REGULAR MEETING

SPECIAL EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE

AGENDA
FEBRUARY 21, 2018

Marilyn Taylor, Chair
Community Representative
OUR STRATEGIC DIRECTION
Rosanna Del Grosso 20162021
Association for Bright Children

\
Z -+ LIVING OUR CATHOLIC VALUES

Dario Imbrogno

FOSTERING STUDENT :

Community Representative ACHIEVEMENT AND WELL BEING
— cay,
John MacKenzie =5 5 @
FASWorld I
i INSPIRING AND
: MOTIVATING EMPLOYEES
Sandra Mastronardi PROVIDING STEWARDSHIP

OF RESOURCES

Autism Ontario

ENHANCING PUBLIC
CONFIDENCE

Ashleigh Molloy, Vice-Chair
AAIDD

ACHIEVING EXCELLENCE IN
Tyler Munro

Integration Action for Inclusion Representative

Gizelle Paine
LD Toronto Chapter Representative

Diane Montreuil
Indigenous Representative

MISSION

Mary Pugh
VOICE for Hearing Impaired

Laurie Ricciuto
Community Representative

Giselle Romanino
Community Representative

Raul Vomisescu
Community Living Toronto

Glenn Webster

Ontario Assoc. of
Families of Children

With Communication
Disorders

Trustee Members
Ann Andrachuk
Angela Kennedy
Garry Tanuan

The Toronto Catholic District School Board is an inclusive learning community uniting home,

parish and school and rooted in the love of Christ.

We educate students to grow in grace and knowledge to lead lives of faith, hope and charity.

VISION

At Toronto Catholic we transform the world through witness, faith, innovation and action.

Recording Secretary: Sophia Harris, 416-222-8282 Ext. 2293

Acting Asst. Recording Secretary: Colin Johnston, 416-222-8282 Ext. 2659

Rory McGuckin Barbara Poplawski
Director of Education Chair of the Board




OUR MISSION OUR VISION
The Toronto Catholic District School Board is an inclusive learning community uniting home, At Toronto Catholic we transform the world
parish and school and rooted in the love of Christ. through witness, faith, innovation and action.

We educate students to grow in grace and knowledge to lead lives of faith, hope and charity.

AGENDA
THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
SPECIAL EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE

PUBLIC SESSION

Wednesday, February 21, 2018
7:00 P.M.

1. Roll Call & Apologies
2. Approval of the Agenda
3. Declarations of Interest

4. Approval & Signing of the Minutes of the Meeting held January 10, 2018
for Public Session

5. Delegations
6. Presentations
6.2 Toronto Catholic District School Board's Equity Plan Consultation -
Nick D'Avella, Superintendent, Equity Indigenous Education and

Community Relations

7.  Unfinished Business

8.  Notices of Matters and Trustee Matters: (for which seventy-two hours'
notice has been given)

9. Communications

9.2 SEAC Monthly Calendar Review
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

9.b  Special Services Superintendent Update, February 2018
9.c  Accountability Framework for Special Education Draft

9.d  Auditor Report - Chapter 3 - Section 3.12 - School Boards'
Management of Financial and Human Resources

9. Verbal Update from the Superintendent of Special Services regarding
Student Trustees Eligibility to sit on SEAC

9.f  Verbal Update from Dr. Ashleigh Molloy regarding Transportation
Working Group and SEAC Steering Committee

Matters Referred/Deferred to the Committee by the Board and Other

Committees

Reports of Officials, and Special and Permanent Committees Requiring

Action

Reports of Officials for Information

Inquiries and Miscellaneous

13.a  Congratulations to Dr. Ashleigh Molloy Ministry’s K-12 Education

Standards Development Committee

13.b  Congratulations to Giselle Romanino's E-book: From Delight to

Despair and Back Again

Association Reports

14.a  Learning Disabilities Association of Ontario (LDAO) Circular,

February 2018

Update from Trustees on resolutions recommended to the Board by the

Committee
Pending List

Adjournment
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE
SPECIAL EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE

HELD WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 10, 2018
PUBLIC SESSION

PRESENT:

External  Marilyn Taylor — Chair
Members: Ashleigh Molloy — Vice-Chair

Rosanna Del Grosso — by teleconference
Sandra Mastronardi — by teleconference
Tyler Munro

Laurie Ricciuto

Glenn Webster

Trustees: A. Andrachuk
A. Kennedy
G. Tanuan

Staff: D. Koenig
C. Fernandes
A. Coke
M. Kokai
D. Reid
P. Stachiw
J. Wilhelm
R. Macchia

S. Harris, Recording Secretary

1. Roll Call and Apologies

Apologies were tendered on behalf of Dario Imbrogno, John MacKenzie,
Gizelle Paine, Mary Pugh, Diane Montreuil, Giselle Romanino and Raul
\Vomisescu.
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9a)

2. Approval of the Agenda
MOVED by Trustee Andrachuk, seconded by Ashleigh Molloy, that the
Agenda be approved to include the Addendum and an Inquiry from Trustee
Andrachuk.

The Motion was declared

CARRIED

4. Approval and Signing of the Minutes

MOVED by Ashleigh Molloy, seconded by Trustee Andrachuk, that the
Minutes of the Regular Meeting held on December 6, 2017 be approved.

The Motion was declared

CARRIED

Communications

MOVED by Trustee Andrachuk, seconded by Tyler Munro, that Item 9a) be
adopted as follows:

SEAC Monthly Calendar Review received.

The Motion was declared

CARRIED

2
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ob)

9c)

od)

MOVED by Tyler Munro, seconded by Trustee Tanuan, that Item 9b) be
adopted as follows:

Special Services Superintendent Update — January 2018 received.

The Motion was declared

CARRIED

MOVED by Trustee Andrachuk, seconded by Ashleigh Molloy, that Item
9c) be adopted as follows:

Annual Accessibility Status Report 2017 received.

The Motion was declared

CARRIED

MOVED by Tyler Munro, seconded by Trustee Andrachuk, that Item 9d) be
adopted as follows:

Auditor Report — Chapter 3, Section 3.08 Ministry Funding and
Oversight of School Boards that this report along with the relevant
Addendum be deferred until the February 7, 2018 Special Education
Advisory Committee (SEAC) meeting.

3

Page 3 of 119



Oe)

of)

The Motion was declared

CARRIED

MOVED by Trustee Andrachuk, seconded by Trustee Tanuan, that Item 9e)
be adopted as follows:

Special Education Plan — Special Services Staffing 2017 received.

The Motion was declared

CARRIED

MOVED by Trustee Andrachuk, seconded by Tyler Munro, that Item 9f) be
adopted as follows:

Student Trustee Membership Verbal Update received.

MOVED in AMENDMENT by Sandra Mastronardi, seconded by Tyler
Munro, that SEAC recommend to the Board of Trustees that a Student
Trustee be appointed to be included in SEAC membership.

The Amendment was declared

CARRIED

4
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10.

10a)

10b)

12,

12a)

The Motion, as amended, was declared

CARRIED

Matters Referred/Deferred to the Committee by the Board and Other
Committees

MOVED by Trustee Andrachuk, seconded by Ashleigh Molloy, that Item
10a) be adopted as follows:

Verbal Update from Glenn Webster regarding Mental Health
Committee received.

The Motion was declared

CARRIED
Verbal Update from Tyler Munro regarding Safe Schools Committee
There was no update.
Reports of Officials for Information
MOVED by Trustee Andrachuk, seconded by Trustee Tanuan, that Item
12a) be adopted as follows:

Mental Health and Wellbeing Annual Report 2016-17 received.

5
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13.

13a)

16.

MOVED in AMENDMENT by Trustee Kennedy, seconded by Tyler
Munro, that SEAC recommend to the Board of Trustees:

1. That the Toronto Catholic District School Board Mental Health Advisory
Committee be expanded to include representation from the Religious
Education Department; and

2. That faith-based potential partners be considered for inclusion in the
partnership lists in Appendices A and B on pages 95 and 96 of the SEAC
January agenda.

The Amendment was declared

CARRIED

The Motion, as amended, was declared

CARRIED

Inquiries and Miscellaneous

From Trustee Andrachuk regarding SEAC 2018 Scheduled Meeting
Dates noted.

Pending List

MOVED by Ashleigh Molloy, seconded by Trustee Tanuan, that Item 16 be
received.

6
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The Motion was declared

CARRIED

17.  Adjournment

MOVED by Trustee Tanuan, seconded by Tyler Munro, that the meeting
adjourn.

The Motion was declared

CARRIED

SECRETARY CHAIR

7
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Annual Calendar of SEAC Business for 2018

Month Annual Activities/Topics Board Events/Deadlines Items to be Addressed from the Status of
Pending List Pending
Items
January - Review of Draft SEAC Calendar - Grade 9 EQAO Testing SEAC requested that the Board to seek a Completed Jan

- Set SEAC goals for the year

- Annual Accessibility Report 2017

- Mental Health Report 2016-17

- Auditor Report — Ministry Funding and
Oversight of School Boards

- Special Education Plan: special education
staffing 2017

takes place in Secondary
Schools

- Long Term
Accommodation Program
Plan (ongoing)

representation of indigenous persons from
various organizations at SEAC. (November 2016)

SEAC recommends to the Board of Trustees that
the community assessment consultation be
distributed immediately to Trustees

and parents. (December 2017)

SEAC recommends to the Board of Trustees that
Student Trustees membership in SEAC be
considered. (December 2017)

SEAC recommend to the Board that the
principals, resource teachers and guidance
counsellors ensure that parents receive the
information from community colleges and
universities regarding summer transition
programs for the special needs students.
(Nov.2017)

SEAC recommend to the Board of Trustees that
the Accessibility Working Group Committee also
include parent representation.

“That SEAC recommend to the Board of Trustees
that IT services, but not limited to, be included in
the list of Commitments to Accessibility Planning,
Section 2.4, page 26. (December 2017)

SEAC recommends that Special Education
Programs (S.P.01) policy be renamed to Special
Education Programs and Services. Also that the
term Special Education Programs and Services
throughout the policy. SEAC recommends that

2017

Completed
Dec 2017

Reviewed in
Jan 2017

Communicated
Jan 2018

Communicated
to pertinent
staff for
consideration
Dec 2017

Communicated
to pertinent
staff for
inclusion in the
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an example of blind/low vision be included as an
example.
(December 2017)

policy Dec.
2017

February -Review of SEAC Calendar -Multi-Year Strategic Plan SEAC recommends to the Board of Trustees that | Update since
- Special Education Plan: Review Program (MYSP) Student Trustees membership in SEAC be January 2018
Specific Resources for Parents -New term begins in considered. (December 2017)
-TCDSB Equity Plan Presentation Secondary Schools that
-Accountability Framework for Special operate on semesters Investigate SEAC setting up a working sub- February 2018
Education -Report Cards are commltj(ee to propose items relat'ed to thg
-Auditor Report —.Schoc.)l Board'’s distributed (Elementary and Zigﬁixilsfg??istchui;;ann:??;TSSECS}:ES;E
Management of Financial and Human Secondary) 2018 meeting. (December 2017)
Resources -Parent-Teacher
-Student Trustees Eligibility to sit on SEAC Conferences
-Special Education Parent Fair
March -Review of SEAC Calendar Ontario Secondary School
-Continue consultation on Special Education Literacy Test (OSSLT) takes
Programs and Services for 2016-17 (Autism place
AFSE and LD AFSE)
-budget consultation
-Presentation on Inclusion- M. Dolmage
-Coordinated Service Planning — R. Roebuck
April -Review of SEAC Calendar Parent Resources Event Number of Identification Exceptionalities by Added to
- Financial Report as at January, 2016 Grade Report submitted to the Ministry of Agenda in
2017-18 Budget Projections for Consultation | ONSIS report on identified Education’s Ontario Student Information System | November and
Purposes students (ONSIS) as of October 2017 that we have thisas | April as the
- Review of Education assistant and child and a standing item, with a first report in October report is sent
L . and a second report in March. (January 2018) the following
youth worker efficiencies in the elementary Autism Awareness Month month.
and secondary panel
- Parent Conference Review
- Process for Presentations to SEAC
- SEAC Orientation
May -Review of SEAC Calendar Budget Consultation

-Special Education Plan: Handbook update
-Secondary School Safe Arrival procedures for
ISP students

continues
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-SEAC Orientation Secondary School Admission
-ISP class changes Policy Consultation
- SO update
June e Review of SEAC Calendar EQAO Grade 3 and 6 Testing
e Monthly Update from the Superintendent of
Special Services
e Special Education Parent Guide 2017
e Budget approval update
e Status of PRO Grant application
July School Board Submits
balanced Budget for the
following year to the
Ministry
August Year End for School Board
Financial Statements
September | - Review Special Education Checklist Special Education Report
- Review TCDSB accessibility Plans Checklist submitted to the
- Updates from MACSE Meeting Highlights Ministry of Education
- Update re Special Needs Strategy
- Develop or review SEAC annual
Agenda/Goals
-Association Reports: Autism Ontario and
LDAO
October - Education Quality and Accountability Office | -EQAO Results for Gr. 3 and

(EQAO) Primary Division, Junior Division,
Grade 9 and OSSLT Assessment Results
-Representation sought for Mental Health
and Safe Schools Committees

- Review of Special Education Plan — Model
for Special Education

- Review of Special Education Plan —
Transportation

-Review of Special Education Plan —
Categories and Definitions of Exceptionalities

6 Received and OSSLT
-Reports on Student
Numbers of Elementary and
Secondary School Students
to be submitted the Ministry
of Education

-Engagement and
Governance Supports
Discussion Guide

ONSIS report on identified
students

3
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November

-Review EQAO results including deferrals,
exemptions, participation rates, and
accommodations provided for Special Ed.
Students and Achievement levels

-Continue to Review elements of the Special
Education Plan

- Engagement and Governance Supports
Discussion

-Review of elements of the Special Education
Plan (Model for Special Education;
Transportation; Categories of Definitions of
Exceptionalities)

-Professional Learning Plan

-Review of Anaphylaxis Policy, Protocol and
Guidelines

-Engagement and
Governance Supports
Discussion Guide

December

-SEAC Elections

-SEAC Mass and Social

-Policy review of Special Education Programs
(5.P.01)

-Multi-year Accessibility Plan

Independent review of
assessment and reporting

4
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Special Education Superintendent Update
February 2018

Gifted Programs

The 2018 TCDSB Elementary Gifted Program Debate competition took place on Friday
February 2™ at Bishop Allen Academy.

There were nearly 400 students from across the entire city, with 25 teams, 51 judges,
and 100 debaters. Our students debated the resolution Be it resolved that social
media is beneficial to society. The event went smoothly, and best of all, our
students represented our Gifted Centres and our program with passion and class.

The winning Centres were:

1st Place: Our Lady of Sorrows Team 1
2nd Place: St. James
3rd Place: St. Bonaventure Team 2

Psychology

February is Psychology Month in Canada, and the TCDSB Psychology Department
will be offering the following during the month of February:

e February 16: a workshop for Secondary Teachers on how Learning
Disabilities impact on the learning of Math;

e February 22: our 13™ annual Psychology Symposium will take place at the
CEC 5:30-7:30, titled HELP YOUR CHILD (AND YOURSELF) FLOURISH: HOW TO
REDUCE ANXIETY AND STRESS AND ACHIEVE MENTAL HEALTH (see separate
flyer)

e February 26: the 2018 TCDSB Psychology Newsletter, titled SUPPORTING
YOUR CHILD’S GROWTH TROUGH SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL LEARNING will be
distributed system-wide.

Valentine’s Day Party at St. Mary Secondary School

On February 13, 2018, special students from nine high schools came together for a
Pancake Tuesday Valentine’s Day Event. Over 300 students had a great opportunity
to meet and interact. Both staff and students enjoyed a wonderful day of music and
dance.

Page | 1
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Special Education Superintendent Update
February 2018

Deaf & Hard of Hearing

Representatives from the Ministry of Education visited the Deaf and Hard of Hearing
Department's Intensive Support Programs at St. Bruno/St. Raymond on February 7, 2018.
The Ministry observed three D/HH programs, engaged with teachers and students and
dialogued with parents from the Preschool Parent Guidance Program. This day provided an
opportunity for the Ministry, D/HH Itinerant teachers and the families of D/HH students to
share and discuss the successes and challenges of the Preschool D/HH program.

Speech & Language

The SLP department hosted a oneday workshop for Special Education teachers on
January 25th, 2018. Teachers were provided with strategies to support literacy, numeracy
and use of technology for students with communication delays. Teachers and SLPs

collaborated in round-table discussions and case studies to identify effective strategies to
support students’ oral communication skills.

Newly Appointed

Dr. Ashleigh Malloy appointed to the Ministry’s Standards Development Committee.

Page | 2
Page 13 of 119




0
Wi

AUTISM PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Preparing for Life After High School: Transition
Workshop for Parents of Children in ME/DD
Programs

Supporting Students to Grow and Learn in New Enviromnments
Date: February 3", 2018
Location: 80 Sheppard Avenue East, 3" floor
Time: 10:00 AM - 12:00 Noon

Presented by:
Autism Programs and Services — Transition Team
&
School Support Program, Surrey Place Centre

Please RSVP to Franca Dellorso, franca.dellorso@tcdsb.org or (416) 2228282 ext. 2799

Underground parking available. Access is at the rear of the building.

Page | 3
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FEBRUARY 's@v\“

224 POST21 =
TRANSITION FAIR

Bishop Marrocco/Thomas Merton
Catholic Secondary School

and Regional Arts Centre
1515 Bloor Street West (at Dundas West Station)

6:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m.

An event for students with special needs, and their families,
to assist in making a successful transition
to adult life and independence.

(7
K anendafemiy

Lol g or Isdacs TwEechy
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A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An accountability framework was established for the annual review of special
education programs and services in order that student achievement and well-
being be reported and that programs and services could be continually
renewed and improved. This report is composed of the following sections:

Part A -Overview of student achievement for students with special needs.

Part B - Reporting on Overall achievement by exceptionality where
feasible/ appropriate.

Part C - Reporting on Safe Schools information for 2016-17

Part D - Reporting on the ongoing work of the accountability framework
committees as listed below:

Autism

Behaviour

Blind/Low Vision (BLV)

Deaf/ Hard of Hearing (DHH)

Gifted

Language Impairment (LI)

Learning Disability (LD)

Mild Intellectual Disability (MID)

Multiple Exceptionalities/Developmental Delays (ME/DD)

—~SQ@ o oo o

Part E - Update on implementation of specific Special Education Programs

The cumulative staff time required to prepare this report was 90 hours.

B. PURPOSE

1. This report is an annual standing report on the rolling calendar for
the Student Achievement Committee. The 2016-17 report (Part One) went
to the Board of Trustees last on April 6, 2017.

2. This report provides an overall review of student achievement for 2016-
17 on the EQAOQO assessments where available, with a broad strokes
overview of achievement of students with special needs and comparisons
over the last few years as well as an outline of the work of the
accountability frameworks for different exceptionalities.

Page 2 of 16
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C. BACKGROUND

1.

Beginning in 2010, TCDSB began to measure student achievement of
Special Education students on an annual basis through the establishment
of an Accountability Framework for Special Education (AFSE).

The purpose of the Accountability Framework is to conduct an annual
review of Special Education services and programs through the lens of
student achievement. As such, programs and services are reviewed for
effectiveness to ensure ongoing continued improvement across the
different exceptionalities.

The Accountability Framework for Special Education, as applied to each
of the Ministry recognized exceptionalities and placements, consists
of two distinct parts: a descriptive overview of the department’s
program and a corresponding measure or goal for improvement. The
goals are an integral part of the TCDSB Board Learning Improvement
Plan and along with the program description, they can be found on the
TCDSB public website.

The work of the Accountability Framework Committee is shared through
the context of each exceptionality’s goal setting and their analysis of
student achievement results.

An analysis is provided on student achievement by exceptionality,
where appropriate.

This report examines the EQAO results for students with Special
Education support and their achievement results and trends over the last
five years where possible.

The Accountability Framework committees set and implement strategies
that are exceptionality-specific with the intent of improving student
outcomes though the listed goals and strategies.

Page 3 of 16
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EVIDENCE/RESEARCH/ANALYSIS

Understanding the scope of students serviced to Special Services is paramount
to understanding the diversity of students needs being serviced. Below is a
chart identifying students by the predominant exceptionality. It important to
note that a number of students have more than one exceptionality.

Special Education Needs (based || Number of | Percent of
on predominant exceptionality) Students || Total Group
Autism 1763 10.4
Behaviour 188 1.10
Blind and Low Vision 15 0.09
Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing 97 0.57
Developmental Disability 141 0.83
Giftedness 2408 14.15
Language Impairment 840 4.94
Learning Disability 2920 17.16
Mild Intellectual Disability 373 2.19
Multiple Exceptionalities 182 1.07
N/A 8016 47.10
Physical Disability 73 0.43
Speech Impairment 2 0.01
17018 100.0

Part A -An overview of student achievement as it pertains to
students with special needs.

1. This section of the report will provide an analysis of each part of the report
as outlined in the Executive Summary. EQAOQ results only affect students
in grades 3, 6, 9 and 10 who have exceptionalities. As such, within some
exceptionalities the low numbers in each grade will not be reported. Please
refer to Appendix A for detailed information on Grade 3 and 6 Reading,
Writing and Mathematics scores as well as Grade 9 Math and Grade 10
OSSLT. Provincial comparisons of results reported below are for students
with exceptionalities.

2. Summary of results for exceptional students achieving level 3 and 4 on the
provincial assessments (excluding Gifted):

Page 4 of 16
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a. Areas of Relative Strength

Gr.3 Reading — 6% increase from 39% to 45% and above
province (43%)

. Gr.3 Writing — 1% decrease from 56% to 55% but above the

province (54%)

. Gr.6 Reading — increase from 44% to 48% and slightly below

province (51%)
Gr.6 Writing — increase from 48% to 53% and above province
(51%)

b. Areas for Growth:

Gr.3 Mathematics — decrease from 33% two years ago to 30%
but above province (29%)

I. Gr.6 Math —maintained at 15% from two years ago and below

province (18%)

. Gr.9 Academic Math— increase from 66% to 67% but below

province (71%)
Gr.9 Applied Math— decrease from 35% to 32% but below
province at 37%

c. Grade 10 Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test (OSSLT)
(Reported by percent of students successful)

Full Time — decrease from 56% successful to 53% and above
province at 52%

I. Part Time — increase from 27% to 32% but below province

(34%)
Students completing Ontario Secondary School Literacy
Course (OSSLC) is 38%, increase of 5%; the provincial level
is 42%

d. Next Steps:

As part of the Renewed Math Strategy, continue to provide
release days for special education teachers to work with grade
level teachers to develop and implement strategies to support
mathematics. (all grades)

Page S of 16
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Part B — EQAO Overall Achievement of Students receiving Special
Education support(s) by Exceptionality (Autism, LI, LD)

1. A large proportion of students with Special Education supports participate in
the Grades 3, 6 and 9 EQAO assessments and the Grade 10 OSSLT. Given
the wide range of performance on these assessments and considerable
differences in the prevalence of certain exceptionalities, it would not be
appropriate or feasible to report on some exceptionalities.

2. Appendix B charts EQAO and OSSLT achievement results over 3 years for
the following exceptionality: Autism
Some highlights are described below:

a. Areas of Relative Strength:
. Gr.3
e increase in number of students with Autism that wrote the
assessment (from 91 to 132)

e 6% more students wrote the assessment (less exemptions)

1. Gr.3 Writing — maintained steady at 39%

li.  Gr. 6 Reading — increase from 28% to 33%

Iv.  Gr. 6 Writing — increase from 38% to 43%

v. Gr. 9Applied Math — increase from 41% to 47% and above
province at 37%

b. Areas for Growth:
a. Grade 3 reading - decrease from 33% to 29% in student
achievement at level 3 and 4
b. Gr. 3 Mathematics — decrease from 39% two years ago to 23%
Gr. 6 Math — slight decrease from 20% two years ago to 19%
d. Academic — decrease from 100% to 86% (due to very small
sample size)

o

c. Grade 10 OSSLT (Reported by percent of students successful)
I.  Full Time — decrease from 54% successful to 52% and at the
same level as province (52%)
ii. Part Time — decrease from 35% to 34% but at same level as
province (34%)
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Ii.  Students with Autism completing OSSLC is 42%, increase of
3%; same as provincial level (42%)

iv. Deferred students have decreased by 1% to 11% for Full Time
students and maintained at 10% for Part Time students

d. Next Steps:

I.  As part of the Renewed Math Strategy, continue to provide
release days for special education teachers to work with grade
level teachers to develop and implement strategies to support
mathematics. (all grades)

Ii.  Use newly purchased resources to support ongoing work with
this student population. (See Appendix F).

