
 

KAWARTHA PINE RIDGE DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 

 

 

PROGRAM REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
Monday, June 8, 2020 at 7:00 p.m. 

Roy H. Wilfong Boardroom, 1994 Fisher Drive, Peterborough, Ontario 

 

 

A G E N D A 
 

 

ITEM 1. CALL TO ORDER AND LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT     
We would like to acknowledge that we are meeting on the traditional 

territory of the Mississauga First Nations. 
 

ITEM 2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

ITEM 3. DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 
 

ITEM 4. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
for the Meeting held on Tuesday, May 12, 2020 

 

ITEM 5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

ITEM 6. PRESENTATIONS/DELEGATIONS 

  

ITEM 7. DECISION ITEMS 

7.1 Decision Reports 
Nil 
 

7.2 Policy Reviews 
Nil 

 

ITEM 8. INFORMATION ITEMS 

8.1  Student Achievement Reports 
 Nil      

 

8.2  Student Achievement Initiatives 
8.2.1 Safe, Caring and Restorative Schools Update 
8.2.2 Indigenous Education Curriculum Review Update 
8.2.3 Census Report Action Plan – Socioeconomic Status and 

Achievement/Opportunity Gaps 

 

8.3  Discussion Items 
Nil  

 

ITEM 9. CORRESPONDENCE 
 

ITEM 10. BOARD MEMBER ADDITIONS 
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ITEM 11. FUTURE MEETING DATES   
  September 22, 2020 
  October 13, 2020 
  November 10, 2020 
  January 12, 2021 
  February 9, 2021 
  March 9, 2021 
  April 13, 2021 
  May 11, 2021 
  June 15, 2021 
  (all Meetings will be held at 7:00 p.m. in the Boardroom unless otherwise noted) 
 

ITEM 12. ADJOURNMENT 
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SUBJECT TO COMMITTEE APPROVAL 
 

KAWARTHA PINE RIDGE DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 
 
 

DRAFT PROGRAM REVIEW COMMITTEE MINUTES 
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 at 7:00 p.m. 

Roy H. Wilfong Boardroom, Education Centre, Peterborough, ON 
 
ATTENDANCE 
 
Present: Trustees S. Russell (Committee Chairperson), D. Lloyd (Chairperson 

of the Board), S. Bobka (Vice-chairperson of the Board), C. Abraham, 
C. Dickson, K. Dupuis and J. Klassen Jeninga.  

 
Also Present: Trustees T. Brown, A. Lloyd and E. Ojeda; and J. Tompkins,  
  G. Tompkins, K. Norris, D. Fitzgerald, R. Nyboer and P. Jones. 
 
In light of the current health advisory and public health measures in place provincially, 
the committee met virtually using the WebEx platform and was livestreamed through the 
KPR YouTube channel. 
 
Call to Order and Land Acknowledgment 
 
Trustee S. Russell, Committee Chairperson, called the meeting to order (7:02 p.m.)  
and welcomed members and guests to the meeting.  It was acknowledged that the 
Committee was meeting on the traditional territory of the Mississauga First Nations.  
 
Adoption of Agenda 
 
MOVED BY C. Dickson, SECONDED BY C. Abraham 
That the agenda be adopted as printed. 

CARRIED 
 
Adoption of Minutes 
 
MOVED BY C. Abraham, SECONDED BY D. Lloyd 
That the Minutes of the last meeting held on Tuesday, March 10, 2020, be adopted 
as recorded. 

           CARRIED  
 
Review of Board Policy ES-3.5, Homework, and Board Policy ES-4.1, Assessment, 
Evaluation and Reporting 
 
Superintendent J. Tompkins reported that a review of Board Policies ES-3.5, 
Homework, and ES-4.1, Assessment, Evaluation and Reporting, was undertaken in 
accordance with Board Policy which requires that policies be reviewed every five years. 
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It was reported that in response to the release of Growing Success: Assessment, 
Evaluation and Reporting in Ontario Schools, First Edition, Covering Grades 1 to 12, in 
2010, a comprehensive policy and supporting administrative regulations were revised 
and approved in February of 2011.  Given the depth of change required by the policy in 
teacher and school assessment and evaluation practices, great care was taken to 
create a policy that ensured the principles of assessment and evaluation were explained 
in accessible language without education jargon. 

