 646 646 679.5 1
Churchill Junior Kindergarten — 6 EFI 406 3435 436 1/0
Parkwood Hills
Lakeview Bayshore 13 Junior Kindergarten—5 EFI 179 152 220 1/0
Bayshore Junior Kindergarten —5 Eng/EFI/SE 535 470 632.5 1/0.5

Note 1: All K programs are in English.

Note 2: All staffing components and impacts should be verified with Human Resources.

Note 3: SE = Specia Education congregated class.

Note 4. Other pairs are possible but have not been analyzed by the School

Operations Committee or Planning Staff.

Examples might include:

Queenswood/Dunning Foubert

Two of Robert Hopkins, Le Phare, and Henry

Munro

R.E. Wilson with either Queen Mary or

Queen Elizabeth

Note 5. EFI = Early French Immersion




Appendix D
Exhibit No.
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OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

2002-2003 BUDGET REDUCTIONS
BALANCED BUDGET

Departments

Reductions Required to Balance
the Budget (from Appendix C)

School Closures

Custodial Budget

Transportation

Breakfast Program

Mentoring Program

Instructional Computers

Superintendent Offices

Media Centre

Outdoor Education

Program Division

Specia Education

Occasiona Teaching Budget

School Budget Allocations

Elementary School Vice-Principals
Secondary School Vice-Principals
Secondary School Office Allocation
Technical Support in Secondary Schools
Other Reductions to Central Admin. Depts.
Twinning of Elementary Schools

Other

Total Reductions

Deficit After Further Reductions/
Additional Funding Required

Status

Quo

Appendix D

(Exhibits 1 to 19)

$32,506,695

APPENDIX E

Balanced

Budget
Appendix D

(Exhibits 1 to 19)

and
Appendix E
(Exhibit 1)

$32,506,695

COST IMPROVEMENTS

$250,000 $500,000
$280,000 $280,000
$500,000 $3,400,000
$35,000 $35,000
$100,000 $100,000
$2,000,000 $2,000,000
$310,000 $310,000
$0 $150,000

$0 $350,000
$350,000 $600,000
$0 $11,980,000
$2,600,000 $4,600,000
$0 $3,000,000
$160,000 $480,000
$350,000 $520,000
$0 $420,000

$0 $850,000
$2,268,849 $2,268,849
$0 $800,000

$0 ($137,154)
$9,203,849 $32,506,695
$23,302,846 $0

Note: The above estimated cost savings do not include any severance or implementation
costs. These costs have been discussed in each of the applicable exhibitsin Appendix D. It
is difficult to ascertain the extent to which severance and implementation costs will be
incurred. Asaresult, we have provided an estimated range of these costs in each applicable

Exhibit.



APPENDIX E
EXHIBIT 1

BALANCED BUDGET

1. | ntr oduction

This Exhibit discusses various aternatives that should be helpful in balancing the 2002-
2003 budget. We note that OCDSB Staff (as of May 2002) had not recommended the
dternatives that are discussed in this Exhibit because of possible problems with their
implementation by September 2002. However, for the benefit of OCDSB management
and governance officers, we are providing alternate options where implementation could
be commenced for September 2002 or January 2003 to have benefits for the 2002-2003

budget. We also are identifying some of the issues and concerns that could be associated

with implementing the delivery alternatives.

The process of balancing the budget could be completed in a number of ways, each with
its own set of legal and logistical concerns. It is important to emphasize that the
aternatives that are discussed in this Exhibit are simply one way to achieve a balanced
budget. Other alternatives exist and should be further investigated by the OCDSB Staff

and governance board.

To balance the budget, we have specifically explored additional cost alternatives in the
areas of school closures, transportation, and elementary and secondary school vice-
principals. Budget reductions to other expenditure categories and programs could also be
pursued. For example, the elimination of one of the three entry points into the OCDSB’s
French Immersion program could lead to eventual estimated annual cost savings (mainly
transportation-related) of approximately $650,000 per year. Cost savings in the area of
custodia and maintenance expenditures could also be pursued. Some of the “other” cost
saving areas are discussed in more detail in Appendix G.



2. Additional School Closures

The Trustees have approved the closure of one (1) elementary school for September
2002. The Staff had recommended a total of seven (7) elementary school closures and
two (2) secondary school closures for September 2002. By all accounts, the closure of
additional schools for Sepember 2002 is no longer feasible. However, we understand
that the closure of additional elementary schools for January 2003 (i.e., the second school

semester) is feasible.

Based on our analysis of the elementary schools that Staff analyzed for closure in
September 2002, we believe that the closure of two (2) additional elementary schools for
January 2003 would be feasible. The closure of one elementary school is estimated to
yield annual cost savings of $250,000. Therefore, the closure of an elementary school for
one-half of a year will yield an estimated savings of only about $125,000. Hence, the
elimination of two elementary schools in January 2003 should yield estimated annual
cost savings of approximately $250,000, or dightly more.

