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Executive Summary  
 

1. In 2012/2013, the Ontario government introduced a new funding model to the Children’s 

Aid Societies in Ontario. The new model was based primarily on the work of the Ontario 

Commission to Promote Sustainable Child Welfare. This new funding model was applied to 

all agencies, Indigenous and non-Indigenous, despite calls by the Commission to Promote 

Sustainable Child Welfare (CPSCW) to establish a distinct model for Indigenous agencies. 

 

2. The government of Ontario is conducting a review of the funding model based on a 

commitment made to undertake a review of the funding model within five years of the 

implementation of the new model.  

 

3. The Association of Native Child and Family Services Agencies of Ontario (ANCFSAO) is 

taking the opportunity to contribute to the provincial review of the 2012/2013 funding 

model. The importance of presenting the perspectives of the Indigenous agencies is seen as 

essential for this review process. The effect of the new model on Indigenous agencies, the 

events that have continued to reinforce the current discriminatory funding practices of 

Canada, and the harm that has been inflicted on Indigenous People due to past and current 

policies and practices of governments need to be front and centre in any current and 

future funding approaches for Indigenous agencies. 

 

4. Many reports, both historic and current, have commented on the state of funding for 

Indigenous agencies. The Ontario child welfare sector has received a rich and informative 

array of reviews, reports and judicial findings since 1996. These include reports from the 

Canadian Human Rights Tribunal and the Truth and Reconciliation Commission. Not 

surprisingly, the findings and recommendations are very similar; they call for adequate 

funding, a unique funding model that addresses the historic discriminatory and unfair 

funding practices of government jurisdictions, and immediate action to address the harm 

done by these and past and current policies and practices. 

 

5. Indigenous children and families need a response that is different from that of the past. 

The consequences of past and current policies and practices have caused untold harm to 

families and communities. In response to all of the reports, which provide more than ample 

evidence that a significant change needs to happen, governments must recognize that 

governance, laws and policies, funding, and service delivery models must now change, and 

that the inherent right to self-governance must be acted upon. Relying on the way things 

were done in the past will not move Indigenous Nations forward with the goal of self-

governance.  
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6. Over the past number of years Ontario has designed and implemented a number of 

initiatives and strategies that are intended to recognize the inherent right of Indigenous 

people to have control of services for child welfare. The strategy identified as the key 

mechanism of transformation for the child welfare system in Ontario is the Ontario 

Indigenous Children and Youth Strategy. A participatory, well communicated and 

transparent process for the work of this Strategy is required. The work of the three parties, 

the federal and provincial governments, and the Indigenous leadership will require 

significant investment of time, resources, and technical expertise in order to move forward 

with the coordination and implementation of all agreed upon initiatives and actions. 

 

7. In addition to consultations with Indigenous agencies, reviewing financial and service 

delivery documents, this report assessed a number of funding models from provincial 

jurisdictions, as well as the Needs Based Model described in the work of the Ontario 

Commission to Promote Sustainable Child Welfare. Other funding models were noted to 

have some strengths that would be of value to consider in the development of a new and 

distinct funding model for Ontario Indigenous child welfare agencies. The following should 

be included in the discussion and development of a new funding model:  

 

• core funding, protection funding, and prevention funding where core funding provides 

revenue for positions essential to the operations of an agency;  

• actual child in care costs, paid through a separate stream of funding as part of the 

funding model;  

• a province wide wage scale that allows for wage parity across all agencies; 

• federal funding for prevention programming: Ontario agencies are the only agencies 

that have not benefitted from new prevention or immediate relief (prescribed by the 

Canadian Human Rights Tribunal) funding from the federal government; 

• a mandate and funding for Indigenous agencies on and off reserve land; and  

• the size of an agency. 

 

8. Being able to fully understand the current funding model of child welfare in Ontario, how 

the starting allocation for the funding envelope was initially calculated, and the interplay 

between the funding categories being used in the model to calculate the share of the total 

envelope for each agency were important to investigate.  
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9. When the new funding model was introduced in 2012/2013, the child welfare sector had 

experienced many years of reductions and the overall funding envelop has not experienced 

an increase since the new funding model was introduced. Many Indigenous agencies had 

experienced years of funding deficits, which were eliminated at the beginning of the 

funding model. This funding deficit relief, however, was not included as part of the child 

welfare funding envelope. Agencies that had historically experienced deficits due to 

inadequate funding were once again potentially in the same position. After five years of the 

implementation of this funding model, Indigenous agencies continue to experience deficits, 

and those who have not, indicate that serious reductions in service have had to be made in 

order to comply with Ministry requirements for balanced budgets. 

 

10. The Ontario Commission to Promote Sustainability in Child Welfare recommended that the 

funding model the Ontario government implemented was not a preferred approach for 

Indigenous agencies. In considering the strengths and weaknesses of the Ontario model, 

our observations would concur with the early decision of the Ontario Commission to 

Promote Sustainability in Child Welfare which recommended a distinct and separate 

funding model for Indigenous child welfare agencies.  

 

11. The foundation of the relationship for funding between the Federal government and the 

Ontario government is the 1965 Indian Agreement (The 1965 Agreement). The 1965 

Agreement is outdated and does not seem to fully support the current prevention 

approaches in child welfare. The 1965 Agreement has a funding reimbursement ratio that 

is dependent on the funding decisions and levels of funding provided to provincial 

government programs other than child welfare. This may have a negative impact on the 

dollar amount for the starting point of a funding envelope for Indigenous communities and 

child welfare agencies. The Ontario government has also indicated that the 1965 

Agreement does not adequately address the need for agencies to engage in a prevention 

approach. While primary prevention programs and services are often provided by the 

community, secondary and tertiary prevention approaches are best offered by child 

welfare agencies for medium and high risk families and children who may be at risk of 

maltreatment or where abuse has already occurred. 

 

12. The commitment to revise the 1965 Agreement now seems to be acknowledged by all 

levels of government. Jurisdictions have articulated a very broad intention of reform which 

is to move from an intervention-based approach of apprehension and protection, to 

prevention and family retention/reunification based approaches for community, families 
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and children’s rights and well-being. As yet details of the process and the parameters of the 

initiative are not within the public domain.  

 

13. The review of the Ontario 2012/2013 Funding Model has been supported by the 

Indigenous agencies, the Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies, as well as a 

number of technical experts who gave freely of their time and knowledge. To date, the 

review has been hampered by the inability of the reviewers to receive complete data and 

information as requested from the Ontario Ministry of Children and Youth Services, in a 

timely manner. This information will be valuable in the design of a new and distinct model 

for Indigenous agencies as it will assist in a more complete understanding of the 

distribution of the existing funding envelope between Indigenous and non-Indigenous child 

welfare agencies, the relevance of all of the indicators that are being used, and issues 

related to urban Indigenous issues. From what data we have, however, it is clear that most 

Indigenous societies derive little from the use of socio-economic factors. This is because 

the socio-economic factors are based largely on the Indigenous share of total population 

which is very low. As a result, the bulk of funding, inadequate though it is, continues to 

come from volume factors, children in care and open cases, and other non-socio-economic 

factors. 

 

14. In this report there are two simultaneous streams of action that are being recommended. 

One is to establish a process to develop a new and distinct funding model for Indigenous 

agencies, and at the same time to address a number of the serious short-comings of the 

current model so that agencies will experience some immediate relief as a new funding 

model is developed. 

 

15. The following are issues to be addressed in both streams of action: 

• the inadequate financial envelope for child welfare agencies, both in the short term 

and in the longer term; 

• the funding factors (indicators of Socio-economic conditions and Volume) and the 

needs of Indigenous agencies; 

• the Indigenous Service Delivery model and the need for primary, secondary and 

tertiary prevention approaches within a model of service designed specifically for and 

by Indigenous communities and agencies;  

• the need for communities and agencies to be supported with regard to systemic and 

structural foundations (including such areas as poverty, housing, intimate partner 

violence, and mental health issues). 
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16. This report recommends that action is needed now. With the support of the most recent 

reports of the Canadian Human Rights Tribunal and the Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission, there cannot be any doubt that immediate and joint action is needed.  

 

17. Building a new model does take participatory action and a comprehensive set of reliable 

and valid data that can inform the process. While this is underway we urge the government 

of Ontario to discontinue the practice of restricting the allocation of the funding envelop 

for child welfare. While the sector envelope shows that there is not an overall 

Appropriation deficit, individual agencies are experiencing financial hardships that need to 

be addressed. An increase of financial resources to Indigenous agencies can be achieved by 

an overall increase in the existing funding envelope, or by distributing a larger proportion 

of the current funding envelope to Indigenous agencies. 

 

18. There have been many expressions of noble intent to envision First Nation, Metis, Inuit and 

urban Indigenous children and youth as healthy, happy, resilient, grounded in their cultures 

and languages and thriving as individuals and as members of their families and Nations or 

communities. Achieving this intent will require the moral, political, and financial 

commitment of all levels of government working alongside the service providers, who in 

the past have been left to struggle as a result of inadequate policies, practices and funding 

of governments.  
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Introduction 
 

Significant and historic events have occurred over the last number of years that should and will 

affect the provision and financing of Indigenous child and family services in Ontario and across 

Canada. Among these, are the Truth and Reconciliation Commission Report of 2015, the 2016 

Canadian Human Rights Decision regarding the discriminatory funding practices of Canada for 

the provision of child welfare services, and the acknowledgment through public apology and a 

commitment to action, by both the Prime Minister of Canada and the Premier of Ontario, of the 

harm that has been inflicted on Indigenous People due to past and current policies and 

practices of governments.  

 

Five years ago, the Ontario government, using the framework of the 1965 Indian Welfare 

Agreement, (an agreement between the Government of Canada and the Government of 

Ontario for the provision of social services), introduced a new funding model for all child 

welfare agencies across Ontario, living on and off-reserve land. This new funding model applied 

to all agencies, Indigenous and non-Indigenous, despite the calls to establish a distinct funding 

model for Indigenous agencies. The 2012/13 funding model was the result of work that had 

been completed by the Ontario Commission to Promote Sustainable Child Welfare. Further 

development work on the model was also undertaken by the Ontario Ministry of Child and 

Family Services and third party consultants that the Ministry contracted prior to the 

implementation of the funding model for the 2012/13 fiscal year. 

 

 At the time of the introduction of the new funding model, a commitment was made to 

undertake a review of the model within five years. That time is now.  

 

The Government of Ontario contracted with KPMG with a mandate to engage in a review of the 

current funding model for Ontario child and family service agencies and prepare 

recommendations to strengthen the current model while addressing the ongoing stability, 

accountability and transformation of the Ontario child welfare system. In addition to reviewing 

the current model for mainstream Children’s Aid Societies, KPMG is also tasked with 

recommending a funding model to best support Indigenous communities as the Ministry of 

Children and Youth Services has expressed an interest in an alternative funding approach for 

Indigenous Child Well-being Societies. The terms of reference for KPMG’s review include a 

limitation, which is to not address the adequacy of the amount of funding for child welfare, 

which has remained fixed over the last five years. 

 

The Association of Native Child and Family Services Agencies of Ontario (ANCFSAO) is a 

community based Indigenous organization governed by a board of eleven mandated and non-



  
10 of 102 

mandated First Nations child and family services agencies in Ontario. Under the direction of the 

Executive Director, the Association contracted the services of Dr. John Loxley, Carolyn Loeppky 

and Marina Puzyreva to undertake this project. The purpose of this project is to work with 

member Indigenous agencies in order to provide the Association with options to address 

limitations of the current Ontario funding model for child and family service agencies. The 

recommendations from this work will be presented to the Ontario Ministry of Child and Family 

Services with a view to represent the funding needs of Indigenous agencies from the 

perspective of ANCFSAO, and to identify recommendations to address the current funding 

model limitations.  

 

Funding support for the project was provided by the Ontario Association of Children’s Aid 

Societies. 
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Terms of Reference and Purpose of the Project 
 
The Association of Native Child and Family Services Agencies of Ontario made a decision to 

contribute to the provincial review of the current funding model for the child welfare sector in 

order to have a voice in the on-going development of the funding approach for Indigenous child 

and family services. 

 

The objectives in the terms of reference are to complete a child welfare funding review from an 

Indigenous perspective and to use the recommendations from the final report to inform 

discussions with the Ministry of Children and Youth Services about changes to the approach for 

funding Indigenous Children’s Aid Societies in the short term for the 2018-19 fiscal year, and in 

the longer term. 

 

This report will: 

• provide an overview of the context in which the Indigenous agencies are now providing 

services;  

• illustrate child and family funding models in other jurisdictions with an emphasis on 

presenting strengths and weaknesses that have been identified in the funding models;  

• itemize the issues and concerns Indigenous child welfare agencies have with the current 

Ontario funding model; and  

• present recommendations to address the funding of the Ontario Indigenous child and 

family agencies.  
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Methodology and Limitations 
 
Methodology  
 

The Association of Native Child and Family Service Agencies of Ontario is conducting a review of 

the current child Welfare Funding model from the perspective of its member agencies. 

 

During this same time period, member agencies have also contributed to the Government of 

Ontario’s review of the current funding model that is being undertaken by KPMG.  

 

The Association of Native Child and Family Services Agencies of Ontario secured funding from 

the Association of Ontario Child and Family Agencies in May 2017. Timelines for the submission 

of reports to the Ministry of Child and Family Services were extended by the Ministry due to 

their expansion of the consultation process for the Ontario governments review conducted by 

KPMG.  

 

Dr. John Loxley and Carolyn Loeppky with research assistance from Marina Puzyreva were 

contracted in mid-May 2017 to carry out the review process for the ANCFSAO. 

 

A Steering Committee with invited representatives from all ANCFSAO mandated Indigenous 

agencies provided the Consultants with guidance, information, and advice throughout the 

review process. 

 

The Consultants reviewed relevant documents and gathered information on the funding 

approach in three other Canadian jurisdictions, British Columbia, Alberta, and Manitoba.  

 

A series of consultations were arranged to gather information, and to solicit opinions and data 

to understand the current Ontario funding model and to hear directly from agencies about the 

effect of the funding model. 

 

A number of consultations were held with agency representatives, which included Agency 

Executive Directors, Finance Directors, Board members, agency staff, and an Elder. These 

meetings were held in Toronto, Kenora and Fort Francis. During these discussions, information 

about the impact of the funding model and suggestions for approaches in keeping with 

Indigenous service delivery models more aligned to the traditions and practices of Indigenous 

communities were provided. 
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The Steering Committee chairperson and the consultants met with officials from the federal 

government and on three occasions met with representatives from the Provincial Ministry of 

Children and Youth Services. These meetings provided insight into the operations of the 1965 

Agreement, the current Ontario Funding Model and the direction that the provincial 

government is moving towards with respect to the restoration of child welfare responsibilities 

to Indigenous people.  

 

Agencies provided financial information, documents that outlined service delivery models, 

information regarding agency operations, annual reports, and information on child in care 

rates, and wage scales. Agencies also shared the information they had on the most recent 

federal government funded activity to identify their distinct needs and circumstances through 

an Agency Needs Assessment process. OACAS provided the review team with technical and 

financial data for the system as a whole, and OACAS provided statistical data specific to the 

Indigenous agencies. 

 

Consultations were held with four technical experts. Barry Lewis was a Commissioner with the 

Ontario Commission to Promote Sustainable Child Welfare, Jason Ducharme works with MNP 

and was involved in the implementation of the final model that the government of Ontario 

implemented, and Sally Johnson worked with the Ministry of Children and Youth Services 

during the implementation phase. Fayaz Manji had previous experience in working with the 

implementation of the funding model. These individuals had experience with the design of the 

current model, the revision and implementation processes that were undertaken by the 

Ministry.  

 

The Steering Committee Chairperson and the consultants met with KPMG. KPMG shared their 

review process and the broad themes of their general findings.  

 

A significant number of documents, including Government correspondence, letters, 

Commission and Tribunal reports and submissions to government were reviewed as 

background information.  

 
 

Limitations 
 

In carrying out the review process a number of limitations are noted: 

 

• data sources used by the province of Ontario for the original model are considered to be 

incomplete, at times not valid or reliable; 
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• not all agencies have electronic information systems that are fully operational; 

• the review time period was compressed, and consultations could not be conducted in all 

communities;  

• a number of exercises were happening simultaneously, resulting in added workload for 

agencies as they worked to manage all of the review processes; 

• a lack of clarity and accessibility to information regarding the current Ontario Funding 

Model; 

• transparent and publicly available information regarding the government’s approach and 

timelines for full restoration of child welfare services to Indigenous people; 

• information requested from the Ministry of Children and Youth was received late in the 

process and not all information requested was available to the consultants in time for 

analysis and use in this report1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

                                                        
1 Data for 2017/2018 was received, not from the Ministry but from OACAS, so the data was not 
inclusive of all Indigenous agencies, and hence we were limited in including 2017/2018 data as 
part of the financial analysis. 
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Recommendations 
  

This report recommends that immediate actions be taken to address the current pressures and 

shortcomings that are facing Ontario Indigenous child welfare agencies, and a longer term 

exercise for the development and implementation of a distinct funding model for Indigenous 

agencies.  

 

Recommendation 1      

 
That the Ontario government recognize that in 2012/13, the starting point for the funding 
envelope for the child welfare sector was inadequate. 

 

Recommendation 2 

 

That the Ontario government acknowledge that the decision to exclude the 2012/13 

deficit funding as part of the base funding has penalized and harmed Indigenous agencies 

and that it be immediately reinstated as part of the base funding for the Indigenous child 

welfare agencies. 

 

Recommendation 3 

 

That the use of the mitigation factors be stopped immediately, and that actual 

expenditures be used for the transfer of funding as agencies devolve services. Agencies 

that lost revenue as a result of the mitigation scheme should be reimbursed retroactively. 

The 2012/13 fiscal year should be used as the base year to calculate the retroactive 

payments for agencies. 

 

Recommendation 4 

 

That if agency stability factors need to considered, they be addressed by providing 

additional funding as part of a change management approach for agencies both sending 

and receiving children and families.  

