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MEETING NOTES

Participants:

	Lawrence Alvarez, George Brown

David Armstrong, SCWI

Kizzy Bedeau, George Brown 

Steve Bodsworth, Humber

Chris Coleman (Coordinator)

Rosa Duran, George Brown

Ken Harrison, Humber (Chair)

Phil Hedges, Ministry of Education

Lina Iacobucci, Dufferin-Peel CDSB
Jane Jenner, Sheridan
John Lavelle, Peel DSB
	Catherine Moynihan, Toronto CDSB
Michelle Ouellette, Dufferin-Peel CDSB
Chris Pearson, Dufferin-Peel CDSB
Michelle Rao, Georgian

Carol Ray, Humber

Laura Rogers, Toronto DSB 

Mary Smart, Ministry of Education

Kim Taylor-Reed, York Region DSB

Dale Thorington, Centennial

Mary Vesia, Humber


1.  Welcome and Introductions

Ken Harrison welcomed participants and introduced special guests, David Armstong, Phil Hedges and Mary Smart and a round of introductions was made
·  The SCWI Newsletter is available in quantities from SCWI.

· Ministry of Education representatives see themselves as “messengers”. They need to learn about RPTs experience with activities, forums, and dual credit programs, so that the development of policies and procedures is informed by the experience of RPTs.  Such candid feedback is very useful in this process.

· A document was distributed showing names and faces of CGTAT members. Copy available upon request.

2.  Agenda Check

Agenda approved
3.  Review of Previous Meeting Notes

Item #8, top of page 3, should read “April 7, 2009” (not 2008). On page 3 and 4 of the Notes is a series of issues to be addressed  at this meeting.

4. College Mathematics Project 2008 Forum

·  Invitational forum was held on Friday, October 24, 2008, at Seneca King Campus.

· Upwards of 100 participants.

· Looked at the most recent data coming out of the College Math Project 2008.

· A compilation of the data from the forum evaluation forms shows an average of 84% of respondents found things “good” or “excellent”. Copy available upon request.

· Respondents indicated they wanted more discussion. Three more such events are planned in the province over the next month. CGTAT will not be involved;

· As soon as it becomes available, a summary of the proceedings will be posted at http://cgtat.org 

· One of the recommendations coming out of the forum was that CGTAT put on an event related to effective practices.

· The project has now grown to include 11 colleges and a number of boards across the province and requires research funding beyond the confines of SCWI. Funding is now coming from EDU and TCU (Evaluations Branches).

· Now that the Math curriculum has been revised, there is interest in one of the RPTs taking the lead in developing “year one college Math exemplars”. This is samples of Math problems/projects from a range of college programs- year one. It’s aimed at senior secondary school teachers to illustrate applications of specific kinds of Math in semester one of specific kinds of college programs.

· Copies of the Year One Writing Exemplars, distributed at the SCWI Symposium last spring, are available upon request.

· Work on the Literacy Lessons resource is continuing. This resource will be of value to ‘secondary school teachers in a dedicated role’ who are assigned to support secondary students taking college-delivered courses and programs. Each RPT is committed to providing a Regional Forum in 2008-09 for these dual credit program teachers, using the Literacy Lessons document as a primary resource. The Ministry will provide RPT Chairs with a sample framework for the forum.

5.  Open Discussion with Guests

· Phase 11 Expenditures Report has been extended for one week. Some detailed submissions are still required. Thanks to those who did submit detailed invoices using the appropriate forms.

· We are into the RFP process again for Phase 13 and for at least another couple of years, maybe even “several” years. The reasons are funding and operational policy issues. There is a need to develop “pro’s and con’s” on a range of issues and move them forward for approval. 

· What are the right amounts to increase funding to boards and to colleges to make implementation happen? The Expenditure Reports are not so much a check on our accountability, but rather what are ‘right’ amounts and where are they being used. The ministries then must take this into account in any proposals that are made. This is an “arduous” exercise involving the finance departments in both ministries and the Co-Management Team. The best way to make these programs sustainable is to proceed very carefully. We don’t want any weak links that might allow DCPs to falter. The downside is the amount of work involved.

