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House of Commons Standing Committee on Finance – Pre-budget Consultations 2013 

This brief is submitted by: 

an organization  Organization name: ________________________________________________ 

or  

an individual   Name: ___________________________________________________________ 

Topic:  

*Recommendation 1:  Please provide a short summary of your recommendation. 

 

Expected cost or savings: From the pull-down menus, please indicate the expected cost or savings of your 
recommendation to the federal government and the period of time to which the expected cost or savings is 
related. 

 

 

Federal funding: Please provide a precise indication of how the federal government could fund your 
recommendation.  For example, indicate what federal spending should be reallocated, what federal tax 
measure(s) should be introduced, eliminated or changed, etc. 
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Intended beneficiaries:  Please indicate the groups of individuals, the sector(s) and/or the regions that would 
benefit by implementation of your recommendation.

 

General impacts: Depending on the nature of your recommendation, please indicate how the standard of living 
of Canadians would be improved, jobs would be created, people would be trained, etc. 

 

Topic: 

Recommendation 2:  Please provide a short summary of your recommendation. 

 

Expected cost or savings: From the pull-down menus, please indicate the expected cost or savings of your 
recommendation to the federal government and the period of time to which the expected cost or savings is 
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Federal funding: Please provide a precise indication of how the federal government could fund your 
recommendation.  For example, indicate what federal spending should be reallocated, what federal tax 
measure(s) should be introduced, eliminated or changed, etc. 

 

Intended beneficiaries:  Please indicate the groups of individuals, the sector(s) and/or the regions that would 
benefit by implementation of your recommendation. 

 

General impacts: Depending on the nature of your recommendation, please indicate how the standard of living 
of Canadians would be improved, jobs would be created, people would be trained, etc. 
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recommendation to the federal government and the period of time to which the expected cost or savings is 
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recommendation. For example, indicate what federal spending should be reallocated, what federal tax 
measure(s) should be introduced, eliminated or changed, etc.
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Please use this page if you wish to provide more explanation about your recommendation(s).

 