3. Appendix C charts EQAO and OSSLT achievement results over 3 years for
the following exceptionality: Learning Disability (LD)

a. Areas of Relative Strength:
I. Gr. 3 Writing — increase from 71% two years ago to 75%, well

above the province at 54%

ii. Gr. 6 Reading — increase from 50% to 56% and above province
(51%)

ii. Gr. 6 Writing — increase from 48% to 53% and above province
(51%)

iv. Grade 9 Academic Math — increase from 69% to 72% and above
province (71%)

b. Areas for Growth:
I. Gr. 3 Reading — decrease from 44% to 42%
ii. Gr. 3 Mathematics — decrease from 46% to 31%
iii. Gr. 6 Math — decreased from 17% to 13%
iv. Grade 9 Applied Math— decrease from 37% to 32%

c. Grade 10 OSSLT (Reported by percent of students successful)
I. Full Time — decrease from 55% two years ago to 52% successful
(same level as special needs in province at 52%)
ii. Part Time — decrease from 38% to 35% but above province
(34%)
ii. Students completing OSSLC is 39%, increase of 9%; the
provincial level is 42%
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Students deferred were 4% which is a decrease of 3%, thus more
students are writing the assessment

e. Next Steps:

a. As part of the Renewed Math Strategy, continue to provide
release days for special education teachers to work with grade
level teachers to develop and implement strategies to support
mathematics. (all grades)

b. Continue implementation of Empower and Lexia programs as
strategies that support decoding and comprehension for
students in primary

4. Appendix D charts EQAO and OSSLT achievement results over 3 years for
the following exceptionalities: Language Impaired (LI)

a. Areas of Relative Strength:

Gr. 3 Reading — increase from 31% to 43% and above province
(43%)

. Gr. 6 Reading — maintained at 30%
. Gr. 6 Writing — increase from 47% to 51%

Gr. 6 Math — increased from 9% to 13%
Gr. 9 Academic Math — increase from 100% to 83% (low sample
size)

b. Areas for Growth:

Writing — decrease from 57% to 49%

Mathematics — decrease from 40% two years ago to 20%

Gr. 9 Applied Math — decrease from 25% to 37% and same as
special needs in province at 37%

c. Grade 10 OSSLT (Reported by percent of students successful)

Full Time — increase from 39% successful to 50%
Part Time — decrease from 25% to 14%
Students completing OSSLC is 28%

d. Next Steps:

As part of the Renewed Math Strategy, continue to provide
release days for special education teachers to work with grade
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level teachers to develop and implement strategies to support
mathematics. (all grades)

Part C: Safe Schools Information for Students with Special Needs

Please refer to Appendix E for further information, including a 5-year trend for
Students with an Individual Education Plan (IEP).

1. Elementary Schools 2016-2017 [Comparison with 2015-2016 data]

Some comparisons with the previous year (2015-2016) indicate:
* Decrease in the number of males with an Individual Education Plan
(IEP) who were suspended (-21)
* Decrease in the number of females with an Individual Education
Plan (IEP) who were suspended (-11)

2. Secondary Schools 2016-2017 [Comparison with 2015-16 data]

At the Secondary level, the data indicate that fewer students overall are
receiving suspension as a progressive discipline consequence with a
slight increase in female suspensions

Some comparisons with the previous year (2015-2016) indicate:

* Decrease in the number of males with an Individual Education
Plan (IEP) who were suspended (-29).

« Slight increase in the number of females with an Individual
Education Plan (IEP) who were suspended (+8). However, there
Is a decrease in suspensions of female students with an IEP over
the last 3 years (-28).

Although there is a slight increase in suspensions of female students with an
IEP and continued decrease in suspension of male students with an IEP, a
three year trend data confirms a downward trend of suspension of students
with IEP (-78).
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Part D: Reporting on the ongoing work of the Accountability
Framework for Special Education committees.

1. Each AFSE (Accountability Framework for Special Education)
Committee meets several times a year to review set goals and works to
implement these goals over the timeline of goal implementation.

2. The following section highlights of the work of each committee.
Factors that impact the work of these committees are the number of
students with the identified exceptionality that are impacted in the
work of the committee and the longevity of the committee.

3. The following section of the report attempts to highlight some of the
work of the committee and/or some of the findings by exceptionality.
For specific details, please refer to the corresponding appendices.

4. Each appendix template outlines the work of the committee for 2016-
17 and the plan for this current year.

a) Autism (Appendix F)

e Initially Stuart Shankar’s 5 domain model of self-regulation,
biological; emotional; social; prosocial; cognitive was discussed as a
resource to help develop strategies that could be shared across the
system;

e Classroom strategies for self-regulation focusing on rigidity and
flexibility were investigated

e The two-year PD plan delivering a 3-day Autism workshop focusing
on ABA principals, educational practices, communication, sensory
and understanding behaviour will be completed 2017/18. The focus of
the PD has been on Kindergarten and Special Education elementary
schools and one teacher in every elementary school in Kindergarten
and Special Education have been invited to attend this PD. The
expectation is that the information from the workshop be shared with
the staff at the school in order to build capacity.
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e The following PD opportunities were offered to support staff
throughout the year: ABA Training for Students with Autism
Spectrum Disorders (ASD); Communication and Autism: Effective
Communication Strategies for the Classroom Setting; Understanding
& Addressing Challenging Behaviours of Students with ASD. This
was well received and will continue in 2017/18.

e Ministry sponsored Autism certificate courses for educators through
the Geneva Centre was offered. Interest in this certification continues
to be high, as a result this will continue in 2017/18.

b) Behaviour (Appendix G)

e Staff who provide support in all 19 Behavioural Intensive Support
Programs (ISPs) have been trained in Stop Now And Plan (SNAP).
Implementation has been monitored by the Behaviour ISP Assessment
and Programing teacher and supported through the Child
Development Institute. CDI has indicated that the programs are
operating with fidelity. Four additional trainings were provided four
Behavioural ISP staff (2 for teachers and 2 for CYWs).

e The number of students who utilize SNAP skills has increased as
indicated in report cards.

o JUMP Math, the Lexia Reading Programme and Assistive technology
are being used in each of the 19 Behaviour ISPs. EQUAO scores are
insufficient to measure progress but report cards and IPRC reports
indicate academic progress for most students.

e Levels of integration for students have increased which could lead to
increased demission rates.

c¢) Blind/Low Vision (BLV) (Appendix H)

e Classroom teachers are able to deliver the regular curriculum with
accommodations for the learner who is visually impaired.
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e Classroom teachers are able to engage the learner who is visually
impaired using the strategies and materials provided by Vision
Program personnel.

e Students have developed greater confidence in their daily classroom
Interactions.

d) Deaf/ Hard of Hearing (D/HH) (Appendix I)

e D/HH teachers participated in an online survey to explore and
examine usage of Hearing Assistance Technology.

e D/HH students participated in a survey to explore and examine usage
of Hearing Assistance Technology.

e Provided appropriate professional development for parents and
teachers who work with D/HH students in regular and ISP classes, and
other Board staff.

e Establish a pilot program at one elementary school and two high
schools that encourages use of Hearing Assistance Technology in
elementary to track student usage in secondary

e) Giftedness (Appendix J)

e PD presentation on Supporting the emotional health of students with
Giftedness: How to recognize depression/anxiety and how to help” in
December 2016; Supporting regular classroom teachers by offering a
bank of IEP Accommodation comments for Gifted students.

e Organization and self-regulation skills are have shown a slight
increase.

e Increase the percentage of students with Giftedness whose Self-
Regulation and Organizational skills are rated as “excellent” on
their Provincial Report Card.
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f) Language Impairment (LI) (Appendix K)

Speech and Language staff presented 4 modules of ABC and Beyond
to 5 kindergarten teacher and Early Childhood Educator teams.
Attendees rated the usefulness of each session on a 5 point scale with
1 being “not useful” and 5 being “very useful”, as follows, Turn
Book Reading into a Conversation, - 4.6; Make New Words Sparkle, -
4.75; Foster the Development of Print Knowledge - 4.8; and Build
Phonological Awareness, 5.

Thirty-six students participated in SKIPPA (Senior Kindergarten
intervention program for phonemic awareness). On pre- and post-
testing, students increased by 22% their knowledge of the number of
phonemes and 100% in number of words on the SKIPPA Word
Assessment Tool.

Goal for 2017-18: Administer functional speaking and listening
measure in Fall 2017 and Spring of 2018 to LI- ISP teachers and
classroom teachers of the LI students to explore the progress and the
learning needs of students with LI so that teachers can increase their
capacity to understand and refine instruction to improve student
learning and achievement. Progress will be measured by perceptual
data (e.g., surveys, interviews) and behavioural data (e.g., work
samples, classroom observations). Survey results will inform goal
setting for 2018/20109.

g) Learning Disability (LD) (Appendix L)

Empower Reading Intervention (Decoding/Spelling Grade 2-5 and 6-
8; Comprehension/ Vocabulary Grade 2-5): offered in 71 TCDSB
elementary schools.

Lexia Reading Intervention to support the learning of Decoding,
Comprehension and VVocabulary: offered in 65 schools (73 Teachers
and 5 APTs attended the October 2016 Lexia training).
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e Teacher survey conducted in March 2017: Most teachers report that
the program effectively supports learning decoding and
comprehension, and student’s self confidence in students with LD.

h) Mild Intellectual Disability (MID) (Appendix M)

e Collect resources and strategies to assist in supporting teachers who
support students with this exceptionality.

e ldentify best practices to support the MID population at the
elementary and secondary school levels

e Develop a communication plan to disseminate information to staff
working with MID populations.

e Committee is reviewing alternative learning skills and reporting
mechanisms for this student population

1) Multiple Exceptionalities and Developmental Delays (ME/DD)
(Appendix N)

e Feedback from a teacher collaborative inquiry suggests the focus
should continue to be on functional literacy for students identified with
DD-ME in ISP and having alignment across the system when
developing the literacy skills for students in a DD-ME ISP.

e Two days of professional development for one DD-ME ISP teacher in
every secondary school with an ISP class took place. Day one focused
on functional literacy and day two focused on understanding
challenging behaviours. Strategies presented were encouraged to be
used in the classroom.

e 83% of the secondary schools attended the two days of professional
development. All secondary schools with ISP classes have received the
resource Enhance: Functional Literacy Resource.
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Part E: Update on Implementation of Specific Special Education Programs

1. Empower Update for 2016-17 (Appendix O)

Empower Reading ™is an evidence-based reading intervention program,
which was developed by the Learning Disabilities Research Program at
the Hospital for Sick Children. This program is based on 25 years of
research in Canada and the United States.

The TCDSB has continued to offer Empower as an intervention for
students in grades 2-5 who have demonstrated significant difficulties in
decoding and spelling. Since 2013-14, TCDSB has also offered both a
decoding and spelling program for students in grades 6-8, as well as a
program focused on comprehension and vocabulary for students in
grades 2-5. In 2016-17, 470 students participated in the Gr. 2-5
decoding/spelling program, 47 students participated in the Gr.6-8
decoding/spelling program, and 125 students in the Gr.2-5
comprehension/vocabulary program. Currently (2017-18) TCDSB has 64
active locations/schools providing Empower with many locations
offering multiple programs.

Results for students in 2-5 DS indicate that they made significant gains in
decoding and word recognition (80%), blending and segmenting (90% correct
by June).

The Running Record (TCDSB measure) demonstrated and increase from 1%
at the beginning of the year to 47% of grade 2 students reading at grade level.

While most students improve on the Board and provincial measures, there is
a proportion of students who will need further Special Education
interventions; Empower teachers suggest that these students are often
identified as LI, sometimes as LD. Most students need reinforcement after
Empower.

2. Lexia Update for 2016-17 (Appendix P)

Lexia Reading is a web-based reading intervention, which focuses on:
e Foundational reading development for students pre-K to Grade 5, and

e Reading development for struggling readers in Grades 5-12.
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This evidence-based individualized reading intervention provides explicit,
systematic, structured practice on the essential reading skills of:
e Phonological Awareness,
Phonics,
Structural Analysis,
Automaticity/Fluency,
Vocabulary, and
Comprehension

Students practice and learn these skills by interacting with the online
program, as well as by receiving teacher-led Lexia lessons and paper-based
practice activities. Students can access Lexia Reading from school, home,
public library, etc.

TCDSB implements Lexia as a Tier 2 and Tier 3 intervention to facilitate the
development of reading skills for students. Through SBSLT endorsement,
students are eligible for Lexia implementation if they are significantly below
grade level in their reading skills, AND who are:

e identified as Exceptional (primarily LD or LI), OR

e assessed as LD or LI or referred for assessment, OR
e discussed by SBSLT and have an IEP

The Lexia Reading software also delivers norm-referenced performance data
and analysis for each individual student, through the software application.
Teachers use the data to track achievement and tailor instruction. See
Appendix P for further details.

E. CONCLUDING STATEMENT

This report is for the consideration of the Board.
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All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Achievement over 3 Years

NOTE: NP = “Non-participating” indicates that due to exceptional circumstances, some or all of the school’s or board’s students did not participate
EC = Due to exceptional circumstances in 2015, provincial data are unavailable to report provincial results.
Reading Grade 3
TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =1,033 N = NP N =1,046 N =EC N=21,412 N =23,610
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 32 3% NP NP 43 4% EC EC 930 4% 1,016 4%
Level 3 372 36% NP NP 431 41% EC EC 8,183 38% 9,189 39%
Level 2 428 41% NP NP 387 37% EC EC 7,714 36% 8,676 37%
Level 1 81 8% NP NP 70 7% EC EC 1,754 8% 1,899 8%
NE 1 18 2% NP NP 17 2% EC EC 428 2% 406 2%
No Data 13 1% NP NP 13 1% EC EC 252 1% 283 1%
Exempt 89 9% NP NP 85 8% EC EC 2,151 10% 2,141 9%
Writing Grade 3
TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =1,033 N = NP N =1,046 N =EC N =21,430 N =23,630
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 13 1% NP NP 4 <1% EC EC 183 1% 144 1%
Level 3 566 55% NP NP 569 54% EC EC 11,191 52% 12,524 53%
Level 2 333 32% NP NP 354 34% EC EC 7,372 34% 8,049 34%
Level 1 19 2% NP NP 16 2% EC EC 335 2% 430 2%
NE 1 5 <1% NP NP 9 1% EC EC 109 1% 177 1%
No Data 15 1% NP NP 15 1% EC EC 255 1% 294 1%
Exempt 82 8% NP NP 79 8% EC EC 1,985 9% 2,012 9%
Math Grade 3
TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =1,046 N = NP N =1,062 N =EC N =21,824 N =24,076
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 27 3% NP NP 26 2% EC EC 599 3% 719 3%
Level 3 309 30% NP NP 300 28% EC EC 5,726 26% 6,233 26%
Level 2 475 45% NP NP 481 45% EC EC 8,875 41% 10,694 44%
Level 1 120 11% NP NP 145 14% EC EC 3,478 16% 3,688 15%
NE 1 20 2% NP NP 15 1% EC EC 859 4% 386 2%
No Data 12 1% NP NP 12 1% EC EC 267 1% 310 1%
Exempt 83 8% NP NP 83 8% EC EC 2,020 9% 2,046 8%
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All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Achievement over 3 Years

Reading Grade 6

TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,230 N = NP N=1,287 N=EC N = 26,457 N = 28,338
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 18 1% NP NP 20 2% EC EC 915 3% 855 3%
Level 3 532 43% NP NP 597 46% EC EC 12,504 47% 13,662 48%
Level 2 521 42% NP NP 541 42% EC EC 9,047 34% 10,514 37%
Level 1 60 5% NP NP 35 3% EC EC 1,752 7% 927 3%
NE 1 6 <1% NP NP 7 1% EC EC 154 1% 122 <1%
No Data 12 1% NP NP 11 1% EC EC 328 1% 346 1%
Exempt 81 7% NP NP 76 6% EC EC 1,757 7% 1,912 7%
Writing Grade 6
TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,230 N = NP N=1,287 N=EC N = 26,467 N = 28,344
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 31 3% NP NP 33 3% EC EC 1,122 4% 1,085 1%
Level 3 553 45% NP NP 644 50% EC EC 12,312 47% 13,304 47%
Level 2 521 42% NP NP 489 38% EC EC 10,047 38% 10,744 38%
Level 1 25 2% NP NP 24 2% EC EC 705 3% 771 3%
NE 1 4 <1% NP NP 11 1% EC EC 200 1% 195 1%
No Data 15 1% NP NP 11 1% EC EC 357 1% 361 1%
Exempt 81 7% NP NP 75 6% EC EC 1,724 7% 1,884 7%
Math Grade 6
TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,228 N = NP N=1,287 N=EC N = 26,497 N = 28,323
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 29 2% NP NP 25 2% EC EC 1,040 1% 1,007 1%
Level 3 160 13% NP NP 161 13% EC EC 3,886 15% 4,073 14%
Level 2 401 33% NP NP 390 30% EC EC 7,993 30% 8,345 29%
Level 1 521 42% NP NP 605 47% EC EC 10,978 41% 11,974 42%
NE 1 17 1% NP NP 18 1% EC EC 368 1% 514 2%
No Data 13 1% NP NP 9 1% EC EC 355 1% 371 1%
Exempt 87 7% NP NP 79 6% EC EC 1,877 7% 2,039 7%
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All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Achievement over 3 Year

Grade 9 - Academic

TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =228 N =272 N =239 N=EC N=7,169 N=7,561

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 8 1% 4 1% 13 5% EC EC 375 5% 472 6%
Level 3 157 69% 177 65% 147 62% EC EC 4,747 66% 4,938 65%
Level 2 32 14% 58 21% 48 20% EC EC 1,197 17% 1,242 16%
Level 1 28 12% 29 11% 24 10% EC EC 685 10% 710 9%
Below Level 1 1 <1% 1 <1% 5 2% EC EC 56 1% 59 1%
No Data 2 1% 3 1% 2 1% EC EC 109 2% 140 2%

Grade 9 - Applied
TCDSB Province

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017

N =715 N =845 N =679 N=EC N = 14,649 N = 14,384

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 43 6% 54 6% 45 7% EC EC 1,085 7% 1,014 7%
Level 3 198 28% 245 29% 167 25% EC EC 4,276 29% 4,290 30%
Level 2 288 40% 332 39% 263 39% EC EC 5,242 36% 5,013 35%
Level 1 115 16% 156 18% 147 22% EC EC 2,503 17% 2,626 18%
Below Level 1 53 7% 45 5% 38 6% EC EC 1,016 7% 887 6%
No Data 18 3% 13 2% 19 3% EC EC 527 1% 554 1%

EC = Due to exceptional circumstances in 2015, provincial data are unavailable to report provincial results.
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All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

OSSLT - FTE
TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,182 N=1,184 N=1,221 N = 25,772 N = 25,907 N =26,311
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Successful 508 56% 503 56% 502 53% 11,702 54% 11,526 53% 11,741 52%
Not Successful 393 44% 388 44% 441 47% 10,167 46% 10,426 47% 10,825 48%
Fully Participating 901 76% 891 75% 943 77% 21,869 85% 21,952 85% 22,566 86%
Absent 13 1% 7 1% 8 1% 753 3% 749 3% 822 3%
Deferred 268 23% 286 24% 270 22% 3,150 12% 3,206 12% 2,923 11%
Exempted 32 37 39 1,379 1,390 1,252
OSSLT - PE
TCDSB Province
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =848 N =976 N=971 N =21,881 N =22,033 N =22,624
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Successful 170 35% 135 27% 150 32% 3,325 35% 3,158 34% 3,014 34%
Not Successful 311 65% 372 73% 321 68% 6,045 65% 6,009 66% 5,832 66%
Fully Participating 481 57% 507 52% 471 49% 9,369 43% 9,167 42% 8,846 39%
Absent 50 6% 81 8% 75 8% 1,846 8% 1,895 9% 1,869 8%
Deferred 66 8% 67 7% 59 6% 2,202 10% 2,238 10% 2,320 10%
Exempted 25 8 23 1,860 1,660 1,542
0OSSLC 251 30% 321 33% 366 38% 8,464 39% 8,733 40% 9,589 42%

Note: Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those Fully Participating. Number of students Exempted is from those Deferred.
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Reading Grade 3

Achievement Results for Students with Autism

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as Autism

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,033 N = NP N =1,046 N=91 N = NP N =132
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 32 3% NP NP, 43 4% 4 4% NP NP, 5 4%
Level 3 372 36% NP NP, 431 41% 26 29% NP NP 33 25%
Level 2 428 41% NP NP, 387 37% 15 16% NP NP, 34 26%
Level 1 81 8% NP NP, 70 7% 4 4% NP NP, 7 5%
NE 1 18 2% NP NP, 17 2% 3 3% NP NP, 3 2%
No Data 13 1% NP NP, 13 1% 2 2% NP NP, 4 3%
Exempt 89 9% NP NP, 85 8% 37 41% NP NP, 46 35%
Writing Grade 3
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Autism
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,033 N = NP N =1,046 N=91 N = NP N =132
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 13 1% NP NP, 4 <1% 2 2% NP NP, 0 0%
Level 3 566 55% NP NP, 569 54% 34 37% NP NP 52 39%
Level 2 333 32% NP NP, 354 34% 14 15% NP NP 28 21%
Level 1 19 2% NP NP, 16 2% 0 0% NP NP 0 0%
NE 1 5 <1% NP NP, 9 1% 3 3% NP NP, 1 1%
No Data 15 1% NP NP, 15 1% 2 2% NP NP, 5 4%
Exempt 82 8% NP NP, 79 8% 36 40% NP NP 46 35%
Math Grade 3
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Autism
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =1,046 N = NP N =1,062 N=91 N = NP N =132
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 27 3% NP NP, 26 2% 7 8% NP NP, 7 5%
Level 3 309 30% NP NP, 300 28% 28 31% NP NP 25 19%
Level 2 475 45% NP NP, 481 45% 14 15% NP NP 38 29%
Level 1 120 11% NP NP, 145 14% 2 2% NP NP 8 6%
NE 1 20 2% NP NP, 15 1% 2 2% NP NP, 3 2%
No Data 12 1% NP NP, 12 1% 2 2% NP NP, 5 4%
Exempt 83 8% NP NP, 83 8% 36 40% NP NP 46 35%
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Reading Grade 6

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as Autism

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,230 N = NP N=1,287 N=91 N = NP N =130
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 18 1% NP NP, 20 2% 2 2% NP NP, 4 3%
Level 3 532 43% NP NP, 597 46% 24 26% NP NP 39 30%
Level 2 521 42% NP NP, 541 42% 22 24% NP NP, 46 35%
Level 1 60 5% NP NP, 35 3% 7 8% NP NP, 2 2%
NE 1 6 <1% NP NP, 7 1% 2 2% NP NP, 0 0%
No Data 12 1% NP NP, 11 1% 1 1% NP NP, 1 1%
Exempt 81 7% NP NP, 76 6% 33 36% NP NP 38 29%
Writing Grade 6
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Autism
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,230 N = NP N=1,287 N=91 N = NP N =130
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 31 3% NP NP, 33 3% 6 7% NP NP, 6 5%
Level 3 553 45% NP NP, 644 50% 28 31% NP NP 49 38%
Level 2 521 42% NP NP, 489 38% 20 22% NP NP 33 25%
Level 1 25 2% NP NP, 24 2% 1 1% NP NP, 2 2%
NE 1 4 <1% NP NP, 11 1% 1 1% NP NP, 1 1%
No Data 15 1% NP NP, 11 1% 2 2% NP NP, 1 1%
Exempt 81 7% NP NP, 75 6% 33 36% NP NP 38 29%
Math Grade 6
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Autism
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,228 N = NP N=1,287 N=91 N = NP N =130
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 29 2% NP NP, 25 2% 4 4% NP NP, 5 4%
Level 3 160 13% NP NP, 161 13% 15 16% NP NP 19 15%
Level 2 401 33% NP NP, 390 30% 13 14% NP NP 27 21%
Level 1 521 42% NP NP, 605 47% 18 20% NP NP 37 28%
NE 1 17 1% NP NP, 18 1% 6 7% NP NP, 2 2%
No Data 13 1% NP NP, 9 1% 1 1% NP NP, 1 1%
Exempt 87 7% NP NP, 79 6% 34 37% NP NP, 39 30%
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Grade 9 - Academic

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as Autism

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =228 N =272 N =239 N=21 N=21 N =22

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 8 4% 4 1% 13 5% 3 14% 2 10% 6 27%
Level 3 157 69% 177 65% 147 62% 18 86% 15 71% 13 59%
Level 2 32 14% 58 21% 48 20% 0 0% 1 5% 1 5%
Level 1 28 12% 29 11% 24 10% 0 0% 1 5% 1 5%
Below Level 1 1 <1% 1 <1% 5 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 5%
No Data 2 1% 3 1% 2 1% 0 0% 2 10% 0 0%

Grade 9 - Applied
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Autism
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =715 N =845 N =679 N=17 N=17 N=31

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 43 6% 54 6% 45 7% 2 12% 3 18% 5 16%
Level 3 198 28% 245 29% 167 25% 5 29% 5 29% 10 32%
Level 2 288 40% 332 39% 263 39% 7 41% 7 41% 10 32%
Level 1 115 16% 156 18% 147 22% 1 6% 1 6% 4 13%
Below Level 1 53 7% 45 5% 38 6% 1 6% 0 0% 1 3%
No Data 18 3% 13 2% 19 3% 1 6% 1 6% 1 3%
NOTES:

eFor OSSLT, Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those who are Fully Participating. Identified exceptional students who are not working towards the OSSD

may be exempted from the Literacy requirement. Schools may choose to defer for a student to write the assessment in a later year.

*OSSLC indicates the percentage of student who would be fulfilling the Literacy requirement through the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Course (OSSLC).