The effects of closing a school one-half way through the school year are likely to be as

follows:

ad Disruption to students, as they may need to change classes or

programs.

b Staff rescheduling, which may result in union grievances.

¢ OCDSB planning and administrative staff may have a difficult time

co-ordinating a school closure on such short notice.

Nevertheless, the closure of additional elementary schools is a feasible aternative that
should be considered to achieve a balanced budget. The closure of elementary schools
part way through the school year could have been avoided through earlier actions by the
Trustees.
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3. Additional Reductions to Transportation

Further reductions to transportation expenditures should also be considered in order to
achieve additional cost savings. As recommended by the Staff, one possibility would be
to eliminate transportation to specialized secondary programs (such as the International
Baccalaureate, Arts, and High Performance Athlete programs) and to congregated gifted
programs. The elimination of transportation to the aforementioned programs would
yield estimated annual cost efficiencies of approximately $800,000.

The éimination of transportation to these specialized programs could possibly hinder
student accessibility to these programs. Furthermore, if students decide not to pursue
these specialized programs they would still be eligible to receive transportation to their
home school. Thus, the realized cost savings may not be as high as has been estimated
above.

Further reductions could be made to the transportation budget by eliminating noon hour
busing to junior kindergarten (“JK”) and senior kindergarten (“SK”) students. The
elimination of noon-hour busing to about 3,871 students would yield estimated annual
cost savings of approximately $2.1 million. The eimination of noon-hour busing can be
achieved by having JK and SK students instructed in full-day kindergarten programs
every other day.

Implementing alternate day JK and SK on such short notice may require parents to revise
existing baby-sitting and day care arrangements. Concerns have been raised that a full
day of school may be exhausting for the kindergarten students. However, it must be noted

that other School Boards in Ontario currently have alternating-day JK and SK programs.

The total estimated annual savings from implementing the two aforementioned budget
reductions to transportation is approximately $2.9 million ($0.8 million plus $2.1
million). Therefore, the total budget reductions to transportation under a balanced budget
add up to $3.4 million once we add the previoudy-approved $0.5 million from the
elimination of transportation for grades 7 and 8 in the UTA.
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4. Additional Cost Efficiencies for Elementary School Vice-Principals

In an effort to identify additional budget improvement possibilities, we have reviewed the
funding formula as it applies to elementary school vice-principals. The funding formula
allows for 0.75 FTE elementary school vice-principals for every 1,000 students (ADE). It
is projected that the OCDSB will have approximately 47,012 students (2002-2003 School
Board Estimates, Schedule 13) for the 2002-2003 school year. According to the funding
formula, the OCDSB should have approximately 35 FTE vice-principals (0.75 times
47.012). The OCDSB curently employs approximately 47 FTE elementary school vice-
principals (i.e., after the trustee-approved elimination of two elementary vice-principa
positions). Therefore, the OCDSB has approximately 12 FTE more elementary school
vice-principals than the funding formula allows (See Table 1).

Table1 — Comparison of Actual Elementary School Vice-Principals FTE Versusthe
Number of Required Elementary School Vice-Principals per the Funding For mula

Required Elementary School Vice-Principals
Per the Funding Formula (0.75 per 1,000 ADE) 35.26

Number of OCDSB Elementary School Vice-Principals FTE
After Any 2002-2003 Budget Reductions (i.e., 2 FTE) 47.25

Number of OCDSB Elementary School Vice-Principals
In Excess of the Funding Formula 11.99

Recommending the elimination of a total of 12 FTE additional elementary school vice-
principal positions is not immediately feasible for various reasons. The lack of school
closures and low utilization rates in many of the OCDSB’s elementary schools
significantly contributes to the fact that there are more OCDSB elementary vice-
principals than are currently required under the funding formula. The closure of

additional elementary schools will directly reduce the number of required elementary
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school vice-principals. However, the Trustees' reluctance to approve school closures has

not alowed the reductions to vice-principals to occur.

We recognize that the OCDSB has more elementary school vice-principals than the
funding formula alows because of the lack of school closures. But, we would not
recommend the eimination of all 12 FTE elementary school vice-principal positions.
However, in an effort to help balance the budget, an aternative would be to implement
the reduction of an additiona four (4) FTE elementary school vice-principal positions.
Table 2 estimates the total annual savings from the elimination of four (4) FTE additional
elementary school vice principal positions to approximate $480,000.

Table2 — Estimated Annual Cost Savings From the Elimination of An Additional

Four Elementary School Vice-Principal Positions

Number of Incremental Elementary School Vice-Principal
Reductions Required to Balance the Budget FTE 4

Average Vice-Principal Saary (including benefits) $79,606

Estimated Savings From the Elimination of the Four
Additional Elementary School Vice-Principals (4 FTE) $318,424

Estimated Savings From Trustee-A pproved

Reductions to Elementary School Vice-Principals (2 FTE) $160,000
Total Estimated Savings $478,424

The elimination of an additional four (4) FTE vice-principal positions would mean that
there would be a total of six (6) FTE eliminated school vice-principa positions for
September 2002. The eimination of six (6) FTE elementary school vice-principal
positions would mean that many schools would be impacted by the re-alocation of vice-
principas. Despite the drawbacks to a decrease in vice-principals, we feel that reducing
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additional elementary school vice-principals is a feasible alternative that could be
pursued to balance the budget for September 2002.