 

Recommendation 5 

 

That the model allow for annual inflation to begin in the 2017/2018 fiscal year. 
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Recommendation 6 

 

That in the development of the new Indigenous funding model, in addition to the use of 

socio economic factors, consideration be given to a number of categories of funding 

revenue for agencies. These would include: 

 

• Core funding: Core funding provides revenue for those functions that are required 

by every agency in order to carry out its mandate. 

• Prevention Funding for Secondary and Tertiary approaches: Secondary approaches 

to service delivery are designed to address medium to high risk families in which 

maltreatment is more likely, and Tertiary prevention programs are those targeted 

toward specific families in which abuse has already occurred. It is recommended 

that primary prevention programs be aimed at the community as a whole. Funding 

and programs can be administered through a variety of mechanisms including a 

partnership between community and child welfare agencies.  

• Costs of children in care: expenditures for children in care are affected by both the 

cost of children in care and the volume or the number of children in care. These 

costs can significantly affect the budgets of agencies, especially when there are 

complex cases requiring specialized services. In the model, a separate line of 

funding should be given to the costs of children in care so that agencies are not 

penalized and having to divert significant funds from other agency functions in 

order to adequately provide good services and care to those children and youth 

who need to be in agency care. Consideration must also be given to providing 

additional resources to accommodate the change in legislation that now allows 

agencies to provide services to children and youth to the age of 18. 

 
Recommendation 7  
 

That work begin immediately to develop a separate and distinct Indigenous Agency 

funding model and a designated funding envelope for Indigenous child welfare agencies. 

The calculations for the starting point of the Indigenous funding envelope need to 

consider all of the current shortfalls, the harm that historical policies and practice have 

had on Indigenous people, and the Indigenous service delivery model and governance 

requirements. This undertaking needs to be adequately resourced and supported by the 

provincial and federal governments, be endorsed under the Political Accord between the 

Province of Ontario and Indigenous leaders, and have the full participation of child 

welfare agencies and technical experts. 



  
17 of 102 

 

Recommendation 8 

 

That the new funding model be developed using the current context which has a vision of 

full restoration of child welfare services to Indigenous communities, and to Indigenous 

children and families on and off-reserve. 

 

Recommendation 9 

 

That the schedule for mandating Indigenous agencies be undertaken in a more timely 

manner, and that urban jurisdiction be addressed in the new funding model.  

 

Recommendation 10 
 

That the systemic and structural issues including staff training, capital, cost of living, 

housing for staff and families, emergency services, homes in communities for children 

who have to be placed out of their family homes, resources to develop traditional and 

cultural responses in communities, family preservation resources, and specialized services 

and homes for children and youth with special needs be included as factors in the new 

funding model. 

 

Recommendation 11 

 

That funding be provided for a change management initiative to support the restoration 

of child welfare governance and service delivery to Indigenous people. These resources 

would support the development and implementation of an Indigenous model of child 

wellbeing that has a full continuum of responses, with the priority being to keep children 

safe at home. 

 

Recommendation 12 
 

That funding allocations for northern and isolated agencies, referred to as the northern 

quotient be calculated as a distinct line in the funding model, without being proportional 

to any component of the model. 

 

Recommendation 13 

 

That full disclosure regarding the current funding reimbursement scheme between the 

federal and provincial governments, including the rationale used to determine the 
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funding allocation for the immediate relief measures for Indigenous agencies in Ontario, 

be provided to child and family service agencies.  

 

Recommendation 14 

 

That the funding model clearly articulate the mandate and purpose of child well-being 

agencies /children's aid societies. Clarity is needed regarding the scope of work of 

children’s agencies, including clarity about the areas of prevention services, family 

preservation, child protection, permanency, and the concept of multi-service agencies.  

 

Recommendation 15 

 

That a separate stream of funding be included in the model for community based and 

agency based prevention services and programs. Funding categories to be included would 

be primary prevention, which can be designed and funded as community based 

programming, and secondary and tertiary services to be dedicated as agency funding to 

address early intervention to avoid crisis and provide services targeted to specific families 

when crises or risks to children have been identified. A form of the Local Needs model 

should be used to allocate prevention funding among Indigenous agencies.  

 

Recommendation 16 

 

That the new funding model clearly articulate the future of the 1965 Indian Agreement 

and the role and responsibilities of the First Nations, federal, and provincial governments, 

and the funding responsibilities of the federal and provincial governments.  

 

Recommendation 17 

 

That a better system be introduced and adequately funded to secure more reliable and 

valid data, and that consideration be given to the most recent information from the 2017 

Needs Assessments currently being completed by the Indigenous agencies. In addition, 

consideration be given to the development of a system of data gathering directly from 

Indigenous communities. Registration of births on-reserve is a vital activity and human 

and financial support is needed to complete the birth registration process. 
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Recommendation 18 

 

That a system of weighting be examined to recognize the challenges and circumstances 

faced by Indigenous children, families and communities and agency budgets be adjusted 

accordingly. It is recognized that the complexity of the multi-generational effects of 

trauma experienced by and the harm done to First Nations needs extraordinary action.   

 

Recommendation 19 

 
That the funding model include a funding stream to develop customary care resources, 

foster home resources and specialized treatment resources that are closer to the home 

communities of children that need to be placed into care.  

 
Recommendation 20 
 

That the Association of Native Child and Family Services Agency of Ontario be recognized 

with a mandate similar to that of the Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies. The 

mandate should include, but not be limited to, advocacy and government relations, public 

education, training, information and knowledge management, event planning, and 

practice and quality initiatives. Consideration should be given to consolidating and 

transferring all of the Indigenous resources, and funding currently in place in other 

organizations or within the Ministry for this type of work to the Association of Native 

Child and Family Services Agency of Ontario. We recommend that a working group with 

representation from the Ministry, the Association of Native Child and Family Services 

Agency of Ontario and the Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies work together 

with an external expert(s) to develop a mandate framework, and a funding and 

governance framework for the Association of Native Child and Family Services Agency of 

Ontario as it expands its mandate as a result of the full restoration of child welfare to 

Indigenous people.  

 
Recommendation 21 
 

That the Association of Native Child and Family Services Agency of Ontario advocate for 

the accelerated release of the federal government’s Immediate Relief/Additional 

Investment funds so that 100% is paid in the current financial year.  
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Context and Background  
 

Overview of the Ontario Child and Family Services Sector 
 
Ontario’s child welfare system has operated for over 100 years. Today there are 47 Children’s 

Aid Societies, and of these, nine are Indigenous Agencies that have been granted full mandates. 

On April 1, 1987, Tikinagan was the first Indigenous agency to receive a full mandate. Tikinagan 

was one of the first Indigenous controlled child welfare agencies in Canada. 

 

Children’s Aid Societies are mandated under the Child and Family Services Act (CFSA), and they 

are responsible for the following: 

 

• to investigate allegations that children are in need of protection; 

• to protect children; 

• to provide guidance, counselling and other services to families for protecting children and 

for the prevention of circumstances requiring the protection of children; 

• to provide care for children assigned to its care under the Child and Family Services Act;  

• to place children for adoption. 

  

Work done based on the 2013 Ontario Incidence Study (OACAS, 2017a) found that:  

  

• Indigenous children are more than 130% more likely to be investigated than a White 

child; 

• cases involving Indigenous children and youth are15% more likely to be substantiated 

than White children; 

• Indigenous children and youth are 40% more likely to be transferred to ongoing services; 

• Indigenous children and youth are 168% more likely to be placed in out of home care 

during the investigation. 

 

Today, the Ministry of Children and Youth Services indicates that it is undertaking a number of 

large scale transformations to modernize child welfare service delivery. In addition to 

transformations in child welfare, transformations in the areas of special needs services, child 

and youth mental health, and child and youth residential services are underway. The Ministry 

indicates that transformation in the area of youth justice is complete. 



  
21 of 102 

 

The most recent major review of the child welfare system occurred with the establishment of 

the Commission to Promote Sustainable Child Welfare. The Commission released a series of 

reports from 2010 to 2012, which informed the Ontario government’s approach to changes in 

its child welfare sector. These changes included the development of a new funding model 

which was applied to the entire child welfare sector, even though there was a call for the 

development of a distinct funding model for Indigenous child welfare agencies.  

 

A major review of the Child and Family Services Act (CFSA) has been completed with new 

legislation being tabled by the Ontario government in 2017. The new legislation is intended to 

put children at the centre of decision-making, support accountable, responsive and accessible 

child and youth services and strengthen oversight for children's aid societies and licensed 

residential services. This is to be accomplished by: 

 

• raising the age of protection from 16 to 18; 

• strengthening the focus on early intervention, helping prevent children and families from 

reaching crisis at home; 

• making services more culturally appropriate for all children in the child welfare system;  

• improving oversight of services providers.  

 

The Ontario government is implementing their Indigenous Children and Youth Strategy, which 

is currently engaging Indigenous Leadership in the development of Child Well-Being Laws. The 

intention of this exercise is to restore and devolve the responsibility for child welfare to 

Indigenous people, and to have the Child Well-Being Laws be the legal basis for child welfare 

services for Indigenous agencies. 

 

Provincial Strategies and Child Welfare 
 
In Ontario, the provincial government has developed, funded and implemented a number of 

province wide strategies that have been designed to address reconciliation as a response to the 

Truth and Reconciliation Commissions Call to Action, to the Canadian Human Rights Tribunal’s 

findings, and to the Sixties Scoop plaintiffs’ class-action lawsuit. In this report we provide a 

summary of the initiatives, as well as a description of the Call to Action Initiative initiated by the 

Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies. 
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The Journey Together: Ontario’s Commitment to Reconciliation with 
Indigenous People 
 
On May 30, 2016, the Premier of Ontario rose in the Ontario Legislature to make a formal 

apology to the indigenous people of Ontario.  

 

In the text of the apology there is a commitment that describes how the province of Ontario 

will continue to respond to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s findings and calls to 

action. The Ontario government released the report The Journey Together: Ontario’s 

Commitment to Reconciliation with Indigenous People. The text of the apology recognizes that 

Indigenous people experienced abuse, death, systemic and intergenerational injustices, and the 

eradication of cultures. 

 
“As Premier, I apologize for the policies and practices supported by past Ontario 
governments and for the harm they caused. I apologize for the province’s silence in 
the face of abuses and deaths at residential schools. And I apologize for the fact that 
the residential schools are only one example of systemic, intergenerational injustices 
inflicted upon Indigenous communities throughout Canada. 
 
By adopting policies designed to eradicate your cultures and extinguish your rightful 
claims, previous generations set in motion a force so destructive that its impact 
continues to reverberate in our time. And so I want to apologize for all of this by 
saying I am sorry for the continued harm that generations of abuse is causing to 
Indigenous communities, families and individuals. 
 
No apology changes the past, nor can the act of apology alone change the future. In 
making this apology, as in making the Political Accord last summer, I hope to 
demonstrate our government’s commitment to changing the future by building 
relationships based on trust, respect and Indigenous Peoples’ inherent right to self-
government. The act of apology is not the end, nor is it the beginning. It is but one 
step on the journey to reconciliation and healing that we are committed to walking 
together.” (Ontario Government, 2016b). 

 
The Journey Together: Ontario's Commitment to Reconciliation with Indigenous People makes 

a commitment to invest more than $250 million over the next three years for programs and 

actions focused on reconciliation. It describes 26 new initiatives that the government of Ontario 

will introduce to enhance programs focused on closing opportunity gaps, ending 

intergenerational cycles of trauma, and improving the social, economic and health outcomes 

for Indigenous peoples.  
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This government response does not directly support or respond to child welfare issues, 

however it does make a commitment to provide additional services and resources available to 

families and communities that could assist in supporting families who are vulnerable and for 

children whose safety may be at risk.  

 

Walking Together: Ontario’s Long Term Strategy to End Violence Against 
Indigenous Women  
 

The Strategy Walking Together: Ontario’s Long Term Strategy to End Violence Against 

Indigenous Women was released by the Ontario government on February 23, 2016. This 

strategy is designed to: 

• raise awareness of and prevent violence; 

• provide more effective programs and community services that reflect the priorities of 

Indigenous leaders and communities; and 

• improve socio-economic conditions that support healing within Indigenous communities. 

 

One year into the implementation of the strategy, the government reports that they are making 

progress in six action areas, including supporting children, youth and families; community 

safety and healing; policing and justice; prevention and awareness; leadership, collaboration, 

alignment and accountability; and improved data and research. 

 

The Family Well-Being Program is now being implemented in more than 200 communities 

across Ontario with additional communities scheduled to participate in the spring of 2017. This 

program is designed to help families and communities to start to heal from the impacts of 

intergenerational violence and trauma by providing staff to address frontline needs, to support 

community based programming and to offer communities the opportunity to design safe 

spaces where programs can operate. Financial resources for the start-up costs of this program 

were secured from the "Immediate Relief" funds that the federal government provided in 

response to the Canadian Human Rights Tribunals remedy as part of the response for the 

finding of discrimination against them.  

 

The Strategy also funds $5.3 million dollars over 3 years in order to support the program 

Kizhaay Anishinaabe Niin - I Am a Kind Man. The program is delivered by the Ontario Federation 

of Indigenous Friendship Centres and is engaging men and boys to end violence against 

indigenous women in their communities. The goal is to reach 600 men and boys with public 

education and culturally relevant counselling each year. 
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The Ontario Indigenous Children and Youth Strategy 
 

Over the last three years, the government of Ontario has been working with Indigenous leaders 

in the development of the Ontario Indigenous Children and Youth Strategy. This Strategy is 

described in a two-page document and articulates a vision, guiding principles and five pillars. 

The Strategy has as its vision that First Nation, Metis, Inuit and urban indigenous children and 

youth are healthy, happy, resilient, grounded in their cultures and languages and thriving as 

individuals and as members of their families and Nations or communities. 

 

The Strategy also indicates that Indigenous communities and service providers will have greater 

authority over child and family services and that Indigenous perspectives and cultures will be 

built into all programs and policies. 

 

This strategy is supported by three other strategies that the government of Ontario has 

released. They include: 

• The Journey Together: Ontario’s Commitment to The Strategy with Indigenous People 

• Walking Together: Ontario’s Long-Term Strategy to End Violence Against Indigenous 

Women  

• Ontario’s First Nations Health Action Plan  

 

Government policy includes a commitment to restoration of Indigenous control of services for 

children and youth, and an approach that will ensure prevention services and approaches and 

preservation of culture. The Strategy infers that the capacity of Indigenous communities and 

services will be improved through a high quality integrated services network. 

 

The five pillars of government policy are described as:  

• First Nations Jurisdiction and Control/Metis, Inuit and Urban Indigenous Control 

• Prevention, Culture and Opportunities 

• Coordinated and Responsive Circle of Care 

• Monitoring, Evaluation and Shared Accountability 

• Transformed Relationships and Collaborative, Holistic action 

 

The Strategy is to focus on: 

• transforming Ontario’s relationship with Indigenous children and youth and their families; 

• enhancing First Nations jurisdiction and Indigenous control for children and youth 

services; 
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• prioritizing preventative services for Indigenous children and youth that are culturally 

appropriate; 

• building a high quality integrated services network that supports Indigenous children and 

youth; and 

• enabling government and Indigenous service providers to track and evaluate their work in 

implementing the strategy. 

 

In consultations with provincial government representatives we learned that this Strategy is the 

vehicle through which a government to government relationship with Indigenous leaders is 

working towards the restoration of child welfare services to Indigenous communities. The 

development of Child Well-Being Laws are underway with the intent that these will form the 

foundation for the responsibilities of child welfare to be restored and transferred to Indigenous 

communities. These government-to-government discussions currently involve the province and 

Indigenous leaders; the federal government is not involved. 

 

The goal of the initiative is to restore and devolve child welfare responsibilities to Indigenous 

communities to support deep healing in communities and to help build capacity to create jobs, 

improve housing and enable access to services to ensure that funding and capacity are in place.  

 

One source of funds for the implementation of the Ontario Indigenous Children and Youth 

Strategy is the government of Canada’s Immediate Relief funds that were provided to the child 

welfare sector. The Canadian Human Rights Tribunal had ordered that the federal government 

was to provide immediate relief funds to child welfare agencies as one of the immediate 

remedies for the discriminatory practice of underfunding child welfare agencies. 

 

In a letter of October 21, 2016 to Ontario Regional Chief Isadore Day, officials with INAC 

acknowledge that the immediate relief funds announced by INAC in 2016 are to be used for 

prevention services and activities as defined by the communities, and will support the 

implementation of Ontario’s Indigenous Children and Youth Strategy, including start-up costs 

for the Family Well-Being Program. The Child Well-Being Laws and the capacity development 

for programs and services are all a part of the Ontario Indigenous Children and Youth Strategy. 

 

Areas that are currently not part of the discussion between the government of Ontario and 

Indigenous leaders are capital, infrastructure, housing, education and playgrounds, as these are 

all federal government responsibilities. These areas would need to be part of a separate 

negotiation between Indigenous leaders and the federal government. The basis for these 

negotiations, as we understand it, is the Political Accord that is in place between the Ontario 

Provincial government and Indigenous leaders as per the outdated 1965 Agreement.  
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The expectation that was articulated was that there would be a number of Child Well Being 

Laws that would be concluded within one to three years. However, no work is currently being 

undertaken in urban areas. This will affect the funding of child welfare, the scope and mandate 

for program services and approaches, the opportunities for capacity and community building, 

and program and financial accountability frameworks. Indigenous communities will also be 

required to establish a second set of negotiations with the federal government for those areas 

not considered to be a part of Provincial government responsibilities. 

 

The Call to Action  
 

In 2015/2016 the Ontario Children’s Aid Societies committed to work as a provincial system 

together with the Ontario government on initiatives that will lead to an improved and culturally 

responsive child welfare sector. This work was undertaken with a commitment to recognize the 

unique perspective and needs of Indigenous cultures and other cultures.  