*Not Reported (N/R) indicates the number of participating students are fewer than 10 in a group.
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OSSLT - FTE

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Autism
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,182 N=1,184 N=1,221 N =56 N =55 N =62
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Successful 508 56% 503 56% 502 53% 32 74% 27 71% 32 84%
Not Successful 393 44% 388 44% 441 47% 11 26% 11 29% 6 16%
Fully Participating 901 76% 891 75% 943 77% 43 77% 38 69% 38 61%
Absent 13 1% 7 1% 8 1% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2%
Deferred 268 23% 286 24% 270 22% 13 23% 17 31% 23 37%
OSSLT - PE
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Autism
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =848 N =976 N =971 N =35 N =37 N =45
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Successful 170 35% 135 27% 150 32% 8 40% 5 28% 3 15%
Not Successful 311 65% 372 73% 321 68% 12 60% 13 72% 17 85%
Fully Participating 481 57% 507 52% 471 49% 20 57% 18 49% 20 44%
Absent 50 6% 81 8% 75 8% 0 0% 0 0% 3 7%
Deferred 66 8% 67 7% 59 6% 5 14% 3 8% 4 9%
0ossLC 251 30% 321 33% 366 38% 10 29% 16 43% 18 40%
Note: Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those Fully Participating.
o For OSSLT, Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those who are Fully Participating. Identified exceptional students who are not working towards the
0SSD may be exempted from the Literacy requirement. Schools may choose to defer for a student to write the assessment in a later year.
o OSSLC indicates the percentage of student who would be fulfilling the Literacy requirement through the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Course (OSSLC).
o Not Reported (N/R) indicates the number of participating students are fewer than 10 in a group.
o NP = “Non-participating” indicates that due to exceptional circumstances, some or all of the school’s or board’s students did not participate
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Reading Grade 3

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as LD

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,033 N = NP N =1,046 N=34 N = NP N=12
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 32 3% NP NP, 43 4% 0 0% NP NP 0 0%
Level 3 372 36% NP NP, 431 41% 15 44% NP NP, 5 42%
Level 2 428 41% NP NP, 387 37% 16 47% NP NP, 6 50%
Level 1 81 8% NP NP, 70 7% 1 3% NP NP, 1 8%
NE 1 18 2% NP NP, 17 2% 1 3% NP NP, 0 0%
No Data 13 1% NP NP, 13 1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
Exempt 89 9% NP NP, 85 8% 1 3% NP NP 0 0%
Writing Grade 3
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as LD
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,033 N = NP N =1,046 N=34 N = NP N=12
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 13 1% NP NP, 4 <1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
Level 3 566 55% NP NP, 569 54% 24 71% NP NP 9 75%
Level 2 333 32% NP NP, 354 34% 8 24% NP NP 2 17%
Level 1 19 2% NP NP, 16 2% 1 3% NP NP, 0 0%
NE 1 5 <1% NP NP, 9 1% 0 0% NP NP, 1 8%
No Data 15 1% NP NP, 15 1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
Exempt 82 8% NP NP, 79 8% 1 3% NP NP 0 0%
Math Grade 3
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as LD
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =1,046 N = NP N =1,062 N =35 N = NP N=13
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 27 3% NP NP, 26 2% 3 9% NP NP 1 8%
Level 3 309 30% NP NP, 300 28% 13 37% NP NP 3 23%
Level 2 475 45% NP NP, 481 45% 15 43% NP NP 8 62%
Level 1 120 11% NP NP, 145 14% 3 9% NP NP 1 8%
NE 1 20 2% NP NP, 15 1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
No Data 12 1% NP NP, 12 1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
Exempt 83 8% NP NP, 83 8% 1 3% NP NP 0 0%
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Reading Grade 6

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as LD

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,230 N = NP N=1,287 N =189 N = NP N=178
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 18 1% NP NP, 20 2% 1 1% NP NP, 2 1%
Level 3 532 43% NP NP, 597 46% 92 49% NP NP, 98 55%
Level 2 521 42% NP NP, 541 42% 83 44% NP NP, 68 38%
Level 1 60 5% NP NP, 35 3% 5 3% NP NP, 5 3%
NE 1 6 <1% NP NP, 7 1% 1 1% NP NP, 1 1%
No Data 12 1% NP NP, 11 1% 4 2% NP NP, 3 2%
Exempt 81 7% NP NP, 76 6% 3 2% NP NP, 1 1%
Writing Grade 6
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as LD
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,230 N = NP N=1,287 N =189 N = NP N=178
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 31 3% NP NP, 33 3% 3 2% NP NP 5 3%
Level 3 553 45% NP NP, 644 50% 87 46% NP NP 89 50%
Level 2 521 42% NP NP, 489 38% 83 44% NP NP 76 43%
Level 1 25 2% NP NP, 24 2% 9 5% NP NP, 2 1%
NE 1 4 <1% NP NP, 11 1% 0 0% NP NP, 2 1%
No Data 15 1% NP NP, 11 1% 4 2% NP NP, 3 2%
Exempt 81 7% NP NP, 75 6% 3 2% NP NP, 1 1%
Math Grade 6
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as LD
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,228 N = NP N=1,287 N =188 N = NP N=178
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 29 2% NP NP, 25 2% 1 1% NP NP, 1 1%
Level 3 160 13% NP NP, 161 13% 31 16% NP NP 22 12%
Level 2 401 33% NP NP, 390 30% 63 34% NP NP 61 34%
Level 1 521 42% NP NP, 605 47% 81 43% NP NP 86 48%
NE 1 17 1% NP NP, 18 1% 3 2% NP NP, 3 2%
No Data 13 1% NP NP, 9 1% 3 2% NP NP, 3 2%
Exempt 87 7% NP NP, 79 6% 6 3% NP NP, 2 1%
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Grade 9 - Academic

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as Learning Disability

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =228 N =272 N =239 N=71 N =80 N =65
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 8 4% 4 1% 13 5% 1 1% 0 0% 2 3%
Level 3 157 69% 177 65% 147 62% 53 75% 55 69% 45 69%
Level 2 32 14% 58 21% 48 20% 6 8% 16 20% 12 18%
Level 1 28 12% 29 11% 24 10% 10 14% 9 11% 5 8%
Below Level 1 1 <1% 1 <1% 5 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2%
No Data 2 1% 3 1% 2 1% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Grade 9 - Applied
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Learning Disability
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =715 N = 845 N =679 N =280 N =264 N =201
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 43 6% 54 6% 45 7% 20 7% 20 8% 16 8%
Level 3 198 28% 245 29% 167 25% 85 30% 80 30% 48 24%
Level 2 288 40% 332 39% 263 39% 117 42% 94 36% 81 40%
Level 1 115 16% 156 18% 147 22% 38 14% 47 18% 45 22%
Below Level 1 53 7% 45 5% 38 6% 16 6% 19 7% 9 4%
No Data 18 3% 13 2% 19 3% 4 1% 4 2% 2 1%
NOTES

APPENDIX C

eFor OSSLT, Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those who are Fully Participating. Identified exceptional students who are not working towards
the OSSD may be exempted from the Literacy requirement. Schools may choose to defer for a student to write the assessment in a later year.

*OSSLC indicates the percentage of student who would be fulfilling the Literacy requirement through the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Course (OSSLC).

*Not Reported (N/R) indicates the number of participating students are fewer than 10 in a group.

*NP = “Non-participating” indicates that due to exceptional circumstances, some or all of the school’s or board’s students did not participate

Page 42 of 119



OSSLT - FTE

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as Learning Disability

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,182 N=1,184 N=1,221 N =547 N =445 N =422
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Successful 508 56% 503 56% 502 53% 227 55% 181 56% 174 52%
Not Successful 393 44% 388 44% 441 47% 189 45% 144 44% 161 48%
Fully Participating 901 76% 891 75% 943 77% 416 76% 325 73% 335 79%
Absent 13 1% 7 1% 8 1% 5 1% 2 <1% 1 <1%
Deferred 268 23% 286 24% 270 22% 126 23% 118 27% 86 20%
OSSLT - PE
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Learning Disability
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =848 N =976 N =971 N =435 N =398 N =378
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Successful 170 35% 135 27% 150 32% 79 38% 64 29% 66 35%
Not Successful 311 65% 372 73% 321 68% 128 62% 155 71% 125 65%
Fully Participating 481 57% 507 52% 471 49% 207 48% 219 55% 191 51%
Absent 50 6% 81 8% 75 8% 28 6% 32 8% 24 6%
Deferred 66 8% 67 7% 59 6% 37 9% 26 7% 16 4%
0OSSLC 251 30% 321 33% 366 38% 163 37% 121 30% 147 39%

Note: Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those Fully Participating.

NOTES:

eFor OSSLT, Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those who are Fully Participating. Identified exceptional students who are not working towards the

0OSSD may be exempted from the Literacy requirement. Schools may choose to defer for a student to write the assessment in a later year.

*0OSSLC indicates the percentage of student who would be fulfilling the Literacy requirement through the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Course (OSSLC).

*Not Reported (N/R) indicates the number of participating students are fewer than 10 in a group.

*NP = “Non-participating” indicates that due to exceptional circumstances, some or all of the school’s or board’s students did not participate
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Reading Grade 3

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as LI

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,033 N = NP N =1,046 N=77 N = NP N=70
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 32 3% NP NP, 43 4% 0 0% NP NP 2 3%
Level 3 372 36% NP NP, 431 41% 24 31% NP NP, 28 40%
Level 2 428 41% NP NP, 387 37% 38 49% NP NP 27 39%
Level 1 81 8% NP NP, 70 7% 5 6% NP NP, 5 7%
NE 1 18 2% NP NP, 17 2% 3 4% NP NP, 0 0%
No Data 13 1% NP NP, 13 1% 2 3% NP NP, 1 1%
Exempt 89 9% NP NP, 85 8% 5 6% NP NP, 7 10%
Writing Grade 3
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as LI
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,033 N = NP N =1,046 N=77 N = NP N=70
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 13 1% NP NP, 4 <1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
Level 3 566 55% NP NP, 569 54% 44 57% NP NP 34 49%
Level 2 333 32% NP NP, 354 34% 21 27% NP NP 29 41%
Level 1 19 2% NP NP, 16 2% 5 6% NP NP, 1 1%
NE 1 5 <1% NP NP, 9 1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
No Data 15 1% NP NP, 15 1% 5 6% NP NP, 0 0%
Exempt 82 8% NP NP, 79 8% 2 3% NP NP 6 9%
Math Grade 3
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as LI
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =1,046 N = NP N =1,062 N=77 N = NP N=70
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 27 3% NP NP, 26 2% 1 1% NP NP, 1 1%
Level 3 309 30% NP NP, 300 28% 30 39% NP NP 13 19%
Level 2 475 45% NP NP, 481 45% 30 39% NP NP 41 59%
Level 1 120 11% NP NP, 145 14% 11 14% NP NP 8 11%
NE 1 20 2% NP NP, 15 1% 1 1% NP NP, 0 0%
No Data 12 1% NP NP, 12 1% 2 3% NP NP, 0 0%
Exempt 83 8% NP NP, 83 8% 2 3% NP NP 7 10%
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Reading Grade 6

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as LI

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,230 N = NP N=1,287 N=76 N = NP N =60
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 18 1% NP NP, 20 2% 0 0% NP NP 0 0%
Level 3 532 43% NP NP, 597 46% 23 30% NP NP 18 30%
Level 2 521 42% NP NP, 541 42% 40 53% NP NP, 37 62%
Level 1 60 5% NP NP, 35 3% 7 9% NP NP, 2 3%
NE 1 6 <1% NP NP, 7 1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
No Data 12 1% NP NP, 11 1% 2 3% NP NP, 1 2%
Exempt 81 7% NP NP, 76 6% 4 5% NP NP, 2 3%
Writing Grade 6
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as LI
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,230 N = NP N=1,287 N=76 N = NP N =60
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 31 3% NP NP, 33 3% 0 0% NP NP 1 2%
Level 3 553 45% NP NP, 644 50% 36 47% NP NP 28 47%
Level 2 521 42% NP NP, 489 38% 33 43% NP NP 25 42%
Level 1 25 2% NP NP, 24 2% 1 1% NP NP, 3 5%
NE 1 4 <1% NP NP, 11 1% 0 0% NP NP, 0 0%
No Data 15 1% NP NP, 11 1% 2 3% NP NP, 1 2%
Exempt 81 7% NP NP, 75 6% 4 5% NP NP, 2 3%
Math Grade 6
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as LI
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,228 N = NP N=1,287 N=76 N = NP N =60
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 29 2% NP NP, 25 2% 1 1% NP NP, 0 0%
Level 3 160 13% NP NP, 161 13% 6 8% NP NP 8 13%
Level 2 401 33% NP NP, 390 30% 22 29% NP NP 17 28%
Level 1 521 42% NP NP, 605 47% 39 51% NP NP 31 52%
NE 1 17 1% NP NP, 18 1% 1 1% NP NP, 2 3%
No Data 13 1% NP NP, 9 1% 2 3% NP NP, 0 0%
Exempt 87 7% NP NP, 79 6% 5 7% NP NP, 2 3%
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Grade 9 - Academic

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as Language Impairment

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =228 N =272 N =239 N=6 N=9 N=6
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 8 4% 4 1% 13 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Level 3 157 69% 177 65% 147 62% 6 100% 7 78% 5 83%
Level 2 32 14% 58 21% 48 20% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17%
Level 1 28 12% 29 11% 24 10% 0 0% 2 22% 0 0%
Below Level 1 1 <1% 1 <1% 5 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
No Data 2 1% 3 1% 2 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Grade 9 - Applied
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Language Impairment
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N =715 N =845 N =679 N =35 N=34 N=43
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Level 4 43 6% 54 6% 45 7% 4 11% 1 3% 4 9%
Level 3 198 28% 245 29% 167 25% 5 14% 13 38% 12 28%
Level 2 288 40% 332 39% 263 39% 17 49% 14 41% 14 33%
Level 1 115 16% 156 18% 147 22% 5 14% 4 12% 9 21%
Below Level 1 53 7% 45 5% 38 6% 3 9% 1 3% 4 9%
No Data 18 3% 13 2% 19 3% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0%
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OSSLT - FTE

All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted)

Students with Special Needs identified as Language Impairment

2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N=1,182 N=1,184 N=1,221 N=41 N =53 N =47
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Successful 508 56% 503 56% 502 53% 10 32% 13 39% 14 50%
Not Successful 393 44% 388 44% 441 47% 21 68% 20 61% 14 50%
Fully Participating 901 76% 891 75% 943 77% 31 76% 33 62% 28 60%
Absent 13 1% 7 1% 8 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Deferred 268 23% 286 24% 270 22% 10 24% 20 38% 19 40%
OSSLT - PE
All Students with Special Education Needs (Excluding Gifted) Students with Special Needs identified as Language Impairment
2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017 2014 - 2015 2015 - 2016 2016 - 2017
N = 848 N =976 N =971 N =37 N =40 N =39
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Successful 170 35% 135 27% 150 32% 10 50% 5 25% 3 14%
Not Successful 311 65% 372 73% 321 68% 10 50% 15 75% 19 86%
Fully Participating 481 57% 507 52% 471 49% 20 54% 20 50% 22 56%
Absent 50 6% 81 8% 75 8% 2 5% 2 5% 1 3%
Deferred 66 8% 67 7% 59 6% 4 11% 2 5% 13%
0OSSLC 251 30% 321 33% 366 38% 11 30% 16 40% 11 28%

Note: Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those Fully Participating.

NOTES:

eFor OSSLT, Successful and Not Successful percentages are based on those who are Fully Participating. Identified exceptional students who are not working towards the OSSD may be

exempted from the Literacy requirement. Schools may choose to defer for a student to write the assessment in a later year.

*0OSSLC indicates the percentage of student who would be fulfilling the Literacy requirement through the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Course (OSSLC).

*Not Reported (N/R) indicates the number of participating students are fewer than 10 in a group.

*NP = “Non-participating” indicates that due to exceptional circumstances, some or all of the school’s or board’s students did not participate
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Number of Students with an IEP Suspended

APPENDIX E

TCDSB All Secondary Elementary |[TCDSB TCDSB TCDSB Sec Sec Sec Elem Elem Elem
Students |Students Students #Students #Students #Students #Students  #Students #Students #Students  #Students #Students
Suspended - Suspended |Suspended [[Suspended - Suspended - Suspended - [[Suspended - Suspended - Suspended -
IEP IEP - Male IEP - Female |[IEP IEP - Male IEP - Female |[[IEP IEP - Male IEP - Female
2012-2013 91,596 31,038 60,555 1,090 878 212 635 479 156 455 399 56
2013-2014 91,115 30,631 60,484 944 750 194 521 390 131" 423 360 63
2014-2015 90,541 30,319 60,222 987 779 208 537 392 145" 450 387 63
2015-2016 90,333 30,149 60,184 947 763 184 480 371 109" 467 392 75
2016-2017 91,144 30,109 61,035 894 713 181 459 342 117" 435 371 64
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Suspended - Suspended IEPSuspended IEP IEP IEP-Male IEP-Female Suspended- Suspended- Suspended -
2012-2013  ~ 2013-2014 W 2014-2015 IEP - Male - Female IEP IEP-Male  IEP - Female
2015-2016 m2016-2017 2012-2013 2013-2014 m2014-2015 2015-2016 m2016-2017
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Accountability Framework Committee Plan 2016-17

Exceptionality: Number of students (K-12) with
Autism this exceptionality: 1763

K — 8 Regular Class: 918

K — 8 Special Education Class: 348
Gr. 9—12 Regular Class: 280

Gr. 9 — 12 Special Education Class:

217
Subgroup targeted: Students in Year 1 of the Program to Assist Social Thinking (PAST)
Goal(s) (2016-17): Goal Timeline:

For 2016/17 a sub-committee was struck to | 2016/17

prepare information focusing on classroom | 2017/18- Targeted students in

strategies for self-regulation and to develop a | PAST Program and tracking

tool to track student improvement with self- | students

regulation. 2018/19

Instructional Strategy:

e |nitially Stuart Shankar’s 5 domain model of self-regulation, biological; emotional;
social; prosocial; cognitive was discussed as a resource to help develop strategies
that could be shared across the system;

e Classroom strategies for self-regulation focusing on rigidity and flexibility were
investigated

Data supporting Observations:

Stuart Shankar’s book, Calm, Alert and Learning: Classroom Strategies for Self-

Regulation was shared with various resource teachers to aid with their work with

classroom teachers and students. In reviewing this approach, it was determined that

we needed to gather better data to help inform our practice in supporting students
with Autism with self-regulation in the classroom.

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:

e Sub-committee discussions led to the goal being refined. In looking at the successful
strategies used in the PAST program, it was determined a case study would be a
better way of obtaining measurable data.

e Building capacity in the system through targeted Professional Development (PD) has
continued in 2017/18.

e The two-year PD plan delivering a 3-day Autism workshop focusing on ABA principals,
educational practices, communication, sensory and understanding behaviour will be
completed 2017/18. The focus of the PD has been on Kindergarten and Special
Education elementary schools and one teacher in every elementary school in
Kindergarten and Special Education have been invited to attend this PD. The
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expectation is that the information from the workshop be shared with the staff at the
school in order to build capacity.

e The following PD opportunities were offered to support staff throughout the year:
ABA Training for Students with Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD); Communication
and Autism: Effective Communication Strategies for the Classroom Setting;
Understanding & Addressing Challenging Behaviours of Students with ASD. This was
well received and will continue in 2017/18.

e Ministry sponsored Autism certificate courses for educators through the Geneva
Centre was offered. Interest in this certification continues to be high, as a result this
will continue in 2017/18.

e The team developed intake kits for all Autism Support Teachers in elementary to help
understand the skills of students that are new to school or the board.

Accountabily Framework Committee Plan 2017-18

Goal for 2017-18: Goal Timeline:

The self-regulation of students in the PAST 2017/18, 2018/19, 2019/20
program will be tracked. By the end of the
school year, more students in the PAST program
will be able to identify their emotions
independently, identify a reason for their
emotion and identify a strategy addressing the
emotion.

The focus is to track the progress of the
students in identifying and using strategies to
address their emotions to demonstrate overall
improvement in self-regulation. The most
effective strategies used to teach this curriculum
where students are successful will be recorded
to create resources that can be shared to build
capacity within the schools to support students
with Autism.

Intended Outcomes:

If students are explicitly taught strategies to be flexible in their thinking, to
understand their emotions and to play cooperatively, then there will an improvement
in their self-regulation skills. Using checklists and feedback from the teachers in the
PAST program, the data will be tracked to measure success. This is a 3-year goal that
will follow the group of Year 1 students. In addition, the committee’s goal is to
communicate with all classrooms what effective self-regulation techniques have been
found in order to assist all students with Autism to reach their full potential.
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Accountability Framework for Special Education 2016-17

Exceptionality: Behaviour Number of Students with this
exceptionality: 188

Subgroup targeted: 126 Students in ISP class

Goal (2016-17): Focus on social/emotional Goal Timeline: September 2015 —
prerequisite skills for learning Reading, Writing June 2017

and Mathematics through the development of
social skills, self-esteem, self-advocacy and self-
regulations skills.

Instructional Strategy:

Deliver Stop Now And Plan (SNAP) which is an evidence based behavioural model
that provides a framework for teaching children struggling with behaviour issues
effective emotional regulation, self-control and problem-solving skills in each
Behavioural ISP

Provide designated in-services to both ISP Behaviour Teachers and Child & Youth
Workers which focus on training, monitoring and evaluation of the Stop Now And
Plan (SNAP) program

Provide learning opportunities regarding classroom management, self-regulation,
building positive rapport and increasing collaborative activities during unstructured
times such as recess

Involve the Child Development Institute in the monitoring of the Stop Now And
Plan (SNAP) program by observing Behaviour ISP Classrooms and providing
feedback to Behaviour ISP staff

Devise individual measurable goals, develop specific strategies, evaluate progress
on a weekly basis and revise or create new goals together with each student
registered in a Behaviour ISP. These goals should be based upon concepts with the
SNAP program

Provide support to assist in the development and consistency of tracking and
revision of those individual measurable goals

Articulate the progress of the individual measurable goals to parents/ guardians of
students in the Behaviour ISP

Upon request, provide the Friends program in Behaviour ISP Classes and/or classes
in which students with behavioural identifications attend

Foster a Professional Learning Network through on-going e-mail communications
amongst Behaviour ISP Teachers, CYWS and the Behaviour ISP Assessment and
Program Teacher
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Support for the Behaviour ISP programs with the ISP Assessment and Program
Teacher

Develop a list of recommended classroom resources to support the development
of social skills, self-esteem, self-advocacy and self-regulations skills

Use JUMP Math

Use Lexia Reading Programme

Use Assistive technology (i.e. Smart Board, Premier, Co-writer, Draft Builder,
Kurzweil and Dragon Naturally Speaking)

Data supporting Observations: (where available)

EQAO data is insufficient due to extremely low numbers of students completing the
standardized tests

All 19 Behavioural ISPs have been monitored through the support of the
Behavioural ISP APT and the school social worker

IPRC reports, IEPs and report cards have been reviewed

Individual measurable goals were developed for each student in a Behavioural ISP.
Progress is monitored with the support of the School Social Worker and the
Behaviour ISP APT. Progress with the individual measurable goals is reviewed with
parents/ guardians through the regular teacher and parent communication as well
as the annual IPRC.

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:

Staff who provide support in all 19 Behavioural ISPs have been trained in Stop Now
And Plan (SNAP). Implementation has been monitored by the Behaviour ISP
Assessment and Programing teacher and supported through the Child
Development Institute. CDI has indicated that the programs are operating with
fidelity. Four additional trainings were provided four Behavioural ISP staff (2 for
teachers and 2 for CYWs). The number of students who utilize SNAP skills has
increased as indicated in report cards.

A professional Learning Network through was established with on-going e-mail
communications amongst Behaviour ISP Teachers, CYWS and the Behaviour ISP
Assessment and Program Teacher. The majority of Behaviour ISP staff have
accessed this support.

The Friends program was provided in two Behaviour ISP classes. Students appear
less anxious and more prepared to focus on lessons.
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e JUMP Math, the Lexia Reading Programme and Assistive technology are being used
in each of the 19 Behaviour ISPs. EQUAO scores are insufficient to measure
progress but report cards and IPRC reports indicate academic progress for most
students.

e Levels of integration for students have increased which could lead to increased
demission rates.

Accountability Framework for Special Education 2017-18

Goal for 2017-18: Increase the capacity of Goal Timeline: September 2017 to
classroom teachers and educational assistants to | June 2019

support the integration of students registered in a
Behavioural ISP and/or support the self-regulation
of students registered in a “regular” classroom
setting.

Intended Outcomes: Prior to the completion of the 2018/19 school year, “regular”
classroom teachers and educational assistant will have increased opportunities to obtain
evidence based knowledge and to develop evidence based strategies which support the
self-regulation of students.