5. Additional Reductions to Secondary School Vice-Principals

We have adso reviewed the funding formula as it applies to secondary school vice-
principals. According to the funding formula, there should be 1.5 FTE secondary vice-
principals for every 1,000 students (ADE). It is projected that the OCDSB will have
approximately 26,642 students (2002-2003 School Board Estimates, Schedule 13) for the
2002-2003 school year. According to the funding formula, the OCDSB should have
approximately 39 FTE vice-principals (1.5 times 26.642). The OCDSB currently
employs approximately 49 FTE secondary school vice-principals. Therefore, the
OCDSB has approximately 10 more FTE secondary school viceprincipals than they
require in accordance with the funding formula. (See Table 3 below).

Table3 — Comparison of Actual Secondary School Vice-Principals FTE Versusthe
Number of Required Secondary Vice-Principals per the Funding Formula

Required Secondary School Vice-Principals
Per the Funding Formula (1.5 per 1,000 ADE) 38.85

Number of OCDSB Secondary School Vice-Principals FTE
After Any 2002-2003 Budget Reductions (i.e., 4 FTE) 49

Number of OCDSB Secondary School Vice-Principals

In Excess of the Funding Formula 10.15

Recommending the elimination of a total of 10 FTE additional secondary school vice-
principal positions is not immediately feasible. As in the case of elementary vice-
principals, we recognize that the OCDSB requires more secondary school vice-principals
than the funding formula alows because of the lack of school closures and the low

school utilization rates. If the decision to close schools had been made in earlier years,
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the OCDSB would not have excess vice-principals in 2002-2003. In prior years, vice-
pricapals could have been placed elsewhere. Therefore, we would not recommend the

elimination of all ten secondary school vice principal positions.

Nevertheless, in an effort to help balance the 2002-2003 budget, an aternative would be
to implement the reduction of at least two (2) additional FTE secondary school vice-
principal positions. Table 4 estimates the total annual savings from the elimination of two

(2) FTE additional secondary vice-principal positions.

Table4 — Estimated Annual Cost Savings From the Elimination of An Additional
Two Secondary Vice-Principal Positions

Number of Incremental Secondary School Vice-Principal

Reductions Required to Balance the Budget FTE 2
Average Secondary School Vice-Principa Salary (including $83,789
benefits)

Estimated Savings From the Elimination of the
Additional Secondary School Vice-Principas (2 FTE) $167,578

Estimated Savings From Trustee Approved

Reductions to Secondary School Vice-Principals (4 FTE) $350,000
Totd Estimated Savings $517,578

The removal of an additional two (2) FTE secondary school vice-principa positions
would mean that there would be a total of six (6) FTE less secondary school vice-
principal positions for September 2002. The elimination of six (6) FTE secondary school
vice-principa positions would mean that many schools would be affected by the re-
alocation of vice-principals. The implications of eliminating secondary school vice-

principals include: (@) reduced student supervision in a rumber of schools; (b) possible
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reductions in access by parents, students, staff, and others; (c) decreased time for
curriculum overview and training; (d) decreased time to evauate the quality of staff; and
(e) decreased growth opportunities for teachers. Despite the noted drawbacks, we believe
that reducing additional secondary school viceprincipals is a feasible alternative that
could be pursued immediately, to become in phase with Province-wide standards.



APPENDIX F

RESTRICTIONSAND LIMITATIONSTO OUR RECOMMENDATIONS

Due to the relatively short time between our investigation and the start of the 2002-2003
school year (approximately one month) various legal and logistical limitations exist to the
cost savings aternatives that could reasonably be proposed in our report. Such
limitations could have been avoided if actions had been taken earlier by the Trustees of
OCDSB. As we have previoudy noted, much of our investigation was focused on
assessing whether the cost saving recommendations that had been proposed by the Staff
(and not approved by the Trustees) in February 2002 and May 2002 could be legaly and
logistically implemented for the start of the 2002-2003 school year.

The lega and logistical limitations that we encountered include, but are not limited to,
the following:

1. Collective Bargaining Agreements

a. Notice Period

The collective bargaining agreements (“CBA”) that OCDSB have entered into with the
various employee unions require a specific notice period prior to the termination of an
employee. For example the CBA for school teachers requires that al teachers must be
notified of any eliminated positions for the upcoming school year by no later than June
15" of the same year. Such a restriction significantly limits our ability to propose any

additional reductions to the number of classroom teachers.