 
Growing Success: The Kindergarten Addendum was released by the Ministry in 2016. 
The assessment, evaluation, and reporting policy for Kindergarten aligns with the 
content, philosophy, and intent of The Kindergarten Program (2016), a play and inquiry-
based program designed to be developmentally appropriate for young children.  It was 
indicated that the policies were revised to include the addition of the Kindergarten 
Addendum and to strengthen educator practices outlined in Growing Success. 
 
A review of the changes made to each of the policies was provided and additional 
amendments were proposed.  Following discussion and additional questions of 
clarification, the following recommendation was adopted.  
 
MOVED BY D. Lloyd, SECONDED BY J. Klassen Jeninga 
That Board Policies ES-3.5 Homework, and ES-4.1, Assessment, Evaluation and 
Reporting, be approved as revised, as per discussions held at Program Review. 

CARRIED 
 
Copies of the revised policies as amended by the committee are included in Appendices 
A and B. 
 
Instructional Technology Plan 
 
Superintendent G. Tompkins provided an indepth overview of the new KPR Instructional 
Technology Plan 2020-2023.   
 
It was reported that the original KPR Instructional Technology Plan was launched in 
February 2010, with a primary focus on technology infrastructure, hardware acquisition 
and staff training.  By September 2011, wireless access points were installed and 
functional in all Kawartha Pine Ridge DSB schools, and the installation of SMART 
Boards began in schools in November 2011.  In the spring of 2012, teacher laptop and 
student netbook projects were implemented across all KPR schools.    

 
An overview of the initiatives that were implemented in KPR following the completion of 
the 2010 KPR Instructional Technology Plan was shared as follows:  

 Allocation of Chromebooks, iPads and Student Laptops (2013) 

 Expansion of Wireless Infrastructure to support mobile device growth and 
support collaborative environments 

 Implementation of cloud computing, Google Apps for Education and Office 365 
(2013 -14) 
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 Implementation of the Edsby platform (2014-15) 

It was reported that in the fall of 2018, regional focus groups were formed to gather 
input from various stakeholders to guide the planning of the new Instructional 
Technology Plan.  The following themes emerged:   

 Consistency in the use of communication platforms  

 The need for learning in the area of digital citizenship 

 Equitable access 

 Pedagogy before technology 

 Staff training in the use of technology 

 Focus on privacy and security  
 

In January 2019, a working group was established to provide input into the creation of a 
framework for the new Instructional Technology Plan 2020-2023.  Membership included 
elementary and secondary teachers, principals and vice-principals, early childhood 
educators, members of the Information and Communications Technology (ICT) 
department, consultants and union representation.   

It was reported that the new Instructional Technology Plan places a stronger emphasis 
on using technology and digital tools to strengthen and enhance student learning.  In 
addition, the framework of the new plan aligns closely with the four pillars of KPR’s 
Essential Practices for elementary and secondary programming. 

During the 2020-2023 time period, the ICT department has identified the following key 
priorities: 

 Data Management and Security 

 Enterprise Systems 

 Equitable Access 

 Communication 

 Digital Citizenship 

It was indicated that as part of the three-year plan, the ICT department will continue to 
explore and investigate innovative technologies to support and enhance student 
learning in KPR.  It was also indicated that updates on the implementation of the plan 
will continue to be shared at future Program Review Committee meetings throughout 
the duration of the next three years. 

Discussion was held and questions of clarification were addressed.  Trustees expressed 
their thanks and appreciation, commending staff for their creation of a plan that will 
contribute to a supportive learning environment for the staff and students in our schools. 
  
MOVED BY C. Abraham, SECONDED BY S. Bobka 
That the KPR Instructional Technology Plan 2020-2023 report, dated May 12, 2020, 
be received for information. 

CARRIED 
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MOVED BY D. Lloyd, SECONDED BY C. Abraham 
That the Committee move into the In-camera session (8:55 p.m.). 

CARRIED 
 
Following discussion of an In-camera matter, the Committee returned to the Open 
Session Agenda (8:57 p.m.). 
 
Future Meeting Dates 
 
Future meeting dates for the remainder of the 2019-2020 school year were reviewed.  
The next meeting of the Program Review Committee will be held in the Roy H. Wilfong 
Boardroom at the Education Centre, 1994 Fisher Drive, Peterborough, at 7:00 p.m. on  
Monday, June 8, 2020. 
 
Adjournment 
 
MOVED BY C. Abraham, SECONDED BY K. Dupius 
That the meeting be adjourned (8:59 p.m.). 