 

The Call to Action has eight priority areas which are to: 

1. Address service delivery issues through consistent adherence to legislation and standards, 

and by responding to inquest recommendations; 

2. Build Human Resources’ competence and expertise through standardized training, 

authorization, and professional regulation; 

3. Optimize the structure of the child welfare system to enable efficient and effective service 

delivery; 

4. Enhance governance of Children’s Aid Societies and incorporate best practices and 

evaluation; 

5. Fully implement the Child Protection Information Network (CPIN); 

6. Enhance data collection and public reporting on outcomes and performance; 

7. Act on recommendations from the Truth and Reconciliation Commission; and  

8. Develop services that are culturally appropriate, responsive, and outcome-based. 

 

The overall goal of the Call to Action is to improve the quality and consistency of child welfare 

services being delivered. The initiatives that are being undertaken, are being developed 

collaboratively, and staggered implementation of the initiatives is occurring. This work is being 

led and coordinated by the Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies, and its member 

agencies. There is a commitment by Children’s Aid Societies to report regularly on the progress 

of the actions being undertaken.  
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Observations on Provincial Strategies  
 

1. The Ontario Government has initiated a number of strategies responding to the Truth and 

Reconciliation Report recommendations and the Canadian Human Rights Tribunal.  

 

2. The Ontario government has recognized the inherent right of First Nations people to have 

control of services for child welfare.  

 

3. The importance of full participation in the design, development and implementation of 

the laws, policies, strategies and funding approaches that will be available to Indigenous 

Communities is the vital first step in acknowledging that there is indeed a genuine 

intention to move in this direction.  

 

4. Approaches that engage communities and Nations are important so that the systems 

approach of the colonial way of doing things does not overpower the real needs and 

capacities of individual communities.  

 

5. Understanding culture, governance and the role of communities, family and elders is 

necessary as the partnerships engage in their work.  

 

6. Co-ordination, and appropriate and adequate funding for initiatives will assist in the 

success of improved outcomes for the communities and families that have historically 

suffered.  

 

7. A well communicated and transparent process for the work of the Ontario Indigenous 

Children and Youth Strategy is required. This strategy has been identified as the key 

mechanism of transformation for the Indigenous child welfare system in Ontario.  

 

8. The work of the three parties, the federal and provincial governments, and the 

Indigenous leadership will require significant investment of time, resources, and technical 

expertise in order to move forward with the coordination and implementation of the 

agreed upon initiatives and actions 
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Recent Reviews and their Recommendations  
 

The Impact of the Historical Laws, Policies and Practice 

 

In Canada it is well documented that Indigenous People, on and off-reserve, have suffered due 

to past and present laws, policy, and practice or inaction of governments, both federal and 

provincial.  

 

The Truth and Reconciliation Commission, The Canadian Human Rights Tribunal, The 

Commission to Promote Sustainable Child Welfare, The Aboriginal Advisors Report on the 

status of Child Welfare in Ontario, The 1965 Agreement: Comparison & Review a Report 

prepared for the Chiefs of Ontario May 2009, all declare and have found evidence that horrific 

events have happened to Indigenous people, with devastating results and consequences, and 

multigenerational effects on Indigenous children, families and communities. 

 

Indigenous leaders, communities and service providers have voiced and continue to express 

concern about the consequences to their children, families and communities, and ask for action 

and resourcing to address these issues in the communities they serve. 

 

The current and historical findings point to discriminatory practices and unfair funding for 

Indigenous child welfare services. At this time, while there are apologies from the highest 

executive levels of governments, including the Prime Minister of Canada and the Premier of 

Ontario, with many promises for action, momentum in moving forward is needed to address 

the very complex issues facing Indigenous communities. 

 

In this report we have summarized a number of the most significant reports from Commissions, 

Tribunals, Independent Officers of the Legislature, and experts who have all contributed to a 

comprehensive and public understanding of the genocide of Canada's Indigenous peoples. 

 

The Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP) 1996  
 

The RCAP, released in 1996, was a five volume report and contained 440 recommendations that 

dealt with a number of issues including self-governance, treaties, health, housing, the north, 

economic development and education. The recommendations called for sweeping changes to 

the relationship between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people and governments in Canada. A 

twenty-year agenda for implementing changes for the lives of Indigenous peoples was 

presented. The Commissioners visited 96 First Nations and held 178 days of public hearings. 
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The RCAP recommended new legislation and institutions, additional resources, a redistribution 

of land and the rebuilding of Aboriginal nations, governments and communities. Recognizing 

that autonomy is not realistic without significant community development, RCAP called for 

early action in four areas; healing, economic development, human resources development, and 

the building of Aboriginal institutions. The Commission’s implementation strategy proposed 

that governments increase spending to reach $1.5 billion by year 5 of the strategy, and $2 

billion in the subsequent 15 years. The report argued that the additional investment over 20 

years would save money in the long term. 

 

The issue of residential schools was raised many times and the Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission was one of the recommendations that came out of the RCAP.  

 

The report centred on a vision of a new relationship, founded on the recognition of Aboriginal 

peoples as self-governing nations with a unique place in Canada.  

  

Major recommendations included the following: 

• legislation, including a new Royal Proclamation stating Canada’s commitment to a new 

relationship and companion legislation setting out a treaty process and recognition of 

Aboriginal nations and governments; 

• recognition of an Aboriginal order of government, subject to the Charter of Rights and 

Freedoms, with authority over matters related to the good government and welfare of 

Aboriginal peoples and their territories; 

• replacement of the federal Department of Indian Affairs with two departments, one to 

implement the new relationship with Aboriginal nations and one to provide services for 

non-self-governing communities; 

• creation of an Aboriginal parliament; 

• expansion of the Aboriginal land and resource base; 

• recognition of Métis self-government, provision of a land base, and recognition of Métis 

rights to hunt and fish on Crown land; and  

• initiatives to address social, education, health and housing needs, including the training 

of 10,000 health professionals over a ten-year period, the establishment of an 

Aboriginal peoples’ university, and recognition of Aboriginal nations’ authority over child 

welfare. 
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The report highlighted that a large and growing percentage of Indigenous people in Canada live 

in urban areas and that the Aboriginal population is currently growing at about twice the rate of 

the Canadian population. With over half the Aboriginal population under the age of 25, a need 

to address education, job creation, justice, health and recreation for Aboriginal youth was 

identified as a significant need.  

 

Wen:de The Journey Continues  
 

The Wen:de reports of 2005 consisted of three reports which reviewed three funding models 

used to fund child welfare with a specific focus on First Nations funding models. The reports 

were prepared with the input of over 20 experts in the areas of child welfare, economics, 

community development, law, and information technology with the participation of First 

Nations child welfare agencies. The reviews were undertaken by INAC and AFN. The funding 

models that were identified in Phase one of the reports included: 

 

• a redesign of Directive 20-1 to reflect the recommendations of the Joint Policy Review of 

June 2000; 

• the provincial model in each region and its applicability to First Nations Child and Family 

agencies; and 

• the First Nations Model which would be a new and distinct funding model to meet the 

needs of the First Nations Child and Family Agencies of Canada. 

 

The Wen:de report noted a significant number of weaknesses with Directive 20-1 and 

highlighted problems with moving to a model dependent upon provincial funding models. 

While supportive of a First Nations funding model, the authors of the report felt that a 

foundation needed to be developed first in order to pursue the development of a distinct First 

Nations Funding Model.  

 

As an interim measure the report recommended undertaking significant redesign of Directive 

20-1, in order to correct the many issues. The recommendations gave rise to the introduction 

by INAC of the Enhanced Prevention Focused Approach, which drew heavily on advice and data 

in Wen:de. As the CHRT pointed out, however, the Wen:de proposals have only partially and 

inadequately been implemented.  
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Commission to Promote Sustainable Child Welfare  
 

In 2009 the Government of Ontario established the Commission to Promote Sustainable Child 

Welfare, with a mandate to develop and implement solutions to ensure the long-term 

sustainability of the Ontario child welfare system. The Commission published its final report in 

2012. Prior to this, in 2006, the child welfare system had been involved in major policy reforms 

through the Transformation Agenda. Also the Auditor General (2006), and the Ontario 

Provincial Children’s Advocate for Children and Youth (2009) issued reports with concerns 

about the child welfare system.  

 

In 2011, The Commission focused its efforts on the allocation of funds and the processes 

surrounding the annual funding and budgeting cycle, not on the adequacy of the size of the 

total budget for child welfare. The expectation for Children’s Aid Societies was and is that they 

will be able to balance their budgets. Budget restraint and a fixed envelope for child welfare 

agencies started during this period of time. Recognizing that CAS’s in Ontario were having 

difficulty adjusting to the current and continuing public expenditure constraint, the Commission 

acknowledged that need and cost factors can vary significantly between different areas of the 

province. 

 

The Commission cited a number of weaknesses of the approach (2011a). These included: 

• delays in communicating sector and agency funding; 

• lack of province wide approach for capital for buildings;  

• insufficient resources to respond to reporting requirements and limited information 

regarding outcomes for the system; and 

• the distribution approach to allocate funds to the agencies (51 agencies in 2011). 

 

Nine recommendations were provided for the funding of CAS’s and within these, a 

recommendation made was that a separate approach be developed and implemented to fund 

designated Aboriginal CAS’s. The history and circumstances of Aboriginal communities and 

peoples and the impact of intergenerational trauma were well documented in the Commission 

report (CPSCW, 2011a). The range of socio-economic stressors, the impact of colonization, 

residential schools, the Sixties Scoop and the continued issues of cost of living, isolation and 

limited local services, the need for cultural connections and unemployment, were all cited as 

complex conditions experienced by Indigenous people. As such, the Commission acknowledged 

that the model prescribed for the Ontario child welfare sector as a whole, would not be in the 

best interests of the children and families served by designated Aboriginal CAS’s.  
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The Commission explored the option of funding agencies and services by results. They rejected 

this option based on the lack of foundation for this kind of approach in Ontario. They identified 

a number of conditions that would need to be in place for a Financial Incentives and Sanctions 

approach to be used. These conditions included: a fair and transparent funding allocation 

system, clear policy direction, an effective accountability framework, performance data and 

agency assessments. “(W)ere Ontario to decide to privatize its children’s services, it would have 

to restructure and establish a track record that would make the system ready. Additional 

considerations have to do with the political and cultural readiness to support such a system.” 

(CPSCW, 2011b, p.11-20). Child Welfare was engaged in the continuing transformation of the 

child welfare sector in Ontario. 

 

In all three of the reports from the CPSCW in 2011 and 2012, the conclusion and 

recommendation were that there was a need for a distinct funding model for First Nations 

Agencies. 

 

Jordan’s Principle 
 

Motion-296 in support of Jordan’s Principle, passed unanimously in the Canadian Parliament in 

December 2007. The intent of Jordan’s Principle is to make sure that First Nations children can 

access public services ordinarily available to other Canadian children without experiencing any 

service delays or disruptions related to their First Nations status. First Nations children are 

often left waiting for services in education, health, childcare, recreation and culture and 

language. The Principle calls on the government of first contact to pay for the services and seek 

reimbursement later, so that the child is not denied services due to a jurisdictional dispute 

about who is to pay for the needed service. During the implementation of the Principle, the 

federal and provincial governments used a very limited case definition. In January 2016, The 

Canadian Human Rights Tribunal found this limited case definition to be discriminatory and 

ordered the Government of Canada to take immediate measures to implement the full meaning 

and scope of the principle. Further action was taken by the CHRT in May 2017, as they 

concluded that the Government of Canada had continued its narrow focus and pattern of 

conduct in the implementation of Jordan’s Principle. At this time, a new set of orders was 

issued by the CHRT that related to broadening the definition of Jordan’s Principle, the speed 

and method of processing and tracking of Jordan’s Principle cases, publicizing the complaint, 

and the required approach to Jordan’s Principle. 

 
 

Reports of Auditor General Sheila Fraser 
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The Auditor General of Canada has twice, in 2008 and again in 2011, found that Canada’s 

funding of First Nations Child and Family Services is flawed and inequitable. Concerns were that 

the formula being used was dated. This formula assumed a fixed percentage of all children and 

families in communities needed that help, whether or not the actual number in need was 

higher or lower. The Auditor General stated that the formula had not changed to reflect 

variations in legislation or the actual number of children in care. Her conclusion was that this 

has led to inequities in the provision of services and that the high number of Indigenous 

children in care resulted from a lack of emphasis on prevention. She pointed out that child-

welfare funding had not kept pace with inflation since 1995 and that Indian Affairs (now known 

as INAC) covered growing costs of services on-reserve by shifting funds from housing and other 

infrastructure budgets, causing dilapidated housing on-reserve, which is a common reason for 

children to be removed from families in the first place.  

 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada 2015  
 

In December 2015, after eight years of work, the Truth and Reconciliation Commission released 

its final report documenting the effects of Indian Residential Schools on individuals, families, 

communities and society. Prior to this in June 2015, the Commission released the Executive 

Summary of the findings and the 94 Calls to Action to further reconciliation between Canadians 

and Indigenous Peoples. Five of the Calls to Action are specific to child welfare, while the other 

recommendations have a significant bearing on the conditions and circumstances that affect 

the well-being of Indigenous people. The report’s other Calls to Action identify many causal 

factors and conditions that often affect the circumstances of children and families coming to 

the attention of the child welfare sector. 

 

In an interview with Judge Murray Sinclair on June 1, 2016, he commented on the cost of doing 

nothing: 

 
“Consider what it’s been costing us for the last 20 years. The costs to the Canadian 
economy and to Canadian society have been enormous. Indigenous children are killing 
themselves at significant rates; Indigenous children are being apprehended and placed 
into institutions and foster homes where they’re losing their culture in ways very similar to 
the residential schools system of the past. Indigenous men and women are being 
incarcerated at much higher rates that they have been for the last 25 or 30 years. And 
each of those are not just a cost to the system in terms of dollars, but in terms of lost 
human resource.” (Macdonald, 2016; see also Loxley and Puzyreva 2016). 
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Canadian Human Rights Tribunal, 2007-2016 
 

In 2007 a complaint was filed with the Canadian Human Rights Commission by the First Nations 

Child and Family Caring Society and the Assembly of First Nations, among others. It was alleged 

that provision of child and family services by Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) was 

discriminatory. The decision for this complaint was released on January 26, 2016 (CHRT, 2016a). 

The findings of the Tribunal were that: 

• Canada’s provision of First Nations child and family services were discriminatory pursuant 

to the Canadian Human Rights Act on the grounds of race and national ethnic origin.  

• The First Nations Child and Family services were flawed and inequitable.  

• The discriminatory child welfare funding creates an incentive to bring children into care.  

• First Nations Families are denied equitable prevention services that take into full account 

the needs of families, culture and the multigenerational impacts of Residential Schools.   

    

In a four phase remedy process, Canada was ordered to: 

• immediately cease its discriminatory practices; 

• provide immediate relief to address the most egregious impacts of the discrimination; 

• provide mid-term reform to address some of the structural factors; 

• engage in longer term reform; and 

• provide compensation for children harmed by Canada’s discriminatory conduct.  

 

The Tribunal ruled that Canada needs to pledge to work with First Nations, First Nations child 

and family service agencies and experts to develop a specific action plan with timelines and 

budgets to immediately address inequalities in First Nations services on-reserve and prevent 

the recurrence of discrimination. In addition, to immediately put financial resources into place, 

and that the amount, as specified by INAC in their presentation to the Tribunal (Jonston, 2012), 

of $109 million nationally per annum plus the 3 percent inflation adjustment applied 

retroactively to 2012, be provided as an initial remedy.  
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The Aboriginal Advisor’s Report on the status of Aboriginal child welfare 
in Ontario 

 
In April 2010, an Aboriginal Advisor was appointed to the Ministry of Child and Family Services. 

The intention of the position was to see that Indigenous children were properly protected and 

that a good process was in place for Aboriginal people to be heard by the Ministry. The 

mandate of the Aboriginal Advisor was to act as a liaison between the Minister and Aboriginal 

leaders on Aboriginal child welfare matters. 

 

The Aboriginal Advisor’s Report on the Status of Aboriginal Child Welfare in Ontario was 

published in July 2011 (Beaucage, 2011). 

 

In his report, the Aboriginal Advisor comments on the need to have culture as a foundation for 

a strong community which leads to stronger families and communities. He emphasizes that 

“Prevention must be the mainstay to a responsive and healthy child welfare system,” 

(Beaucage, 2011, p.9) and that the “child protection system in Ontario is broken for Aboriginal 

children and youth and it must be fixed. Throughout Ontario it was unanimous what needs to 

be done: we must put the child first” (Beaucage, 2011, p.3). 

 

The Aboriginal Advisor presented fifteen recommendations for the consideration of the 

Minister of Children and Youth Services. The recommendations were based on consultations 

with Aboriginal leaders and key decision makers, Aboriginal partners and service providers, 

Political Territorial Organizations, First Nations communities and Aboriginal Children’s Aid 

Societies as well as a Summit in April 2011 Together for a Better Tomorrow: A Summit for 

Aboriginal Child Welfare with over 200 participants. Fifteen recommendations were made, and 

they cover a range of issues, including an adequate and protected budget line for Aboriginal 

child welfare agencies, a focus on prevention approaches, the application of Jordon’s Principle 

to Aboriginal child welfare, and a plan to address and respond to the jurisdiction for child 

welfare by First Nations or a First Nations organization. 

 

 

The Review and the 2017 Changes to Ontario Legislation  
 

The Ontario government conducted a review of the Child and Family Services Act (proclaimed in 

1985) and in 2015 released a report on the feedback that they had received during a 

consultation phase of the review of the child and family services legislation. In June 2017, the 
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Ontario legislature passed the Child, Youth and Family Services Act. Key changes that were in 

the legislation included: 

• raising the age of protection from 16 to 18; 

• strengthening the focus on early intervention, helping prevent children and families from 

reaching crisis situations at home; 

• making services more culturally appropriate for all children; and  

• improving oversight of service providers. 

 

The legislation will be implemented with the assistance of a working group of experts from the 

child welfare, residential services and mental health sectors. 
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Observations on Recent Reviews and Recommendations 
 
1. The Ontario child welfare sector has received a rich and informative array of reviews, reports 

and judicial findings since 1996. These reports generally support each other in that they have 

a common understanding of the issues facing Indigenous children and youth, families and 

communities. The common themes in these reports represent a provincial and national 

scope. The reports indicate that there is a common understanding and an urgent call for 

action. 