For most of the other unions, the required notice period is 30 days. It should be observed
that “notice’” should be given as soon as possible in order to maximize the cost
efficiencies that could be achieved. If “notice” is provided by August 15", then the
OCDSB will not be able to effectively realize any savings on the eliminated positions

until mid-September, which would lower some of the expected cost savings.



b. Bumping Rights

Some of the union groups have “bumping rights’ included within their CBA. In essence,
bumping rights alow an eliminated employee to “bump” another employee from a
position if the eliminated employee has more seniority and has the required skills to fulfil
the job requirements of a potentially “bumped” employee. The existence of “bumping
rights’ for some of the employee groups raises a concern because the “bumping” process
may take as much as one month to complete, as employees can continue to “bump” other
employees with less seniority. Any cost savings related to eliminated positions may not

be quantifiable until the bumping process is complete.

c. Recall List Rights, and Severance

Most of the employee groups have the right to be placed on a recall list for a period of
between 12 and 24 months (dependent on the length of service). Any positions that are
subsequently vacant must be filled by reference to the recall list. Employees who are on
arecall list are not paid any severance until the recall period is over (i.e., up to 24 months
after the employee has been terminated). Many employees on the recall list eventualy
may not be paid any severance, as some will be re-hired to fill vacant positions. Hence,
it is difficut to reasonably estimate the severance costs related to any eliminated
positions. Nevertheless, throughout our analysis, we have attempted to estimate the
potential severance costs related to each of the recommended alternatives. The amount
of severance payable to an employee is specified within each group’s CBA. Teachers are
paid a percentage of their salary. The percentage is dependent upon ateacher’s length of
service. Severance for most of the other employee groups is consistent with legidlative

requirements.

d. Vacant Positions

As of mid-July, there were approximately 200-plus vacant teacher positions in the
OCDSB. Therefore, these vacancies could reasonably absorb some teacher positions that

may be eliminated as a result of our proposed recommendations. The 200-plus FTE



teacher positions are distributed among the elementary and secondary panels, with the
majority of the vacant positions being at the elementary level. The OCDSB Staff has
noted that 200 FTE vacant positions cannot accommodate the elimination of 200 teachers
(i.e, it isnot a 1:1 ratio). A “match” of required qualifications and skills must occur
between the vacant positions and the displaced teachers. The OCDSB Staff has indicated
that in their experience, the ability to reduce 100 teachers would equate to needing
approximately 175 to 200 vacant FTE positions in the system. It isimportant to note that
any remaining vacant positions (i.e., after the eliminated positions are absorbed) will
have to be filled immediately.

We were also provided with alist of vacant positions in other employee groups as of June

24, 2002. We have considered these vacant positions in our proposed recommendations.

2. School Closing Procedures

Specific procedures and requirements must be completed prior to the closure of any
particular school. Community consultation and a public notice period prior to the
approva of any closures is necessary. These procedures have been completed for the
four elementary schools and one secondary school that the Staff had recommended for
closure in early 2002. (The Trustees actually approved the closure of only one school.)
Recommending the closure of any of the remaining schools in mid-August would not be
logistically feasible in the short time available. Planning and implementation time would

berequired.

3. Transportation Contracts

A mass reduction in transportation services would result in a material decrease in the
number of required buses for transportation. OCDSB’s legal counsel has provided an
opinion that states that a material reduction in the number of buses may result in
litigation from the bus suppliers, due to inadequate notice being given by the OCDSB. It
appears that both a legal and logistical obstacle could exist for any recommendation

involving a material reduction to transportation services. But, we do not know with



certainty what might happen. The Staff has informed us that the logistics of re-designing
the bus routes would be difficult to complete by the beginning of September 2002.



APPENDIX G

OTHER POSSIBLE COST SAVING ALTERNATIVES
TO BENEFIT FUTURE YEARS

Appendix G includes our analysis of other “areas’ (i.e., expenditures, programs, or
services) that should be investigated to determine whether additional cost savings could
be achieved for the 2003-2004 school year. In our opinion, and in the opinion of the
OCDSB Staff, these potential cost saving can be only partialy introduced for September
2002. We identified the undernoted budget areas in the course of our investigation.

These areas were not included in the OCDSB Staff-recommended budget reductions and
thus have not been thoroughly investigated to date. We have not been able to thoroughly

explore the following areas due to timing and scope limitations.

The program and service options that are discussed hereunder require phase-in periods of
up to several months and/or the further examination of costs and benefits. Most of the
following delivery dternatives cannot be fully introduced until late in the 2002-2003
school year, or a subsequent year. However, we believe that it would be worthwhile for
the Staff and the Trustees to consider their adoption as soon as possible. Based upon our
discussions with OCDSB Staff, it is expected that the following measures will generate
appreciable cost savings in the future, once they are fully implemented.

1. French Immersion

The OCDSB currently has an expansive French Immersion program at the elementary
school level. The OCDSB currently offers three entry-level points for students who wish
to enrol in the French Immersion program. The three entry-level points are senior
kindergarten (early), grade 4 (middle) and grade 7 (late).