Instructional Strategies:

e Within at least 30 classrooms located in various schools across the TCDSB, in both
the 2017/18 and 2018/19 school years, the Student Support Response Teams,
(consisting of a Behaviour Intervention Teacher and a Child & Youth Worker, will
support a student who is experiencing self-regulation difficulties). Their
interventions will model evidence based strategies for the classroom teacher and if
applicable, education assistant.

e Further develop staff knowledge of evidence based de-escalation strategies by
providing a new CPI training format to increase the yearly number of TCDSB
employees who are certified in Crisis Prevention Intervention (CPI).

e Prior to the completion of the 2018/19 school year, revise the format for
Behavioural Support Plans which may be used in conjunction with Individual
Education Plans (IEP)s or on their own to support, monitor and revise self-
regulation strategies utilized in the “regular” classroom setting.

e The ISP Behaviour teacher and CYW will provide information to the rest of the staff
on the principals and language of the SNAP programme so that they can reinforce
the language and strategies in the regular classes and during unstructured times.

e ISP Behaviour teachers and CYWs will share the students’ individual measurable
goals and specific strategies with each of the integrated teachers.
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e The ISP Behaviour teachers and CYWs work collaboratively with the integrated
teachers to evaluate the students’ progress on a weekly basis and revise or create
new goals and strategies together for each student.

e Working collaboratively the ISP Behaviour Teacher, CYW and the integrated
teachers will develop a strategy of tracking and revising of those individual
measurable goals and strategies.
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Accountability Framework for Special Education 2016-17
Exceptionality: Blind and Low Vision (BLV) Number of Students with this
exceptionality: 54

Subgroup targeted: (e.g. in students with LI, those in LI closed classrooms)
Students with BLV needs who receive Tier 3 support (i.e., weekly, direct instruction from
a Specialist Teacher of the Blind) from the TDSB Vision Program.

Goal(s) (2016-17): Goal Timeline:
Regular classroom teachers and other school personnel | 2016 — 2017
who support learners with vision loss will engage in
targeted professional learning to ensure student success
in the inclusive classroom.

Instructional Strategy:

e 1:1 professional learning provided by TDSB Vision Program staff (Itinerant Vision
Teachers, Orientation & Mobility Specialists).

e Opportunities to observe specific instructional strategies employed by Vision
Program personnel.

e Modelling of disability-specific teaching strategies by Vision Program personnel.

e Provision of accommodated materials (i.e., braille, tactile diagrams, enlarged print,
digital formats) for classroom teachers.

e Training and support on the use of assistive technology.

Data supporting Observations: (where available)

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:
e Classroom teachers are able to deliver the regular curriculum with
accommodations for the learner who is visually impaired.
e Classroom teachers and school personnel feel more confident and comfortable
interacting with a student who is visually impaired.
e C(Classroom teachers are able to engage the learner who is visually impaired using
the strategies and materials provided by Vision Program personnel.
Include student outcomes: Students have developed greater confidence in their daily
classroom interactions.

Goal for 2017-18: Goal Timeline:

Classroom teachers of students who read braille who 2017 — 2018 School Year
receive the most intensive support from the TDSB Vision
Program will provide appropriate accommodations that
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enable the students to access the Ontario curriculum as
independently as possible.

Data Supporting Observations:
After receiving support from the TDSB Vision Program as outlined above in Instructional
Strategies, classroom teachers will be surveyed regarding the 4 items listed below.

Intended Outcomes:
e Classroom teachers will demonstrate increased

(a) personal comfort level teaching a student who reads braille
(b) frequency of consultation with Vision Program personnel
(c) ability to assist students who are blind with some aspects of their assistive
technology
(d) understanding of the learning needs and essential accommodations for a
learner who is blind
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Accountability Framework for Special Education 2016-17
Exceptionality Number of Students with this
Deaf/Hard of Hearing exceptionality: 97

30in ISP classes

Subgroup targeted: students with an identification of D/HH and/or those receiving
Itinerant D/HH support

Goal(s) (2016-17): Goal Timeline:

1. If teachers of D/HH students engage in 2016/2017 - collaborative inquiry
collaborative inquiry to deepen their
capacity to understand the learning needs
of D/HH students who require Hearing
Assistance Technology (HAT), then teacher
support of HAT use will increase. Progress
will be measured by perceptual data (e.g.,
surveys, interviews) and behavioural data
(e.g., classroom observations).

2. If D/HH students engage in collaborative
inquiry to reflect upon their own learning
profile, then consistent use of Hearing
Assistive Technology will increase. Progress
will be measured by perceptual data (e.g.,
surveys, interviews) and behavioural data
(e.g., classroom observations).

Instructional Strategy:

e Surveyed 74 D/HH students to explore and examine usage of Hearing Assistance
Technology

e Surveyed 53 teachers of D/HH students to explore and examine usage of Hearing
Assistance Technology

e Communicated Accountability Framework for Special Education (AFSE) goals to
classroom teachers of D/HH students through consultation with Itinerant D/HH
teachers

e Provided appropriate professional development to parents and teachers who work
with D/HH students in regular and ISP classes, and other Board staff.

Data supporting Observations:

e More than fifty percent of students identified as D/HH and/or those receiving itinerant
support engaged in face-to face social networking and communication enrichment
experiences, such as Girls’ Talk and Boys’ Club

ABC February 9, 2018
Deaf/Howd of Hearing
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e More than 100 students and their family members attended the annual D/HH family
picnic

e Weekly newsletters were shared system-wide on supporting D/HH students in the
regular class for Speech, Language and Hearing awareness month in May

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:

e 97% of students who responded to survey are in regular class placements

e 94% of teachers who responded to survey supported students in the regular
classroom

e 100% of all D/HH student networking events (Girls’ Talk, Boys’ Club, annual D/HH
family picnic) included parent participation and attendance

Accountability Framework for Special Education 2017-18

Goal for 2017-18: Goal Timeline: 3 year plan

By June 2018, review and analyze results

from 2016-17 surveys (D/HH Student 2017/2018 — data collection
Survey and D/HH Teacher Survey) and 2018/2019 - track implementation

based on results, identify one elementary 2019-2020 - track implementation
and two high schools to track usage of
Hearing Assistance Technology over two
years.

Intended Outcomes:

By June 2018:

- review and analyze results from 2016-17 surveys (D/HH Student Survey and D/HH
Teacher Survey)

- establish a pilot program at one elementary school and two high schools that
encourages use of Hearing Assistance Technology in elementary to track student usage
in secondary

ABC February 9, 2018
Deaf/Howd of Hearing
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Accountability Framework for Special Education 2016-17

Exceptionality
Gifted

Number of Students with this
exceptionality: 2119

Subgroup targeted: 264 students with Giftedness, 2016-17 Grade 6 cohort

Goal(s) 2016-17: Increase the percentage
of students with Giftedness whose Self-
Regulation and Organizational skills are
rated as “excellent” on their Provincial
Report Card. (Baseline: Grade 5 Term 1
Report Card.)

Goal Timeline:

This is a 3-year goal:
2016-17

2017-18

2018-19

Instructional Strategies:

e Building capacity for Gifted Withdrawal and Congregated Program Teachers,
through professional development activities (October 2016 Newsletter titled Self-
Regulation Skills, distributed to all TCDSB staff;

e PD presentation on Supporting the emotional health of students with Giftedness:
How to recognize depression/anxiety and how to help” in December 2016;
Supporting regular classroom teachers by offering a bank of IEP Accommodation

comments for Gifted students.

Data supporting Observations:

2016/2017 Baseline: Grade 5 Term 1 2016/2017 Term 2 Grade 6
Grade 6 Cohort | Provincial Report Card Provincial Report Card (264)
Organization Self- Organization Self-
Regulation Regulation
Excellent 63.3 % 60.6% 65.9% 65.2%
Excellent+Good | 90.6% 92.8% 92.4% 93.6%

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:

e Organization and self-regulation skills are have shown a slight increase.
e Continue to implement strategies to address anxiety/perfectionism in students

with Giftedness.

Accountability Framework for Special Education 2017-18

Goal for 2017-18:

Increase the percentage of students with
Giftedness whose Self-Regulation and
Organizational skills are rated as
“excellent” on their Provincial Report
Card.

Goal Timeline:
This is a 3-year goal:
2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19
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Intended Outcomes:
To increase and maintain the improvement of organization and self-regulation skills for

this cohort through Grade 7 and 8 (by the end of 2018-19 school year) as evidenced in
report card ratings to ensure successful transition into secondary school.
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ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 2016-17

Exceptionality
LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENT

Number of Students with this
exceptionality:
840

Subgroups targeted:

1. students in Language Impaired — Intensive Support Programs
2. kindergarten and primary students board-wide at risk for oral language delays

Goal(s) (2016-17):

1)If LI-ISP teachers engage in a
collaborative study, then they will deepen
their capacity to understand the learning
needs of students with LI and refine
instruction to improve student learning and
achievement.

2) If reading instruction for primary
students with Ll is directly focused on
decoding and comprehension, then we can
continue to reduce the achievement gap in
primary literacy. Progress will be monitored
by data collection regarding Empower
Reading implementation and student
achievement in the LI ISP, evidence-based
interventions such a SKIPPA (Senior
Kindergarten Intervention Program for
Phonemic Awareness) and FIPPA (Focused
Intervention Program for Phonemic
Awareness).

Goal Timeline:
2016/2017 - Collaborative Inquiry

Instructional Strategy:

Facilitated early intervention processes (e.g., SLP consultation to kindergarten
classrooms; promotion of the board-wide Early Identification Strategy).
Implemented strategic roll-out of FIPPA and SKIPPA for selected students in kindergarten

and grade one.

Delivered Kindergarten Language Program to SK students at risk for oral language and

literacy delays.

Collaborated with LI-ISP teachers and Accountability Framework committee to examine
and develop indicators of functional oral language skills.

ABC Februory 9, 2018
Language lmpaivment
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Provided parents and teachers with information and professional development materials
relevant for addressing oral language and literacy skills for students with LI.

Data supporting Observations:

Thirty-six students participated in SKIPPA intervention. On pre- and post-testing,
students increased by 22% in their knowledge of the number of phonemes and
100% in number of words on the SKIPPA Word Assessment Tool.

Twenty-one students participated in the FIPPA intervention. On the Ekwall Oral
Reading Levels, student scores increased 100% on pre- and post-measures. Scores
for Grade 1 students increased 33% on the Ekwall Listening comprehension levels.
Two hundred and fifty-six students attended the Kindergarten Language Program.
At demission, forty-two students (16%) were recommended for an LI-ISP
placement for grade one; further psychological assessment was recommended for
eleven students (4.3%); and twenty-six students (10%) were recommended for a
developmental assessment.

Seventy-two percent of the LI-ISP teachers attended a two-day Professional
Development Series. 65% of those surveyed reported positively that the
Professional Development series was very applicable and that they would apply
with their students something new that they learned.

Forty-nine EAs and CYWs participated in Conversation in the Classroom, a half-day
professional development workshop for Support Staff. Eighty-eight percent of
those who attended completed a post-workshop survey. 72% indicated that they
learned much from the series and 67% reported that they would apply with their
students something new that they learned.

Five teacher and Early Childhood Educator teams attended 4 modules of ABC and
Beyond, a workshop for Early Years teams. Attendees rated the usefulness of each
session on a 5 point scale with 1 being “not useful” and 5 being “very useful”, as
follows, Turn Book Reading into a Conversation, - 4.6; Make New Words Sparkle, -
4.75; Foster the Development of Print Knowledge - 4.8; and Build Phonological
Awareness, 5.

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:

Both SK and grade 1 students improved in their phonemic awareness skills and
Grade 1 students also improved in their decoding skills as a result of the SKIPPA
and FIPPA interventions.

Students who attended the KLP on average, improved from below average
performance to low average performance on oral language measures over the
course of the program.

ABC February 9, 2018
Language lmpaivment
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e The proportion of LI students with Level 3-4 EQAO Reading scores has improved
over the years.

e The proportion of LI students with Level 3-4 EQAO Writing Grade 6 scores has
increased over the years from 25% to 49%. The modal Grade 6 reading score is
Level 2. In recent years, Level 3 - 4 scores have improved to 30%.

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 2017-18

Goal for 2017-18: Goal Timeline: 3-year goal
Administer functional speaking and 2017/2018 — Data collection
listening measure in Fall 2017 and Spring of | 2018-2019 — Data collection
2018 to LI- ISP teachers and classroom 2019-2020 -- Data Analysis

teachers of the LI students to explore the
progress and the learning needs of students
with LI so that teachers can increase their
capacity to understand and refine
instruction to improve student learning and
achievement. Progress will be measured by
perceptual data (e.g., surveys, interviews)
and behavioural data (e.g., work samples,
classroom observations). Survey results
will inform goal setting for 2019/2020.
Intended Outcomes:

Over a two-year period, administer and collect twice yearly survey data on oral language
measures for at least 80% of students in the LI-ISP classroom.

ABC Februory 9, 2018
Language lmpaivment
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Accountability Framework for Special Education 2016-17

Exceptionality
Learning Disability

Number of Students with this
exceptionality: 2778

Subgroup targeted: All students with LD identification

Reading:
If reading instruction for students with LD is

directly focused on decoding and
comprehension, we can continue to reduce the
achievement gap.

Goal Timeline:
This was a longer term goal:
2015-16, 2016- 17

Instructional Strategy:

e Empower Reading Intervention (Decoding/Spelling Grade 2-5 and 6-8;
Comprehension/ Vocabulary Grade 2-5): offered in 71 TCDSB elementary schools.

e Lexia Reading Intervention to support the learning of Decoding, Comprehension
and Vocabulary: offered in 65 schools (73 Teachers and 5 APTs attended the

October 2016 Lexia training).

e Teacher survey conducted in March 2017: Most teachers report that the program
effectively supports learning decoding and comprehension, and student’s self

confidence in students with LD.

e Math instructions supported by a variety of interventions.
e Students with LD are supported to learn self-advocacy skills.

Data supporting Observations: (where available)

Reading: 56% of all Grade 6 LD students at level 3 and 4 (compared to 52% in the

Province)

OSSLT: 52% first time eligible students with LD were successful (50% in the Province)

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:

Continue to implement the above strategies to support students with LD.

Accountability Framework for Special Education2017-18

Goal for 2017-18:

Math: By the end of the school year increase
teachers’ understanding of LD and its impact on
teaching and learning math, and increase their use
of effective teaching strategies.

Goal Timeline:
September 2017-June 2018

Intended Outcomes:

Special Education and Regular Classroom Teachers participating in targeted PD sessions
during the school year will become more knowledgeable and more effective in the use of
appropriate teaching strategies and accommodations for teaching math to students with
LD, as indicated by survey results regarding their practices at the end of the school year.
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Accountability Framework for Special Education 2016-17

Exceptionality Number of Students with this
Mild Intellectual Disability exceptionality: 373

Subgroup targeted: All

Goal: To create a framework to support the Goal Timeline:

work of schools with students with the MID 2016-17

identification

Instructional Strategy:
e Collect resources and strategies to assist in supporting teachers who support
students with this exceptionality.
e |dentify best practices to support the MID population at the elementary and
secondary school levels
e Develop a communication plan to disseminate information to staff working with
MID populations.

Data supporting Observations:
e Students identified with MID do not generally write EQAO assessments
e Committee is reviewing alternative learning skills and reporting mechanisms for
this student population

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:

Implementation of best practices and strategies in MID ISP classes and in Locally
Developed courses to support students with MID.

Accountability Framework for Special Education2017-18

Goal for 2017-18: Goal Timeline:

Complete the MID Framework Template and September 2017-June 2018
identify strategies to support ongoing work. Share
these strategies with schools and staff working with
this student population.

Intended Outcomes:
Improve outcomes for students identified with MID though responsive practices and
program planning both for the elementary and secondary school levels.
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Accountability Framework for Special Education 2016-17

Exceptionality: Number of students (K —12)
Developmental Disability (DD)/ with these as a primary
Multiple Exceptionalities (ME) exceptionality:

Developmental Disability — 141
Multiple Exceptionalities — 182
Subgroup targeted: Students identified with Developmental Disability or Multiple
Exceptionalities in a DD/ME Intensive Support Programs (ISP)

Goal(s) (2016-17): Goal Timeline:

Feedback from the collaborative inquiry suggests the 2016/17

focus should continue to be on functional literacy for 2017/2018 — Professional

students identified with DD-ME in ISP and having development for teachers in

alignment across the system when developing the elementary DD/ME ISPs

literacy skills for students in a DD-ME ISP. focusing on functional literacy
2018/2019

Instructional Strategy:

e To continue to build capacity in the system through targeted Professional Development.

e Two days of professional development for one DD-ME ISP teacher in every secondary
school with an ISP class took place. Day one focused on functional literacy and day two
focused on understanding challenging behaviours. Strategies presented were
encouraged to be used in the classroom.

e Supplemental functional literacy resources were purchased for secondary staff. These
resources were distributed to secondary staff as part of the Professional Development
plan.

Data supporting Observations:

83% of the secondary schools attended the two days of professional development. All

secondary schools with ISP classes have received the resource Enhance: Functional

Literacy Resource.

Outcomes/Observations/Learning:

e Teacher led professional development occurred to help build capacity with other DD-
ME ISP teachers in secondary;

e Positive feedback from participants in the professional development was received
through a feedback form;

e Age appropriate resources were made available to assist in instructional planning;

e To continue to update the Pathway to Community Participation Framework draft
document.

e Toupdate in order to share the Best Practice Guide for elementary DD-ME ISP teachers;
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e To continue to research alternative report cards in other school boards to compare and
contrast the alternative report card in our board;

e To support the implementation of an afterschool Professional Learning Network for DD-
ME ISP teachers.

Accountability Framework for Special Education 2017-18

Goal for 2017-18: Goal Timeline:

By the end of the school year, there will be increased 2017/18, 2018/19
teacher understanding and use of MEVille to WEVille to

address the functional literacy of elementary students.

Intended Outcomes:

By the end of June 2019, elementary DD/ME ISP classes will be implementing strategies
from the MEVille to WEVille functional literacy program. The goal will be measured
through surveys, webinar participation and participation and sharing of best practices
during professional development sessions. Student engagement will be increased in
functional literacy activities based on surveys and classroom observations.
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EMPOWER™ Reading 2016-17

Empower Reading ™is an evidence-based reading intervention program,
which was developed by the Learning Disabilities Research Program at the
Hospital for Sick Children. This program is based on 25 years of research in
Canada and the United States.

The TCDSB has continued to offer Empower as an intervention for students
in grades 2-5 who have demonstrated significant difficulties in decoding
and spelling. Since 2013-14, TCDSB has also offered both a decoding and
spelling program for students in grades 6-8, as well as a program focused
on comprehension and vocabulary for students in grades 2-5. In 2016-17,
470 students participated in the Gr. 2-5 decoding/spelling program, 47
students participated in the Gr.6-8 decoding/spelling program, and 125
students in the Gr.2-5 comprehension/vocabulary program. Currently
(2017-18) TCDSB has 64 active locations/schools providing Empower with
many locations offering multiple programs.

Student performance has been measured in all programs through
assessments of literacy that are appropriate to the specific decoding or
comprehension intervention.

There were no major discrepancies between finding from the 2016-17
school year and those of previous years.

1. Results for students in gr. 2-5 Decoding/Spelling indicate that they made
significant gains on:

e All decoding and word recognition measures provided by SickKids;
students answered almost all items on the “KeyWords” emphasized
in Empower and up to 80% of the “Challenge Words” (which require
students to generalize their decoding skills to new words).

e The Blending and Segmenting Assessment (TCDSB phonemic
awareness measures), with students answering up to 90% of items
correctly by June.

e The Running Record (TCDSB measure). On average these students
were well below grade level at the beginning of the program and
improvement was observed by June. (For example, there was an
increase from 1% to 47% of Grade 2 students reading at grade level).
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Grade 2 and 3 students made the strongest gains in decoding,
compared to Grades 4 and 5. This result suggests that students in
Grade 4 through 5 have learned some literacy skills through
instruction in their Regular or Special Ed classes, but not as much as
they would have had they received instruction in Empower

While students made substantial progress in Empower, many
continue to have reading test scores below grade level and will need
ongoing support.

Results from transfer students in Hub schools are similar to those
from other Empower students in the same schools. ISP students
made gains similar to those of other students.

2. Results for students in gr. 6-8 Decoding/Spelling and gr. 2-5
Comprehension/Vocabulary indicate that:

Gr. 6-8 Decoding/Spelling: Results from the SickKids Blending and
Segmenting, and Running Record tests indicate substantial
improvement over the course of the intervention.

Gr. 2-5 Comprehension/Vocabulary: Students improved on the
Running Record, especially on the Comprehension component. The
oral component of the Quick Comprehension Analysis (QCA) was
administered to students in 7 classes at the beginning and end of
Empower, revealing improved comprehension at the end of the
program.

In addition, comprehension teachers completed an exit survey at the
end of instruction suggesting that students improved substantially on
all the comprehension strategies taught in Empower.

3. Carry-over classes:
Empower programs are intended to be completed in one school year.
However, for a variety of logistical reasons some Empower classes are
not completed within the end of the school year and are “carried-over”
into the following school year. Since instruction is interrupted by the
long summer break, this raises the questions of whether students in
carryover classes make the same gains as those who complete Empower
in one school year. Data examined from classes that began in the 2015-
16 school year and continued into 2016-17 school year indicates:

Carryover students generally improved to the same extent or more
than same year students.
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e When there were differences between same-year and carry-over
students, these differences were small.

4. Motivation to Read:

Teachers indicate that students who receive Empower become more

motivated to participate in class and enjoy reading more. In order to

document these changes, students in selected gr.2-5 Decoding and

Comprehension classes were administered interviews and surveys on

their motivation to read. Interviews and surveys were administered in

May 2017, which was towards the end of Empower intervention.

e Students generally had a moderate to good self-concept as a reader
and understood the value of reading well.

e Students were aware of the importance of Empower strategies.
Results suggest that this research may provide valuable insight into
student confidence and interest in reading. It is suggested that the
motivation protocol should be administered at the beginning and
end of Empower instruction.

5. Longer term (3 to 4 years post-intervention)

Student performance on Canadian Achievement Test (CAT) and EQAO

was analyzed:

e Students who take CAT tests after completing Empower have better
results than those who take it beforehand. Data indicates that 80% of
students who took Empower in Grade 3 had low scores (stanines 1 to
3) on the Grade 2 CAT test; on the Grade 5 test, only 44% had low
scores.

e |n Grades 4 and 5, students who enrolled in Empower do so after
participating in the Grade 3 EQAO but before the Grade 6 EQAO. For
these students, the proportion of Level 1 scores decreased (31% to
12%) on the Grade 6 test relative to Grade 3.

e While most students improve on the Board and provincial measures,
there is a proportion of students who will need further Special
Education intervention. Empower teachers suggest that these
students are often identified as having a Language Impairment or
Learning Disability. Most students need reinforcement after
Empower.

February 15, 2018
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LEXIA Intervention

Lexia Reading is a web-based reading intervention, which focuses on:

e Foundational reading development for students pre-K to Grade 5, and
e Reading development for struggling readers in Grades 5-12.

This evidence-based individualized reading intervention provides explicit, systematic,
structured practice on the essential reading skills of:

e Phonological Awareness,
e Phonics,

e Structural Analysis,

e Automaticity/Fluency,

e Vocabulary, and

e Comprehension

Students practice and learn these skills by interacting with the online program, as
well as by receiving teacher-led Lexia lessons and paper-based practice activities.
Students can access Lexia Reading from school, home, public library, etc.

TCDSB implements Lexia as a Tier 2 and Tier 3 intervention to facilitate the development
of reading skills for students. Through SBSLT endorsement, students are eligible for Lexia
implementation if they are significantly below grade level in their reading skills, AND
who are:

e identified as Exceptional (primarily LD or LI), OR
e assessed as LD or Ll or referred for assessment, OR
e discussed by SBSLT and have an IEP

The Lexia Reading software also delivers norm-referenced performance data and
analysis for each individual student, through the software application. Teachers use
the data to track achievement and tailor instruction.

Students currently enrolled in Empower™ Reading: Decoding and Spelling are not
eligible for Lexia Reading implementation. However, former Empower students who
require additional support are eligible if endorsed by SBSLT.

In the Fall of 2016-17 schools were invited to apply for their eligible students. 285
centrally available licenses were distributed to students with LD or LI learning profile or
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identification (46 schools received licenses). In late September 2016, 285 licenses were

distributed and training was provided by Lexia to teachers who would be using the
program throughout the year. In October 2016, 74 teachers and 5 APTs participated in
that training.

In March 2017, a teacher survey was conducted and teachers using Lexia were asked
to fill it out. Results are below:

62 teachers completed the survey — however, not all teachers responded to
every question.