2. Not surprisingly, the findings and recommendations are also very similar; they call for 

adequate funding, a unique funding model that addresses the historic, discriminatory and 

unfair funding practices of government jurisdictions, and immediate action that will address 

the harm done by these past and current policies and practices. 

3. Indigenous children and families need a response that is different from that of the past.  

4. The consequences of past and current policies and practices have caused untold harm to 

families and communities.  

5. In response to all of the reports, which provide more than ample evidence that a significant 

change needs to happen, governments must recognize that governance, laws and policies, 

funding, and service delivery models must now change, and that the inherent right to self-

governance must acted upon.  

6. Relying on the way things were done in the past will not move Indigenous Nations forward 

with the goal of self-governance.  

7. Ontario has many initiatives and strategies that can come together to work hand in hand 

with child welfare agencies.  

8. By adequately funding the complete array of child welfare services- inclusive of community 

development, prevention, family preservation, and child protection for the child welfare 

sector and by ensuring that partnerships are forged, more positive outcomes will be felt by 

children and youth, families and communities.  

9. Governments must recognize that a piecemeal approach, with an inadequate funding 

scheme that funds one program and at the same time starves another will have the same 

negative effect and outcomes that we are now trying to address as a nation. 
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The Current Ontario Child Welfare Funding Model 
 

The legal responsibility for providing child protection services in Ontario lies with the Children’s 

Aid Societies (CASs). Their activities and purpose are set out in the Report on the 2015 Review 

of the Child and Family Services Act. The Ontario Child and Family Services Act was most 

recently amended in 2017. There are 47 CASs in Ontario. Among them, there are 9 Indigenous 

child well-being societies and they are all funded according to the same funding model as 

provincial child welfare agencies in Ontario (OACAS, 2015). In addition, there are approximately 

25 First Nation reserves in Ontario that receive prevention services via service contract 

(OMCYS, 2017a).  

 

Canada and Ontario share the costs of providing services to First Nations children and families 

on reserve through the 1965 Indian Welfare Agreement (CHRT, 2016a). The federal government 

makes monthly advance payments to the province based on INAC’s forecasted allocations while 

retaining 10% to avoid overpaying. Ontario pays for the services and keeps a record of the on-

going differences between amounts claimed by the province and the federal monthly 

payments. 

 

After the claimed expenditures have been verified by an external auditor and the annual 

reconciliation of reimbursement is determined, the federal government releases the amount 

owed to the province (Ministry of Children and Youth Services, 2017c). The reimbursements are 

made on account of services provided by any agency to Indigenous children on reserve and in 

2011-12 INAC paid approximately 92% of the eligible costs under the 1965 Agreement (CHRT, 

2016a). 

 

The funding model for CASs has been recently transformed. CASs are now in their fourth year of 

working with the new funding model. 

 

The previous funding model introduced in 2006 allocated available funds based on historical 

costs and volumes of individual agencies. The old model tied funding to specific cost factors, 

and since keeping the child in foster or group care was the high cost activity, the approach 

rewarded those agencies that maintained “in care” volumes, which in turn reduced incentives 

to find alternative lower cost options to support children and families (CPSCW, 2011a). Despite 

declining caseloads because of changing demographics with more children ageing out than 

coming into care, the model was faced with escalating expenditures. 

 

http://cwrp.ca/sites/default/files/publications/en/CPSCW_2011aug-Funding.pdf
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In response to rising costs, in 2013-14 the child welfare funding model moved away from 

funding based primarily on societies’ historical expenditures, towards allocating funds based on 

the needs of children and families, as measured by community socio-economic and volume-

based factors. The total approved CAS budget allocation was $1.481 billion in 2015-16 and has 

been largely unchanged since 2013-14 when the new model was implemented (OMCYS, 2016a).  

 

In answer to the question why the change has taken place, the provincial government asserts 

that “The new funding model for children's aid societies… is a more objective approach to 

allocating funds and is more responsive to changing community needs” (Ruf, 2013). 

 

Societies are being provided with a fixed budget allocation at the beginning of each fiscal year, 

along with planning allocations for the next two fiscal years. Societies are also required to make 

a commitment to balance their budgets. 

 

The new model redistributes the total government funding allocation for the child welfare 

sector in the following way:  

 

• set aside funding for pre-formula adjustments and policy priority funding. 

• the remaining amount of the funding envelope is divided into two equal portions.  

• the first portion is allocated to the five socio-economic factors, based on the following 

weightings: 

1. Child population (0 to 15), 30%; 

2. Low income families, 30%; 

3. Lone parent families, 30%; 

4. Remoteness, 5%; and 

5. Indigenous child population (0 to 15), 5%.2 

 

• the second portion of the total funding is distributed based on volume-based factors. 

Percentages reflect the share of funding allocated to each factor:  

1. Number of investigations completed, 10%; 

2. Average number of open protection cases, 40%; 

3. Average number of children in care, 40%; and 

4. Children moving to permanency, 10%. 

 

                                                        
2 In case of overlapping catchment areas for some societies, the Ministry applies case weights 
to determine each society’s share of the data for: child population, lone parent families and low 
income families. 
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Each indicator is found by averaging the previous three years’ service volume data.  

• the pre-formula adjustments are then added back; 

• the mitigation component is then calculated. Transition to the new model results in a 

fixed funding envelope being redistributed among CASs. This means that some agencies 

will experience decreases in available funding, others will see an increase. In order to 

stabilize the sector, the model is being phased in over five years (2013-14 to 2017-18). 

Increases and decreases in funding for each CAS are capped at plus or minus 2% per 

year, to a maximum of plus or minus 10% over five years. This means that the maximum 

increase/decrease in funding that a society may experience is plus or minus 10% over 

the first five years of the model’s implementation (OMCYS, 2016a); 

• The policy priority funding component3 is then calculated for each society and applied to 

its approved budget allocation. The calculation is based on past years’ averages for 

number of youth with Extended Care and Maintenance/Continued Care and Support for 

Youth agreements, and forecasts for the number of targeted subsidies based on the 

third quarter reports. 

 
Under the new model, almost half of the CASs experienced budget reductions. The initial 

introduction and implementation of the new funding model in the 2013/2014 budget had a 

fixed envelope of financial resources. Historical deficits were offset by deficit funding in 

2013/14. The deficit was not added to the base allocation of the new funding model. This has 

resulted in ongoing structural deficits for those agencies who were historically experiencing 

deficits due to inadequate budgets. The negative effects on agencies have been compounded 

as they work to manage budgets with the mitigation factor in place, the transfer of children and 

family files between agencies with the restoration of child welfare to Indigenous agencies, and 

the historical flaws in the funding model.  

 

Since 2015-16, a transitional funding approach has been in place for newly designated 

Indigenous child well-being societies and mainstream children’s aid societies transferring 

services. A three-year period is allowed for in order to complete the transition. This time frame 

is said to be enough to generate historical service data and begin to plan the budget allocations 

for these societies going forward (OMCYS, 2017b).  

 

 

 

                                                        
3 Targeted subsidies for adoption and legal custody agreements, Continued Care and Support for Youth. 
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During the transition, the approved budget allocation for each newly designated Indigenous 

society is determined based on the annual submission of its service, staffing and expenditure 

plan that the ministry will review and approve. The Ministry withholds 10% of the agency’s 

funding, and the agency has to make a case for the expenditure of these funds. The newly 

designated Indigenous societies may be eligible to access this amount through year-end 

reconciliation based on audited actual expenditures (OMCYS, 2017b).  

 

Beginning in 2013-2014, funding has been allocated to societies using the following funding 

model. 

 

FIGURE 1: THE CHILD WELFARE FUNDING MODEL 

 
Adapted from Ministry of Children and Youth May 18, 2017 Child Welfare Model Overview: Indigenous Funding 

Model Review Power Point Presentation      
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A Comparison of Indigenous Child Welfare Societies to 
Mainstream Societies 
 

Total Funding 
 

The total approved budget allocation for child welfare societies in Ontario in 2016-2017 was 

$1,476 million, while that for Indigenous child welfare societies was $163.9 million or 11.1% of 

the total. 

 

TABLE 1: BUDGET ALLOCATIONS CHILD WELFARE SOCIETIES ONTARIO, 2016-2017 

 

Budget Allocations by Indigenous Agencies $ ‘000 

Anishinaabe Abinoojii Family Services 19,871 

Dilico Anishinabek Family Care 30,179 

Payukotayno James & Hudson Bay Family Services 13,725 

Tikinagan Child & Family Services 49,458 

Native Child And Family Services Of Toronto 18,892 

Weechi-It-Te-Win Family Services 11,274 

Akwesasne Child and Family Services 1,624 

Kina Gbezhgomi Child And Family Services 10,576 

Kunuwanimano Child And Family Services 8,284 

Total Indigenous 163,883 

Total Approved Budget Allocation 2016-2017 1,475,802 

% Indigenous 11% 

 
Indigenous societies varied greatly in size, with the largest, Tikinagan, having a budget 

allocation thirty times the size of the smallest, Akwesasne, but the latter obtains some funding 

from Quebec. Tikinagan is 6 times as large as the second smallest society, Kunuwanimano. The 

four largest societies account for 72% of the funding of all Indigenous child welfare societies. 

Two societies, Kina Gbezhgomi and Kununwanimano are newly designated Indigenous child 

welfare societies and, since 2015-16 have been receiving transitional funding. 
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Growth in Funding 
 

While total Provincial funding for child welfare has been pretty stagnant in recent years, 

growing at between 0 and 0.6% p.a., Indigenous societies have had their funding increases 

limited to 2% p.a. once increased funding on account of new societies in 2015-16 is taken into 

account (Table 2). 

 

TABLE 2: TOTAL FUNDING OF INDIGENOUS AND MAINSTREAM CHILD WELFARE SOCIETIES 
2013-2014 TO 2016-2017 
 

$000 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 

 
Indigenous Societies 
 
Mainstream Societies 
 
Indigenous as % Total 
 
Annual Growth Indigenous Budgets 
 
Annual growth mainstream Budgets 

 
136,548 

 
1,465,380 

 
9.3% 

 
139,239 

 
1,467,288 

 
9.5% 

 
2.0% 

 
0.1% 

 
159,436 

 
1,475,802 

 
10.8% 

 
14.5% 

 
0.6% 

 
163,900 

 
1,475,802 

 
11.1% 

 
2.8% 

 
0.0% 

Indigenous Minus New Agencies 136,548 139,239 142,145 145,040 

Source: Child Welfare Funding Model Detailed Allocations, 2013-14 and 2016-17 
 

Newly designated Indigenous child welfare societies accounted for most of the large increase in 

funding in 2015-16, $17.3m out of $18.8m.  

 

 

Sources of Funding 
 

Table 3 shows the breakdown of how funding totals were arrived at in terms of the model. This 

shows that volume indicators dominated funding, accounting for 41% of the total, almost twice 

the size of the socio-economic indicators. Pre-formula adjustments accounted for 15.9% of total 

funding, Policy Priority items for 11.97% and Mitigation (cumulatively, presumably) for 7.7%.  
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TABLE 3: CHILD WELFARE FUNDING MODEL ALLOCATIONS 2016-2017 

 

Indigenous 
Agency 

Socio-
Economic 

Volume 
Pre-
Formula 

Policy 
Priority 

Mitigation Total 

Native CFS Toronto 5,649 6,578 2,387 172 4,106 18,892 

Dilico 7,111 16,797 3,791 204 2,277 30,180 

Weechi-it-te-win 1,451 6,584 2,040 31 1,167 11,273 

Kina Gbezhgomi 0 0 0 10,576  10,576 

Anishinabe 4,583 10,005 3,701 68 1,533 19,890 

Tikanagan 12,494 23,135 10,766 56 3,006 49,457 

Payukoyayno 6,282 4,172 2,930 114 226 13,724 

Kununwanimano 0 0  8,284  8,284 

Akwesasne 0 0 0 0 124 1,624 

Total 37,570 67,271 25,615 19,505 12,439 163,900 

% of total funding 22.9% 41.0% 15.6% 11.9% 7.6% 100.0% 

Provincial Total 622,764 622,764 248,213 80,405 -38,298 1,475,802 

Indigenous as % 
total Provincial 

6.0% 10.8% 10.3% 24.3% -32.5% 11.1% 

 

 

Five of the six societies on formula funding had larger payments on account of volume than 

socio-economic indicators, four of them in the region of 50% of total funding or greater (Table 

4). Payukoyayno was the only society to have larger socio-economic payments than volume 

payments, and significantly so (45% v 30%). Table 5 shows the original of funding with 

Payukoyayno pulled out of the data separately. 
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TABLE 4: CHILD WELFARE FUNDING MODEL ALLOCATIONS BY PERCENT (%), 2016-2017 

 

Indigenous 
Agency 

Socio-
Economic Volume 

Pre-
Formula 

Policy 
Priority Mitigation Total 

Native CFS Toronto 29.9% 34.8% 12.6% 0.9% 21.7% 100.0% 

Dilico 23.6% 55.7% 12.6% 0.7% 7.5% 100.0% 

Weechi-it-te-win 12.9% 58.4% 18.1% 0.3% 10.4% 100.0% 

Kina Gbezhgomi 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Anishinabe 23.0% 50.3% 18.6% 0.3% 7.7% 100.0% 

Tikanagan 25.3% 46.8% 21.8% 0.1% 6.1% 100.0% 

Payukoyayno 45.8% 30.4% 21.3% 0.8% 1.6% 100.0% 

Kununwanimano 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Akwesasne 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.6% 100.0% 

Total 22.9% 41.0% 15.6% 11.9% 7.6% 100.0% 

Provincial Total 622,764 622,764 248,213 80,405 -38,298 1,475,802 

 42.2% 42.2% 16.8% 5.4% -2.6% 100.0% 

 

 

 

TABLE 5: 2016-2017 APPROVED BUDGET ALLOCATIONS 

 

Indigenous 
Agencies 

 
Total  

Socio-
Economic % 

Volume 
Based % Other % 

Native CFS Toronto 18,892 5,649 23.6% 16,796 55.7% 6,272 100.0% 

Dilico 30,179 7,111 18.7% 6,579 34.8% 6,665 100.0% 

Weechi-it-te-win 11,274 1,451 12.9% 6,584 58.4% 3,238 100.0% 

Anishinabe 19,871 4,563 23.0% 10,005 50.4% 5,303 100.0% 

Tikanagan 49,458 12,494 25.3% 23,135 46.8% 13,829 28.0% 

Payukoyayno 13,725 6,282 45.8% 4,172 30.4% 3,270 23.8% 

Total 143,399 37,551 26.2% 67,271 46.9% 38,577 26.9% 

Total less 
Payukoyayno 129,674 31,269 24.1% 63,099 48.7% 35,307 27.2% 
Non-Indigenous 
Agencies 1,311,919 585,213 44.6% 555,493 42.3% 171,213 13.1% 
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Why Do Volume Factors Outweigh the Socio-Economic Factors? 
 

Why in general, are socio-economic factors of much lesser importance than the volume factors 

the new model was designed to move away from? A closer examination of how the budget 

allocation was arrived at helps throw light on this and helps explain how the Ontario funding 

model impacts Indigenous child welfare societies in general.  

 

Table 5 shows the relative weight of Socio-economic factors compared with Volume factors for 

the six Indigenous agencies for which the formula funding was applicable (i.e. excluding Kina 

Gbezhgomi, Kununwanimano and Akwesasne), and the contribution of these ‘internal’ model 

factors relative to Pre-formula, Policy Priority and Mitigation factors which are added or added 

back after the internal factors are arrived at. What we have called ‘internal’ factors accounted 

for 73% of total funding, the rest for 27%. Of the internal factors, volume based ones 

contributed 1.8 times the socio-economic ones and double for agencies other than 

Payukoyayno. Among volume factors, the average number of children in care dominated, 

explaining 29% of the total budget; the average number of open protection cases contributed 

14% and the number of children moving to permanency 11% (Table 6). Not one of the Socio-

economic factors exceeded these three volume factors, with only the provision for remoteness 

coming close (Table 7). The combination of Lone Parent Families, Low Income Families and 

Child Population, which have a weight of 90% of the Socio-economic component amounted to 

only $12m or less than 10% of total funding. Pre-formula adjustments accounted for 12.6% of 

total funding and Mitigation for 7.5%, presumably cumulated over a number of years.  

What is the explanation for the impact of Socio-economic factors being so small? The answer is 

that Indigenous agencies are competing in the funding model with many mainstream agencies 

which also have a large population base. Not one of the three heavily weighted Socio-economic 

variables comes close to the 30% allowed for in the model. Indigenous child population is only 

1.1% of the Provincial total while Indigenous low income families and lone parents account for 

only 2.6% and 2.7% of the Provincial total respectively. And the Number of Indigenous children 

0-15 and allowance for remoteness in the model which do outweigh provincial averages, carry a 

too small weight (5% each) to influence the outcome significantly.  

Table 6 shows the other side of the coin on Volume based funding. All Indigenous societies are 

either at or above the 40% of Volume funding allowed for the Average Number of Children in 

Care and all are in excess of the 10% allowed for Children Moving to Permanency. None of the 

Indigenous societies come anywhere close to the 10% per cent of Volume funding allowed for 

Investigations Completed and only Payukotayno exceeds the 40% allowed for the average of 

Ongoing Protection Cases. The result is that 70% of Volume funding of Indigenous societies 

comes from the number of children in care and children moving to permanency, for which the 
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model allows only 50%. For these reasons, it is argued, Indigenous child welfare societies 

should have their own funding model giving greater emphasis to their own socio-economic 

reality than does the general funding model. 