The OCDSB Staff contemplated the reduction of entry-level points to two or one during
the budget deliberations for the 2002-2003 school year. The reduction of entry points was
included as options that were “NOT” recommended by the Staff. OCDSB Staff has



estimated that transportation savings could amount to $650,000 per year. It appears as
though the magjority of cost savings related to the reduction of French Immersion entry

points would have been made through transportation improvements.

Table 1 shows the number of elementary students who are enrolled in each of the three

French Immersion entry points.

Table 1-Elementary Enrolment for French Immersion

October 1997 October 1998 October 1999 October 2000 October 2001
Early Entry 15,259 14,267 13,739 13,594 13,491
Middle Entry 386 374 413 518 650
Late Entry 1,041 1,011 979 905 907
Total 16,686 15,652 15,131 15,017 15,048

The OCDSB has experienced a decline in its French Immersion enrolment since October

1997.

Table 2 illustrates the number of French Immersion students in the different levels as a

percentage of the total elementary enrolment at the OCDSB.

Table 2 — Elementary Enrolment for French Immersion as a Percentage of Total

Enrolment

October 1997  October 1998 October 1999 October 2000 October 2001
Early Entry 30.8% 27.9% 26.7% 26.3% 26.3%
Middle Entry 0.8% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 1.3%
Late Entry 2.1% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8% 1.8%
Total 33.7% 30.6% 29.4% 29.1% 29.4%

Table 2 illustrates that overal, OCDSB’s elementary enrolment in its French Immersion
program has declined over the years, even as a percentage of the total elementary school

enrolment.



ALTERNATIVES

a. Satus Quo

Under this option, the French Immersion program would continue to operate with three
different entry-level points. Students would continue to have the option of going into
French Immersion in kindergarten, or grade 4 or grade 7. This option would not result in
additional cost savings to the OCDSB.

b. Eliminate One French Immersion Entry Point

If one of the entry points were eliminated, the cost savings could be up to $650,000 per
year. If the elimination of one French Immersion point were adopted, a further
investigation would be required to determine which entry point would have to be
eliminated.

Eliminating the early entry point is not feasible, because most of the enrolment for the
French Immersion program is at the early point. Elimination of an early entry point may
result in a loss in enrolment, because parents may place their children in other School
Boards that offer an early enrolment in French Immersion.

If the middle entry point were eliminated, it would not give students whose parents move
into the geographical area between the early and late entry points an opportunity to enrol
in the French Immersion pogram. Students would have to wait until grade 7 to enrol.
But, as noted above, the middle entry point has the lowest enrolment figure and its
elimination may result in the least disruption to students and to the French Immersion

program.

If the late entry point were eliminated, it would not provide students who move into the
OCDSB area after grade 4, with an opportunity to enrol in the French Immersion
program. This may deter students from enrolling with the OCDSB.



c. Eliminate Two French Immersion Entry Points

If two French Immersion entry points were eliminated, the students would be given fewer
program options and would have only one opportunity to enrol in French Immersion. If
only one entry point existed, students moving into the OCDSB area after the designated
entry point would not have an opportunity to enrol in French Immersion in elementary
school. Dependent upon which entry points are eliminated, students may not be able to
enrol in French Immersion at a young age. Due to the fewer choices that would be

offered across the system, extremely large or extremely small class sizes may occur.

d. Eliminate All French Immersion Entry Points

An option would be to eliminate al of the French Immersion entry points, and replace it
with asingle French Immersion program. The elimination of al entry-level points could
result in transportation savings of up to $650,000 per year. The new French Immersion
program would take several years to implement and phase in, such that few savings
would be available for 2002-2003.

e. Legally Feasible

The eimination of one or al of the entry-level points could be legally feasible for
September 2002, but is not redlistic. Certain students will already be in each level of the

program due to previous years enrolments.

f. Other Factors

As discussed above, the anticipated cost savings as a result of improving product delivery
entry points for the French Immersion program is primarily from transportation. (See the
transportation section.) Any reductions to the number of transportation routes made now

for September 2002 could result in litigation by the bus companies. There may not be



sufficient time for the planning group at the OCDSB to re-route the bus schedules for
September 2002.

It appears that it would be more feasible to implement a phase-in plan for the elimination
of one or more entry level points. One possible plan may be to eliminate the middle

entry level position because it has the lowest enrolment, and allow for a phase-in period.

Another option would be to not provide the current grade 4 students with the opportunity
of entering into French Immersion commencing in 2003-2004. Such an action may result
in parent appeals, because the students may not have had ample warning that the program
would not be available. Parents may state that had they known the program would be
terminated, they would have enrolled their children in French Immersion earlier. Or,
parents moving into the OCDSB area in the last year may state that had they known the
program would have been terminated, they would have enrolled their children in a
different School Board.

Information obtained from the Public Budget Information/Input Sessions on January 10,
2002, suggests that research indicates that there is little benefit of early French
Immersion (kindergarten to grade 3) to students. The information session’s research
suggests that students who took early French Immersion and students who entered middle
French Immersion, have been able to achieve the same level of competence when they
were tested at the end of grade 6.