*Please note that at least one recommendation must be provided 


	Organization name: Ontario Federation of Indian Friendship Centres (OFIFC)
	Name: 
	rec1: That core funding of Ontario Friendship Centres currently provided through the federally-administered Aboriginal Friendship Centre Program (AFCP) must be increased and available for Friendship Centres (FCs) only. There is an imminent need to develop new strategies and approaches that can foster transformative change in urban Aboriginal communities in Ontario. For over 50 years, Friendship Centres have and continue to be the cornerstone of urban Aboriginal communities, providing preventative and effective programming to all urban Aboriginal people. 
	rec2: Federal spending for urban Aboriginal communities must be increased, but not at the expense of increases in funding needed for on-reserve communities. The current AFCP funding formula must be updated as it was developed in the 1970s and based on the equivalent of 3 - 6 Full Time Employees at that time. With the current amount of core funding received by FCs ranging from $42,809.50 - $178,050, an average of $115,559 annually, the FTE equivalent is currently funded at a rate of $19,260. In effect, FCs are trying to address poverty in their communities at poverty levels.
	rec3: With the young and growing urban Aboriginal population, FCs in Ontario are increasingly serving larger populations with no additional resources. According to the OFIFC’s 2012-13 figures, the FCs are currently serving a total of 21,571 program participants. This number is in addition to community members who access FC services outside of programs. AFCP funding for the Executive Director position also enables FCs to develop community relationships and partnerships with external mainstream stakeholders, Aboriginal organizations, and the private sector to support new and innovative initiatives. 
	rec4: The Metcalf Foundation reported in "The Cost of Poverty: An analysis of the economic cost of poverty in Ontario" (2008) that provincial and federal governments spend $10.4 billion to $13.1 billion a year due to poverty.The OFIFC and the FC’s culture-based programming and services have been instrumental in creating a middle class in the urban Aboriginal community. Federal and provincial investments in FC delivered programs and services have had a measurable impact; in 2007, more than 22% of Urban Aboriginal Task Force report respondents belonged to the middle class. 
	rec5: Funding for urban Aboriginal youth programming must be increased and guaranteed through multi-year agreements. Furthermore, it is imperative that programming for urban Aboriginal youth reflects youth's expressed needs for distinctly culture-based programming supported alongside separate youth programming focused on involvement in the economy. Specifically the Cultural Connections for Aboriginal Youth (CCAY) program and Young Canada Works (YCW) programs should be enhanced, annualized, and better aligned to reflect youth's priorities.   
	rec6: Culture must be reinstated as the main priority of the CCAY program and its funding model should be sustainable over several years. As it currently stands, CCAY's funding model actually increases instability in the lives of young people. Furthermore, all FCs should receive two year-long student positions through Young Canada Works to increase capacity and employment.  It is imperative that 3-5 years of funding be provided to all FCs for youth-related programming through resources allocated for urban Aboriginal initiatives rather than the annual call for proposals and yearly competition. 
	rec8: A serious concern of the Ontario Youth Council is that CCAY’s funding is year-to-year without guarantee that projects will be renewed. This destabilizes any progress achieved by projects and directly impacts their ability to foster meaningful youth engagement and establish any real momentum that will result in positive, long-term outcomes in communities. 40% of Aboriginal youth aged 20-24 have not completed high school and urban Aboriginal youth (15-24 yrs) have the highest unemployment rate among the urban Aboriginal population. Enhancements to youth programs can impact these statistics.
	rec9: The Urban Aboriginal Strategy (UAS) should be expanded and made more strategic in an effort to address urban Aboriginal needs through the development of dedicated Partnership Development Coordinators in key Friendship Centres. In order for AANDC to reach the stated goals of its urban Aboriginal policy approach, efforts must be aimed at supporting Friendship Centres, who are the lead urban Aboriginal organization in cities and towns across Ontario, and position them as the hub for local community development. 
	rec10: The OFIFC is proposing a tiered model, which is a reflection of both the current designated UAS cities approach and OFIFC’s proposed Partnership Development Coordinator model that consists of of 3 tiers. Tier 1 is comprised of the three current designated cities and would remain as-is – established under the current UAS; Tier 2 consists of placing Partnership Development Coordinators in Friendship Centres in eight communities; after the pilot phase, the social planning function would be extended to Tier 3 designated communities
	rec11: The role of Partnership Development Coordinators is to foster self-sufficiency in FCs and urban Aboriginal communities by leveraging the effectiveness and reach of existing FC programs. Enhancing FC capacity at this level would create the environment to develop strategic relationships in the community to increase urban Aboriginal engagement in the social economy and socially innovative initiatives. This is an innovative approach that can foster transformative change in the urban Aboriginal community and supports all five of AANDC’s proposed urban Aboriginal initiatives policy pillars.
	rec7: The UATF reported lack of identity as the greatest socio-economic challenge for urban Aboriginal youth. The lack of access to culture makes it difficult for urban Aboriginal youth to foster positive Aboriginal identities which impacts educational achievement, health, transition to employment, and retention within employment. Aboriginal youth are the fastest growing population in Ontario: 48% are under the age of twenty-four; 35.7% are children and youth aged 19 and under. Their success depends on stable FCs. Over 100,000 Aboriginal youth will come of age to enter the labour market by 2026.
	rec12: The downloading of Aboriginal-specific funding from federal and provincial governments to municipalities and other quasi-governmental organizations, often directly impacts FCs and urban Aboriginal communities. These organizations are reluctant to allocate resources to FCs to address needs and in some instances the Aboriginal-specific funding does not even end up being allocated for the government’s intended purpose. To better ensure Aboriginal-specific government funding is addressing the needs of the Aboriginal community as intended, governments need to provide this funding directly to FCs.
	rec13: Today the Friendship Centre movement represents the most significant off-reserve Aboriginal service infrastructure across Ontario and Canada; dedicated to achieving greater participation of all urban Aboriginal people in all facets of society and serving all Aboriginal people regardless of legal definition, age or gender. Additionally, the OFIFC is the largest regional body of the Friendship Centre movement across the country. The OFIFC manages $47,000,000 million dollars in direct delivery funding across the province through Friendship Centres, not taking into account direct resources procured by Friendship Centres.   Guided by the 20-year LRSP the OFIFC has been innovative in its approaches to community and economic development. The OFIFC, through our internal capacity and relationships with other stakeholders, has developed numerous initiatives and, as an organization, has been recognized as a leader in the urban Aboriginal community. In May 2013, the Ontario Region Urban Aboriginal Strategy Branch notified the OFIFC that AANDC was undertaking a policy review of its urban Aboriginal programming portfolio. AANDC is required to develop a new Treasury Board Submission to consolidate the policy authority for the AFCP, CCAY, and YCW and to propose their new approach to Urban Aboriginal Initiatives. In July 2013 the OFIFC provided a full report to AANDC on our recommendations and position regarding their approach recommending that AFCP core funding is increased to FCs, that youth programs are enhanced, and that UAS is strategically designed and delivered by the OFIFC through FCs. Core funding allows for the important community development work of Friendship Centres through their Executive Directors. The relationships that are being created through the outreach of Friendship Centre Executive Directors enables Friendship Centres to leverage additional funding from a variety of other sources to provide enhanced programming and services for the urban Aboriginal community. In fact, for every dollar provided for the AFCP, Friendship Centres on average generate nine dollars from other sources, representing a sizeable return on investment. Additionally, some Friendship Centres note a significantly higher leveraging rate, for example in Timmins where for every one dollar in AFCP funding an additional twenty-seven dollars is generated from other sources.Multi-year funding agreements minimize the administrative requirements and the uncertainty regarding the flow through of funding. This creates a stable funding environment which allows Friendship Centres to plan strategically. AANDC and the federal government need to take into consideration the long term needs and goals of Friendship Centres to ensure the priorities and needs of the urban Aboriginal community are met.  
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