 

TABLE 6: CHILD WELFARE FUNDING MODEL ALLOCATIONS BY VOLUME FACTORS 2016-17 

 

 
Investigations 

Ongoing 
Protection 

Average 
CIC 

Moving to 
Permanency 

Total 
Volume 

Investigations 

Native CFS Toronto 234 1,752 3,680 912 6,578 234 

% 3.6% 26.6% 55.9% 13.9% 100.0% 3.6% 

Dilico 739 4,113 8,644 3,299 16,795 739 

% 4.4% 24.5% 51.5% 19.6% 100.0% 4.4% 

Weechi-it-te-win 69 1,545 3,158 1,813 6,585 69 

% 1.0% 23.5% 48.0% 27.5% 100.0% 1.0% 

Kina Gbezhgomi 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Anishinabe 170 2,240 5,062 2,533 10,005 170 

% 1.7% 22.4% 50.6% 25.3% 100.0% 1.7% 

Tikanagan 520 7,938 9,223 5,455 23,136 520 

% 2.2% 34.3% 39.9% 23.6% 100.0% 2.2% 

Payukoyayno 217 1,673 1,790 493 4,173 217 

% 5.2% 40.1% 42.9% 11.8% 100.0% 5.2% 

Kununwanimano 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Akwesasne 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1,949 19,263 31,560 14,506 67,278 1,949 

% 2.9% 28.6% 46.9% 21.6% 100.0% 2.9% 

Provincial Total 62,276 249,106 249,106 62,276 622,764 62,276 

% 10.0% 40.0% 40.0% 10.0% 100.0% 10.0% 

 

 

 

 

 



  
48 of 102 

TABLE 7: CHILD WELFARE FUNDING MODEL ALLOCATIONS BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTORS 

($’000, %) 

 Child 
Population 
(0-18) 

Low-
Income 
Families 

Lone 
Parent 
Families 

# 
Indigenous 
Children Remoteness 

Total 
Socio-
Economics 

Native CFS Toronto 307  2,238 1,740 1,349 15 5,649 

% 5.4% 39.6% 30.8% 23.9% 0.3% 100.0% 
Dilico 395 990 1,490 1,735 2,500 7,110 
% 5.6% 13.9% 21.0% 24.4% 35.2% 100.0% 
Weechi-it-te-win 129 185 197 567 373 1,451 
% 8.9% 12.7% 13.6% 39.1% 25.7% 100.0% 

cal 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Anishinabe 185 321 342 815 2,899 4,562 

% 4.1% 7.0% 7.5% 17.9% 63.5% 100.0% 

Tikanagan 692 889 947 3,045 6,921 12,494 

% 5.5% 7.1% 7.6% 24.4% 55.4% 100.0% 

Payukoyayno 411 268 389 1,808 3,406 6,282 

% 6.5% 4.3% 6.2% 28.8% 54.2% 100.0% 

Kununwanimano 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Akwesasne 0 0 0 0 0 0 
% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total  2,119 4,892 5,106 9,321 16,116 37,554 
% 5.6% 13.0% 13.6% 24.8% 42.9% 100.0% 

Provincial Total 186,829 186,829 186,829 31,138 31,138 622,763 
% 30.0% 30.0% 30.0% 5.0% 5.0% 100.0% 

 

Data Difficulties in Using Socio-Economic Variables in the Funding Model 
 

Representatives of Indigenous Societies are very skeptical about the quality of data being used 

to determine their level of funding. We have little to add to this except to say that on 

examination of funding data we note that the numbers for the Indigenous Child population 

were reduced in 2014-15 from their level in 2013-14 from 62,897 to 26,166, a massive 

reduction which also reduced funding on this account from $15.3m (on account of both number 

of children and number of Indigenous children in the model) to only $10.9 million, a reduction 

of 29%.  
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Comparisons of Funding with Mainstream Societies 
 

Table 8 shows that non-Indigenous agencies have quite a different source of funding than 

Indigenous agencies. They derive 44.6% of their funding from Socio-economic factors, 42.3% 

from Volume factors and 13% from what we have called ‘external’ factors. For ‘internal’ factors, 

therefore, the model works quite well giving roughly half to Socio-economic factors and a half 

to Volume, which is what one would expect given the structural nature of the model. It is to be 

noted that the proportionate reliance of the six Indigenous agencies on ‘external’ factors, Pre-

formula, Policy Priority and Mitigation, is twice that of non-Indigenous agencies (26.9% versus 

13%) (Table 3). 

Among mainstream societies, Toronto was the largest at $158m and Dufferin the smallest at 

$6.5m, a differential of 24 times. The five largest mainstream agencies account for over one-

third of the total mainstream society funding. 

The average mainstream agency budget allocation, $34,524, was much larger than that of the 

average Indigenous agency at $20,284 (excluding Akwesasne, which is only partially funded 

under the 1965 Agreement.  

In spite of having 7.7% of the total funding allocation, Indigenous societies had only 6.8% of the 

2015 staff head count (based on OMYCS Agency Characteristics data).  

The Indigenous agencies averaged $4,835 in funding per child compared with only $612 per 

child for all mainstream societies (Table 8). In terms of dollars per child in care, however, the 

Indigenous societies averaged only 75% of the average for the mainstream societies; $69,000 

versus $91,000. What drives the apparent huge discrepancy between the two types of agency 

with regard to funding per child, is that 7.5% of all children serviced by Indigenous agencies are 

in care, compared with only 0.7% of children under the purview of mainstream agencies. 
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TABLE 8: FUNDING RATIOS INDIGENOUS VERSUS MAINSTREAM AGENCIES,  

ONTARIO 2016-2017 

 

Indigenous* 

Agencies # 

Mainstream 

Agency # 

Average funding 

Indigenous  

Average funding 

Mainstream 

Child Population 27,778 2,330,564 5,148 61 

Low Income Families 13,044 485,156 10,963 295 

Lone Parent Families 15,250 542,650 9,377 264 

Children in Care 2,082 14,357 68,684 9,960 

Children Moving to 

Permanency  

1,430 4,708 100,000 30,374 

Total Funding 

($’000) 

143,000 1,312,000   

* Six Agencies Only 

 

Comparison of Expenditures 
 

The main difference between Indigenous societies and mainstream societies on the 

expenditure side is that the former spend a much higher proportion of their spending on 

maintenance of children in care, through spending on Boarding Rate Payments and Client 

Expenditures. This is partly a function of Indigenous societies paying significantly higher rates 

per child, as Table 9 shows. This compares the rates and average expenditures per child for six 

Indigenous societies compared with those of a sample of 9 mainstream societies. It shows that 

the average costs for Indigenous societies were $73 per child in care in 2016-2017, compared 

with $55 per child in care in mainstream agencies, some $18 or one third more than 

mainstream agencies pay. The Indigenous costs per child are heavily influenced by Payukotayno 

paying double the average of all other Indigenous agencies combined, for reasons which are 

unclear. If Payukotayno is excluded, the average cost per child in care in Indigenous agencies 

falls to $62 but this is still $7 per child or over 12% per child more than costs incurred by 

mainstream agencies. This and the much higher proportion of children in care in Indigenous 

agencies leads to those agencies spending a much greater proportion of their spending on 

maintenance to the detriment of operational activities. Maintenance costs total $86m for the 

nine Indigenous agencies while their total expenditures are $169m, i.e. which is 51% of total 

spending. For nine Mainstream agencies with total expenditures of $458m, these costs total 

$135m or only 29% of total spending.  
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The costs of providing child in care funds due to the exceptional needs of children and the cost 

of providing care outside of the child’s community may be the cause of the higher proportion of 

funding expended for the care of children in care. This might explain why Indigenous agencies 

feel they are always under pressure to fund their operations.   

 

TABLE 9: AVERAGE COST OF BOARDING RATE PAYMENTS AND CLIENT EXPENDITURES PER 

CHILD IN CARE 

Agency 2013-2014  2014-2015  2015-2016  2016-2017   4 years  

Native CFS of Toronto  95 88 81 78 86 

Dilico 60 53 47 49 52 

Weechi 61 61 62 63 62 

Anishinaabe 50 49 47 56 51 

Tikinagan 63 58 60 63 61 

Payukotayno 127 116 136 120 125 

Average Indigenous 76 71 72 72 73 

Average Less Payukotayno 66 62 59 62 62 

Dufferin 61 58 56 58 58 

Waterloo 62 57 58 65 61 

Simcoe Muskoka 60 53 54 59 57 

Jewish 92 75 63 65 74 

CAS Toronto 75 70 78 77 75 

Sudbury Manitoulin 68 59 40 38 51 

Thunder Bay 58 55 51 51 54 

Nipissing Parry Sound 59 61 59 44 56 

St Thomas Country of Elgin 39 38 36 40 38 

Huron Perth 49 48 47 50 49 

Brandt 36 33 34 34 34 

Average Non-Indigenous 
Agencies 60 55 52 53 55 

 Average all Less Payukotayno     58     54     51            52        54 

Source: Derived from OMYCS Child in Care Expenditures 
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Observations on the Strengths of the current model 
 

1. Funding is partially tied to the external factors (socio-economic factors), which reduces 

incentives for CASs to maximize volumes of higher cost services – e.g. foster care. 

2. Flexibility to move funding around in different streams/priority areas; however, 

flexibility may be constrained as the overall funding for Indigenous child well-being 

societies is inadequate.  

3. Reinvesting budget savings from the reduction of children in care into service 

improvements (for example, hiring more front-line workers to keep reasonable 

caseloads, more programming). 

4. Some funding for customary care.  
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Observations on the Weaknesses of the Current Model 
 

1. The 1965 Agreement has never been formally reviewed by INAC and the Province of 

Ontario. Moreover, there is the concern that the agreement is bilateral, not tripartite, 

since First Nations were not a signatory to this agreement.  

2. The child welfare funding envelope has remained unchanged for the past six years. 

Redistributing the fixed funding amount under the new model results in some CASs 

experiencing downward allocation adjustments.  

3. The deficit relief introduced at the start of the model was not added to the base, leaving 

agencies who had experienced historical deficits with a structural deficit. 

4. There are still many mainstream agencies who provide services to Indigenous children. 

One third of all reimbursements annually go to mainstream CASs, whereas Indigenous 

societies are best positioned to deliver culturally appropriate services to Indigenous 

communities. 

5. There needs to be a model that focuses on investing in lower cost services and 

alternatives to bringing children into foster and group care. The model suggested in 

CPSCW (2011a), for example, does not recommend any volume-based adjustments for 

agencies. 

6. Remoteness: The 2011 Census provides information on the size of the catchment areas 

in square kilometers for each CD. The ministry mapped each society to their CD(s) and 

calculated the land area (in square kilometers). How does this capture remoteness? 

Compare this to the remoteness adjustment in Manitoba, which is 5% of funded 

salaries, benefits and operating costs for agencies north of the 53rd parallel and for 

southern remote and isolated communities (though this is still considered insufficient 

for some agencies). 

7. There is limited or no prevention funding built into the model. Indigenous child welfare 

agencies are typically forced to provide prevention services from their Child welfare 

funding allocation. In order for Indigenous child well-being societies to deliver culturally 

appropriate services, an increase in the overall funding envelope for Child Welfare is 

required.  

8. There is no provision for annual inflation. 

9. The new allocations were built on the original agency “approved allocations” from 

October 2012, before acknowledgement and funding of additional eligible costs incurred 
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that year. This resulted in some agencies that were supposed to get increases, actually 

receiving less money the following year, even after accounting for the phase-in of +2%. 

Because they received less funding in 2013-14, many were likely to have laid off staff 

only to re-hire them next year as funding levels gradually increased under the model 

(OACAS, 2014b). 

10. The model did not provide for transitional funding to cover labour adjustment costs. 

11. The use of three years of historical service data for volume-based factors and case 

weights cannot effectively determine budget allocations for newly designated 

Indigenous child well-being societies and societies transferring services.  

12. Socio-economic indicators fail to take into consideration the specific population needs 

and factors of Indigenous communities, i.e. the special conditions that make cases 

involving Indigenous families and children more complex and more time-consuming 

compared to non-indigenous cases, such as: remoteness, high levels of poverty, alcohol 

and substance abuse, suicides, incarceration rates, unemployment rates, a lack of 

housing and low education rates. These adverse conditions together with the lack of 

access to locally based social services necessitate broader services and higher levels of 

intrusion of child protection agencies. 

13. There is no system to weigh risk and complexity for allotting case carrying files.  

14. The model is relying on the outdated National Household Survey (NHS) data for 

population and household statistics. Many Indigenous people do not complete tax 

returns or participate in censuses or register children with birth certificates, therefore 

INAC data does not provide a complete picture of the size of both the on-reserve and 

off-reserve Indigenous population.  

15. There is minimal funding available to address the current changes in legislation to 

provide child welfare services to youth aged 16 -18. 

16. Indigenous agencies allocate a much higher proportion of their budgets to costs for the 

care of children in care than mainstream agencies. 
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The Local Needs Based Model 
 

The Local Needs Based Model (LNBM) was proposed by the Commission to Promote 

Sustainable Child Welfare, Ontario 2010-2012 to determine funding allocations among non-

Indigenous children’s aid societies. It is a hybrid model primarily driven by population needs. It 

contains, however, some aspects of volume or cost-based funding ‘to reflect agency-specific 

circumstances, an activity-based component to address activity that is not influenced by local 

population needs and an eligibility component for adoption and legal custody subsidies’ 

(CPSCW, 2012 p.41). It is driven essentially by calculations of local need based on the following 

‘population’ factors: 

• the number of children aged 0 to 15;  

• the proportion of families with children that fall below the after‐tax Low Income Measure 

(poverty measure).  

• teenage pregnancies as a share of all females aged 15 to 19;  

• population density;  

• rurality (a composite measure of settlement patterns which was originally developed by 

Ontario's Ministry of Health and Long‐Term Care); and 

• the proportion of Aboriginal children and youth in the community (CPSCW, 2012, p.42). 

 

The score of each agency for its local needs would be arrived at by incorporating the above 

variables as independent variables in a regression analysis that used agency expenditures per 

census child as the dependent variable. The larger the impact of these variables on agency 

spending per child, the bigger the score and the larger the share of the agency in the total 

expenditure envelope (see Appendix 2 for a review of the use of regression analysis in child 

welfare in Canada).  

 

The precise amount of funding per agency would be arrived at in six steps: 

1. The first step would be to derive aggregate total expenditures for the previous year for all 

Ontario CASs. 

2. From this would be removed what are called pre-formula adjustments, not related to 

local population size and needs. Examples include lease and mortgage costs and extended 

care and maintenance payments to older youths. 

3. The Local Needs Based Score would then be applied to each CAS.  

4. Pre-formula adjustments would then be added back to each CAS. 

5. The resulting sum would then be calculated as a proportionate share of 1. 
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6. Post-formula adjustments would then be added on. These are made at the discretion of 

the Ministry and cover items such as community capacity building agencies do not have 

to reduce expenditures in other areas in order to provide out of home child costs. 

 

Example of Local Needs applied to Prevention Funding 
 

We do not have the socio-economic data required to undertake a proper analysis of the local 

needs approach but using available socio-economic data in the existing model, we can 

demonstrate how it might be used for the funding of Prevention activities by Indigenous 

agencies.  

 
TABLE 10: APPLYING LOCAL NEEDS TO PREVENTION FUNDING MODEL 

*Kina Gbezhgomi, Kununwanimano and Akwesasne did not have information available 

 

Table 10 allocates any new Prevention funding according to weights assigned to local needs, 

using low income families, lone parent families and the number of Indigenous children as 

proxies for local needs. It gives a weight of 50% to low income families, recognizing the 

importance of poverty as a driver of child welfare problems. Lone parent families, which might 

help explain the prevalence of neglect, are assigned a weight of 25% and the number of 

Indigenous children, the population at risk, is also given a weight of 25%. Applying the weights 

to the data and adding them up gives the column ‘Total Weight’. It is the contribution of each 

agency to this total that would determine each agency’s share of Prevention funding WITHIN 

the budget for Indigenous agencies only. Thus Toronto Native CFS would receive 31% of total 

Prevention funding assigned to indigenous agencies, Dilico 21%, Tikanagan 24% etc. The 

weights can be changed and the variables can be made more sophisticated but this is the 

proposed methodology and it completely separates Prevention funding for Indigenous agencies 

from that of mainstream agencies. 

 

Low-

Income 

Families 

Weight 

25% 

Lone 

Parent 

Families 

Weight 

25% 

# of 

Indigenous 

Children 

Weight 

50% Weight % 

Native CFS Toronto 5,968 1,492 5,197 1,299 3,870 1,935 4,726 23.1% 

Dilico 2,639 660 4,451 1,113 4,980 2,490 4,263 20.9% 

Weechi-it-te-win 494 124 589 147 1,626 813 1,084 5.3% 

Anishinabe 857 214 1,022 256 2,339 1,170 1,639 8.0% 

Tikanagan 2,372 593 2,828 707 8,736 4,368 5,668 27.7% 

Payukoyayno 714 179 1,162 291 5,187 2,594 3,063 15.0% 

Total 13,044 3,261 15,249 3,812 26,738 13,369 20,442 100.0% 
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Cost Sharing Between Ontario and INAC Under the 1965 
Agreement 
 

The way in which cost sharing under the 1965 Agreement between Ontario and INAC for child 

welfare costs was arrived at is described in the Canadian Human Rights Tribunal Report of 

January 26, 2016, pages 77-78 (CHRT, 2016a). According to evidence presented to the CHRT by 

the Manager of Social Programs in INAC’s Ontario Regional Office, Mr. Phil Digby, cost sharing 

was based on social assistance rates on First Nations in Ontario versus rates off-reserve viz:  

“The cost-sharing formula is set out at clause 3 of the 1965 Agreement and is based on 

two elements: the “per capita cost of the Financial Assistance Component of the 

Aggregate Ontario Welfare Program provided to persons other than Indians with 

Reserve Status in Ontario”; and, the “per capita cost of the Financial Assistance 

Component of the Aggregate Ontario Welfare Program provided to Indians with 

Reserve Status in Ontario” (Clause 220). 