· SCWI would like to see the RFP come out as soon as possible, hopefully before Christmas, but does not have much control over the process. One of the reasons to get it out as early as possible is so that the schools/boards know potentially how many students are involved so they can put a placeholder code into the master timetable so they have sections of teacher time for secondary school teachers in the dedicated role to support students in college-delivered courses/programs.

· In order for boards to be able to find the ‘right’ students, for the Dual Credits Programs , a memorandum will be sent out to principals, probably under Grant Clarke’s signature, requesting they include a description of dual credit programs, at a very high level, to go into course calendars,.  Secondly, to enter dual credit courses on the Options Sheet. That may seem problematic from a board point of view because dual credits are not an “entitlement” program, just as cooperative education is not an “entitlement” program.  Students need to apply, be interviewed and meet criteria. 

· The Student Success Team at the school or board level is responsible for interviewing and selecting the right students who are facing the biggest challenges in graduating. This includes disengaged and underachieving students with the potential to succeed but who are at risk of not graduating from high school, and students who have left high school before graduating.” [Deputy Minister’s Approved Dual Credit Programs: Procedures and Timelines Memorandum, October 16, 2008, p.3]

·  If students were to sign through the Option Sheet process that they are interested, you then have a pool of students to work with. It gives the principal an indication of the potential uptake and  more of a rationale for putting the placeholder codes in the master timetable. It’s the best way to get secondary teachers timetabled into the dedicated role. As school course calendars “stand still” as early as November 15th, it was recognized that the memorandum needs to come out as soon as possible. 

· The ministry was asked to provide a very brief generic description of the dual credits program, along with the target audience and selection process.

· The intent of the RFP is to keep things as much the same as possible. If there are differences, every attempt will be made to ensure clarity.

· Hoping for some expansion next year. 

· Concern expressed about too many at-risk students in a section.

· Currently there are several tracks to dual credit:

· The target group, i.e. students at risk of not graduating yet have the potential to succeed. This will remain unchanged; that’s where the government resources are being targeted as part of improving the grad rate for all students to 85% by 2010.

· Specialist High Skills Majors (SHSM) – Students involved in all four pathways; some approved dual credit programs have an SHSM link. 

· Dual credit programs include Level 1 apprenticeship too. 

· Some dual credit programs involve college courses leading to a local or provincial college certificate for students headed to the workplace, so that when students get to the workplace they have more than just high school in their background. See 2008-09 RFP memorandum for reference.

· Some senior secondary school students are taking year-one university courses based on local agreements, but they are not counted as dual credit.

· In some situations the same dual credit is being offered to two different groups but under two different amounts of money, so when invoices are submitted, some don’t cover all of the costs for a course. How does this situation tell the ministry what things really cost, when the real costs are not reflected in the invoice? In the new online Expenditures Report, there are “Comments” boxes that should be used to indicate what other monies (e.g. Student Success) were needed. 

· The templates for invoicing for Phase 11 did not reflect this “Comments” feature and due to the large number of projects in CGTAT (50) and the lack of manpower, the task of going back at this point, to collect such data, is onerous. To give all Reps and Leads access to the Expenditures Report would not help much and could cause other problems. So we are in something of a dilemma.

· Templates for invoicing for Phase 12 will have to be changed. The Ministry template for the Expenditures Report will only change if there is a change in the template for the RFP. 

·  Financial departments of two colleges have made requests for signed contracts from SCWI indicating the amount of monies allocated to specific projects. Those letters are forthcoming.

· Financial departments in some colleges require a breakdown of how money for a project, as well as some indication that SCWI has approved that breakdown. It is becoming very difficult to manage these projects financially and to comply with what is being asked for at the local level. 

· It was suggested that when the actual funding allocation for a project is different from what was proposed, a revised budget be submitted to SCWI, giving a line-by-line of how the revised amount will be spent. SCWI would then return a signed approval. May seem like extra work, but for some it has to be done anyway to set up project accounts. Better to go through the process sooner, at the proposal stage, rather than later, at the expenditure reporting stage. Not everyone is  convinced this would work.

·  Similar process used by OYAP has made a big difference with the auditors:

1. Submit the original proposal.

2. Find up how much is actually approved, in total (not a line-by-line breakdown)

3. Re-submit a one-pager, revised budget with the new categories adding up to what you’ve been given.

4. Get signed approval of the final numbers.

· The ministry requested a clear signal from CGTAT as to what process would best work for it.