Recognizing that bilingualism is a crucial skill in the Ottawa region, one can appreciate
the sensitivity surrounding the issue of French Immersion. As a result, such factors
should be considered in determining improvements that can be made to the French
Immersion program. The reduction of entry-level points would not materially decrease
the level of French Immersion. However, there would be a delay for certain students in
accessing the French Immersion program. All students would still continue to be eligible

to enter the French Immersion program.



2. Custodial and M aintenance Expenditures

In the course of our investigation, we noted that there have not been any significant
reassessments of the custodial budget area since the 1998-1999 school year. As discussed
in Appendix B of our report, in 19981999 the Trustees approved an $11 million
reduction to the custodial budget. 1n 19992000, the Trustees then approved an increase
in the custodial budget by $9 million, because they concluded that the 1998-1999 budget
cuts were too severe. No significant budget reductions have been made to the custodial

budget since then.

The OCDSB currently spends more than $50 million on school facility costs. More than
one-half of the school facility costs relate to custodian costs. The custodian budget for
2002-2003 is approximately $25 million.

We believe that additional cost savings could be achieved for custodian expenditures. In
Table 3, we have compared the “pupil per custodian” ratio among several Boards.

Table3 — Analysis of Pupils Per Custodian®

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002

Durham 138.8 130.1 145.8 147.3
York 133.0 132.6 120.4 1235
Peel 138.0 140.2 143.3 150.4
Ottawa-Carleton (Catholic) 138.7 135.5 137.5 141.4
OCDSB 122.7 1235 116.3 121.5

It should be noted that the OCDSB has the lowest “pupil per custodian” ratio in al of the
years. In recent years, the average “pupil per teacher” ratio among the other School
Boards is approximately 140:1, whereas the OCDSB has a “pupil per teacher” ratio of

! We have performed the analysis in Table 3 by taking the student enrolment numbers (ADE) for each
School Board and dividing that number by the number of custodian and maintenance staff that is reported
in School Boards' financial reporting packages to the Ministry. We have not made adjustments for such
factors as the square footage of a school.



about 120:1. If the OCDSB were to benchmark their “pupil per custodian” ratio to
comparable School Boards, they would be able to eliminate approximately 80 custodians.

The OCDSB’s low “pupil per teacher” ratio is mainly attributable to the number of
custodians per school. The under-utilization of the OCDSB schools could be another
factor for the relatively high custodial costs (on a per pupil basis). In essence, the
custodial costs of servicing a school with 400 or 500 students may not be materialy
different from a school with under-utilized capacity.

The Trustees unwillingness to approve many recommended school closures has
exacerbated the problem. The overal costs of operating and maintaining a greater
number of schools than are required increases the financial problems of the OCDSB.

School closures would serve to aleviate or reduce the extent of such problems and costs.
In essence, the Trustees face the choice of either appr oving school closures or taking the
necessary steps to reduce the overall operating costs within under-utilized schools (atask

that may be difficult without compromising student safety and school cleanliness).

Notwithstanding the school closure issue, we are of the opinion that the OCDSB’s
management and deployment of their current custodial staff should be thoroughly
assessed.  Such an investigation should identify ways to reduce the number of alotted

custodians per school, or possibly increase the use of part-time custodians.



APPENDIX H

REVIEW OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES MINUTES

1. Purpose

This Appendix assesses the quality and usefulness of the documentation in the Trustee
Board’s minutes for the budget-related decisions of the Trustees during the period of our
investigation. The Appendix also addresses whether the minutes were sufficiently
comprehensive so that they can be used to evaluate whether the Trustees made reasonable
efforts to effectively utilize available funding. For example, did the Trustees support a
systematic plan to become in-phase with Ontario-wide standards, and to transition to the
funding levels that were likely to exist for 2002-2003?

2. Summary Opinion

In general, sufficient explanation of the Trustees' reasoning for many of the budget-
related decisions was not adequately documented or referenced in the Board of Trustees
minutes. Therefore, inadequacies exist for purposes of evaluation and future decision
making. The minutes do not convincingly support the notion that the Trustees attempted
to employ all reasonable efforts to become more efficient with available funding. For
example, the minutes do not demonstrate that the Trustees systematically followed a plan
that would “balance the budget” when the transition funds would be exhausted for 2002-
2003 <hool year. It became clear from our review of the minutes that, too often, the
Trustees failed to implement adequate measures that were necessary to improve the
OCDSB'’sfinancial situation.