Most teachers started using the software in Fall 2016 (61%) — 24% started
before that date

70% of all teaches responding attended the training in October 2016

54% of teachers have accessed the training on-demand videos under the
resources tab

59% of teachers are using the software with Primary-aged students

90% are using the software with Junior-aged students

46% are using the software with Intermediate-aged students

Most common formal identifications for students using the software are
Learning Disabled and Language Impaired:

Answer Choices Responses
Leaming Disability 76.27% 45
Attention/Hyperactivity Deficit Disorder (ADHD) 32.20%
Language Impairment 62.711% a7
Behavioral difficulties 16.95% 10

Emational difficulties (ex. Anxiety, depression) B.47%

Other 203% 1

The most commonly used Lexia components include Lexia Skill Builders (63%
Often or Always) and Lexia Lessons (57% Often or Always) — Lexia Instructional
Connections are used 34% of the time Often or Always)

Most commonly used devices are desktops and laptops:

Answer Choices Responses

Desktop/Laptop B86.44% 51

Bring Your Own Device (BYOD) 15.25% 9

Netbook 30.51% 18

Other 35.50% 21
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e 50% of the teachers responding to the survey indicate that their students

gained, on average, 3-4 levels

e 27% indicated that their students gained 1-2 levels
e 23% indicated that their students gained 5 or more levels
e Most staff found logging-in and accessing program components easy:

Not at all (no
easy label)
a) Reqister your students in the program? 0.00% 11.48%
0 7
b) For students to log onto the program? 0.00% 6.56%
0 4
c) Access the resources (skills builders, lexia lessons, certificates, 0.00% 6.67%
etc.) 0 4

(no Very Total Weighted
label) easy Average
26.23% 62.30%
16 38 6 3.51
24.59% 68.85%
15 42 61 3.62
18.33% 75.00%
1 45 60 3.68

e 59% of teachers reported that they had not experienced difficulties when using

the program — 41% did report difficulties

e 56% of students have experienced no difficulties when using the program
e Most teachers report that the software is effective support student decoding

and comprehension:

Not at all (no label) (no label) Very effective
a) reading decoding skills 1.69% 0.00% 32.20% 66.10%
1 0 19 39
b) reading comprehension 1.72% 10.34% 43.10% 44.83%
1 6 25 26

Total

59

58

Weighted Average

3.63

e Most teachers provided very positive reports regarding all aspects of the Lexia

program:
Not at all (no label) (no label)

a) How useful is it? 0.00% 4.92% 18.03%
0 3 11

b) How engaging is it for the students? 0.00% 6.56% 31.15%
0 4 19

c) Does it allow for differentiated instruction? 0.00% 6.56% 211.31%
0 4 13

d) Does it allow for scaffolding? 0.00% 1.64% 22.95%
0 1 14
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77.05%
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62.30%
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7213%
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Total

61

61

61

61

Weighted Average

3.56
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90% of all teachers would recommend their school purchase more licenses for
Lexia — 10% were not sure
The greatest student gains appear to be in the areas of decoding and self-

confidence:

Decoding skills
Comprehension skills
Reading fluency

Written responses to reading
Behaviour

Confidence

Attention

Independence

Computer skills

Other

Not at all

0.00%

0

3.28%

0.00%

6.56%

5.00%

0.00%

1.69%

0.00%

1.67%

5.88%

(no label)

10.00%
6

14.75%

25.00%
15

42.62%
26

25.00%
15

6.56%

15.25%

8.33%

16.67%
10

17.65%

(no label)

45.00%
27

59.02%
36

51.67%
3

39.34%
24

46.67%
28

45.90%
28

52.54%
3

55.00%
33

41.67%
25

47.06%
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Very much

45.00%
27

22.95%

11.48%
7

23.33%
14

47.54%
29

30.51%
18

36.67%
22

40.00%
24

29.41%

Total

59

17

Weighted Average

3.02

3.28

3.00



Chapter <} Ministry of Education

There are 72 publicly funded district school boards
in Ontario responsible for overseeing elementary
and secondary education for about two million
students. Specifically, school boards are respon-
sible for promoting student achievement and well-
being, and for effective stewardship of resources.
In the 2016/17 school year, school boards were
allocated $23 billion by the Ministry of Education,
of which the majority was used at the discretion of
individual boards.

For the purpose of this audit, we visited four
school boards in southern Ontario—Toronto
Catholic District School Board (Toronto Cath-
olic), Hamilton-Wentworth District School Board
(Hamilton-Wentworth), Halton Catholic District
School Board (Halton Catholic), and Hastings and
Prince Edward District School Board (Hastings and
Prince Edward).

We found that the boards we visited used fund-
ing restricted by legislation for the purposes for
which it was provided. However, funding provided
for specific purposes, but not restricted by legisla-
tion, was not always used for the specific purposes
intended. School boards often used a portion of this
money to offset financial pressures in other areas,
such as teacher salaries and benefits and special-
education program costs. From the 2011/12 to the

School Boards’
Management of Financial
and Human Resources

2015/16 school year, boards experienced added
financial pressures because of an increase in sick
days by board employees. A study of over 50 school
boards found that for the five-year period, sick days
increased by 29%, and the overall sick leave paid as
a percentage of payroll increased 25%.

We found that these pressures often resulted in
boards redirecting funding originally intended for
students who were at risk of experiencing academic
difficulty because of social and economic factors, as
well as students who were not fluent in English, to
other areas.

We also noted that improvements were needed
in how school boards are measuring, assessing and
reporting on operational effectiveness. Each of the
school boards we visited has a multi-year strategic
plan that outlines its goals. However, most school
boards did not have measurable indicators and
targets for all their stated goals. All four boards
report results of standardized testing conducted
by the Education Quality and Accountability Office
(EQAO) in their annual reports.

On a positive note, school boards have been
increasing their use of group purchasing arrange-
ments to acquire goods and services, which should
result in cost savings. For instance, we noted that
the value of school board purchases acquired
through supplier agreements negotiated by the
Ontario Education Collaborative Marketplace
increased from $10 million in 2010 to $112 million
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in 2016. By December 2016, 71 of the 72 school
boards in Ontario were participating in this group

at least 90% of the appraisals within the

required five-year period. An experienced
purchasing plan. teacher can be rated satisfactory or unsatis-
The following are some of our specific concerns factory, according to the Ministry’s Teacher
regarding school boards’ management of financial Performance Appraisal manual. We were told

and human resources: that principals are hesitant to give an unsatis-

Sick days for school board employees
increased 29% over the last five years,
causing the boards financial pressures.
From the 2011/12 school year to the 2015/16
school year, three of the four boards we vis-
ited noted an increase in employee sick days
ranging from 11% to 40%. Both Hamilton-
Wentworth and Hastings and Prince Edward
saw increases in sick days for each employee
group. Halton Catholic experienced increases
in some groups and decreases in others. Over
the same five-year period, for three boards
for which information was available, salary
costs paid to employees while they were off
sick increased by 32% to $42.7 million in the
2015/16 school year. According to a study
commissioned by school boards, barriers pre-
venting the effective management of absen-
teeism by school board employees included
the design of the centrally negotiated sick
leave plan, a lack of attendance support pro-
grams, and a lack of clear accountability for
monitoring sick days.

School boards are missing an opportun-
ity to improve teaching quality through
teacher performance appraisals. None of
the four boards we visited completed the two
mandatory appraisals for all new teachers
within 12 months of being hired, as required
under the Education Act, 1990 (Act). In fact,
at one school board, more than 35% of new
teachers were not appraised as required in
their first year. The lack of timely appraisals
impacts the new teachers’ ability to receive
feedback and seek timely professional
development required to be successful in the
profession. For experienced teachers, three of
the four school boards we visited completed

factory rating unless they are working toward
terminating the teacher. For the four boards
we visited, fewer than 1% of the teachers
evaluated were rated unsatisfactory.

Student achievement results are not a key
factor in the allocation of resources. The
Act requires that boards allocate resources to
improve student achievement in areas where
students are performing below provincial
benchmarks. Two of the four boards we
visited agreed that smaller class sizes lead to
better student outcomes, but only Hamilton-
Wentworth attempted to create smaller
classes in schools with lower student achieve-
ment. Board management for the other three
boards was mainly concerned with meeting
provincial class size restrictions. However, all
four boards visited informed us of additional
supports they provide or plan to provide to
schools that are struggling academically. For
example, one board informed us that it is
planning to allocate additional reading spe-
cialists to high-priority schools identified by
socio-economic factors and low Early Develop-
ment Instrument (EDI) scores, starting in the
2017/18 school year. EDI scores are based on
questionnaires completed across Canada by
kindergarten teachers for each student, and
they measure whether children are meeting
age-appropriate developmental expectations
entering Grade 1.

Funding for students at risk of academic
difficulty not always spent as intended.
The Ministry provides funding for students
at risk of low academic achievement through
the Learning Opportunities Grant. At-risk
students are identified through social and
economic indicators, such as households
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with low income and low parental education.
The boards have discretion on how they can
spend much of this funding. We noted that
Toronto Catholic used only 50% of the $46.5
million it received for at-risk students, while
the remaining funds were used to support a
shortfall in teacher salaries and special-edu-
cation funding. Although Toronto Catholic
was not in violation of funding restrictions,
we did note that elementary schools in neigh-
bourhoods with lower household incomes
have consistently performed poorly compared
with higher-income neighbourhood schools.
This achievement gap highlights the import-
ance of using the Learning Opportunities
Grant funding for its intended purpose of
focusing on students at greater risk of low
academic achievement.

Language grant provided for English-lan-
guage learners is being spent on other pur-
poses. The Ministry provides funding to all
English school boards for English as a second
language/English literacy development. The
funding is to provide language instruction to
recent immigrants from non-English-speaking
countries. However, this funding is not
restricted for use in language instruction. For
the 2015/16 school year, Toronto Catholic
used 58% of the $23.9 million it received for
English as a second language students, and
the remainder was used to alleviate cost pres-
sures in other areas, despite the fact that in its
2014-2018 Board Learning Improvement Plan,
the board stated that “...our [EQAO perform-
ance] data indicate we will need to redouble
our efforts with English-language learners
and students with special needs.” An analysis
of EQAO results for the period of 2011/12 to
2014/15 in reading and math showed that
English-language learners at Toronto Catholic
elementary schools were performing worse
than the average for the board.

Nearly a quarter of special-needs students
are waiting longer than a year to receive

psychological assessments. All four boards
we visited had long lists of students waiting to
be assessed or served by professionals in the
areas of psychology and speech and language.
For three of the four boards, 24% or more of
the students on the psychological services
wait lists had been waiting for more than a
year. Some students had been on the wait
lists for more than two years. In addition, two
boards had students waiting more than a year
for speech and language assessments. Timely
assessments allow school boards to devise
long-term plans to provide services that

best meet students’ needs. Despite the long
wait lists, three of the four school boards we
visited were not scheduling specialist assess-
ments during the two summer months to help
reduce backlogs.

Specialist assessment wait times differed
significantly based on the school area
within the same board. Wait times for spe-
cialist assessments could vary significantly
between schools in the same board. All four
boards assign each of their specialists to a
specific group of schools. Although all four
boards compile central wait lists, specialists
with smaller workloads were not reassigned
to schools outside their specific group to help
reduce the backlog in assessments. We noted
that in the Hamilton-Wentworth board a stu-
dent at one school had been waiting for more
than two years (853 days) to be assessed,
while in another school the longest wait was
less than six months (164 days).

Operational improvements recommended
by regional internal audits were not imple-
mented. Two of the four school boards we
visited did not implement significant recom-
mendations made by regional internal audit
teams on a timely basis from audits completed
between summer 2012 and summer 2015.
Toronto Catholic and Hamilton-Wentworth
had implemented only—48% and 61%
respectively of the recommendations made by
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their regional internal audit teams. At Toronto
Catholic, internal audit recommendations not
yet acted on included setting up an attendance
support program and case management soft-
ware for central tracking of special-education
service referrals and backlogs. Our audit

also noted that Toronto Catholic needed to
improve wait times to assess students with
special needs and to better manage costs asso-
ciated with the increasing number of teacher
sick days. Hamilton-Wentworth would have
benefited from implementing the recom-
mended preventive maintenance program to
guard against further deterioration of school
facilities, especially since one of its strategic
goals is to reduce the number of schools in
poor condition by 2020.

This report contains 11 recommendations,
consisting of 23 actions, to address our audit find-
ings. Although the recommendations are aimed
at the four school boards we visited, other school
boards should also consider implementing them
to help them better manage their financial and
human resources.

We concluded that the school boards in southern
Ontario we visited did not ensure that all funding
provided for specific education priorities, such as
students at risk of poor academic performance,
were used for those purposes. As well, they can
improve their assessing and reporting of operational
effectiveness by setting measurable targets for their
strategic goals and reporting on them annually.

The boards were in compliance with Ministry
guidelines on the use of restricted funding and class
sizes, but did not meet the legislated requirements
for appraising some new teachers within 12 months
and to a lesser extent experienced teachers and
principals within the required five-year period.

School boards were also not able to provide
the most suitable services to students with special

needs, as a significant number of these students
were waiting longer than a year for psychological
and/or speech and language assessments. In
addition, school boards need to develop effective
attendance support programs to manage the
increase in sick days taken by school board employ-
ees. School boards could also improve operations
by sharing best practices identified by regional
internal audit teams.

Under Ontario’s Ministry of Education (Ministry)
there are 72 publicly funded district school boards
responsible for overseeing elementary and second-
ary education for about two million students. All
areas of the province are served by four types of
school boards—English public boards, English
Catholic boards, French public boards and French
Catholic boards. There are approximately 4,590
schools, 113,600 teachers and 7,300 administrators
in the system.

The role of school boards is to promote student
outcomes and student well-being; develop and
manage budgets in line with funding allocations;
allocate staffing and financial resources to individ-
ual schools; approve school textbooks and learning
material; supervise school operations and teaching
programs; develop and implement a capital plan,
including decisions to open new schools or close
old or underutilized schools; and comply with
the requirements of the Education Act, 1990, and
its regulations.

Appendix 1 outlines the governance structure of a
typical school board. The four key leadership roles
in school boards are explained.
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Municipally elected trustees form the board of
trustees for each school board and are responsible
for the governance and oversight of their individual
school boards. Trustees are elected every four years
in accordance with the Municipal Elections Act, 1996.
The number of elected trustees can range from five
to 22, based on the electoral population. Trustees
represent the interests of parents and students in
their local area. Individual trustees do not have the
authority to make decisions or take action; decisions
are based on a majority vote of the board of trust-
ees. The responsibilities of the boards of trustees
include: developing a multi-year strategic plan
aimed at promoting student achievement and well-
being; ensuring effective stewardship of board’s
resources; ensuring delivery of effective and appro-
priate education programs to students; approving
the board’s budget; and hiring and evaluating the
performance of the board’s director of education.

The director of education is the chief executive
officer of the school board. The director of educa-
tion reports to the board of trustees, usually through
the board chair. He/she is responsible for the follow-
ing: advising the board of trustees on operational
matters; implementing board policies; managing
all facets of school board operations, such as hir-
ing superintendents to oversee various program
areas and school operations; allocating operating
funds and resources to schools; implementing and
monitoring the board’s multi-year strategic plan;
implementing Ministry policy; and transmitting to
the Ministry all required reporting information. All
school board staff report either directly or indirectly
to the director of education. The school board’s
administrative office staff provide administrative
and other assistance to senior management in
carrying out their responsibilities. Boards also have
professional staff in the areas of special education,
such as psychologists and speech pathologists.

Superintendents report to the director of
education and are responsible for implementation,
operation, and supervision of educational programs
in their assigned schools. The number of super-
intendents per school board varies across the prov-

ince. A typical school board has superintendents
for education, human resources, and finance. Most
school boards have more than one superintendent
for education, focusing on various education pro-
grams, such as student success, special education,
and leadership and equity.

A Principal is responsible for the overall man-
agement and leadership of an individual school.
His/her responsibilities include setting direction,
supervising teachers and staff; admitting students;
overseeing the teaching curriculum; ensuring
approved textbooks are used in classrooms; and
maintaining school discipline. The principal’s role
in a school may be supported by a vice-principal,
depending on the size of the school. The school staff
includes classroom teachers; early childhood educa-
tors (for kindergarten classes); educational assist-
ants (primarily for special-education students);
administrative assistants; lunchroom supervisors;
hall monitors; library staff and custodians. Other
staff who provide support to the school include
attendance counsellors, social workers, child/youth
workers, community workers, computer technicians
and classroom consultants (program specialists who
help teachers or students directly by providing sup-
port and guidance on designing lessons, teaching
strategies, and assessment practices) who typically
support a group of schools.

The Grants for Student Needs (GSN) funding is the
largest component of funding for school board oper-
ations. It represents about 90% of annual funding to
school boards. In the 2016/17 school year, funding
through the GSN totalled $22.9 billion. GSN funding
comes from the Ministry and from education prop-
erty taxes, which are collected and distributed by
municipalities. The Ministry also provides funding
to school boards through transfer payment agree-
ments for programs and initiatives being piloted or
designed to be short-term in nature. These grants,
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funded through Education Programs—Other (EPO)
totalled $212 million in 2016/17.

The remaining almost 10% of school board
revenue comes from other provincial ministries,
the federal government, tuition from foreign stu-
dents, or is school-generated through, for example,
field trips, fundraising events, cafeteria sales and
rental income.

The (GSN) has two major components—founda-
tion grants and special purpose grants—and each
component accounts for about half of the total GSN
funding. Foundation grants are intended to cover
the basic costs of education common to all students
and schools. Special purpose grants are intended
to take into account the unique needs of school
boards such as demographics, school locations,
and special-education needs to help reduce any gap
in achievement results between specific groups of
students and overall student results.

Funding provided under the foundation grants
can be used at the boards’ discretion. Funding pro-
vided under special purpose grants may or may not
be used for discretionary purposes, depending on
the specific grant.

School boards can use any unspent funding
in the following year. Unspent restricted funding
must be spent on the restricted purpose in the fol-
lowing year.

The majority of school board expenditures occur

at the individual school level, but the school board
administration maintains control over most of these
funds. The board pays for all staffing costs, trans-
portation costs, and school utilities directly from
these central funds. The school board administra-
tion also determines the allocation of teachers and
other staff to each school, based on student enrol-
ment and regulated class size restrictions.

A small amount of funding is transferred to
individual schools for specific purchases, such as
textbooks, printing and photocopying, or other
learning resources. Schools may also generate addi-
tional funds directly through activities, including
fundraising, field trips, and donations. These funds
remain at the school and are to be used only for
their specific purposes. The school board consoli-
dates these funds and reports them to the Ministry.

Figure 1 provides a breakdown of expenses for
school boards. In the 2015/16 school year, the
latest year for which expenditure information is
available, almost 80% of expenses for school boards
were employee-related costs. School boards spent
15% on purchases of goods and services, and the
remainder were expenses related to capital assets.

The Ministry’s April 2014 strategic plan—Achiev-
ing Excellence: A Renewed Vision for Education in
Ontario—outlines the Province’s four overarching
goals for the education system as follows:
Achieving Excellence: Children and students
of all ages will achieve high levels of academic
performance, acquire valuable skills and dem-
onstrate good citizenship. Educators will be
supported in learning continuously and will
be recognized as among the best in the world.
Ensuring Equity: All children and students
will be inspired to reach their full potential,
with access to rich learning experiences that
begin at birth and continue into adulthood.
Promoting Well-Being: All children and
students will develop enhanced mental
and physical health, a positive sense of
self and belonging, and the skills to make
positive choices.
Enhancing Public Confidence: Ontarians
will continue to have confidence in a publicly
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Figure 1: 2015/16 School Board Expenditures in Total, by Region and by School Boards Visited ($ million)

Source of data: Ministry of Education

Northern  Southern Halton Hamilton- Hastings and Toronto
Boards Boards  Catholic Wentworth Prince Edward  Catholic

Salaries, Wages and Benefits 19,457 1,286 18,171 290 466 153 915
Supplies and Services? 2,059 174 1,885 37 48 17 89
Fees and Contractual Services! 1,290 141 1,149 12 23 15 40
Amortization? and Loss on
Disposal of Assets’ 1,100 94 1,006 16 35 7 49
Interest Charges on Capital® 433 29 404 10 7 2 17
Other Expenses! 299 32 267 5 7 1 9
Total Expenses 24,638° 1,756 22,882 370 586 195 1,119
0,
% spent on 79 73 79 78 80 79 82
employee-related costs
0,
% spent ?n other goods 15 20 14 15 13 17 12
and services
% spent on
capital-related charges g 7 ! 7 7 g g

1. Represents purchases of goods and services for school boards.
2. Amortization is the process of expensing the cost of an asset, such as a building, over its projected life.
3. Capital-related charges

funded education system that helps develop delivering effective and appropriate education

new generations of confident, capable and to its students.

caring citizens. School board trustees are required to annually

Key documents for school boards’ long-term review the plan with the director of education. The

planning and oversight include a multi-year stra- plan must include measures that direct resources
tegic plan, a board improvement plan for student toward improving student outcomes that fall below
achievement and well-being, and school improve- key provincial goals such as: that 75% of students
ment plans, each of which is described below. achieve the provincial Education Quality and

Accountability Office (EQAOQ) standard for Grades 3
and 6, and that 85% of secondary school students
graduate within five years of starting Grade 9. Each
board is required to report to the public and to its
employees on its progress in implementing the
strategic plan.

The legislation also requires school boards to
conduct surveys of staff, students and their par-
ents or guardians at least once every two years to
measure the effectiveness of policies developed to
promote a positive school climate of inclusivity and
bullying prevention.

The Education Act, 1990 requires all school boards
to have a multi-year plan of three years or longer
that is aimed at:
promoting student achievement and
well-being;
promoting a positive school climate that is
inclusive and accepting of all pupils;
promoting the prevention of bullying;
ensuring effective stewardship of board
resources; and
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The Ministry requires each board to have a Board
Improvement Plan for Student Achievement
(BIPSA) to support the multi-year strategic plan.
The plan focuses on identifying specific, measur-
able, attainable and relevant student achievement
goals through comprehensive needs assessment of
student strengths and learning needs. For example,
one school board had a goal of reducing the gender
gap for Grade 6 EQAO writing from 11% to 3%
by June 2016 through targeted, evidence-based
teaching strategies, such as small group instruction
focused on writing. Boards are expected to track
progress against these goals.

As part of the BIPSA, teachers are expected
to look for evidence of improvement in student
achievement in the areas identified by the plan.
Where improvement is not visible, teachers are

expected to adjust the method of instruction to bring

about the intended outcomes through various evi-
dence-based teaching strategies, such as presenting
new material in small steps with student practice
after each step, and instruction in smaller groups.

The Ministry recommends all schools develop

an annual school improvement plan. This plan is
developed by the principal in consultation with
teachers that sets out the changes a school needs to
make to improve student achievement, and shows
how and when these changes will be made. Super-
intendents are responsible for ensuring that all
schools submit school improvement plans based on
accurate information to the board, such as student
achievement data and summaries of responses to
parent surveys. Superintendents must also ensure
that professional development of school staff
focuses on helping schools achieve their improve-
ment goals, and they must monitor implementation
of school improvement plans.

The main measures used by the Ministry to gauge
student performance include:
the results of province-wide assessments on
nine standard tests conducted annually by the
Education Quality and Accountability Office
(EQAO) to assess reading, writing, and math
skills for students in Grades 3, 6, and 9, and
literacy skills through the Ontario Secondary
School Literacy Test (OSSLT) for students in
Grade 10;
the percentage of students who graduate high
school in four years and in five years; and
the number of course credits students are able
to accumulate by the end of Grades 10 and 11.

For the province overall, performance results for
student achievement have generally met provincial
targets, except in the area of Grades 3, 6, and 9
(applied only) mathematics and Grade 3 reading
and writing, as shown in Figure 2. Of the four
boards we visited, Halton Catholic had the best
performance results among those four boards.

Students can receive special-education supports
and services whether they have been formally
identified or not. Formal identification is performed
by each school board’s Identification, Placement,
and Review Committee (IPRC). These committees
identify a student’s strengths and needs based on
assessment information available, determine the
student’s exceptionality and recommend appropri-
ate placement, such as in a special-education class
or a regular classroom. The committees review
their decisions annually, unless the parents agree
to waive the annual review. Individual Education
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Plans (IEPs) are developed for all special-needs stu-
dents who have been identified by the IPRC. An IEP
identifies the student’s specific learning expecta-
tions and outlines how the school will address these
expectations through appropriate accommoda-
tions, program modifications and/or alternative
programs, as well as specific instructional and
assessment strategies.

Figure 3 contains key statistics regarding
students with special-education needs at the four
school boards we visited.

3.0 Audit Objective

and Scope

Our objective was to assess whether select Ontario
district school boards in southern Ontario had effect-
ive systems and procedures in place to ensure that:

o their use of operating funding from the
Ministry of Education (Ministry) complies
with legislation, government directives and
transfer payment funding arrangements and
is achieving desired education outcomes;

e resources are acquired with due regard for
economy and are used efficiently; and

o operational effectiveness is measured,

assessed and reported on publicly.

Before starting our work, we identified the audit
criteria we would use to address our audit objective
(see Appendix 2). These criteria were established
based on a review of applicable legislation, direc-
tives, policies and procedures, internal and external
studies, and best practices. Senior management at
the Ministry and school boards we visited reviewed
and agreed with the suitability of our objective and
related criteria.

We focused on activities of the school boards in
the five-year period ending in 2016/17.

We conducted the audit between December 1,
2016 and July 31, 2017, and obtained written
representation from the school boards on Nov-
ember 17, 2017 that they have provided us with
all the information they are aware of that could
significantly affect the findings or the conclusion of
this report.