CARRIED 
 
 
 
 
Steve Russell 
Committee Chairperson 
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Our Board believes that homework encourages the development of skills and attitudes for 

life-long learning and is one of the ways of supporting and building upon the critical role that 

parent(s)/guardian(s) have in a student’s education.  Our Board’s Policy No. ES-4.1, Assessment, 

Evaluation and Reporting, references the manner in which information gathered through the 

completion of homework will be used. 

 

1. Homework  
 

Homework is defined as work that students do at home to practise learned skills, 

consolidate knowledge and skills and/or prepare for learning in the next class. 

 

2. Homework Principles 
 

Homework is an integral part of teacher planning, student learning, development of the 

school-parent/guardian partnership, assessment and evaluation based on the following 

principles: 

 

2.1 Teacher Planning 

 

2.1.1 Homework will vary by student depending on the age and grade and be 

differentiated based on student needs identified during instructional time. 

 

2.1.2 Homework supports the instructional program and will help teachers to 

adjust instruction and provide feedback to students to focus learning and 

next steps. 

 

2.2 Student Learning 

 

2.2.1 Homework supports learning that has occurred in class. 

 

2.2.2 Homework provides students an opportunity to develop and demonstrate 

life-long skills and work habits such as self-regulation, organization, 

responsibility, independent work, initiative, and collaboration as identified 

in the learning skills and work habits portion of the provincial report card. 

 

2.3 Developing the Partnership Between School and Parent(s)/Guardian(s) 

 

2.3.1 Homework is one means of building and demonstrating the partnership 

between home and school as it provides parent(s)/guardian(s) with an 

http://kprcontentlibrary.kprdsb.ca:8080/docushare/dsweb/Get/Document-4427/ES-4.1%20Assessment%2c%20Evaluation%20and%20Reporting.pdf
http://kprcontentlibrary.kprdsb.ca:8080/docushare/dsweb/Get/Document-4427/ES-4.1%20Assessment%2c%20Evaluation%20and%20Reporting.pdf
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opportunity to engage, discuss and stay informed of the learning taking 

place in their child’s class. 

 

2.3.2 Parent(s’)/guardian(s’) support of homework completion is valued in 

promoting the home and school partnership. 

 

2.3.3 Reference to this homework policy in student handbooks, agendas, and 

other means of communication will benefit parent(s)/guardians, students, 

teachers and administrators. 

 

2.4 Assessment 

 

2.4.1 Assessment is the process of gathering, from a variety of sources, 

information that accurately reflects how well a student is achieving the 

curriculum expectations in a subject, frame or course and the learning 

skills and work habits. 

 

2.4.2 Information from students’ homework completion supports the ongoing 

process of gathering and interpreting evidence about student learning for 

the purpose of determining where students are in their learning, where 

they need to go, and how best to get there. 

 

2.5 Evaluation 

 

2.5.1 Evaluation is the process of judging the quality of student learning on the 

basis of established criteria and assigning a value to represent that quality. 

In Kindergarten, evaluation involves the judging and interpretation of 

evidence of learning to determine children’s growth and learning in 

relation to the curriculum expectations.  

 

2.5.2 Homework completion can be used to support final Learning Skills and 

Work Habits evaluation on report cards, however, the completion of 

homework will not be reflected in the determination of students’ academic 

achievement. 

 

3. Assignments for Evaluation 
 

3.1.1 Assignments for evaluation are used to evaluate student learning will be 

worked on under the supervision of the teacher.  Such tasks will be 

instructed upon by the teacher, worked on largely in class, and students 

will be provided with ongoing descriptive feedback. 
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3.1.2 At times, assignments for evaluation may be refined at home, but the 

content of such work, in these circumstances, is expected to continue to 

reflect the work and learning completed under teacher supervision. 

 

 
Established: April 27, 2000 Revision Dates: October 27, 2005 

June 23, 2011 

October 22, 2015 

DRAFT March 2, 2020 

DRAFT May 12, 2020  
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The Kawartha Pine Ridge District School Board believes that purposeful and precise planning, 

assessing, evaluating and reporting of students’ strengths and next steps for improvement are the 

cornerstones for all educational programs.  Growing Success: Assessment, Evaluation and 

Reporting in Ontario Schools, First Edition Covering Grades 1-12, 2010, First Edition Growing 

Success: The Kindergarten Addendum, 2016  updates, clarifies, coordinates and consolidates the 

various parts of assessment, evaluation and reporting policies.  This policy is developed with the 

aim of maintaining high standards and improving student learning for all students of the Board in 

a manner that is clear, consistent and accessible to parents/guardians. 