3. Examples

The following examples were noted during our review d the minutes;



a. May 14, 2002 (Board of Trustees' Minutes — Special Meeting)

School Closures

The Trustees voted to close one (1) elementary school and not to close the remaining six
(6) elementary schools and two (2) secondary schools that had been recommended for
closure by the Staff. Based on our review of the minutes, it appears that the Trustees
primarily listened to presentations from groups (i.e., school councils) who were opposed
to closing the schools. Therefore, the minutes do not provide adequate documentation of
the arguments that exist for closing schools. Furthermore, most of the arguments and
rationale that are documented within the minutes appear to be primarily based on
“emotiona issues’ (i.e.,, the importance of the school to the surrounding community),
whereas discussions related to improvements to the School Board's finances were not

evident.

b. March 4, 2002 (Board of Trustees Minutes— Continuation of Special Meeting)

Notice of Amendment to the Budget, School Closures

One of the Trustees brought forth a motion to “reinstate savings from school closures’ of
$4.6 million, by closing the seven (7) elementary and two (2) secondary schools that were
recommended for closure by the Staff, as part of the 2002-2003 budget process. The
Trustee explained that the schools should be closed in order to reduce the costs of

maintaining excess space. Operating schools with excess pupil places were thought to be
harming other students, because of OCDSB’s inability to qualify for new pupil placement
funding. The Trustees defeated the motion by a vote of eight (8) to four (4).

The minutes provided very limited reasoning to the Trustees vote to not confirm the
school closures.  The main reasoning provided in the minutes appeared to be focused on
the notion that more students would have to be schooled in portables at an additional cost
of $50,000 per portable. There does not appear to be any support for the assertion that
the closure of certain schools would necessitate a significant increase in the use of



portables. Furthermore, it appears that the $50,000 in portable costs is not a recurring
expenditure, and would thus not be a material or recurring cost.

User Fees for Transportation
The Trustees defeated a motion that would have alowed grade 7, grade 8 and high school
students to be charged a user fee for transportation services provided by the OCDSB. No

documented rationale for the Trustees' decision exists in the minutes.

c. March 4, 2002 (Board of Trustees Minutes)

Approval of Draft Accountability Budget for 2002-2003

The following statements were made by Trustees regarding the pending approval of the
2002-2003 budget:

“Trustee Laurenceson expressed her belief that the government will
honour its commitment to education, and pay the Board the money to
which it isentitled.”

“ Trustee Graham stated that she supports the accountability budget, and
stressed that the underfunding of education is a provincial issue, which
must be addressed by the province. The majority of the Board's
(Trustees') constituents agree that the province must be held accountable,

and that the Board (of Trustees) must not oversee the dismantling of
public education.”

In our opinion, such comments emphasize some of the Trustees misunderstanding of
their mandate as elected Trustees and representatives of the Province and the Ministry of
Education. It also emphasizes some of the Trustee's misunderstanding of their duties and
powers as described in the Ontario Education Act. Some comments indicate the

“politicized” motivation of specific Trustee stances regarding the 2002-2003 budget.



d. February 27, 2002 (Board of Trustees Minutes)

Recommendations from Committee of the Whole (Budget)
The Trustees moved that the following Staff-recommended budget reductions be added
back to the proposed 2002-2003 budget:

Media Centre $ 150,000
Outdoor Education Centres $ 350,000
School Budgets $ 2,000,000
Secondary School Office Allocation $ 420,000
Technician Support $ 850,000
Transportation $ 7,200,000
Totd $10,970,000

The Trustees approved the motion by a vote of six (6) to three (3). The minutes provide
no rationale, justification, or reasoning for the Trustees decision for most of the above
items that were added back to the Staff-recommended budget for 2002-2003. From our
review of other minutes that related to the 2002-2003 budget process (e.g., March 4,
2002), we infer that part of the reason the Trustees decided to add back the Staff
recommended budget reductions was “politically” motivated. Further, by adding back
these recommended budget reductions, the Trustees were essentially demonstrating that
they were not prepared to implement adequate measures that were necessary to balance

the budget and improve the efficiency and effectiveness of product delivery.

e. February 26, 2002 (Committee of the Whole Minutes)

Notice of Amendment to Reduce the Budget, Line ltems

The Trustees approved an amendment to decrease the central administration department
operating budgets by more than $1 million. Analysis and consideration of the

implications of the significant budget reductions was not documented in the minutes. The



Director noted that the level of support that would be available to the Trustees would be
compromised if additional administration budget reductions were made.

f. January 17, 2002 (Board of Trustees Minutes)

Attendance Boundaries

The Trustees voted against a motion that would have made changes to the attendance
boundaries at several schools. Revisions would stabilize the utilization rates of the
relevant schools, and decrease overal operating costs. The motion was defeated
primarily because of “concerns about overcrowding and the need for stability”. The
minutes primarily appear to focus on the “emotiona” issues and arguments for not
changing the boundaries, and fail to adequately consider or discuss the relevant
“financia” issues that continue to face the OCDSB.

g. September 24, 2001 (Board of Trustees' Minutes)

Classroom Closures
The Trustees approved a motion that made it difficult to close classrooms within schools.

Specificaly, the motion read as follows:

“That Saff be directed not to close classrooms which a principal, in
consultation with the school council, designates as space required for
delivery of curriculum to students including, for example, rooms to be
used for the delivery of: Core French to English students, English to
French immersion, instrumental or vocal music, physical education space,
ESL programming.”