This audit focuses on four school boards in
southern Ontario. Southern Ontario is the region
generally south of North Bay. School boards in
southern Ontario receive 93% of the operating
funds allocated by the Ministry for elementary
and secondary education and account for 95% of
students enrolled in provincially funded schools
in Ontario. The four school boards selected for

Figure 3: Number of Students Receiving Special-Needs Services (Excluding Gifted Students) at School
Boards Visited

Source of data: Ministry of Education, Toronto Catholic District School Board, Hamilton-Wentworth District School Board, Halton Catholic District School Board,
Hastings and Prince Edward District School Board

% of Special

Special-Needs Special-Needs Avg. Daily Education

Date of Students Students Students Enrolment Students

Special Receiving Identified Identified for2016/17 as % of All

Educational Special-Needs through through an (All Students) Students

School Board Data  Services (A) anlIPRC* (B) IPRC* (B/A) (C) (A/C)

Halton Catholic June 2017 3,905 2,965 76 33,300 12

Hamilton-Wentworth May 2017 12,668 3,299 26 49,200 26

Hastings and June 2017 4,000 1,671 42 14,900 27
Prince Edward

Toronto Catholic March 2017 14,738 6,640 45 90,600 16

* |dentification, Placement, and Review Committee
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detailed review were selected on the basis of the
relationship between instructional costs per student
and student performance results over a five-year
period (2011/12 to 2015/16). We picked an equal
number of public and Catholic boards, with vari-
ous population densities (urban only, and urban
and rural mix) across various regions in southern
Ontario. See Appendix 3 for the five-year trend

in instructional costs per student and student
achievement.

The four boards reviewed were:

Halton Catholic District School Board (Halton
Catholic)

Hamilton-Wentworth District School Board
(Hamilton-Wentworth)

Hastings and Prince Edward District School
Board (Hastings and Prince Edward)

Toronto Catholic District School Board
(Toronto Catholic)

Figure 4 shows student enrolment, funding
allocated by the Ministry and expenditures for
the 2015/16 school year for these four boards,
the latest school year for which both funding and
expenditure information was available at the time
of our audit.

We did our work primarily at the four boards
selected for the audit. In conducting our audit
work, we conducted detailed testing of the financial
and operational records, and interviewed senior
staff of the school boards. As well, we met with a
representative of the Council of Senior Business
Officials (COSBO), which comprises school board
superintendents of business, to understand oper-
ational and financial issues that boards face, and to
discuss collaboration among school boards on best
practices and group purchasing arrangements.

We also met with the Educational Computing
Network of Ontario (ECNO) and Ontario Educa-
tion Collaborative Marketplace (OECM) to discuss
challenges to and advantages of collaboration on
information systems and procurement of goods
and services. In addition, we spoke with the School
Boards Co-operative Inc. (SBCI) about challen-
ges faced by schools boards with the increase in

employee sick days. SBCI is a not-for-profit co-oper-
ative owned by Ontario school boards that provides
advice and guidance on attendance/disability man-
agement, Workplace Safety and Insurance Board
claims management and actuarial services. It also
analyzes school board sick leave data on a standard
basis to enable comparison among boards.

Further, to gain the perspective of stakehold-
ers, we also spoke with representatives from
three teacher unions (the Elementary Teachers’
Federation of Ontario, the Ontario English Catholic
Teachers’ Association, and the Ontario Secondary
Schools Teachers’ Federation) and three trustees
associations (the Ontario Catholic School Trustees’
Association, the Ontario Public School Boards’
Association, and Association des conseils scolaires
des ecoles publiques de I'Ontario, which represents
French-language public school boards).

We also surveyed all 72 school boards to obtain
information on their use of funding for special pur-
poses. Thirty-three school boards responded to our
survey (a 46% response rate).

In addition, we reviewed relevant audit reports
issued by the Province’s Internal Audit Division and
audit reports issued by the regional internal audit
teams for all four boards to identify areas of risk
and inform the scope and extent of our audit work.

This audit on school boards’ management of
financial and human resources complements the
audit we conducted on Ministry funding and over-
sight of school boards in Chapter 3, Section 3.08.
That report covers areas including allocation of
funding to school boards, review of the funding
formula, and verification of student enrolment.
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School Boards’ Management of Financial and Human Resources

4.0 Detailed Audit

Observations

4.1 Significant Increase in Sick
Days Causing Financial and
Resource Allocation Pressures
for Boards

4.1.1 Sick Days for School Board
Employees Up 29% over the Last Five
Years, Causing Financial Pressures for
School Boards

A study commissioned by school boards found that
over a five-year period, the average number of sick
days per school board employee increased 29%
overall, from nine days in the 2011/12 school year
to 11.6 days in the 2015/16 school year, as shown
in Figure 5. This study excludes absences related to
WSIB and long-term disability benefits. The study
was conducted by School Boards’ Co-operative

Inc. (SBCI), a not-for-profit co-operative owned

by Ontario school boards that provides advice and
guidance on attendance issues.

The Toronto Catholic board did not participate
in the SBCI study as the board was not a member
of the organization at the time. However, its own
method of tracking sick days also showed an 11%
increase in sick days from 2011/12 to 2015/16 for
all employees in the school board.

According to the study, the average number
of sick days has increased province-wide for each
employee group (see Figure 6). Custodians/main-
tenance employees and educational assistants had
the highest average number of sick days in 2015/16
(more than 16 days), and educational assistants
and early childhood educators had the largest
increase in the average number of sick days with
37% and 41% respectively. Two of the four boards
we visited experienced increases in sick days for
each of their employee groups. All of the boards we
visited told us that changes in the sick leave plan
contributed to the increases. Representatives of the
various school board trustee associations we spoke
with echoed this view. Changes to the sick leave
plans are discussed in Section 4.1.3.

According to some boards, sick days for custodial
or maintenance workers are typically higher due to
the physical nature of the job, and education assist-
ants are more susceptible to getting sick because
they have closer physical contact with students.

For comparative purposes, we obtained sick
day data for employees working in Provincial
Schools—these are schools for the deaf or blind
that are operated directly by the Ministry—and
noted that employees working at the Provincial
Schools reported a lower average use of sick days
as compared with school board employees in every
employee group in the 2015/16 school year. For
example: 7.1 days versus 9.6 days for secondary

Figure 5: Average Sick Days for Ontario School Board Employees, 2011/12-2015/16

Source of data: School Boards Co-operative Inc. (SBCI), Toronto Catholic District School Board

2011/12

2012/13

% Change in
Avg. Sick Days
Over 5 Years

2013/14 2014/15 2015/16

All boards participating in study* 8.99 8.78 9.73 10.56 11.56 29
For the Boards Visited

Halton Catholic 11.16 9.73 10.19 10.86 11.03 (1)
Hamilton-Wentworth 9.54 8.35 12.28 13.24 13.39 40
Hastings and Prince Edward 9.54 9.12 n/a? 10.98 11.61 22
Toronto Catholic 12.80 11.50 11.70 13.10 14.20 11

1. The number of school boards participating in the SBCI study increased from 49 in 2010/11 to 56 in 2015/ 16. Toronto Catholic Board did not participate in

the study, but prepared its own sick-days data.
2. School board did not participate in SBCI study in 2013/14.
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teachers; 9.7 days versus 14.8 days for educational
assistants; and 9.8 days versus 16.5 days for custo-
dial workers.

The SBCI study found that for the five-year period
the overall sick leave paid as a percentage of
payroll increased from an average of 4.22% for
the 2011/12 school year to 5.28% for the 2015/16
school year—an increase of 25%.

Absenteeism costs include both direct and
indirect costs. The direct costs of absenteeism are
defined as the direct salary costs of employees off
sick and the cost of paying for replacement workers,
such as substitute teachers. These costs result in
less funds being available for student services. For
the 2015/16 school year, salaries paid to absent
board employees for sick days for three of the four
school boards we visited that participated in the
SBCI study totalled $42.7 million, as shown in Fig-
ure 7. For the same school year, based on Toronto
Catholic’s records, this board paid $48.8 million to
employees who were off sick.

For the four boards combined, the additional
costs of substitute teachers totalled $52.3 million in
2015/16, for an increase of 17%, from 2011/12 to
2015/16. However, the costs of substitute teachers
do not solely relate to replacing teachers who are
off sick, but also replacing those attending work-

related activities, such as professional development
and field trips.

Indirect costs related to absenteeism include the
time to organize temporary or replacement work-
ers, management time, reduced productivity and
decreased morale for both staff and students. The
SBCI study did not quantify such indirect costs.

According to SBCI, a number of factors prevent
boards from effectively managing absenteeism,
including the design of the centrally negotiated sick
leave plan, lack of attendance support programs,
a lack of clear accountability for monitoring sick
days, and a lack of commitment from the senior
management of boards. The study recommended
that senior board management increase commit-
ment to and accountability for managing the prob-
lem, including developing an attendance support
program with union collaboration, and instituting
timely and accurate absence reporting and early
intervention for return to work.

Sick leave plans in the education sector were
changed during the 2012 central bargaining pro-
cess. Prior to the 2012/13 school year, teachers
were allowed 20 sick days per year paid at 100%
and were able to carry them forward and get paid
for any unused sick days (up to 200 unused sick
days) at retirement, something known as a retire-
ment gratuity. Union contracts since the 2012

Figure 7: Salary Paid to Absent Employees for Sick Days at School Boards Visited ($ million)

Source of data: School Boards Co-operative Inc. (SBCI)

Halton Catholic 9.5 9.9 111 11.8 12.1 27
Hamilton-Wentworth 16.7 14.6 21.5 22.7 23.4 40
Hastings and Prince Edward 6.1 5.7 n/a* 6.9 12 18
Total 323 30.2 n/a 41.4 42.7 32

Note: Toronto Catholic did not participate in the SBCI study.
* School board did not participate in SBCI study in 2013/14
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central bargaining process include a provision that,
on an annual basis, all school board employees are
allowed 131 days on a sick leave/disability plan: 11
days paid at 100% plus 120 days paid at 90%. Any
employees who had banked sick days prior to 2012
are eligible to be paid out at retirement for those
banked days or can choose to cash out earlier at

a discounted rate. In comparison, short-term sick
leave/disability plans for other public servants are
less generous, as shown in Figure 8.

All three trustee associations we spoke with
agreed that the new sick leave plan that allows
education-sector workers, including teachers, up
to 131 days (11 days at 100% pay and 120 days at
90% pay) was contributing to the increase in sick
days taken. The associations commented that 90%
pay is not a penalty when you factor in cost sav-
ings for travel and meals. One trustee association
questioned why the teachers are getting 131 sick
days when there are only 194 school days in a year,
allowing a teacher to use sick leave benefits for up
to two-thirds of each school year. Some trustee
associations told us that since education-sector
workers lost the ability to bank sick days, they were
more likely to use the sick leave that they would no
longer be able to bank. The Halton Catholic board
also told us that prior to 2012, its staff could not
have unused sick days paid out to them at retire-
ment according to their local union agreements.
So after the harmonization happened through the
central bargaining process in 2012, it acquired a

much more expensive and generous short-term sick
leave/disability plan.

A representative of the Council of Senior
Business Officials told us that when retirement
gratuities disappeared, the unions negotiated that
attendance support programs, designed to reduce
employee sick days, could not be enhanced. We
found that under some collective agreements,
employees are required to provide medical con-
firmation for absences of five consecutive working
days or longer. All four boards we visited were not
requesting a doctor’s note for absences less than
five consecutive days. Under the Province’s pro-
posed legislation, Bill 148, Fair Workplaces, Better
Jobs Act, 2017, employers such as school boards will
be prohibited from requesting a doctor’s note from
an employee for the first ten days he/she is absent
in the year, starting January 2018.

Except for Toronto Catholic, the school boards
we visited had a formal attendance support pro-
gram. The three boards have a dedicated attend-
ance support supervisor and various procedures
aimed at addressing employee absenteeism, such
as meetings with employees when they miss 10 or
more accumulated days of work, and they offer
workplace accommodation to encourage an earlier
return to work. With the maximum number of sick
days for school board employees being 11 days,
it would be reasonable for boards to reach out to
employees earlier for attendance support purposes.

Figure 8: Short-Term Sick Leave/Disability Plans for Various School Board and Government Employee Groups,

June 2017

Source of data: Union contracts and Treasury Board Secretariat

Total Days Paid Days Paid

Days at 100% at <100%
School Board Employees 131 11 120 at 90%
Provincial Schools operated directly by the government (e.g., schools for the deaf)
» Teachers 131 11 120 at 90%
¢ Education Assistants and Custodial/Maintenace Staff 130 6 124 at 75%
ﬁfszon(?::il:r(le’\;AMPagsg;ement, Administrative and Professional Crown Employees 130 6 124 at 75%
Ontario Public Service Employees Union (OPSEU) 130 6 124 at 75%
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RECOMMENDATION 1

To reduce the rising direct and indirect costs
associated with sick days, we recommend that
school boards develop and implement effective
attendance support programs that can include
timely and accurate absence reporting, tracking
and data analysis, and early identification of ill-
ness or injury to allow for early intervention for
the safe return to work.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

School boards agree that attendance manage-
ment has been an area of concern. Three of

the four boards plan to review their current
attendance support programs and look for areas
of improvement to better manage the increase
in employee sick days. The fourth, Toronto
Catholic, has started early implementation of
an attendance support program in collaboration
with School Boards Co-operative Inc.

High-quality teaching is essential to improving stu-
dent outcomes and reducing gaps in student achieve-
ment. Performance appraisals are used to identify
areas in which teachers can improve and to highlight
professional learning opportunities for teachers that
can then benefit students in the classroom.
According to the Education Act, 1990, new teach-
ers are part of the New Teacher Induction Program.
The purpose of the New Teacher Induction Program
is to provide support and professional development
for the new teachers in the areas of classroom
management, curriculum implementation, and
instructional strategies. These new teachers must
be appraised by the principal or vice-principal twice
within the first 12 months of their hiring date. If a
teacher does not receive two satisfactory appraisals

during the first 12 months, he or she will be re-
appraised during the next 12 months. Those who
are unsuccessful in completing the New Teacher
Induction Program cannot continue in the profes-
sion. After 24 months of teaching, the teacher is
considered to be experienced. Experienced teachers
must be appraised by the principal or vice-principal
every five years after they complete their initial
new-teacher appraisals.

Principals and vice-principals are to be appraised
once every five years from their hiring date.

None of the four boards we visited completed the
two mandatory appraisals for all new teachers
within 12 months of being hired, as required. Three
of the boards we visited completed the two apprais-
als for at least 90% of their new teachers within
the first two years. One of the boards struggled to
meet the standard of performing two performance
appraisals within 12 months for newly hired teach-
ers. As seen in Figure 9, at Hamilton-Wentworth,
more than 35% of new teachers were appraised
after they had already completed their first year

of teaching. In addition, we noted cases where
teachers who had not been assessed twice within
24 months remained as new teachers until the two
appraisals were completed.

The New Teacher Induction Program is intended
to provide support and feedback on their perform-
ance so they can receive the required professional
development for improvement. Lack of timely
appraisals impacts the new teachers’ ability to
receive feedback and seek professional develop-
ment required to be successful in the profession.
For the 2016/17 school year, the Ministry provided
$13.7 million of restricted funding to Ontario
school boards to be used only on the New Teacher
Induction Program.
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Figure 9: Timeliness of Appraisals for New Teachers at the Boards Visited, as of June 30, 2017

Source of data: School boards visited

Within 12
Months of Within 12-24  Within 24-36 Longer Than
Being Hired Months of Months of 36 Months
(Requirement) Being Hired Being Hired After Hiring
Halton Catholic 334 79 11 <1 <1 9
Hamilton-Wentworth 183 64 17 5 1 13
Hastings and
Princeidward 53 7 21 0 0 0
Toronto Catholic* 974 89 7 1 0 3

* Appraisal data as of April 30, 2017.

Three of the four school boards we visited completed
at least 90% of the appraisals of experienced teach-
ers within the required five-year period. As shown

in Figure 10, the completion rate for the boards
ranged from 76% at Hamilton-Wentworth to 97%

at Hastings and Prince Edward. For all four boards
visited, the previously completed appraisal was not
always tracked in the system if the last appraisal was
completed more than five years ago. Therefore, for
some teachers it was not possible to know how much
time had elapsed since their last appraisal.

One school board told us that the teacher perform-
ance appraisal process is time-consuming but
effective in providing feedback to teachers. Another
board told us that union involvement in isolated
cases can adversely impact the length of the process
and the integrity of the performance rating.

The typical teacher appraisal process requires
one meeting prior to classroom observation, one
in-classroom observation session, one post-obser-
vation meeting, and preparation of the written
appraisal. Some teachers request union representa-
tives to be present for performance appraisal review
meetings; typically teachers who have had unsatis-

factory performance appraisals. The scheduling
and co-ordinating of review meetings with union
representatives adds to the length of the process.

According to the Ministry’s Teacher Performance
Appraisal manual, an experienced teacher can be
rated satisfactory or unsatisfactory. If an experi-
enced teacher is rated unsatisfactory, the principal
must create an improvement plan in collaboration
with the teacher and perform another performance
appraisal within 60 days. If the second appraisal
is also deemed unsatisfactory, the teacher is put
on a review status and a third appraisal is required
within 120 days of the review status notification.

If the third appraisal results in an unsatisfac-

tory rating, the teacher is recommended to the
board of trustees for termination. Based on our
discussion with the four boards, teachers’ unions
become heavily involved once a teacher receives

an unsatisfactory rating. Any unsatisfactory rat-

ing for an experienced teacher leads to additional
administrative work, meetings with unions and
additional performance appraisals for the principal.
One board indicated that grievances often follow an
unsatisfactory rating. These grievances more often
than not are resolved at arbitration, which again is
a costly and time-consuming process.

The value of teacher appraisals is reduced
because all classroom observations occur on a pre-
determined date and teachers are able to select
the lessons for the evaluation in advance. Teachers
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School Boards’ Management of Financial and Human Resources “

Figure 10: Timeliness of Appraisals for Experienced Teachers at the Boards Visited, as of June 30, 2017

Source of data: School boards visited

# of Experienced
Teachers with

at Least 5 Years
Experience

School Board

% Evaluated
Within 5 Years
(Requirement)

% Who Have Not

Been Evaluated
in More Than
10 Years or

No Evaluation
Date Available

% Who Have % Who Have Not
Been Evaluated Been Evaluated
in 7 Years in 7-10 Years

Halton Catholic 1,819 93 5 1 1
Hamilton-Wentworth 2,575 76 5 1 18
Hastings and Prince Edward 740 97 3 0 0
Toronto Catholic* 4,321 90 7 2 1

* Appraisal data as of April 30, 2017.

are most likely to prepare more and select their
strongest subject matter for the evaluation session,
so it may not be a true representation of their
teaching performance.

In the four boards we visited, fewer than 1%
of the teachers received unsatisfactory ratings in
their appraisals. One trustee association we spoke
with told us they thought the percentage of teach-
ers who should be given an unsatisfactory rating
should be higher. We were told that principals
hesitate to give unsatisfactory ratings unless they
are working toward terminating a teacher. Over
the last five years, three unsatisfactory teacher
appraisals for experienced teachers at one board
were overturned to satisfactory as part of griev-
ance settlements with the teacher unions. Over
the same period, this board only rated three other
experienced teachers unsatisfactory.

The performance appraisal process is designed
to identify those teachers who are underperforming
and provide them with the necessary supports to
improve. Therefore, the additional administra-
tion time to complete unsatisfactory reviews in
these cases is not a good reason to avoid doing an
appraisal or providing a satisfactory rating. If the
teacher is not meeting expectations, the principal
should give the teacher an appropriate rating and
outline an improvement plan to help the teacher.

4.2.4 Principal and Vice-Principal
Appraisals Were Not Completed On Time

For two of the four boards, there were cases where
principals and vice-principals did not receive their
performance appraisal within the five-year period.
School boards are not ensuring that the perform-
ance of people in these key leadership positions

is regularly evaluated. According to one board, a
strong and committed principal can significantly
impact student achievement at his or her school.
The compliance rate for the timely completion of
principal and vice-principal appraisals ranged from
68% at Hamilton-Wentworth to 98% at Hastings
and Prince Edward.

4.2.5 Improvement Needed in
Monitoring Implementation of School
Improvement Plans

All schools are required to submit an annual
school improvement plan to their school board
that focuses on improving student achievement
through evidence-based professional development
of their teachers. Most schools are submitting their
school improvement plans to their superintendents
and reporting back on the training provided to

the teachers. However, there was little evidence

of review by superintendents to ensure that the
training actually occurred in the areas identified
through student achievement gaps. The boards also
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do not monitor the impact of classroom teacher
training on student achievement.

On a positive note, one of the boards visited,
Halton Catholic, lists all of the school improvement
plans on the board’s website, leading to transpar-
ency. However, none of the boards provide results
on the school improvement plans publicly.

There are no requirements that superintendents’
performance be evaluated. These senior officials
are responsible for overseeing all school board
operations. Their performance should be evaluated
regularly, and they should receive feedback on areas
in which they could improve. Based on our review
of the four boards we visited, the directors of educa-
tion were conducting ad hoc performance reviews
of their superintendents. None of the boards visited
had established guidelines for periodic performance
appraisals of their superintendents.

In comparison, each board’s director of educa-
tion must be evaluated regularly by the board of
trustees. Toronto Catholic and Hastings and Prince
Edward boards evaluate their director’s perform-
ance every two years, while Halton Catholic and
Hamilton-Wentworth perform an annual review.
For all four boards visited, the director submits a
self-assessment and the trustees provide a final
appraisal. At Halton Catholic and Toronto Catholic,
all trustees provide a performance rating for the
director in key areas, such as leadership, communi-
cation, and staff relations. The ratings are then
summarized into an overall rating and results are
provided to the director. At the other two boards,
the trustees provide an overall assessment for the
director without a performance rating.

RECOMMENDATION 2

To better ensure staff requiring additional
training and/or assistance to be more effective
in their job receive it, we recommend that
school boards:

put in place an effective performance
appraisal system for all groups of employees,
including superintendents; and

complete performance evaluations as
required.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

The school boards value the role that a timely
and comprehensive teacher evaluation process
plays in addressing instructional effectiveness.

With respect to evaluating superintend-
ents, three school boards have committed
to reviewing and implementing a periodic
performance appraisal process. Halton Catholic
committed to reviewing its current appraisal
process for superintendents.

Toronto Catholic is also considering intro-
duction of an appraisal process for non-union
management and other employees.

All four school boards plan to review their
current performance evaluation processes
to identify areas for improvements that will
ensure more timely completion of all employee
appraisals.

RECOMMENDATION 3

To ensure teachers are receiving evidence-
based professional development that focuses
on student achievement, we recommend that
school boards:
have all schools complete the school
improvement plans based on their student
achievement results and achievement gaps;
review and analyze all school improvement
report-backs to reconcile the actual training
to the school improvement plans; and
monitor student achievement in the areas
where professional development was pro-
vided to measure effectiveness of the train-
ing and report these results publically.
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. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

School boards agree that school improvement
plans should be completed and monitored to
assess their effectiveness. The school boards
agree that all school improvement plans should
address achievement gaps and outline proposed
training for staff to improve instructional effect-
iveness. The school boards plan to continue to
utilize data analysis in order to identify student
learning needs and existing learning achieve-
ment gaps.

School boards plan to continue using
school visits by superintendents to focus on
ensuring that local professional development
is timely and appropriate in order to address
the learning needs identified in the school
improvement plans.

Hastings and Prince Edward plans to develop
measures for effectiveness of training and will
publicly report aggregate results. The other
three boards plan to monitor the effectiveness
of their professional development efforts and its
impact on student achievement.

Each board is responsible for promoting student
achievement and for effective stewardship of
resources. Board management we spoke to at
Toronto Catholic and Hamilton-Wentworth agreed
that smaller class sizes lead to better outcomes for
students than larger classes because teachers can
give each student more attention. Similarly, a study
by the Canadian Education Association, funded by
the Ministry in 2010, found that teachers can teach
more competently and effectively in smaller classes,
and students can learn more academically and
socially and be more engaged and less disruptive in
smaller classes.

When it came to allocating teacher positions
to schools, school board management at three of
the four boards informed us that their decisions
were primarily based on meeting provincial class
size restrictions. The fourth board, Hamilton-
Wentworth, used a differentiated staffing model for
the 2015/16 school year that reduces average class
sizes for schools with lower academic achievement.
In Ontario, class size restrictions are the same for
all students in the same grade, with the exception
of special-education classes. We noted that the Que-
bec Government has proposed smaller class sizes
for elementary students in disadvantaged areas (20
versus 26).

Staffing costs account for approximately 80% of
boards’ expenditures. The largest employee group is
classroom teachers. Boards have little control over
employee costs for teachers and other unionized
education-sector employee groups because these
costs are determined through central negotiations
at the provincial level. As a result, boards that have
smaller class sizes run the risk of going into a defi-
cit, as happened in the Toronto Catholic board in
2014/15 (see Section 4.6.1)

Class size restrictions for all grades that were in
place at the time of our audit are outlined in a regu-
lation to the Education Act, 1990 (see Figure 11).

For the 2015/16 school year—the latest school
year for which we had complete financial and non-
financial information at the time of our audit—we
reviewed class sizes as of September 2015 for all
elementary school grades (kindergarten, Grades 1
to 3, and Grades 4 to 8). All four boards we visited
were compliant with the class size regulations on
the compliance date.