[Clause 221] According to Mr. Digby, social assistance is the area where there was the best data 

that gave a good proxy for the proportionate share of costs and relative share of costs in First 

Nations communities vis-à-vis the rest of Ontario. As of 2011-12, the average cost of providing 

social assistance to persons living off-reserve was approximately $200. For First Nations living 

on-reserve it was about $1,200. Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada’s 

(AANDC) share of the costs is calculated by taking 50% of the average cost of providing social 

assistance to persons living off-reserve (200 x 0.50 = 100) and dividing it by the average cost of 

providing social assistance to persons living on-reserve (100/1200 = 0.0833); subtracting the 

average cost of providing social assistance to persons living off-reserve from the average cost of 

providing social assistance to persons living on-reserve (1200 – 200 = 1000) and dividing that 

amount by the average cost of providing social assistance to persons living on-reserve 

(1000/1200 = 0.8333); and then, adding those two numbers together to arrive at the cost-

sharing ratio (0.0833 + 0.8333 = 0.9166). Pursuant to these numbers, AANDC paid 

approximately 92% of the eligible costs under the 1965 Agreement in 2011-12. According to 

Mr. Digby, the 1965 Agreement cost-sharing formula recognizes the higher per capita costs of 

providing social assistance to First Nations on-reserves and AANDC’s agreement to take the 

financial responsibility for these additional costs. 
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The formula arrived at, which would cover reimbursement of Ontario for all the social programs 

covered by the 1965 Agreement can, therefore, be expressed as follows: 

 

𝐴𝐶𝑟 − 𝐴𝐶𝑜

𝐴𝐶𝑟
+

(
𝐴𝐶𝑜

2 )

𝐴𝐶𝑟
 

 

where ACr is the average cost of providing social assistance to persons living on-reserve and  

 

ACo is the average cost of providing social assistance to persons living off-reserve, which can be 

reduced to:  

𝐴𝐶𝑟 − 0.5𝐴𝐶𝑜

𝐴𝐶𝑟
 

 

It follows from this formula that if social assistance rates off-reserve rise, relative to those on-

reserve, then reimbursements of the Province by INAC will actually fall. For instance, if off-

reserve rates in the CHRT example were to rise to $400 while those on-reserve stayed 

unchanged, then INAC reimbursements would fall to: 

 

[1200 − 0.5(400)]

1200
𝑥 100 = 83.33% 

 

If the gap between on and off-reserve rates were to equalize, as is suggested by the following 

statement:  

 

 “The OW (Ontario Works) program is a Provincial Government regulated program 

which provides financial and employment assistance to people in financial need. The 

Rates, the Acts and the Regulations are consistent across Ontario whether one applies 

on a First Nation, a city or a municipality” (Curve Lake First nation, 2017), 

then the per cent reimbursable by INAC would fall to: 

 

[1200 − 0.5(1200)]

1200
𝑥 100 = 50.00% 

 

It follows from this that the proportion of expenditure on child welfare that INAC reimburses 

Ontario is actually a function of relative social assistance rates on and off-reserve in Ontario and 

will vary according to those relative rates.  
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Based on the formula used now: 

 

• The federal government recognizes that costs for social programs on-reserve are higher 

than those off-reserve; 

• The 1965 reimbursement formula is based on social assistance costs, not child welfare 

costs. The program requirements for child welfare and social assistance are significantly 

different; 

• The Province would experience a decrease in the amount that they would receive from 

the Federal government through the cost sharing formula if they raised off-reserve social 

assistance rates relative to the rates on-reserve; 

• To maintain the current percentage of the cost sharing agreement, the Province has to 

keep a ratio between social assistance rates on-reserve to those off-reserve. This is not an 

appropriate basis for seeking reimbursement of child welfare expenditures.  

 

In written submissions to The Canadian Human Rights Tribunal, a number of immediate 

remedies to address the Ontario child welfare sector were identified. These are summarized in 

full in the First Nations Child and Caring Society of Canada and are as follows: 

 

Provision of the new financial resources for First Nations agencies across Canada as set 

out in the INAC 2012 presentation [(Johnston, 2012)] in the amount of $109 million 

nationally per annum plus the 3 per cent inflation adjustment applied retroactively to 

2012.  

Immediately update the schedule of the 1965 Indian Child Welfare Agreement to include 

the current provisions of child welfare statutes ensuring statutory requirements such as 

covering the costs of band representatives and prevention services. 

Make a commitment to convene a tripartite review of the 1965 Indian Welfare 

Agreement in consultation with the Chiefs of Ontario and First Nations child and Family 

service agencies in Ontario. INAC must provide sufficient funds for this review including 

funds for experts and consultation with, and meaningful participation by, the Chiefs of 

Ontario, First Nations and First Nations child and family service agencies. INAC must also 

make a public commitment to implement the recommendations of such a review in a 

timely manner consistent with the best interests of children. 

Fund agency building renovations by qualified contractors where facility conditions pose 

a health and safety hazard. Additional costs related to capital will need to be addressed 

in the tripartite review, and  

Fund the development of culturally based practice standards and programs. (2016b, p.2) 
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Observations regarding the Cost Sharing between Ontario 
and INAC the 1965 Agreement 

 

1. The 1965 Agreement is outdated and does not seem to fully support the current 

prevention approaches in child welfare.  

 

2. The 1965 Agreement has a funding reimbursement ratio that is dependent on the 

funding decisions and levels of funding provided to provincial government programs 

other than child welfare and this may have a negative impact on the dollar amount for 

the starting point of a funding envelope for Indigenous communities and child welfare 

agencies.  

 

3. The findings of the Canadian Human Rights Commission and the TRC both indicate that 

historical policies and practices have led to discriminatory funding practices, and it is for 

this reason that a very thorough analysis of this funding mechanism needs to take place, 

as was directed by the Canadian Human Rights Commission.  

 

4. On August 14, 2017, the federal and provincial governments along with the Ontario 

Chiefs and First Nations Social Services representatives met to discuss the federal 

government’s commitment to fully reform First Nations child and family services in 

Ontario, and the child and family services component of the 1965 Agreement. The intent 

of the reform initiative was identified as prioritizing prevention services and supporting 

First Nations-led institutions that build on community strengths and support children to 

grow up in safe healthy environments, with a secure and personal cultural identity. The 

goal of this reform was to reduce the number of children in care, and better health, 

education and economic outcomes. 

 

5. The Ontario government identifies the Ontario Indigenous Children and Youth Strategy 

as the vehicle to transforming child and youth services, how they are governed, 

designed and delivered.  

 

6. The commitment to revise the 1965 Agreement now seems to be acknowledged by all 

levels of government,  

 

7. There is a very broad intention of reform which is to move from an intervention-based 

approach of apprehension and protection, to prevention-based approaches to 
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community, families and children’s rights and well-being, but as yet details of the 

process and the parameters of the initiative are not within the public domain.  

 

8. There is also not an acknowledgement that the amount of the funding envelope for First 

Nations communities and First Nations Child welfare agencies is inadequate. 

 

9. The intent of this initiative could have a significant impact on the framework and 

funding strategy for Indigenous communities and service providers.  

 

10. Recognizing that a continuum of services to address better health, education, and 

economic outcomes is vital, and so is the recognition that a continuum of services is 

required for the protection of children and the prevention of harm to children. Areas to 

address in the development of a prevention approach can be found in Appendix 3.  
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Comparison of Funding Models  
 

British Columbia, Manitoba and Alberta  
 
Many Canadian jurisdictions have been involved in the development of new funding models for 

child welfare, and or the refinement of funding models that have been in place. There is no 

other Canadian jurisdiction that works with the federal government with an agreement like the 

1965 Agreement.  

 

In a number of jurisdictions the federal government’s Enhanced Prevention Focused Approach 

has been applied, while some still operate with historical approaches like Directive 20-1. In 

Manitoba, First Nations agencies have jurisdiction on and off-reserve, and operate with a 

harmonized funding model that was developed through a tripartite negotiation process, 

involving the First Nations Agencies and Authorities, the Federal Government and the Provincial 

Government.  

 

A summary of the details of the approaches in British Columbia, Manitoba, and Alberta is 

presented in Appendix 1. There are many similarities in the funding approach of these 

provinces, with some notable differences in the methodologies as to how the revenue is 

calculated Some jurisdictions have started to address prevention programming, services to 

youth 18 to 21, and permanency. The treatment of costs for children who need an out of home 

placement in some jurisdictions is different. In Ontario these costs are included in the funding 

allocation that the agencies get. In other jurisdictions the Federal government will pay the 

actual expenditures for costs for children in care and agencies do not have to reduce 

expenditures in other areas in order to provide out of home child costs. 
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Observations on the Strengths of Other Funding Models  
 

1. Agencies receive distinct core funding for positions that are essential to the operations of 

an agency.  

2. Child in care costs are actual costs and they are paid from a separate stream of funding. 

3. A province wide wage scale is used that allows for wage parity, and revenues are 

generated according to the average salaries of a provincial wage scale. 

4. Each of these provinces has received federal prevention funding for a number of years 

5. For the costs of technology some of the jurisdictions provide for the monthly on-going 

costs of the technology. 

6. In one jurisdiction Indigenous agencies operate on and off reserve, with a defined funding 

model that was developed by a Joint Working Group represented by the federal 

government, the provincial government and the Indigenous Leadership. 

7. In one of the models there is recognition that the size of an agency needs to be taken into 

account when determining core budget requirements. 

8. In some of the models Prevention workers are distinct from protection workers and a 

ratio of 1 Family Enhancement worker for every 20 families who would benefit from 

prevention or family preservation services is funded. 
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Additional Observations on the Ontario Funding Model 
 

The Financial Foundation for Indigenous Agencies is not Adequate 
 

1. Many jurisdictions are experiencing similar challenges with the funding of child welfare 

services for Indigenous agencies: this has been well documented in all of the external 

Commissions, the Canadian Human Rights Tribunal Decision, and reports that are 

described earlier in this report. 

2. Increases in the number of families, children and youth needing services, the number of 

children who need an out of home safe placement, the rising costs of services and the 

number of complex cases, all require a service response that is more than jurisdictions 

have allocated in their fiscal frameworks.  

3. In Ontario there has been a long history of budgets being flat lined, followed then by 

growth in funding, followed again by flat-lining as governments decide that the level of 

expenditures is too high and cannot be sustained. Information we received would 

indicate that this has been a pattern since the 1980’s. 

4. Expenditure growth over the years has been affected by a number of factors. Some of 

these are: 

• increases in the number of children in care and the cost of out of home care and 

treatment resources; 

• the increase in the number of children, youth and families who experience 

complex needs; 

• the costs of legal services; 

• increased requirements for forensic approaches requiring more time and expert 

participation in the investigative process; 

• changes in system wide standards; 

• changes in the definition of children in care; 

• changes in the source of the funding envelope, as evidenced by Ontario municipal 

governments in 1997/98 when they ceased to provide services and funding for 

child welfare; 
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• the continuous and increased social and economic needs experienced by 

Indigenous communities including cost of living and the cost of travel in northern 

and isolated communities; and 

• responses to significant reviews and inquiries which take resources and 

reprioritizes them to address a variety of external recommendations. 

 

5. The Ontario government entered into another period of restraint in the funding of child 

welfare in 2012/2013 when a new funding model was introduced. This new model made 

the assumption that the total funding currently in the system was adequate to attend to 

all of the child welfare needs, for mainstream agencies and for Indigenous agencies. A 

system wide funding model was implemented, even though many recommendations at 

the time were that there should be a distinct and different funding model designed for 

Indigenous agencies.  

6. The funding model was based on the legacy of expenditures and funding that existed in 

the system, with an added one time only allocation to cover the costs of those agencies 

that had accumulated deficits. The amount of this deficit relief was not added to the 

base of the funding envelope. This resulted in a false sense of relief for agencies. 

Agencies would not have had to carry historical deficits but those agencies with deficits 

would have had to make major adjustments and reductions to their programs and 

expenditures in order to comply with reduced allocations in the years going forward.  

 Today, the Ontario system as a whole has agencies with surpluses and agencies with 

deficits. When examining the total expenditures, the sector looks as if it is financially 

healthy and managing with the current level of funding and that the envelope is in fact 

adequate. With closer scrutiny it is evident that this is not so for all agencies, and for 

some of the Indigenous agencies deficits continue, and the pressure to balance budgets 

is causing serious programmatic and accountability issues. 

7. The Ontario government made a decision to implement a cap on the size of the funding 

reduction and the funding increase that agencies would be able to have during the first 

five years of the implementation of the new budget, regardless of the impact of the 

transfer of files or the volumes that the agencies were experiencing. The rationale for 

this, as we understand it, was that this was considered to be a reasonable variation in 

funding to an agency and this would ensure stability within the system. 
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  While this mitigation advantaged some agencies, the Indigenous agencies were 

operating from an ongoing structural deficit and at the same time they were undergoing 

changes due to the restoration initiatives that were underway, increasing their 

responsibilities and programming. The funding model provided for a maximum annual 2 

per cent increase for a total of 10 per cent over five years for Indigenous agencies. 

8. Indigenous agencies in Ontario have not benefited from the federal government’s 

approach with the Enhanced Prevention Funding or the immediate relief rulings of the 

Canadian Human Rights Tribunal.  

 Since 2007, other jurisdictions have worked with the federal government to implement 

the new funding scheme referred to as the Enhanced Prevention Funding Approach. 

Ontario has continued to use the 1965 Agreement and it is recognized that this 

agreement has not been updated and is no longer relevant for today’s needs. In May of 

2016, the federal government made an overture to the Ontario government in order to 

invest more financial resources for Indigenous agencies in Ontario, in response to the 

decision of the Canadian Human Rights Tribunal.  

 

 The federal government set out to address the issue of immediate relief for child 

welfare agencies by allocating $5,830,000 to Ontario for prevention services for the 

fiscal year 2016-2017. This would require the Ontario government to expend a total of 

$6,235,000 in order to use the 1965 cost sharing agreement as the mechanism for the 

disbursal of the funding. The federal government indicated that the funds could be used 

for general funding increases across all current service providers or specific funding 

increases to address existing service gaps in the areas of greatest need. The federal 

government indicated to Ontario that they were also looking forward to discussions on 

Jordan’s Principle, planning a review of the 1965 Agreement, and reforms to address 

band representation and other considerations raised by the Canadian Human Rights 

Tribunal.  

 

9. The immediate relief measure for Ontario from 2016-2017 to 2021 provides a funding 

envelope that starts at $5.8M and increases to $59M as set out by the federal 

government (see Table 11). In 2016/2017 Ontario received one of the lowest allocation 

of $195 per Head of Child Population as compared to other jurisdictions that range from 

$207 to $830 per head of child population and at the end of the five years Ontario ranks 

fourth in terms of allocation out of seven jurisdictions. Unfortunately, a reliable 
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comparison is very difficult to develop as the methodology for the determination of the 

funding allocation, and the starting point, are not transparent or readily available. 

 

  TABLE 11: IMMEDIATE RELIEF BY REGIONS 2016-2017 TO 2020-2021 

Source: INAC Submission to the CHRT May 2016 
*Population data based on 2012 estimates 
**BC numbers adjusted for prior year's transitional funding 

 

10. On June 2, 2016, in a letter from the Ontario provincial government to the federal 

government, Ontario acknowledges that there are modest prevention investments that 

the federal government has made in the past and that the 1965 Agreement has been 

the vehicle for this to happen.  

 

  Ontario expresses concerns about using the 1965 Agreement for immediate relief 

funding as they do not feel that the 1965 Agreement adequately aligns with Ontario’s 

legislative framework and associated policy directions regarding social and health 

services for Indigenous children, youth and families, including child welfare prevention, 

protection and mental health. Ontario suggests that the federal funding could be aligned 

with four of their strategies, these being Ontario Indigenous Children and Youth 

Strategy, The Indigenous Family Well-Being program, the Ontario First Nations Health 

Action Plan, and the Journey Forward: Commitment to Reconciliation with Indigenous 

Peoples. On June 2, 2016 Ontario concludes by indicating that they want to find an 

alternative interim arrangement, which will set the stage for discussion over the next 

year for a new, comprehensive and outcomes focused tripartite funding arrangement.  

Province 

Population* 

(0-18 Years) 

Immediate Relief $‘000 Per Head of Child Population 

2016 - 2017 5 Years to 2021 2016-2017 5 Years to 2021 

Ontario 29,865 5,833 59,158 195 1,981 

Quebec 12,012 9,965 68,092 830 5,669 

Atlantic 8,248 3,950 25,831 479 3,132 

Manitoba 36,166 7,495 51,214 207 1,416 

Saskatchewan 28,524 7,471 51,049 262 1,790 

Alberta 28,673 17,681 120,818 617 4,214 

BC** 17,679 5,311 34,015 300 1,924 
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 Initially, the federal allocation of resources for immediate relief was identified to go 

through Ontario child welfare agencies. The Canadian Human Rights Tribunal found that 

child welfare agencies have been underfunded and discriminated against. In Ontario this 

funding was not distributed to agencies using the 1965 Agreement.  

 

 An alternate funding mechanism was used, and funds were distributed directly to 

Indigenous communities. Ontario Indigenous agencies have articulated their funding 

pressures over the years and addressing these as well as having all of the partners 

working together to have a community based prevention approach would strengthen 

the capacity of agencies and communities by addressing capacity issues, setting a 

stronger framework for the healing that is needed.  

 

 The immediate relief funding from the federal government was provided to Indigenous 

communities to fund the activities of Ontario’s Indigenous Children and Youth Strategy 

and the start-up costs for the Family Well-Being Program. 

 

11. In Ontario, child welfare agencies view their responsibilities to their communities and 

families as being paramount. Many of the agencies have developed strong partnerships 

and agreements with their communities and in some cases a very decentralized model 

for prevention programming is in place, with limited resources.  

 

  The opportunity to strengthen prevention and family preservation programming does 

exist within this decentralized model and it is regrettable that agencies were completely 

by-passed in the allocation of the immediate relief funding. 