The minutes include documentation that the proposed raom closures were substantially
completed and that the 135 room closures was estimated to save approximately $250,000.
Nevertheless, the minutes appear to provide limited documentation for the specific
rationale that was employed by the Trustees when they voted to pass a motion that limits
the ability of the Staff to recommend the closure of classrooms.



h. July 25, 2001 (Board of Trustees Minutes)

Notice of Reconsideration, 2001-2002 Budget
In a motion to reconsider the 2001-2002 proposed budget, the Trustees did not approve
the 2001-2002 budget. The main reason and rationale for defeating the proposed budget

was to send a message to the Ministry of Education regarding the “province' s inadequate
funding formula.” Based on our review of the minutes, no specific documentation was
available that provides specific references to the funding formula components that did not
satisfy the Trustees. Specific proposals or recommended solutions were not offered by
the Trustees to attempt to balance the budget. Further, there was little explanation about

the manner in which the Trustees chose to “send a message” to the Ministry of Education.
i. June 25, 2001 (Board of Trustees Minutes)
Approval of 2001-2002 Budget

The following statement was included in the minutes regarding the approval of the Staff-
recommended 2001-2002 budget:

“ Trustees speaking against the motion (to approve the budget) submitted
that they cannot approve a budget that does not meet the needs of all
students. In the face of an overall trend towards spending less on
education, it is the Board of Trustees responsibility to take a stand by
inviting the Ministry to investigate its financial status and provide
guidance as to how the Board can meet the needs of students under the
current funding formula. Other Trustees noted that the public, including
students and school councils have expressed strong support for the Board
should it decide not to approve the 2001-2002 budget.”

Comments such as the above could be interpreted as demonstrating that the Trustees were
not willing to implement adequate measures that were necessary to balance the budget

under the new Provincial funding standards.



j. December 18, 2000 (Board of Trustees Minutes)

Reopening Closed Schools

In October 2000, the previous Trustees approved the closure of six (6) schools for the
September 2001 school year. Subsequently, in December 2000, the new Board of
Trustees (who started their term in December 2000) heard presentations from various
groups and school councils who were opposed to the approved closure of six (6) schools
(EImdale, Devonshire, L.D. Billings, Merivale, Overbrook, and Mutchmor). The Trustees
then passed a motion to reopen five (5) of the schools (all except for Overbrook) that had
been approved for closure by the previous Trustees, just two months prior.

The Trustees rationale for the decision was focused on the fact that “utlization rates
inside the Greenbelt are likely to increase in the short to medium term due to the strong
economic growth being experienced by the Ottawa-Carleton region” and because a long-
term, comprehensive study had not been adequately completed by the Staff. The
reasoning for the Trustees decision that is documented in the minutes appears to be
focused on debatable issues, such as the fact that the Staff’s growth projections were
wrong. (The Staff’s projections were not wrong, as it turns out). It appears that the
financial savings that would be realized by closing schools was given relatively less
consideration by the Trustees. A motion was aso brought forth to re-open Overbrook.

The motion was defeated. However, limited reasons were provided in the minutes.

k. May 8 & 10, 2000 (Previous Trustees)

Inadequacy of Provincia Funding Model

The Trustees approved the following motions with limited documented support, analysis

and/or justification being shown in the minutes:

“ That, aside from reductions resulting from amalgamation, harmonization
of programs and services and prudent management decisions, the OCDSB
commit itself in principle to no further reductions in programs and
services due to inadequate allocations in the provincial funding formula.”



Such comments seem to suggest that the Trustees (new Trustees) had adopted an early
“political” stance against the necessary budget reductions that wauld be required under
the Province' s new funding formula. Unfortunately, minimal evidence has been provided

to support the Trustees' stance.

4. OCDSB Board of Trustees M otion Documents

The Board of Trustees motion documents should include control sheets that monitor and
organize al of the motions that have been adopted by the Trustees. Hence, we reviewed
the Board of Trustees motion documents. However, they too provided very limited
explanation, reasoning or justification for the adopted motions. In our opinion, such
limited documentation does not improve the efficiency and effectiveness of operations
and product delivery at the OCDSB.

5. Conclusion and Recommendation

The Minutes that have been produced for the Board of Trustees budget-related matters
do not permit a reader to understand the decision-process of the Trustees. Without
adequate information as to how a decision was made, accountability and evaluation of

Trustees actions cannot be achieved.

Nevertheless, some portions of the Minutes suggest that Trustee philosophy changed in
2000. The new Board of Trustees adopted a philosophy that differed significantly from
that of the Provincial government, especially with respect to education equity across the

Province.

We recommend that the Minutes of future Trustees' meetings contain, at a minimum, the

following information:

a) a summary of the salient issues that were considered before making a

decision, and how the main factors were weighed;



b)

the arguments for and against a particular motion, and how each was

considered by the Trustees,

the dominant or most persuasive factors in the ultimate decision;

the conclusion (resolution); and,

the vote count, including who voted for each motion.
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