Based on data provided by school boards, we
also reviewed class size averages for Grades 1 to 3
on two other days between October 31 and June 30
for each board. Based on our testing of these
subsequent dates, we found that all four boards
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Figure 11: Class Size Restrictions per Grade

Source of data: Education Act, 1990, 0. Reg. 132/12, effective until June 29, 2017

Full Day Kindergarten .
(Junior and Senior Kindergarten)

Average class size per school board not to exceed 26.

Primary classes ¢ Maximum class size of 23 students.

(Grade 1-3) * At least 90% of classes in a school board should have 20 or fewer students.

Grade 4-8 * Regulation outlines average class size for 36 school boards ranging from 18.5 to 26.4.
* Remaining 36 school boards are restricted to an average class size of 24.5 students

per class.

Mixed classes e Maximum class size of 23 students.

(Primary and Grade 4-8)

Secondary school * Average class size per school board not to exceed 22 students per class.

* Regulation maximum class sizes for Grades 4 to 8 for the four boards we visited: Halton Catholic, 25.2; Hamilton-Wentworth, 25.1; Hastings and Prince

Edward, 24.32; Toronto Catholic, 25.7

exceeded the restriction that allows for only 10% of
the boards’ Grades 1 to 3 classes to exceed 20 stu-
dents. The number of classes exceeding 20 students
ranged from 14% to 29% for the four boards visited,
but almost all of these Grades 1 to 3 classes were at
or below the maximum size of 23 students.

The Ministry provides additional funding to school
boards with the largest number of students who
are at risk of poor academic achievement due to
social and economic factors, including being from
low-income households, having immigrated from
a non-English-speaking country within the last five
years, having parents with low levels of education,
and living in single-parent households.

Using these factors, the Ministry calculates an
Education Opportunities Index (EOI) value for each
school. A higher EOI value means that students are
experiencing fewer or lower educational opportun-
ities, and a lower EOI value means that students are
experiencing higher educational opportunities.

For the four boards visited as seen in Figure 12,
we noted that school boards with proportionately
more special-needs students and students from
low-income families and with other social and eco-

nomic risk factors, had lower student performance
outcomes on average.

On a positive note, all four boards visited informed
us of additional supports they provide or plan to
provide to schools that are struggling academically.

The Halton Catholic board identified its itiner-
ant teacher and teaching consultant model as a
key to its students’ success. Itinerant teachers and
teaching consultants are subject-matter experts
who work full-time visiting each school once a week
to offer instructional coaching to classroom teach-
ers who request coaching or who are identified by
the school principal to receive coaching. Hastings
and Prince Edward also assigns teaching consult-
ants to schools struggling academically to provide
targeted professional learning. Based on statistics
provided to the Ministry for the 2014/15 school
year, there were over 1,200 teaching consultants in
Ontario with a combined estimated salary of over
$120 million annually.

As well, at the time of our audit, Toronto Cath-
olic had a literacy intervention program for Grade
1 and 2 students in one-quarter of its elementary
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Figure 12: Comparison of Demographic Factors and EQAO Results for the Four School Boards Visited,

2015/16 School Year

Source: Ministry of Education and the Education Quality and Accountability Office

Social and Economic Statistics (Median for the Board)

Education Opportunities Index? 14 9 16 16 21
% of low income households (income below $43,546) 18 10 21 21 27
% of students with special needs 15 8 15 18 14
% of newcomers (who have been in Ontario for the 2 4 5 <1 9
last 5 years)

2015/16 EQAO Results®*

# of EQAO tests _where at least 75% of students 4 7 3 5 4
achieved a passing grade

# of EQAO tests where the percentage of students who W/a 9 0 0 6

passed exceeded the provincial average

1. Used 2014/15 EQAO results for Grades 3 and 6 as Toronto Catholic board did not participate in 2015/16 EQAO testing.
2. A higher Education Opportunities Index (EOI) value means that students are experiencing fewer or lower educational opportunities, and a lower EOI value

means that students are experiencing higher educational opportunities.

3. EQAO results measure percentage of students who wrote the exams and achieved a level 3 or 4—equivalent to a B grade or better. There are nine EQAQ tests

in total.

4. OSSLT results have been combined for first-time eligible and previously eligible writers.

schools that provides 60 minutes per day of addi-
tional support focused on reading skills to students
for 16 weeks. Student achievement and socio-
economic factors were used to identify recipients
for these services.

At the time of our audit, Hamilton-Wentworth
was planning to allocate additional reading spe-
cialists and strategically re-allocate principals and
vice-principals to high-priority schools identified
by socio-economic factors and low Early Develop-
ment Instrument (EDI) scores, starting in the
2017/18 school year. EDI scores are based on
questionnaires completed by kindergarten teachers
across Canada, and they measure whether chil-
dren are meeting age-appropriate developmental
expectations. The goal is to provide additional
resources to help students achieve developmental
expectations by Grade 1.

RECOMMENDATION 4

In order to support student achievement and

effective stewardship of resources, we recom-

mend that school boards:
where needed, allocate additional teacher
and other supporting resources to schools
with lower student achievement; and
monitor the impact and effectiveness of the
additional resources on student achievement
and make adjustments where desired results
are not achieved.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

School boards agree additional resources should
be provided to schools with lower student
achievement.
Three boards plan to continue to provide
additional resources to schools with lower
academic achievement within the resources
available. Halton Catholic plans to focus on

Page 97 of 119




N
]
(3]
=
=
£~
o
-]
[
=
[
=
.
™
B
[
-~
=5
(1]
=
o

building teacher capacity at its board and
continue using its teaching consultant model
to provide support to schools that require it.

o All school boards are planning to monitor
the impact and effectiveness of additional
resources on student achievement and make
adjustments as needed.

4.4 School Boards Redirecting
Funding Intended for At-Risk
Students and Students not Fluent
in the Language of Instruction

4.4.1 Not All Funding Provided for At-Risk
Students is Being Spent as Intended

The Ministry provides additional funds through
the Learning Opportunities Grant (LOG) to school
boards with the intention of helping students who
have a higher risk of academic difficulty due to
social and economic factors. These factors include
low-income households, recent immigration, low
parental education and single-parent households.
The largest component of the LOG is not restricted,
and boards have discretion over the programs and
supports they offer. Examples of programs offered
by school boards include breakfast programs, home-
work clubs, reading assistance programs, and indi-
vidualized student support. But school boards can
also use the funding for other unrelated purposes.

As seen in Figure 13, for the 2015/16 school
year, Toronto Catholic used only 50% ($23.1 mil-
lion) of the $46.5 million of its LOG funding for
at-risk students, while the remaining funds were
used to support a shortfall in teacher salaries and
special-education funding. Although the board
reallocated half of the LOG funding, it did spend
more than the restricted requirement of $6.6 mil-
lion on at-risk students.

According to a report supported by Toronto
District School Board’s Inner City Advisory Com-
mittee, the Toronto District School Board, which
also serves the same area of the province, also
redirected 42% ($61 million) of $144 million
in total learning opportunities funding for the
2014/15 school year to cover shortfalls in teacher
salaries and benefits, special-education and supply
teacher costs. For the 2015/16 school year, the two
Toronto boards accounted for $189.4 million or
38% of the overall LOG funding in the province.
The majority of this funding to these two boards
was unrestricted, with only 14% being restricted for
at-risk students for Toronto Catholic and only 11%
for Toronto District School Board.

We also noted that Hamilton-Wentworth under-
spent its learning opportunities allocation on at-risk
students by $1.3 million. The school board’s records
indicated that some of the learning opportunities
funding was spent on special-education services
and music teachers.

Figure 13: Learning Opportunities Grant (LOG) Funding and Use by School Boards Visited, 2015/16 School Year

Source of data: Ministry of Education, and school boards visited

Amount of Total % of Total

LOG Funding LOG Funding

Total LOG Not Spent on Not Spent

Funding Unrestricted Restricted Students at  on Students

($ million) ($ million)  ($ million) % Restricted Risk ($ million) at Risk

Province 500.3 350.5 149.8 30 n/a* n/a*
Toronto Catholic 46.5 39.9 6.6 14 23.4 50
Hamilton-Wentworth 16.6 13.4 3.2 19 1.3 8
Hastings and Prince Edward 2.6 14 1.2 45 14 53
Halton Catholic 2.4 0.4 2.0 82 0.1 4

* Data not tracked by the Ministry.
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Figure 14: Comparison of Elementary School Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAO)* Results for
Students Living in High- and Low-Income Areas, within the Toronto Catholic District School Board,
2012/13-2014/15

Source of data: Toronto Catholic District School Board

Grade 3 Grade 6

Reading Writing Math Reading Writing Math
2014/15 School Year®
High-income schools - average 81 89 78 88 90 68
Low-income schools - average 64 75 57 70 71 41
Achievement gap - difference (17) (14) (21) (18) (19) (27)
2013/14 School Year®
High-income schools - average 86 91 84 84 88 70
Low-income schools - average 63 75 56 67 73 41
Achievement gap - difference (23) (16) (28) (17) (15) (29)
2012/13 School Year®
High-income schools - average 80 87 82 84 86 73
Low-income schools - average 61 74 59 63 70 43
Achievement gap - difference (19) (13) (23) (21) (16) (30)

1. EQAO results measure percentage of students to achieve a level 3 or 4—equivalent to a B grade.
2. Toronto Catholic did not participate in 2015/16 EQAO testing due to labour issues.

3. We selected 25 schools in the lowest household income areas and 25 schools in the highest household income areas based on 2013 median household
income. The same 50 schools are compared in all three years. This board has 168 elementary schools.

Of the four boards we visited, Toronto Catholic
receives the highest amount of learning oppor-
tunities funding on a per student basis because it
has a higher percentage of students at risk of poor
academic achievement. . . )
) .. The Ministry provides an English as a Second
Although Toronto Catholic was not in viola- ) ]
Language/English Literacy Development (ESL/

tion of funding restrictions, we did note that . . .
8 ELD) allocation. The funding is intended to provide

elementary schools in neighbourhoods with lower
household incomes have consistently performed
poorly compared with schools in the higher-income
neighbourhoods. As Figure 14 shows, there is a

language instruction to recent immigrants from
non-English-speaking countries and to children
whose language spoken most at home is neither
English nor French. Despite the clear purpose for
this funding, no portion of the ESL/ELD allocation
is restricted for use on language instruction focused

significant achievement gap between high-income
and low-income elementary schools at Toronto

Catholic. This gap highlights the importance of L
on recent immigrants.

As seen in Figure 15, for the 2015/16 school
year, two of the boards we visited (Toronto Catholic

using designated learning opportunities funding
for its intended purpose of focusing on students at

reater risk of poor academic achievement. .
& P and Halton Catholic) spent less than they were

allocated for English-language learners. Toronto
Catholic told us that it used $10 million of its
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Figure 15: ESL/ELD! Funding and Use by Four School Boards Visited, 2015/ 16 School Year

Source of data: Ministry of Education, and School Boards visited

Amount Spent on Amount Over/ % of Total

ESL/ELD Language Training (Under) Spent Funding Over/

Funding  of English Language on ESL/ELD (Under) Spent

School Board ($ million)  Learners ($ million) ($ million) on ESL/ELD

Toronto Catholic 23.9 13.9 (10.0) (42)
Hamilton-Wentworth? 4.6 4.6 0 0

Halton Catholic 3.0 2.7 (0.3) (10)

Hastings and Prince Edward?® 0.1 n/a n/a n/a

1. English as a Second Language/English Literacy Development.

2. This board also spent an additional $284,000 on Syrian newcomers funded through a transfer payment agreement.

3. Hastings and Prince Edward does not track how ESL/ELD funding is spent.

Figure 16: Toronto Catholic English-Language Learners Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAQ)*
Results Compared with Board Average, 2011/12-2013/14

Source of data: Toronto Catholic District School Board

Grade 3 Grade 6

Reading Math Reading? Math?
2014/15 School Year
All participating students 71 65 80 53
English-language learners 63 57 n/a n/a
Achievement gap - difference (8) (8) n/a n/a
2013/14 School Year
All participating students 73 68 75 55
English-language learners 62 61 57 41
Achievement gap - difference (11) (7) (18) (14)
2012/13 School Year
All participating students 70 69 74 56
English-language learners 56 58 60 50
Achievement gap - difference (14) (11) (14) (6)
2011/12 School Year
All participating students 68 70 73 59
English-language learners 57 55 55 46
Achievement gap - difference (11) (15) (18) (13)

1. EQAO results measure percentage of students to achieve a level 3 or 4—equivalent to a B grade.
2. EQAO data for Grade 6 reading and math for English-language learners is not available for the 2014/15 school year.

$23.9 million ESL/ELD funding to alleviate cost
pressures created by underfunding of teacher
salaries and higher special-education costs,
despite the fact that in its 2014-18 Board Learning
Improvement Plan, the board stated that “...our

[EQAO performance] data indicate we will need to
redouble our efforts with English-language learners
and students with special needs.” Figure 16 shows
that English-language learners at Toronto Catholic
elementary schools have performed worse than
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the board average for Grade 3 reading and math
from 2011/12 to 2014/15 and Grade 6 reading and
math from 2011/12 to 2013/14. These are the most
recent EQAO results available for the Toronto Cath-
olic board. In the 2016/17 school year, this school
board continued to redirect ESL/ELD funding, as
$10.8 million of its $25.3 million for ESL/ELD was
used elsewhere.

At each of the boards we visited, we tested a sample
of transactions for the last two years (2014/15 and
2015/16) from the following funding envelopes
that restrict the use of the money to just that
specific purpose:

funding allocated for board and administra-

tion costs;

the Learning Opportunities Grant, which is

intended for students at risk of poor academic

achievement; and

the Special Education Grant, which is

intended for students with special needs.

We examined whether the funds were being

spent appropriately and were being reported as
per Ministry guidelines. Our testing indicated that
the school boards used the restricted portion of the
funding it received for the purposes for which it
was intended.

RECOMMENDATION 5

To ensure funding for specific education prior-
ities are used for their intended purposes, we
recommend that school boards focus the use of
the funding on evidence-based areas where the
at-risk students and English-language learners
are performing below provincial standards.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

Toronto Catholic acknowledges the varying
degrees of socio-economic needs across the
Toronto region and its impact on the ability of
at-risk students to meet achievement targets.

The board plans to modify resource allocations,
within its available resources, to areas where the
needs are greatest. Hamilton-Wentworth plans
to review funding for specific education prior-
ities for at-risk students and English-language
learners that are performing below provincial
standards, especially for the Syrian newcomers.

Hastings and Prince Edward states that fund-
ing not restricted to a specific purpose will be
used to improve student achievement in accord-
ance with local priorities.

Halton Catholic spent 96% of LOG funding
on students at risk and 90% of ESL/ELD funding
on language training of ESL students, in the
2015/16 school year.

All four boards we visited had lists for special-needs
students waiting to be assessed or served by profes-
sionals in the areas of psychology or speech and
language. At all four boards, special-needs students
are usually offered preliminary services in the
suspected area of need by the classroom teacher

in consultation with the specialists before they are
formally assessed by the specialists. However, the
assessments by specialists provide insight into a stu-
dent’s unique needs that allows the school board to
devise a long-term plan for services that best meet
the student’s needs.

These assessments are used by each board’s
Identification, Placement and Review Committee
(IPRC), which determines whether a student meets
the criteria of a specific exceptionality, and recom-
mends the appropriate placement for receiving
special-needs supports and services.

A psychological assessment evaluates think-
ing, learning and behaviour, and a psycho-
educational assessment focuses on identifying
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a student’s learning challenges. The assessment
may include interviews, observation, testing and
consultation with other professionals involved in a
student’s care.

None of the four boards we visited performed
all specialist assessments in a timely manner, as
shown in Figure 17. At three boards, a quarter to
about a third of the students on the wait lists had
been waiting for a psychological assessment for
over a year. Some students had been on the wait
lists for more than two years. Toronto Catholic had
ten students on the psychological assessment wait
list that had not received an assessment for over
four years because, according to the board, other
students were considered to have more need. By
the end of June 2017, these ten students received
their assessments.

In addition, two boards had students waiting
more than a year for speech and language assess-
ments. We noted that four students at Hastings and
Prince Edward had been waiting for a speech and
language assessment for more than three years. The
board explained that these students were referred
for issues that are not as impactful on classroom
performance, such as lisp or mild articulation, and

other more urgent assessments were completed first.

The school boards we visited and the trustees
associations we spoke with told us that specialist
assessments were not being done on a timely basis
because it was difficult to recruit specialists due to
the lack of specialists in the area, less competitive
salaries offered by school boards, and in the case
of Catholic and/or French boards, it was difficult
to find specialists who meet the religious and/or
language requirements to work in those boards.

At Halton Catholic, the number of external psycho-
logical assessments increased by 78%, from 354

in the 2012/13 school year to 631 in 2016/17.
According to the board, this could be due to parents
paying for a private assessment of their child in
order to avoid wait times or being able to have the
assessment done by a specialist of their choosing.
Although these external assessments have to be
reviewed by board staff before they are incorpor-
ated into student education plans or IPRC decisions,
these special-needs students can receive services
tailored to their unique needs sooner. The other
three boards did not track external assessments.

Figure 17: Students Awaiting Specialist Assessments at Four School Boards Visited

Source of data: School boards visited

Psychological or Psychoeducational Assessments

# on wait list 1,063 386 295 37
# on wait list longer than one year 292 134 70 0
% on wait list longer than one year 27 35 24 0
Median wait time on list (days) n/a* 184 184 87
Longest wait time on the list (days) 1,876 853 768 199
Speech and Language Assessments

# on wait list 645 97 48 235
# on wait list longer than one year 34 0 0 75
% on wait list longer than one year 5 0 0 32
Median wait time on list (days) 135 66 60 221
Longest wait time on the list (days) 1,400 199 197 1,528

* Since data is recorded manually by area psychologists at this board using different formats, average wait time was not readily available.
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Three of the four school boards we visited were
not scheduling specialist assessments during the
summer months when schools are not operating,
something that would help reduce backlogs. Only
Halton Catholic told us it conducted some psycho-
logical assessments in the summer, but only to the
extent that funding was available. The collective
agreement for only one of the other three boards
restricted psychologists and speech-language path-
ologists to work only during the 10 months of the
year when schools are operating.

The wait times for specialist assessments can
vary significantly based on the school the student
attends. All four boards assign each of their special-
ists to a specific group of schools. The wait lists for
Halton Catholic, Hamilton-Wentworth and Hast-
ings and Prince Edward are consolidated electronic-
ally at the board level. Although the wait lists are
centrally collated, the specialists only work to serve
the schools assigned to them. The work was not
shared among specialists with smaller workloads
to reduce the backlogs. At the time of our audit
work, six psychologists in the Hamilton-Wentworth
board had more than 30 cases outstanding while six
others had less than 10 assessments outstanding.
In one area of Hamilton-Wentworth, at the time of
our audit, one student had been waiting for more
than two years (853 days) for an assessment, while
in another school the longest wait was less than six
months (164 days).

Toronto Catholic does not consolidate wait
list information at the board level. It has 48 area
psychologists responsible for performing psycho-
logical assessments, and they keep their own wait
lists using different formats for the schools to
which they are assigned. These lists are reported

to the superintendent of special education twice

a year. Because the wait-list information is not
consolidated, the board cannot properly prioritize
students for assessments. Based on our review of
Toronto Catholic’s wait list, the longest wait time
per student is significantly different among the
board’s psychologists. The longest wait on one area
psychologist’s list was more than five years (1,876
days), while in another area the longest wait to be
assessed was less than one month (23 days). The
number of outstanding assessments also varied
significantly between psychologists, as one psych-
ologist in one area had 70 outstanding assessments
while four other psychologists in different areas
each had less than 10 assessments outstanding.
Without a central consolidation of wait lists and
reallocation of cases, services related to psycho-
logical assessments cannot be provided to students
in an equitable and more timely manner.

RECOMMENDATION 6

To ensure all special-needs assessments are
completed in a timely and equitable manner, we
recommend that school boards:
establish reasonable timelines for complet-
ing psychological, and speech and language
assessments;
have access to all assessments wait lists at
the board level and use this information to
reassign assessments to specialists who have
smaller workloads;
implement a plan to clear backlogs; and
track use of external assessments to better
gauge demand.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

All four boards agree that timely completion of
special-needs assessments is critical in provid-
ing the most suitable services to special-needs
students. School boards will review the tracking
of their special-needs assessments in regards

to timely completion within the context of
current resources.
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Toronto Catholic agrees that an appropriate
case management system designed for educa-
tional purposes will ensure a more equitable
delivery of services. Hamilton-Wentworth and
Hastings and Prince Edward agree to use their
centrally aggregated wait lists to reassign assess-
ments to specialists in their boards with smaller
workloads. Halton Catholic plans to continue
reassigning assessments between specialists
when needed.

Halton Catholic plans to reduce the wait
times and review supports dedicated to this
assessment process annually and allocate addi-
tional resources where needed. Toronto Catholic
believes that a new case management system
will allow for enhanced oversight and ensure a
more equitable and timely delivery of services to
students. The other two boards are planning to
look at ways to eliminate the backlog.

Halton Catholic monitors the use of external
assessments by special-needs students at the
board. The other three boards plan to monitor
this information moving forward.

For each of the school boards we visited, we
compared the number of formally identified
special-needs students to the number of education
assistants—someone who assists students with dis-
abilities in the classroom. We found that this ratio
ranged from 5.6:1 at Hamilton-Wentworth to 7.4:1
at Halton Catholic for the boards we visited.

Each board first allocates educational assist-
ants to the special-education classes where an
educational assistant is required. The remaining
educational assistants are allocated to schools—for
their integrated classrooms—based on each board’s
individual allocation methods. All the boards we
visited had ways of prioritizing educational assist-
ant support to special-needs students in integrated
classes. At Hamilton-Wentworth and Hastings and
Prince Edward, a special-education consultant or

co-ordinator, in consultation with the principal,
determines the support a student needs. However,
we found that the process is subjective and can lead
to the inequitable allocation of educational assist-
ants across schools.

In contrast, both Toronto Catholic and Halton
Catholic use a standard scoring method to consider
students’ behaviours, ability to communicate and
level of independence with daily activities, to deter-
mine the level of support needed, and assign educa-
tional assistants to each school. However, we noted
that the actual allocation of educational assistants
by Toronto Catholic does not match the level of sup-
port determined by the scoring tool. In the 2016/17
school year, around 50 (31%) of the elementary
schools were either overstaffed or understaffed
by more than one full-time educational assistant,
when compared with the staffing levels calculated
by the scoring tool. One school was overstaffed by
four full-time educational assistants while another
was understaffed by a similar amount.

The board stated that any drastic changes in
staffing could result in additional pressures. School
board officials told us that they hear from parents
who want only one-on-one educational assistant
support for their children. The board’s goal is to
avoid drastic changes in staffing and move educa-
tional assistants over time to match the model and
avoid public backlash that comes with removing an
educational assistant from any school.

Each type of special-needs exceptionality presents
unique challenges. By specializing in the student’s
exceptionality the teacher and educational assistants
can provide services most suitable for the student.
The Education Act, 1990 lists five general
categories of exceptionalities that can apply to
special-needs students: behavioural; communica-
tional (autism and speech impairment); intellectual
(mild intellectual and developmental disability);
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physical; and multiple exceptionalities. In three

of the four boards visited, teachers and education
assistants assigned to special education classes are
not required to have any specialized training other
than basic special-education training.

In contrast, starting in the 2014/15 school
year, Hamilton-Wentworth started hiring special-
education teachers and educational assistants with
additional training focused on students with autism
and/or behavioural problems. A four- to five-year
commitment is expected from the specialized staff
to ensure continuity with students. Professional
development is provided annually, focusing on
those exceptionalities.

Hastings and Prince Edward requires edu-
cational assistants who are assigned to special
education classes or students with complex needs
to attend mandatory therapeutic crisis intervention
training, which trains staff to help students learn
constructive ways to handle crisis.

The boards we visited agreed that specializa-
tion in the area of exceptionality was desirable,
especially when teaching students with autism
or behavioural problems. All boards we visited
indicated that they offer professional development
training in relation to special-needs students, how-
ever participation by teachers is voluntary.

RECOMMENDATION 7

To ensure that special-education students are

provided with support that best meets their

needs, we recommend that school boards:
implement objective measures to allocate
staffing resources to special-education stu-
dents based on their needs; and
hire and train staff to ensure they are best
equipped to provide support for the types of
student exceptionalities to which they are
assigned.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

Toronto Catholic plans to refine staff allocations
through its objective assessment tool. Halton

Catholic plans to continue utilizing its resource
allocation process using an objective, transpar-
ent and equitable scoring and allocation tool.
The other two boards will review the alloca-
tion of staffing resources and work to improve
resource allocation processes, including staffing
to special-education students based on their
needs and within the allowable funding.

Hamilton-Wentworth plans to continue
reviewing the assignment of specialized staff
and provide ongoing training, to ensure staff
understand and meet the needs of students.
Toronto Catholic and Hastings and Prince
Edward will continue to monitor and adjust
support staff allocations to ensure proper
matches due to the fluid movement of students
between schools or school boards, as well as the
ever-changing needs of students within schools.
Halton Catholic plans to continue hiring non-
teaching staff with specific qualifications such
as board-certified behavior analysts who help
build teacher capacity to support students with
autism and behavioral strategies.