 

The funding factors and the distribution approach do not support the 
funding needs of Indigenous agencies 
 

1. The following challenges, especially in remote First Nations communities, make cases 

involving Indigenous families and children more frequent and demanding compared to 

non-Indigenous cases:  

• remoteness,  

• high levels of poverty,  

• alcohol and substance abuse,  

• suicides,  

• incarceration rates,  
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• unemployment rates,  

• the lack of access to locally based social services 

 

2. Indigenous children represent only 2-3% of Ontario’s child population, but Indigenous 

children account for approximately 15% of the children in care and an even greater 

proportion of Crown Wards. In some smaller and more remote communities, the share 

of Indigenous children in care of CASs is a striking 30% (CPSCW, 2012).  

 

In a consultation held with KPMG in June 2017 our understanding is that KPMG (2017) may 

recommend that the a new funding model should take into consideration specific population 

needs and factors such as poverty, housing, addictions, number of children in household, young 

parent or single parent, complexity of cases, incremental work to include First Nation 

leadership and representatives in service delivery, repatriation, attending cultural events within 

the communities, funding for children and families to visit their First Nation communities for 

access, teachings of the Elders and loss of family or community Elders. 

 

The Indigenous Service Delivery Model is not adequately supported or 
funded by current laws, governance mechanisms and funding. 
 

1. The mandate and funding to address prevention and family preservation programs and 

supports are inadequate for Ontario Indigenous child welfare agencies. Jurisdictions, 

including Ontario, are struggling to define the mandate and scope of services of their 

child welfare sector. This affects the amount of funding and how funding is used. 

Indigenous Agencies in Ontario have not been provided with adequate funding to 

address prevention and family preservation approaches.  

2. Some jurisdictions, including Ontario, use a child welfare model that has a narrow 

definition of child welfare where child protection drives the majority of activity in the 

provision of services and the financial expenditures of the agency. This creates a 

problem for Indigenous Nations and communities. It is referred to as a Euro-Canadian 

model and does not work for Indigenous communities. Indigenous communities have 

the desire to keep families together, to keep children in their communities developing a 

strong attachment and identity with their family, community and with their Indigenous 

language, culture, traditions, and heritage.  

3. An approach which is focused more on building the health of a community, preventing 

children from coming into care, and preserving the family unit is one which Indigenous 

agencies have described to us as both a preferred service delivery model and one that 
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even with the limitations of the current funding model, is one that they endeavour to 

use. For the Indigenous service delivery model to be successful, a different method of 

generating the revenue for the funding model and a different distribution method need 

to be developed. 

4. Ontario is on the path to restore the jurisdiction of child welfare to Indigenous 

communities. Although it was not possible to secure a great deal of information about 

the process, the funding mechanisms and the scope of the work that is being 

undertaken, it would seem that the initiatives of the Indigenous Children and Youth 

Strategy and the move to create a new Indigenous funding model should be developed 

under one umbrella. The goals of the Strategy and the goals of child welfare agencies in 

Ontario are similar. 

Indigenous child welfare agencies are disadvantaged due to the lack of 
strong and comprehensive systemic and structural foundations.  
 

1. Poverty, a lack of adequate housing, substance abuse, intimate partner violence and 

mental health issues are the main reasons why children come to the attention of child 

welfare and require services.  

 In Indigenous communities these factors, and the issues associated with the “Sixties 

Scoop” have caused significant trauma for many families. Governments have now been 

held to account for the outcomes of past policies and practices, and have made some 

commitments for action. 

2. Indigenous communities have called for significant increases in resources in order to 

address the need for a full array of services and supports for the wellbeing of children 

and families.  

 It must be acknowledged that in order to change the current outcomes of children and 

families, more intense and comprehensive culturally appropriate approaches and 

community-based programs must be supported and adequately funded.  

3. Strong governance, supports and financial budgets for capacity building in local 

communities, with access to infrastructure funding for housing and buildings will help to 

provide for a stronger foundation for child welfare services. 

4. With nine Indigenous child welfare agencies now mandated, many children and families 

living on-reserve are served by an Indigenous agency. These agencies are working to 
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develop service delivery models that are in keeping with the traditions of their 

communities.  

5. At the same time, recruitment and retention of Indigenous staff is a priority that 

requires attention. Education and training programs need to be addressed specifically 

for Indigenous staff, and the issues of housing and wage parity are important to address.  
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Conclusion 
 
In our work in writing this report, it is very evident that in order for children of Indigenous 

heritage to live and grow up in their families and in their communities, the findings and 

recommendations of the multi-year investigations of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 

and the Canadian Human Rights Commission must be acted upon with urgency and immediacy. 

It is now acknowledged that Indigenous people have been discriminated against and suffered 

long lasting intergenerational harm due to the policies, practices and the law applied to them. 

Our recommendations regarding the current funding model regime in Ontario, call for the 

development of a distinct funding approach for Indigenous agencies, grounded in the vision of full 

restoration of child welfare services to Indigenous communities, and to Indigenous children and 

families on and off-reserve. The Commission to Promote Sustainable Child Welfare recommended 

this in 2011, and our work on this report supports the research done by the Commission when 

they called for a separate approach to be developed and implemented for designated Indigenous 

agencies. The premise in the current funding model for Ontario is that funding is adequate, and 

that the use of the two factors, socio-economic factors, and volume factors, would help to 

distribute the funds to the highest need areas. The use of the socio-economic factors has not had 

a significant positive impact for Indigenous agencies, and Indigenous agencies also expend a 

greater proportion of their budgets on maintenance of children in care, through spending on 

Boarding Rate payments and Client expenditures, leaving a smaller proportion available for agency 

operations. This has added to the financial pressures faced by Indigenous agencies. 

In developing a new and distinct funding model for Indigenous agencies, we recognize the 

imperative of having the three partners - the Indigenous Leadership, the federal government 

and the provincial government - working together with the technical advice of Indigenous 

agencies, to formulate a new model.  

We recognize that the inadequacies of the current funding model for Indigenous child welfare 

are not the only reasons for the high number of Indigenous children in care. There are several 

structural factors that in many ways drive the pressures on child welfare; poverty, insufficient 

and inadequate housing, addictions problems, including the opiate crisis, lack of employment 

and the lack of programs and services. These put enormous pressures on families, on youth and 

on children and need to be addressed as a matter of national urgency. There is, however, still 

an important role for child welfare in preventing children from being separated from their 

families and for this to be realized, the adequate funding of intensive programs of prevention, 

family enhancement and family reunification within an appropriate cultural framework is 

necessary. A new funding model for Indigenous child welfare agencies is essential if this goal is 

to be realized.



Appendices 
 

Appendix 1: Descriptions of Funding Models in Other Jurisdictions 

 
The essentials of the funding models of BC, Manitoba and Alberta are as follows: 

 

  British Columbia  Manitoba Alberta 

Agreement Directive 20-1  Enhanced Prevention Focused 
Approach  

Enhanced Prevention Focused 
Approach  

Date of 
Implementation 

1991 2010 2007 

Streams of funding Operations (including limited 
prevention measures)    Maintenance 

Operations        Maintenance         
Prevention 

Operations          Maintenance          
Prevention 

Program 
evaluation reports 

Representative for Children and 
Youth, 2017. Delegated Aboriginal 
Agencies How resourcing affects 
service delivery, March. 

INAC, June 2014. Implementation 
Evaluation of the Enhanced 
Prevention Focused Approach in 
Manitoba for the First Nations 
Child and Family Services Program 
Final Report, Evaluation, 
Performance Measurement, and 
Review Branch Audit and 
Evaluation Sector, June.  

INAC, 2010. Implementation 
Evaluation of the Enhanced 
Prevention Focused Approach in 
Alberta for the First Nations Child 
and Family Services Program, 
Evaluation, Performance 
Measurement, and Review Branch, 
Audit and Evaluation Sector, INAC, 
Ottawa, September.  

Number of First 
Nations Agencies 

23 Delegated Aboriginal Agencies 
(DAA’s). 

17 First Nations Child and Family 
Service Agencies (FNCFS agencies). 

17 Delegated First Nation Agencies 
(DFNAs). 
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Delegation There are three levels of delegation:   – 

Level C3: voluntary services, 
recruitment and approving foster 
homes (3 DAA’s). – Level C4: C3 
responsibilities + guardianship services 
for children in continuing care (11 
DAA’s). – Level C6: C4 responsibilities + 
full authority for child protection 
duties (currently 9 DAA’s). 

Fully mandated  Fully mandated. 

Who is receiving 
services? 

148 of the approximately 198 First 
Nation bands in B.C. are represented 
by agencies that either have, or are 
actively planning toward, delegation 
agreements to manage their own child 
and family services. 

First Nations families and children in 
all 63 First Nation communities in 
Manitoba. 

First Nations families and children in 
39 of the 48 First Nations in Alberta.  

What about First 
Nation communities 
not served by 
FNCFS agencies and 
members residing 
off-reserve? 

There are 84 reserves with no DDA’s 
or the agencies are not fully 
delegated, so the services are 
provided by the Ministry. Services to 
off-reserve Indigenous children and 
families are provided by either MCFD 
or a DAA. There are 3 DAA’s that 
provide services solely off-reserve. 

Agencies provide services to all 
members of their communities, 
regardless of place of residence (on- 
and off-reserve).  

The remaining 9 communities are 
serviced directly by the Province under 
the 1991 Alberta Administrative 
Reform Agreement. Off-reserve 
Indigenous children are serviced by 
the Province. 

Devolution n/a The Northern and Southern 
Authorities were established to 
mandate and supervise the work of 
FNCFS agencies. 

n/a 
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Where does the 
funding come from? 

In reserves where there is no DDA’s or 
the agencies are not fully delegated, 
INAC reimburses the province for the 
actual costs or an agreed-upon share 
of the maintenance costs for children 
in legal care, and for operational 
expenses. In case there is a DAA 
providing services to on-reserve 
children, INAC funds the services to 
eligible Status Indian children under 
Directive 1-20 (formulas differ 
according to the delegation level). 
Province funds all Indigenous children 
and families receiving services off-
reserve either through MCFD or a 
DAA.  

Authorities are funded by the 
Province. 15 FNCFS have funding 
arrangements with INAC. Agencies’ 

funding for core operations is financed 
60% by the Province and 40% by 
Federal government. This percentage 
split was based on the approximate 
division of CIC off and on-reserve at 
the time of model development. Since 
the agencies provide services both on 
and off-reserve, funding for protection 
is provided by both the Province and 
the Federal government with some 
differences in approaches. Two 
agencies – All Nations Coordinated 
Response (ANCR), and the Animikii 
Ozoson CFS are fully funded by the 
Province.  

When province provides services to 
communities where there are not First 
Nations agencies under the 1991 
Alberta Administrative Reform 
Agreement, it is reimbursed by INAC. 

Intake and 
Investigation 
Services 

On-reserve, First Nations agencies are 
funded 10% on DSW salaries (FE, 
Placement, Case Workers and 
Supervisors) to address intake.  

Manitoba has the 13 Designated 
Intake Agencies (DIA’s) that are 
funded by the Province. DIA’s are 
responsible for receiving referrals and 
requests for service, and they do not 
manage cases. ANCR is funded 
separately to do all Intake in the City 
of Winnipeg.  
 
On-reserve, First Nations agencies 
provide the intake and after hours 
emergency functions. Agencies are 
funded 10% on DSW salaries (FE, 
Placement, Case Workers and 
Supervisors) to address intake.  
 

On-reserve, First Nations agencies are 
funded 7.75% on DSW salaries (FE, 
Placement, Case Workers and 
Supervisors) to address intake.  
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Funding Model 
Assumptions  

   

Operations       

% CIC 6% 7%  6%  

Number of multiple 
problem families 

20% of families are multiple problem 
families. Model assumes 3 children 
per family on average.  

20% of families are multiple problem 
families that require prevention 
services. Model assumes 3 children 
per family on average.  

20% of families are requiring 
prevention services. Model assumes 3 
children per family on average.  

Remoteness No general provision for remoteness. 
However, for Board - Additional 
funding can be provided to address 
remoteness and/or multi-site 
agencies.  

5% of funded salaries, benefits and 
operating costs for agencies north of 
the 53rd parallel and for southern 
remote and isolated communities. 

 ⏤ 

Agency sizes Reduction in core is applied to 
agencies serving population less than 
800 children. There are 15 levels for 
gradual scaling. 

Small, Medium and Large. Sizes are 
assigned based on the 0-18 child 
population, the number of full-time 
employees, and the number of 
children in care (CIC) cases in the 
agency. 

⏤ 

Positions funded in 
core 

4 core positions for C6 delegation 
level. 

10, 11 to 15 FTE depending on the size 
of the agency. 

4 

Case managers 1 worker per 20 assumed CIC cases for 
Child Protection. 

1 worker per 20 assumed CIC cases for 
Child Protection. 

1 worker per 20 assumed CIC cases for 
Child Protection. 

Off hour emergency 
service. 
Intake and 
Investigation 
services.  

10% of total costs for direct delivery 
staff and supervisors. 

10% of direct delivery staff salaries. 7.75% of direct delivery staff and 
supervisors salaries (reduction from 
10%). 
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How does the 
model deal with 
cases that are not 
CIC (Open family 
cases)? 

Intake/investigation workers are 
funded to support cases that are not 
children in care. The calculation for 
the number of staff uses the multiple 
problem families count at a 1:40 ratio. 

INAC defines protection cases as 
children in care, so no workers are 
funded for open family cases in 
protection (only for prevention). 

Model funds 1 intake worker for every 
800 registered children and 1 
assessment/investigation workers for 
every 800 registered children, 
however this funding is specifically for 
workers to support cases that are not 
CIC. 

Salary scales The salaries are based on the mid-
range of the provincial salary scale on 
April 5, 2015. 

Funding for salaries is based on 
provincial comparability. Province is 
using 2013/14 Manitoba Government 
and General Employees' Union 
(MGEU) salary scales to fund salaries.  

Funding is based on 2014/2015 
provincial salaries. 

Administrative 
overhead - includes 
rent (mortgage 
payments) / IT / 
supplies / heat / 
hydro / janitorial 
services / 
telephone, etc. 

15% of the total salaries and benefits. 15% of salaries and benefits + 
$110/FTE a month 

15% of total salaries and benefits. 

Travel $11,500 per direct service worker 
annually (including the support 
workers), supervisors and agency ED.  

$11,500/FTE $11,000 per direct worker, 
supervisors, and the agency director. 

Training $2000/FTE (includes travel associated 
with training). 

$2,000/FTE (includes travel associated 
with training). 

$2000/FTE (includes travel associated 
with training). 

Prevention     

Prevention workers Limited prevention measures are 
included in operations funding. 
Support workers are calculated 
based on ratio of 1:30 problem 
families. 

1 Family Enhancement Worker per 
20 families. Plus, ‘Resource 
Development’ worker depending 
on the size of the agency (1.0, 1.5, 
2.0 FTE). 

1 worker for every 20 multiple 
problem families 
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Service Purchase $175/child Originally $30 was allocated for legal 
expenses in operations, and $100 for 
family enhancement.  
Now the service purchase has been 
increased from $130 to $175 per child 
(0-18 On-Reserve Population).  
 
Province provides $2,100 per family 
for prevention and $1,300 per 
protection family case. 

$175/child (increase from $100).  

Other     Province provides some additional 
funding for prevention and early 
intervention programs such as after 
school and hot-lunch programs to 18 
First Nations ($1.7 million).  

Maintenance Under Directive 20-1, INAC covers 
actual maintenance expenses for 
children in out of home care. There is 
no formula for paying Maintenance. 
Rates to be paid are those authorized 
by the province in its legislation. 

Under EPFA, maintenance is budgeted 
annually based on actual expenditures 
of the previous year. Rates to be paid 
are those authorized by the province 
in its legislation. Federal government 
reimburses non-medical eligible costs 
for Indian children ordinarily resident 
on-reserve taken into care by the 
agency with out-of-home placements 
being either on or off-reserve. 

Under EPFA, maintenance is budgeted 
annually based on actual expenditures 
of the previous year. Rates to be paid 
are those authorized by the province 
in its legislation. Federal government 
reimburses non-medical eligible costs 
for Indian children ordinarily resident 
on-reserve taken into care by the 
agency with out-of-home placements 
either on or off-reserve. 

Total operations 
and prevention 
funding received 
from INAC in 
2016/17 (including 
Immediate Relief) 

$41,279,694 $88,203,573 $56,032,086 



Appendix 2: The Use of Regression Analysis in Child Welfare Funding 
Models  
 

What follows is a brief review of a number of papers that attempt to find a relationship 

between agencies’ caseloads/number of child maltreatment investigations and a series of 

socio-economic independent variables. 

 

• Lefebvre et al. (2017) 

 

This paper set the goal of identifying the relationship between economic hardship and 

maltreatment for families and children by using data from the Ontario Incidence Study of 

Reported Child Abuse and Neglect-2013 (OIS-2013). One of the main questions it has attempted 

to answer is “Are children who live in families facing economic hardship more likely to be 

involved in a substantiated maltreatment investigation, controlling for key clinical and case 

characteristics?” 

 

It was found that after controlling for these characteristics, children living in families that faced 

economic hardships were almost 2 times more likely to be involved in a substantiated 

maltreatment investigation.  

 

After running the multiple logistic regression predicting substantiation of maltreatment4 in 

maltreatment investigations, the authors concluded that’ caregiver substance abuse, caregiver 

mental and physical health issues, type of maltreatment, previous substantiated maltreatment, 

home overcrowding, unsafe housing, and economic hardship’ are significant predictors of the 

substantiation of current maltreatment (p. 7).  

 

Indicator values were taken from workers’ assessments of cases. For example, in the case of 

home overcrowding, workers were asked to indicate whether they felt, in their clinical opinion, 

that the household was overcrowded. Economic hardship was approximated by the variable 

“Household Ran Out of Money for Food, Housing and/or Utilities”, the value was assigned by 

the workers investigating the case.  

 

It suggests that there needs to be a variable capturing lower socio-economic status of families 

and children.  