· It would be very helpful if the Co-Management Team could provide us with some feedback as to why funding has been reduced from the amount in the original proposal.

· In most proposals, the number of students had to be reduced, given the limit of 4500 students. This in turn reduced the approved amounts.

· If the Co-Management Team approves funding for 22 students (the number required for a dedicated teacher), the expectation is a program be provided for approximately that number of students. However, it was argued that to give adequate support to students, the number of students in a project may have to be decreased.

· This whole process must start much earlier.

· The cost for coordination was an issue. They are “all over the map”.

· It might be helpful if the RPT could work on the revised proposals together, as is done in some smaller RPTs.

·  Would be helpful if the Co-Management Team could provide some indication of ‘reasonable’ amounts up front for RFP, so submissions would be more ‘accurate’. We have projects that are almost identical funded differently, with no explanation as to why. Benchmarks are required; a balance to the process. It was suggested that this be done at a technical meeting.

· Dual credits create a “double cost” situation. Costs for a high school student as if they were sitting in a high school classroom, plus costs as if they were sitting in a college classroom. Add 10-15%for coordination. Dual credits are expensive programs. 

· Not clear on how another two to three more years of pilots are going to provide the government with much information. .

6.  Policy and Operational Issues – Input from RPT for SCWI

· What can we do with surplus funds? Can surplus funds be rolled into the next phase? Yes, providing it’s to the same project; however, this should be verified with Grant Yeo or David Armstrong.

· Co-Management Team had a day-and-a-half visioning exercise last week. Grant Clark was there facing the economic forecast from government, it was clear that SCWI remains a priority. With its focus on skilled trades and graduation rates, SCWI is clearly a wisely chosen initiative, and the government is committed to continuing it.

· SCWI is the only provincial table at which college presidents and directors of education come together to address the issues and create the political support needed to fund these programs. 

· Follow-up to Item (c), p.4, September 15 Meeting Notes, Funding for the dedicated teacher’s role. The Deputy Minister’s memo indicates that students taking dual credit are to be treated like any other students in the secondary school system; funding is roughly a section of teacher time based on 22 potential secondary credits on secondary school student transcripts (OSTs). Exactly how a section may be made up and how the funding is to be obtained through the GSN is not clear, especially when it comes to coordination between boards. The practicalities of application are very challenging 

· Examples do exist in the province. Further conversation is needed, perhaps at the next SCWI Symposium or at a separate forum. Business officials need to be involved. Related to these issues are the public sector accounting rules that are coming down, which are different and more onerous.  

· The Co-Management Team discussed a request for approval of a process to look at operational issues. The team is supportive of groups that would have representation from boards and colleges. This group would look at what are the issues, who’s involved, who needs to be at the tableand would consist of Superintendents of Boards, Superintendents of Business, Financial folks from colleges, Guidance folks, and other key players. Then there would be some working groups that would include representation from regional planning teams, etc., around specific operational issues.

· The Ministry’s recent Procedures and Timelines document is no longer called the Interim Procedure and Timelines document. One reason is to avoid making dual credits seem like a temporary thing. No changes were made from last time. Hopefully the ministry can come up with a revised document by the end of the year.

Some key issues identified were:
· Registration

· Transcripts

· Reporting and recording procedures

· GSN funding

· Selection process; finding the right match between students and opportunities.
· Best practices. Who’s involved in the selection decisions; to what extent. What are the support services that are needed. What’s being provided by boards, by colleges. What is the role of the Dedicated Teacher. How is it different from college support services.

Action: Look at some of these issues at the next CGTAT meeting.

· An excellent way to look at these operational issues would be to use the new CGTAT Blog at http://www.cgtat.blogspot.com/ Email Chris for your personal user-name and password.


Ken thanked our special guests for coming to the meeting.

7.  Other Business

David Lewis is looking for funds ($10,000 if possible) for keynote speakers at the Provincial Conference in April.

8. Next Meeting

Monday, November 24, 2008
Humber ITAL, North Campus 

Room: Residence Conference Room 

12:00 – 2:00 Main Meeting

2:00 – 4:00 Room available for pre-arranged board/college partnership meetings
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