For the 2016/17 school year, the Ministry allo-
cated $2.76 billion in special purpose grants for
special-needs students across Ontario. However,
the Ministry and the boards have not established
key indicators to measure student improvement as
a result of the specialized services provided by the
funding, aside from monitoring EQAO results for
special-education students.

All four boards visited use EQAO results for
special-needs students and compare them year over
year. Toronto Catholic also monitors EQAO results
by each special-needs exceptionality type. However,
comparatively a greater proportion of special-needs
students do not write EQAO tests. For example,
in 2015/16, 10% of special-needs students were
exempted from the Grade 3 reading test compared
to just 3% of all students combined. The school
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boards we visited told us that EQAO testing may
not be the best measure to assess effectiveness of
special-needs services because it is not tracking
progress for the same group of students. We
noted that the EQAO office has the ability to track
progress for a cohort of special-needs students,
but school boards were not using this type

of information.

We noted that boards are able to track a stu-
dent’s progress on their individual education plans
and report cards. However, this information is not
aggregated at the board level to assess whether
special-education services are having the desired
impact for special-needs students.

Further, we noted that school boards did not
know what happened to their special education
students once they left secondary school. Accord-
ing to the regulation on the identification and
placement of exceptional students, the individual
education plan for a student who is 14 years of age
or older must contain a plan for the transition to
post-secondary education, or the workplace, or to
help the student live as independently as possible in
the community. However, school boards do not have
measures to assess the effectiveness of the transition
plans because other than collecting data on appli-
cations for post-secondary education, the school
boards do not conduct any other type of follow-up to
track their students once they leave high school.

The four boards agreed that both academic
and non-academic performance measures (post-
secondary employment, community integration,
self-sufficient) are needed to track the progress and
improvement of special-needs students. However,
currently no board is using non-academic measures
for special-needs students.

RECOMMENDATION 8

To better ensure that the special-educational
support services meet the needs of special-
needs students, we recommend that school
boards establish and publicly report on key
academic and non-academic performance indi-

cators to track student improvement for each
type of exceptionality.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

Hastings and Prince Edward plans to develop
aggregated reports of key academic and non-
academic performance indicators, and will
publicly report on student improvement by
exceptionality in a manner that avoids privacy
issues. The other three boards are looking to
develop consistent measures that can be used
to inform and influence the achievement of stu-
dents receiving special-education services.

The Act requires all school boards to develop a
three-year or longer multi-year plan focused on
promoting student achievement and well-being,
ensuring effective stewardship of board’s resources,
and delivering effective and appropriate education
to students. The boards are required to publically
report their progress in implementing the plan.

All four boards visited had strategic goals with
performance indicators for student achievement
and three of the four boards (except Hastings and
Prince Edward) also had targets. Examples of good
student achievement goals with performance indi-
cators, targets and clear timelines, included:
Halton Catholic had a clearly defined goal to
increase the percentage of students meeting
the provincial standard in EQAO reading
assessments: from 80% to 85% for Grade 3
and from 85% to 90% for Grade 6 students by
June 2016 from the 2013 EQAO results. The
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board met the provincial targets but did not
meet its own targets for improvement.
Hamilton-Wentworth had a goal for all stu-
dents to read by end of Grade 1, and a target
that at least 75% of Grade 1 students achieve
a B grade or better on their June 2017 report
card. It would have been helpful to include
baseline results to indicate the result upon
which the board is trying to improve. Neither
the goal nor the target was met.
For the other two boards, the strategic goals

for student achievement could be improved. For

example:
Hasting and Prince Edward’s goal is to
increase graduation rates and reduce achieve-
ment gaps for students not yet at the provin-
cial standard. This is a reasonable goal, but
the board did not outline a clear timeline for
reducing the gaps. Without outlining a tar-
geted reduction in the achievement gap or a
clear timeline for reducing the gap, the board
will have difficulty assessing progress.
Toronto Catholic’s goal is to have its students
meet or exceed the provincial average for all
EQAO assessments in literacy and numeracy.
However, the board did not identify where the
board fell below the provincial average or a
timeline for reaching the target.

A recent review of York Region District School
Board—commissioned by the Ministry following
complaints—confirmed that when a school board
does not successfully promote a culture of equity
and inclusivity it can be very detrimental to a
board’s reputation and can lead to loss of public
confidence. We noticed that the four boards visited
had developed goals regarding a positive culture
and well-being but had not identified measurable
indicators and targets for their goal of promot-

ing a positive culture and student well-being. For
example, one board had a goal of creating welcom-

ing, inclusive, safe and accepting learning environ-
ments that optimize students’ potential. However,
without specific, measurable, attainable and
relevant indicators, it will be difficult for boards to
assess progress on their goals regarding a positive
culture and well-being.

Three of the four boards (except Hamilton-
Wentworth) had strategic goals directly aimed at
effective stewardship of board resources. However,
two of these three boards only identified a balanced
budget as the target and did not have any other
measurable indicators to assess progress towards
the goals. Hastings and Prince Edward did not
identify any targets for its effective stewardship

of resources goal. Hamilton-Wentworth did not
have any strategic goals addressing stewardship

of resources, except for a goal of improving condi-
tion of school facilities. Effective management of a
board’s resources is fundamental to any successful
school board.

If a school board has an in-year deficit of greater
than 1% of its operating funding allocation or an
accumulated deficit, the Ministry may request the
board to prepare a financial recovery plan. At the
time of our audit, both Toronto Catholic and Hast-
ings and Prince Edward boards were being mon-
itored by the Ministry as the boards were working
towards financial recovery.

At the end of the 2014/15 school year, Toronto
Catholic had an accumulated deficit of $15.3 mil-
lion and had entered into a three-year recovery
plan. According to an external review, the key
factors that contributed to the deficit were smaller
average secondary class sizes than provincial
standards leading to more secondary teachers
than required, and employing more educational
assistants in secondary schools than funded by the
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Ministry. Based on our review, the school board

is on target to eliminate the accumulated deficit
during the 2017/18 school year. The board reduced
costs by increasing secondary class sizes to the
provincial standard, reducing the number of edu-
cational assistants, and by withdrawing the surplus
from the employee benefits plan.

Hastings and Prince Edward had two consecu-
tive years of in-year deficits in 2014/15 ($1.5 mil-
lion) and 2015/16 ($2.5 million). The board went
into a deficit position mainly due to a declining
enrolment without strategically reducing its staffing
to match the decline in enrolment. In the 2016/17
school year, the trustees approved two of the four
school closures recommended by management. The
two school closures and corresponding reduction
in staffing has the board on track to eliminate the
deficit by the 2018/19 school year.

Senior board officials at Toronto Catholic stated
that management had presented options to their
boards of trustees to reduce and eliminate their
deficits before entering into a financial recovery
plan. However, the trustees had voted down
management’s plan for reducing special-education
costs, reducing staffing, or altering transportation
policies aimed at reducing costs until forced by the
Ministry’s financial recovery plan.

We found that none of the boards were reporting
publicly on their progress in meeting their strategic
goals, although Toronto Catholic reported inter-
nally to its board of trustees on an annual basis

on its progress in meeting its strategic goals. In its
2012-15 strategic plan, this board had nine strategic
priority areas with 35 strategic goals. However, the
board’s reporting did not individually address the
35 strategic goals, but instead grouped them under
the nine priority actions. Also, it is not clear which
metrics were being used by the board to assess its
progress. In the 2014 strategic plan progress report,
Toronto Catholic included a letter grade for each

of the nine strategic priority actions, but it was not
clear how management arrived at the scores.

The other three boards provide separate updates
on each of their strategic priorities to the board of
trustees. In addition, their annual reports provide
a list of accomplishments towards their strategic
goals but provide no tangible assessment of prog-
ress towards achieving the goals. For example,
Hastings and Prince Edward board’s 2016 annual
report lists French immersion expansion and
upgrading of various computer systems to enhance
reporting of student absences as an update on the
board’s achieving excellence and equity goal. These
types of updates do not allow the reader to assess
the level of progress on the strategic goal.

School boards have not implemented all program
and operational improvements recommended by
their internal audit teams. School boards across
the province are grouped into eight regions, each
of which is supported by a regional internal audit
team. The Ministry provides the funding for these
teams, amounting to $5.2 million in 2016/17. Each
school board’s audit committee decides on the
audits to be completed by the audit teams. Regional
audits are expected to identify best practices that
can then be shared among boards. Each school
board’s audit committee decides the focus for the
audit teams.

Two of the four boards we visited failed to
implement many of the recommendations made
by their regional internal audit teams. For each of
the school boards visited, we reviewed the results
of these audits for the last five years, as well as the
follow-up work done on recommendations issued
from the summer of 2012 to the summer of 2015,
to note what percentage of recommendations
boards had fully implemented by summer 2017. For
the Toronto Catholic board, its regional internal
audit team does not regularly follow up on the
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audit recommendations it makes, but the board
does its own assessment.

Toronto Catholic and Hamilton-Wentworth
had implemented only 48% and 61% of the recom-
mendations, respectively, whereas the other two
boards had implemented at least 80% of their audit
recommendations. For the Toronto Catholic board,
recommendations that had not yet been acted on
included implementing:

an attendance support program for school
board employees;

a performance management plan for non-
academic staff;

a centralized database for employee behav-
iour complaints; and

case management software for centralized
tracking of special-education service referrals
and backlogs.

Toronto Catholic would have benefited from
an attendance support program to help employees
get back to work sooner, as recommended by the
regional internal audit team. From the 2011/12
school year to 2015/16, this board experienced
an 11% increase in employee sick days and a 23%
increase in the cost of replacement teachers. The
board told us that because it was under a financial
recovery plan it did not have the financial resources
available to implement these recommendations.

For the Hamilton-Wentworth board, recommen-
dations that had not yet been acted on included:

ensuring that school-generated funds were
used only for student benefits; and
implementing a comprehensive preventive
maintenance program.

A comprehensive preventive maintenance
program was especially relevant to the Hamilton-
Wentworth board since one of its strategic goals is
to reduce the number of schools in poor condition
by 2020.

Although regional audits are intended to iden-
tify and share best practices among boards, we
noted that over the last five years there were only
two instances where the same topic was audited at
all school boards within the regions where the four

boards we visited are located. In 2012, an audit on
compensation, pay, benefits, and timekeeping was
conducted at all Ontario East audit region school
boards, including the Hastings and Prince Edward
board; and in 2014, an audit on broader-public-
sector procurement compliance was performed

at all Toronto and area region school boards. Best
practices identified during the course of these
audits were shared with all boards in the region. It
would benefit school boards in the same region to
co-ordinate audits for similar areas of concern.

In August 2016, the Ontario Association of School
Business Officials began posting best practices iden-
tified by internal audits on its website for all senior
school board business officials to share, but only if
the school board where the best practice was identi-
fied gives permission to the regional audit team
manager to share the information. In February 2017,
the Toronto Catholic’s regional audit team (Toronto
and Area internal audit team) shared leading
practices in the areas of payroll, special education,
construction, continuing education and information
technology with all boards in the region, and these
practices were also submitted for posting to the
website. From October 2016 to June 2017, 47 leading
practices were added to the website.

RECOMMENDATION 9

To provide effective oversight of operations, we
recommend that school boards:
set measurable targets for each of their
strategic goals regarding student achieve-
ment, student well-being, and stewardship
of resources;
regularly measure progress on the goals
against targets and report them publicly;
implement recommendations on audits con-
ducted by the regional internal audit teams
in a timely manner; and
where possible, co-ordinate to have their
regional internal audit teams examine issues
common among the boards in the region to
identify best practices, which should then be
shared with boards province-wide.
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. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

All four boards are in agreement and plan to set
measureable targets for each of their strategic
goals.

All four boards plan to report publicly on the
progress of the board’s strategic goals.

Both Toronto Catholic and Hamilton-
Wentworth recognize the value-add provided
by regular internal audit teams and plan to
improve the timeliness of implementation of
recommendations made by the audit teams.
Halton Catholic and Hastings and Prince
Edward plan to continue addressing any recom-
mendations of the regional internal audit team
in a timely manner.

Toronto Catholic remains committed to
sharing leading and best practices not only
within the Toronto Area but also with the larger
provincial region. Halton Catholic and the
regional internal audit team plan to continue
engaging in open discussions about best practi-
ces. Hamilton-Wentworth plans to hold discus-
sions with the other regional boards to identify
any common issues for audit and plans to share
best practices on the Ontario Association of
School Business Officials’ website. Hastings
and Prince Edward believes that internal audit
teams should determine the type and scope of
audits using a risk-based approach that focuses
on issues unique to each board. However, it
stated that where possible, the board plans to
examine common issues among boards to iden-
tify and share best practices.

Approximately $3.6 billion or 15% of school board
expenditures in 2015/16 went toward the purchase
of goods and services. A school board can acquire
goods and services more economically through
group purchasing arrangements with other school
boards than it can on its own.

Based on the information provided, all four
boards we visited purchase a portion of their
products and services through group purchas-
ing arrangements but there are opportunities
for greater collaboration. As all school boards
require similar products and services, there is a
significant opportunity for more group purchasing
arrangements.

We noted that school boards have formed transpor-
tation consortia to acquire and manage bus services
for students. There are 33 transportation consortia
operating in the province, which typically service
the public and Catholic boards in the same area.
The provincial cost of transporting students to and
from school is about $900 million annually. These
services were audited by our Office in 2015.

Three of the four boards (except Hastings and
Prince Edward) purchase utilities through the
Catholic School Boards Services Association. In
1998, the association started as a not-for-profit
consortium of Greater Toronto Area Catholic school
boards to provide business opportunities to Ontario
school boards to reduce costs, improve effectiveness
and generate revenues.

We also noted an increase in the use of contracts
negotiated with suppliers by the Ontario Education
Collaborative Marketplace (OECM), a group-pur-
chasing organization. The number of school boards
acquiring goods or services through OECM’s client
supplier agreements increased from 44 in 2010
to 71 in 2016. As well, the value of school board
purchases through agreements negotiated by OECM
increased from $10 million in 2010 to $112 million
in 2016. The top four products purchased by school
boards in 2016 were computer products and support
services, office supplies, custodial products and
classroom furniture. One board told us that OECM
suppliers provided better value for certain office
supplies, but for other services (such as auditing ser-
vices) the board could find better rates elsewhere.

Page 110 of 119



OECM is a not-for-profit group that specializes in
sourcing (finding, evaluating, and contracting with
suppliers) for school boards and post-secondary
institutions. It was initially set up with Ministry
funding. School boards do not pay a membership fee
to use OECM’s services. Instead, contracted suppli-
ers pay OECM a percentage of sales to school boards
or other public-sector organizations. The suppliers
self-report revenues and remit fees to OECM.

According to OECM, it typically contracts mul-
tiple suppliers (two to four) for each type of goods
or services to offer choice to its members. The
contracts set a maximum price a vendor can charge
to members. If volume thresholds are met through
total orders by individual board, then additional
discounts are applied. OECM’s pricing for products
can be beneficial to smaller school boards that do
not have the buying power of larger boards to nego-
tiate lower prices.

School boards’ participation in any of OECM’s sup-
plier agreements is voluntary. However, OECM staff
told us that without commitments from members
to use the suppliers, the organization finds it chal-
lenging to negotiate the best prices with vendors. In
June 2016, an external review of OECM identified
that OECM’s contracts had not demonstrated the
best value for money. The boards we visited told

us that they only purchase from OECM-contracted
vendors when their prices are better than what they
can get on their own. The Toronto Catholic board
relies less on this group since, because of its size, it
can secure better pricing on its own.

Based on information provided to us by OECM
for 2016, school board participation in OECM’s
services ranged from $380 per student at one
school board to less than one dollar per student
at another. For the boards we visited, those with
smaller budgets, fewer students and less purchasing
power, made greater use of OECM'’s services than
the larger boards.

RECOMMENDATION 10

To help reduce costs for goods and services, we
recommend that school boards collaborate on
future group purchasing arrangements, either
through the Ontario Education Collaborative
Marketplace or by linking into cost-saving con-
tracts already in place in larger boards, such as
the Toronto Catholic District School Board.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

All four school boards plan to continue explor-
ing opportunities for more collaborative spend-
ing in order to reduce costs.

The Ministry needs complete and accurate data so
that it can make appropriate funding and policy
decisions and to ensure that restricted funds are
spent for the intended purposes. We noted that,
except for Halton Catholic, the three other school
boards visited used the average salary of a teacher
at the board and an estimated/budgeted number
of special-education teachers to calculate special-
education teacher expenses. Similarly, average
salaries were used by the three boards for reporting
spending under the Learning Opportunities Grant.
The boards indicated that the effort and time
required to determine the exact salaries for teachers
was too great.

The Toronto Catholic board told us that its
Human Resources (HR) system did not accurately
identify all special-education teachers. The
financial information system relies on the HR
system to identify special-education teachers and
those teachers’ salaries are reported as special-
education costs. However, the HR staff has not
been able to update all HR profiles for teachers who
move between special-education and the regular
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classroom. This lack of regular updates has made
the special-education costs unreliable.

The Hastings and Prince Edward board told us
that its HR system does not track the teachers for
special education separately from regular classroom
teachers. In addition, Hamilton-Wentworth does not
use the Ministry’s prescribed expense coding in its
system, which leads to many manual adjustments in
order to meet the Ministry’s reporting requirements.

RECOMMENDATION 11

In order to provide the Ministry with accurate
information on spending, we recommend that
school boards:
implement Ministry expense coding into all
financial information systems; and
report actual spending instead of estimated
spending for restricted portions of special
purpose grants.

. RESPONSE FROM SCHOOL BOARDS

Hamilton-Wentworth is currently reviewing

its chart of accounts in order to implement the
Ministry’s expense coding into the financial
information system. Toronto Catholic supports
the further enhancement of its financial sys-
tems in order to improve its financial reporting
processes. The two other boards have already
implemented Ministry expense coding into their
financial systems.

Toronto Catholic plans to explore use of
actual costs as opposed to estimated costs for
restricted portions of the special purpose grants.
Hastings and Prince Edward and Hamilton-
Wentworth are willing to work with the Ministry
to improve and standardize HR and financial
management systems to support reporting of
actual spending instead of estimated spending.
Halton Catholic is already in compliance with
the recommendation.
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School Boards’ Management of Financial and Human Resources “

Appendix 1: Governance Structure of a Typical School Board

Prepared by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario
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Appendix 2: Audit Criteria

Prepared by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario

1. School boards should have effective oversight procedures to ensure operating funds are used to promote student
achievement in an efficient and cost-effective manner, within their approved budget.

2. Processes should be in place to measure and report on school board performance against established targets.

School boards should ensure compliance with requirements outlined in legislation, ministry policy and transfer payment
funding arrangements.

4, School boards should ensure students with exceptionalities are being identified and provided with special education
programs that meet their needs.

5. School boards should have processes in place to acquire and manage school resources cost-effectively.
There should be a mechanism in place to help the sharing of information and best practices among school boards.
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School Boards’ Management of Financial and Human Resources “

Appendix 3: Instruction Cost Per Student and EQAO Results for the Province

and for Four Boards Visited, 2011/12-2015/16

Source of data: Ministry of Education, Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAQ)
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2. Toronto Catholic did not particpate in 2015/16 EQAO testing due to labour issues.

3. EQAO results measure percentage of students to achieve a level 3 or 4—equivalent to a B grade or better. For the nine EQAO tests, where 75% (provincial
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72 Idao - Learning Disabilities
L. Association of Ontario

The right to learn, the power to achieve

LDAO SEAC CIRCULAR
February 2018

The Learning Disabilities Association of Ontario (LDAQO) SEAC Circular is published 5 times a
year, in September, November, February, April and June.

The following are some topics that your SEAC should be looking at. Action items and/or
recommendations for effective practices will be underlined.

Feel free to share any of this information or the attachments with other SEAC members. As
always, when you are planning to introduce a motion for the consideration of SEAC, it is
particularly important that you share all related background items with your fellow SEAC reps.

The topics covered by this SEAC Circular:

I. Changes at the Ministry of Education

2. Consultation on Student Transportation

3. IEP section of Special Education in Ontario K to Grade 12, Policy and Resource Guide
4. Education Transformation Steering Committee

5. Report on Suspensions and Expulsions

List of Supplementary Materials:

1. EDU Staffing Announcement Memo

2. Memo about Student Transportation

3. PAAC on SEAC feedback on Part E, The Individual Education Plans (IEP)
4. Memo about Transformation Steering Committee
5

. Suspension Expulsion Program Report

Note: You can access the SEAC Circular and supplementary materials at
www.ldao.ca/ldao-services/public-policy-advocacy/seac-circulars/.

You can access Ministry memos by date at:
http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/memos/

Page 116 of 119


http://www.ldao.ca/ldao-services/public-policy-advocacy/seac-circulars/
http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/memos/

I. Changes at the Ministry of Education

Minister Mitzi Hunter has a new portfolio, and Indira Naidoo Harris is now the new Minister of
Education. Minster Naidoo Harris was previously Minister Responsible for Early Years and Child
Care and will continue to hold that portfolio.

Shirley Kendrick is the new Director of the Special Education/Success for All Branch, as Louise
Sirisko has become the Director of Education for the York Region DSB. The memo announcing
Shirley Kendrick’s position is attached.

2. Consultation on Student Transportation

In a Decemberl15, 2017 memo, the Ministry of Education announced a new vision and
consultation on student transportation. While the memo (attached) does not identify SEACs as
a target of the consultation, since transportation is an important issue for many students with
special education needs, your SEAC may wish to prepare a response, based on experiences in
your school board.

Responses are due by March 29, 2018 through an on-line portal. The link to the submission
portal and the Discussion Paper is: www.ontario.ca/page/consultation-new-vision-student-

transportation.

PAAC on SEAC will be preparing a response that | will share with SEAC members when
finalized.

3. IEP section of Special Education in Ontario K to Grade 12, Policy and Resource Guide

At a November 2017 meeting, representatives from the Special Education/Success for All
Branch made a presentation to PAAC on SEAC on Part E, The Individual Education Plans (IEP)
of Special Education in Ontario K to Grade 12, Policy and Resource Guide. As mentioned in the
September SEAC Circular, the Ministry plans to consult on the IEP section of the draft special
education guide specifically, over a period of one year to 18 months.

PAAC on SEAC prepared a feedback document to the Ministry, which | have attached for your
information. As part of your role in reviewing the IEP processes in your school board (see PAAC
on SEAC calendar) SEACs can use the feedback provided in this document.

4. Education Transformation Steering Committee

A November 29, 2017 memo (attached) announced the establishment of a Transformation
Steering Committee by the Ministry of Education. Although there is some parent representation,
no organizations that represent special education perspectives are currently on the committee.

SEACSs could ask if anyone in their school board has the opportunity for input to the steering
committee, and if so, ask to be consulted on any input that affects students with special
education needs.
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5. Report on Suspensions and Expulsions

A January 9, 2018 memo invited Directors of Education, the ED of the Provincial Schools, Safe
and Accepting School Leads, and Supervisory Officers for School Authorities, to participate in a
webinar presentation by Western University on their Evaluation of Suspension/Expulsion
Programs. A summary of the report’s findings and recommendations is attached. Since a
disproportionately high percentage of students with special education needs are expelled,
suspended, and/or excluded, SEACs may wish to review the summary report to see what
recommendations may apply to their school board processes.

Questions? Email Diane Wagner at dianew@LDAO.ca or call (416) 929-4311 Ex. 22 (Mon.)
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SEAC PENDING LIST AS AT FEBRUARY 21, 2018

. Staff update the Special Education Plan and resource documentation
accessible to students and parents online to reflect current and accurate
information. (requested September 2016- ongoing)

. Staff to consider increasing Empower in high schools when the budget is
balanced and the accumulated deficit is eliminated and bring it back to SEAC
pending balanced budget (requested in 2015)

. SEAC recommended to the Board of Trustees to investigate the costs to
possibly promote SEAC Special Education information through innovative
technological methods. (requested April 2017)

. SEAC requested a report on whether or not the program to assist with social
thinking (PAST) could be expanded to the secondary panel. (May 2017)

. SEAC recommend to the Board of Trustees that they refer the Anaphylaxis
Policy to be updated by the Governance and Policy Committee to reflect part
a) below.

. Additionally, SEAC recommend to the Board of Trustees an update to the
Anaphylaxis Protocol and Guidelines to reflect b), ¢) and d) as listed below.

. There is a need to update Policy to reflect transitions of students between two
schools, and specifically, but not limited to elementary and secondary
schools;

. Initiate communication between elementary and secondary schools regarding
anaphylactic needs for students who enroll in the summer secondary
transition course;

. Include in the Anaphylaxis Protocol and Guidelines, information on the

. transition process and general communications with students, including

. recommendations arising out of CSLIT meetings scheduled for later this
year; and

Include in the Secondary Health and Safety Binder located in schools a page
on the communication plan to be used with students and date implemented.
(Nov. 2017- previously moved by Board)

. Investigate SEAC setting up a working sub-committee to propose items
related to the suggestions from the Transportation Steering Committee for
discussion at the SEAC Ja”‘i%(gezi’i@ g@elefgwg. (December 2017)
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