 

                                                        
4 A substantiated investigation indicates that the child was a victim of physical abuse, sexual 
abuse, neglect, emotional maltreatment, or exposure to intimate partner violence (IPV). 
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In general, Economic hardship can be estimated through the following indicators: 

• the unemployment rate (not unambiguous since low unemployment rates may disguise 

poverty) 

• child poverty (this indicator measures the proportion of children 17 years and under 

living in households where disposable income is less than 50 per cent of the median 

income of a given country), 

• Income related indicators, 

• High school dropout rates.  

 

• Sharma, R. (2008) 

 

This study attempted to select an optimum number of social indicators that provide maximum 

predictability of child welfare caseloads. The cross-sectional data for the analysis was pooled 

from the 1996 and 2001 censuses and covered 49 census divisions (counties/municipalities) in 

Ontario.  

 

The paper concluded that “the changes in child welfare caseload are strongly influenced by 

demographic, social and economic changes in Ontario” (p. 130).  

 

The study identified the risk factors that contribute to child abuse and neglect and thus increase 

caseloads for welfare agencies, and then found social indicators that can measure each one of 

the risk factors (see Table 12).  
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TABLE 12: RISK FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 

Risk Factors Social Indicators 

Domestic Violence • Crime rate in the community 

• Growth of common law unions 

Substance Abuse Alcohol-related death rate in the community 

Parental Depression Suicide rate 

Low Socio-economic Status (SES) • Proportion of population with less than grade 9 

education,  

• Proportion of workers in low-paying jobs,  

• Proportion of lone parents in low paying jobs 

Risk-taking Behaviour among Youth • Teenage birth rate 

• Percent of young offenders 

Infant Mortality Infant mortality 

Poor Early-School Bonding Poor performance on Ontario’s standardized Grade 3 

mathematics, reading and writing tests 

Poverty • Statistics Canada’s Low Income Cut-offs (LICOs),  

• Average income,  

• Percentage of income from government transfer 

payments, 

• Percentage of social assistance recipients 

Housing Insecurity • High average rent,  

• High average owner payments,  

• Higher percentage of renters,  

• Lower average number of rooms in a dwelling 

• Lower average number of bedrooms in a dwelling 

Demographic Structure • Size of the child population,  

• Number of common-law unions  

• Number of lone parents 

 

 

Many of the indicators in the Table cannot be used in one model as they will be statistically 

correlated with each other. 
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Two regression models were developed with 2 different dependent variables - investigations 

completed and children in care (note: CPSCW, 2011a uses agency expenditures as a dependent 

variable). 

 

According to the study, the following types of social indicators influence child welfare caseloads 

in Ontario (as per the final model): 

• Demographic (child population, visible minority, frequency of mobility of parents) 

• Housing (Average Bedrooms per Dwelling) 

• Economic (Sole Support Parents on Family Benefits, General Welfare Recipients) 

 

What indicators can best explain the variation in the dependent variable? 

 

For ‘investigations completed’ child population explains most of the variation (91.6%) followed 

by visible minority (2.3%), the low-income cutoffs (1.0%) and the percentage of movers within 

the last five years (1.0%).  

 

For ‘children in care’, child population again explained most of the variation (91.6%) indicating 

a strong demographic impact on child welfare caseload. In the next steps, the visible minority 

emerged significant (10.3%) followed by average number of rooms per dwelling (1.8%). 

 

According to the study, there are 2 main indicators that can be used to forecast child welfare 

caseload in Ontario - child population and low-income cut-offs (these indicators contributed the 

most in explaining variation in the dependent variables). 

 

• Fallon et al. (2016) 

 

The study looked at recurrence rates for cases closed at investigation and ongoing services, and 

concluded that higher recurrence rates were associated with agencies serving a higher 

proportion of individuals with lower income, a greater proportion of the Aboriginal population, 

and a greater proportion of lone parent families based on the Ontario data. 

 

• Fallon et al. (2013) 

 

“Final models revealed the proportion of investigations conducted by the child welfare agency 

involving Aboriginal children was a key single agency level predictor of the placement decision. 

Specifically, the higher the proportion of investigations of Aboriginal children, the more likely 

placement was to occur.” (p. 47) 
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• Trocmé, et al. (2005) 

 

This study also confirmed that First Nations children are at greater risk of being placed into 

care. When all blocks of independent variables are added in the regression, the probability of 

the child investigation resulting in a placement in child welfare care is 2.54 times greater for 

First Nations children compared to non-Aboriginal children.  

 

Schumaker (2012) arrived at a similar result: Aboriginal children had odds of placement almost 

two and half times those of non-Aboriginal children, OR = 2.48. 

 

• Cancian et al. (2010) 

 

This study finds that income levels are especially important in determining the likelihood of 

child maltreatment occurrences. 

 

“The fact that modest increases in income within an economically disadvantaged population 

reduced the risk of a screened-in report of child maltreatment suggests that child maltreatment 

prevention programs should pay explicit attention to the poverty experiences and economic 

hardships of the families that they serve.” (p. 14).  

 

Model recommended in the CPSCW (2011a) report of the Commission to Promote Sustainable 

Child Welfare under the Minister of Children and Youth Services in Ontario.  

 

Agency expenditure per census child is used as the dependent variable.  

Regression tests were used to determine the significant social and economic indicators of need 

that would later be included in the "Local Needs‐Based Score". This score, in combination with 

the actual child population in the community, could be used to determine the "proportionate 

share" of total available funding that should be allocated to each CAS. 

 

The factors included in the score are: 

• The number of children aged 0 to 15; 

• Low Income Measure (LIM) - half the median family Income; 

• Teenage pregnancy rate per 1000 females aged 15-19; 

• Population density that measures the average distribution of people across a CAS 

catchment area; 

• Rurality; 
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• The proportion of Aboriginal children and youth in the community to ensure 

appropriate funding to mainstream agencies that serve Aboriginal children and youth5. 

This Aboriginal factor is not part of the equation and is applied separately.  

 

All the factors were carefully chosen and capture demographic patterns, economic situation, 

risk-taking behavior among youth, remoteness and lack of services, and Aboriginal component. 

The variables were also tested to reduce the influence of multicollinearity. 

 

‘Measure of Rurality’ is a relative measure and can be in a way regarded as an approximation 

of remoteness and access to services. This measure was developed by Ontario's Ministry of 

Health and Long‐Term Care and it has 3 components:  

• Measure of community population and population density,  

• Measure of travel time to nearest basic referral centre,  

• Measure of travel time to nearest advanced referral centre.  

 

The measure of rurality does not cover Indian settlements and reserves since the Ontario 

Health Insurance Plan does not cover medical services provided on Indian Reserves (Kralj, 

2009).  

 

This does not present a problem since the Local Needs Based Score is not intended for 

Aboriginal CASs. The paper recommended a separate approach for funding designated 

Aboriginal CASs, so Aboriginal agencies would not compete with mainstream agencies for 

resources.  

 

“Inclusion of the designated CASs in the Local Needs Based Funding Model may have the effect 

of distorting the allocation results for mainstream CASs.” (CPSCW, 2011a, p. 16). 

 

The report made a recommendation that a separate sub‐envelope be identified for distribution 

to designated Aboriginal CASs with 85% of the total amount to be allocated to variable costs 

based on child population, the number of First Nations served, geography, household size and 

service volumes (p. 80). There would also need to be post‐formula adjustments made that 

support the use of customary care and family preservation services. 

 

                                                        
5 Aboriginal share factor: If an Agency that does not share its catchment area with a designated 
Aboriginal CAS has Aboriginal 0-15 population exceeding 5% of the catchment area’s total child 
population, then for this agency the Aboriginal share factor increases the agency’s child 
population by 25% of the total Aboriginal child population. 
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Importantly, the model did not recommend any volume-based adjustments for agencies.  

This model is worthy of consideration to replace the model currently in place.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Appendix 3: Glossary of Terms  
 
Association of Native Child and Family Service Agencies of Ontario (ANCFSAO) 
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Incorporated in 1994, the ANCFSAO has 11 mandated and non-mandated member agencies. 

The Association acts as a resource in assisting member agencies toward the provision of 

research, advocacy, education and training, and policy development. 

 

First Nations Children’s Aid Societies, Indigenous Agencies, Child Well-Being agencies  

The title of an agency that provides child welfare services to children, youth and families. These 

titles are currently being used simultaneously. They generally refer to agencies that provide 

both mandated and non-mandated child and family services as outlined in the Ontario Child 

and Family Services Act. 

 

Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies (OACAS) 

Incorporated in 1920, the OACAS promotes the welfare of children, youth and families through 

leadership, service excellence and advocacy. It provides advocacy and public relations, public 

education, training, information and knowledge management, and event planning. The 

Association is comprised of 45 Children’s Aid Societies and 3 Aboriginal organizations who are 

members. OACAS is governed by a voluntary board of directors. 

 

Prevention  

“Prevention” is a broad and widely used term in First Nations child and family services. It 

implies a series of methods and activities required to reduce the incidence of abuse and family 

violence, so children do not need to come into care. It is believed that prevention is most 

effective at the early stages of a child’s life. According to AANDC (2011), prevention services 

may also include family reunification where they assist in “the earlier and safe return of a child 

to their family” (p. 2). Based on the public health framework, Thomas et al. (2003) classified 

child abuse and neglect prevention programs into three levels that are also discussed in the 

CHRT 2 report (2016a) of the Canadian Human Rights Commission:  

 

Primary Prevention 

Primary prevention programs are aimed at the community as a whole. An example of primary 

prevention is the promotion of public awareness and education on healthy families. Primary 

prevention is sometimes referred to as “prevention in its common meaning” (Watchel, 1999).  

 

Secondary Prevention 

Secondary prevention programs are those that are targeted towards medium/high-risk families 

in which maltreatment is more likely. Some examples are: programs for teen parents, 

substance abuse treatment programs for mothers, prenatal nutrition programs, fetal alcohol 

syndrome or fetal alcohol effects support programs, aboriginal head start initiative, remedial 

schooling, anonymous counselling and referral, and support groups at transition points.  
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Tertiary Prevention 

Tertiary prevention programs are those that are targeted towards specific families in which 

abuse has already occurred. Some examples are: rehabilitative family services, intensive family 

services, family reunification services, respite services, intensive supervision of a child at risk 

while they remain in their family home. Instead of apprehending a child, tertiary prevention 

services promote “least disruptive measures” that try and mitigate the risks of separating a 

child from his or her family (CHRT, 2016a). Shangreaux (2004) recommends that tertiary 

prevention be funded through Child Maintenance as an alternative to placement of the children 

in care. 

 

Intervention 

According to the Cambridge Dictionary, to intervene means “to intentionally become involved 

in a difficult situation in order to improve it or prevent it from getting worse”.  

 

In the case of child and family services, “intervention” often implies “protective intervention” 

which occurs after suspected child maltreatment has been reported to child protection 

agencies. For example, Alberta Human Services describe intervention services as the services 

provided when there are concerns that a child or youth is being neglected or abused by their 

parent or guardian. Since a child may be separated from his or her family and placed into care 

as the result of such protective intervention, the term “intervention” often bears a negative 

connotation.  

 

Furthermore, in AANDC (2011) intervention is opposed to prevention: “It is also evident from 

the literature that, while a prevention approach is increasingly being adopted in many 

jurisdictions, in practice, there is still a greater emphasis on intervention than prevention; a fact 

that emphasizes the need to strengthen efforts in prevention.” (p. 20). 

 

However, apart from protective intervention in response to a child maltreatment case, the term 

“intervention” is used in many different ways: “least intrusive means of intervention”, “family-

centred intervention”, “intensive intervention”, “primary intervention” and so on, which 

suggests its broad meaning. Therefore, generally speaking “intervention” can imply a set of 

actions taken by agencies or other organizations to improve children’s well-being. 

 

 

Family Centred Services 

Family centred services focus on the family as the primary unit of attention. They involve 

children, parents, and other members of the family system to enhance parenting skills and help 



  
88 of 102 

families recover from neglect. Services are tailored to each family's circumstances and address 

the issues that resulted in the intervention by the child welfare system (DePanfilis, 2006). 

 

Family Preservation 

According to the Cambridge Dictionary, preservation means “the act of keeping something the 

same or of preventing it from being damaged.”  

 

The goal of family preservation services is to avoid the removal of a child, or to hasten a child’s 

return.  

 

Shangreaux (2004) divided family preservation services into the following three types:  

1. Rehabilitative family preservation services for families whose stability is  

 threatened by abuse and neglect;  

2. Intensive family preservation services for families that face the imminent  

 removal of a child;  

3. Family reunification services to prepare high-risk families for re-unification  

 where children have been taken into care temporarily through intensive   

 services.  

 

A worker is placed in the home for a couple of hours a day or even all day and night depending 

on the level of crisis providing home based services such as counselling, anger management, 

teaching practical skills and problem-solving techniques. For this kind of intensive intervention 

flexible scheduling (24 hours, 7 days per week availability) and small caseloads (3 - 4 families) 

are required.  

 

Family preservation programs are used as an alternate intervention of last resort, represent the 

highest level of intensity in family support services (Watchel, 1999) and are usually, but not 

always, delivered over the short term. Thus, family preservation can be described as the least 

disruptive approach and can be also classified as tertiary prevention.  

 

Nevertheless, Shangreaux (2004) recommends that family preservation services be brought in 

earlier to high-risk families rather than as a last resort, thereby applying these methods as part 

of secondary prevention.  

 

Shangreaux (2004) also notes that based on the studies from the USA, the provision of family 

preservation services does not noticeably reduce the number of children coming into care; 

however, the author expresses caution against using the single outcome measure of reducing 

the numbers of children in out of home care.  
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In this respect it is important to keep in mind that family preservation does not address the root 

causes of children coming into care – poverty (FNCFCS, 2013).  

 

Family Enhancement 

According to the definition given in the Cambridge Dictionary enhancement is “a change, or a 

process of change, that improves something or increases its value”.  

A review of the literature shows that family enhancement programs are harder to define 

narrowly, compared to, for example, family preservation programs discussed above. A lot 

depends on how agencies and their communities use Family Enhancement funds for programs 

provided under the Enhanced Prevention Focused Approach (EPFA) and what the 

responsibilities of Family Enhancement workers are in those communities.  

 

The Southeast CFS agency, in Manitoba, utilizes Family Enhancement funding “to detect 

problems before they impair the health and development of families and children” (Annual 

Report 2015-2016, p. 47). This funding is also intended to strengthen partnerships with other 

community service providers in order to promote the health and wellbeing of families (ibid.).  

 

Family Enhancement in Alberta is described as follows: “This program is the least intrusive level 

of support and provides an option for lower-risk families to prevent the need for protective 

services.” (Alberta Human Services, 2017). 

According to the definition available on the New Brunswick website, family enhancement 

programs are the services that intend “to engage the family, to enhance family functioning, to 

maintain the child’s security or development, and to support the family when a plan for the 

care of a child is developed and implemented.”  

 

The Family enhancement program run under the Child and Family Services of Western 

Manitoba (which is part of the General Child and Family Services Authority (GA)), is “short-term, 

voluntary, and focuses on the family’s strengths and resources”. It is offered to low–to 

moderate risk families (p. 9).  

 

Therefore, it can be concluded that generally family enhancement programming is aimed at low 

to medium risk families to prevent them becoming medium/high-risk families and can be 

classified as more of a primary and secondary prevention.  

 

Family Reunification 

Family reunification is a process of returning children in temporary out-of-home care to their 

families of origin through intensive family preservation services (Child Welfare Information 
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Gateway, 2011). The goal is to ensure that children return home in the shortest amount of time 

possible (Shangreaux, 2004). 

  

Least Disruptive Measures 

‘Least disruptive measures’ reflect secondary and tertiary prevention and they help mitigate the 

risks of separating a child from his or her family (Shangreaux, 2004). Provincial and territorial 

child welfare legislation requires that least disruptive measures be exhausted before a child is 

placed in care (CHRT, 2016a). They essentially reflect family preservation services discussed 

under “family preservation”. The hallmark of this approach is supporting children in their home 

environment and engaging the entire family in a plan to make the home a safe place for 

children (Shangreaux, 2004).  

 

Shangreaux (2004) presents the results of the survey of all First Nations Child and Family 

Service Agencies in Canada that asked about agency’s views on least disruptive measures. The 

following was observed regarding the relationship between prevention and least disruptive 

measures as expressed by participating agencies: “It was clear that respondents saw a strong 

interconnection between prevention and least disruptive measures viewing them as being 

equal parts of a critical continuum of service needed to keep Aboriginal children safely in their 

homes.” (p. 40). 

 

Workers can consider following least disruptive measures before removing a child or youth 

from parental care: 

• child care, respite care; 

• family support workers, in-home support, parent aides; 

• parenting skills (nurturing, discipline, communication, listening, etc.); 

• life skills (budgeting, home care, personal care, etc.) 

• family counselling, guidance and assessment; 

• services for improving the family’s financial situation; 

• services for improving the family’s housing; 

• drug or alcohol treatment and rehabilitation. 

 

 

 

 

Multiple problem families 

The Federal funding model for First Nation Child and Family Services agencies makes an 

assumption of “20% of families are multiple problem families” to fund enhanced prevention 

services and in some provinces to support protection caseloads. INAC does not provide the 
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definition of “multiple problem families”, and it claims that the percentage and other 

assumptions were discussed during tripartite meetings. 

  

Hancock (1958) writes the following on multiple problem families: “Their failures and 

maladjustments have developed over the years. The multiplicity of problems means that they 

have been known to a great variety of agencies, both social and legal.” (p. 56).  

 

Given that these families come to attention of the child and family services and other agencies, 

it can be suggested that caregivers in these families bear multiple risks factors such as alcohol 

abuse, drug/solvent abuse, cognitive impairment, mental health issues, physical health issues, 

few social supports. Given the colonial history of Indigenous People in Canada, the Indian Act, 

the residential school system and the 60s scoop, it sis little wonder that Indigenous families 

face multiple problems and trauma that, if not addressed, can become inter-generational. 

 

Family Restoration  

Family restoration is a term close in its meaning to family preservation, however less common. 

Family restoration is opposed to child apprehension and aims to restore family functioning 

through providing, referring to or purchasing supportive and/or treatment services and working 

towards reunification in case a child has been removed from the family.  
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