 

1. Assessment, Evaluation and Reporting Fundamental Principles 
 

The Kawartha Pine Ridge District School Board (KPR) recognizes that the primary 

purpose of assessment and evaluation is to improve student learning.  The following 

Fundamental Principles reflect the priorities of KPR as well as those defined in Growing 

Success.  They provide a vision of assessment and evaluation and reporting that is valid 

and reliable and leads to the improvement of learning for all students.  These principles: 

 

1.1 are fair, transparent and equitable for all students. 

 

1.2 support all students, including those with special education needs, those who are 

learning the language of instruction (English or French), and those who are First 

Nation, Métis or Inuit. 

 

1.3 are carefully planned to relate to the curriculum expectations and learning goals 

and, as much as possible, to the interests, learning styles and preferences, needs 

and experiences of all students. 

 

1.4 are communicated clearly to students and parents/guardians at the beginning of 

the school year or course and at other appropriate points throughout the school 

year or course. 

 

1.5 are ongoing, varied in nature and administered over a period of time to provide 

multiple opportunities for students to demonstrate the full range of their learning. 

 

1.6 provide ongoing descriptive feedback that is clear, specific, meaningful and 

timely to support improved learning and achievement. 
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1.7 develop students’ self-assessment skills to enable them to assess their own 

learning, set specific goals, and plan next steps for their learning. 

1.8 are supported through professional development and collaboration. 

 

1.9 use system and provincial assessment data to inform instructional practice. 

 

1.10 maintain confidentiality of all assessment and evaluation and reporting 

information relating to the individual student progress, in accordance with Board 

Policy No. BA-1.1, Records Management. 

 

2. Definitions 
 

The following definitions explain key terms to help understand the implementation of this 

policy. 

 

2.1 Plan 

 

To plan requires teachers to work together to develop comprehensive plans 

consisting of long range, short term and daily lessons that meet the learning goals 

for all students.  Planning must be based on the skills and ideas within the 

expectations of the curriculum and the accommodated or modified curriculum 

expectations for students who have an Individual Education Plan.  Assessment 

and evaluation are considered as part of the planning process reflecting diverse 

student needs, interests and abilities by bringing meaning to the curriculum.  A 

variety of evidence from assessment and evaluation shapes planning over time. 

 

2.2 Assessment 

 

Assessment is the process of gathering, from a variety of sources, information that 

accurately reflects how well a student is achieving the curriculum expectations in 

a subject, frame or course and the learning skills and work habits. 

 

2.2.1 Assessment For Learning  

 

Assessment for learning is the ongoing process of gathering and 

interpreting evidence about student learning for the purpose of 

determining where students are in their learning, where they need to go, 

and how best to get there.  The information gathered is used by teachers 

to adjust instruction and provide feedback, and by students to focus their 

learning and next steps.  Assessment for learning takes place while the 

student is still learning and serves to promote learning. In Kindergarten, 
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educators engage in assessment for learning as they observe and 

document evidence of children’s learning through the process of 

pedagogical documentation and provide descriptive feedback to children 

that is designed to help them move forward in their zone of proximal 

development.  

 

2.2.2 Assessment As Learning 

 

Assessment as learning is the process of developing and supporting 

students’ awareness of their own thinking while learning and conditions 

that lead to success during their learning.  The practice of using this 

information makes the student a part of the assessment process.  Students 

monitor their own learning, use feedback from teachers and peers to 

determine their next steps, and set their own learning goals.  Students are 

required to have a clear understanding of the learning goals and the 

success criteria what it means to be successful, with the focus on the role 

of the student  as they are the critical connector between assessment and 

learning. In Kindergarten, educators engage in assessment as learning 

when they support children in setting individual goals, monitoring their 

own progress, determining next steps, and reflecting on their thinking and 

learning, to help them become confident, autonomous learners. 

 

2.2.3 Assessment Of Learning  

 

Assessment of learning is the process of collecting and interpreting 

evidence for the purpose of summarizing learning at a given point in 

time, to make judgements about the quality of student learning on the 

basis of established criteria, and to assign a value to represent that 

quality. The information gathered may be used to communicate the 

student’s achievement to parents/guardians, other teachers, students 

themselves and others. It occurs at or near the end of a cycle of learning. 

In Kindergarten educators communicate information about the child’s 

key learning, growth in learning and next steps in learning.  

 

2.3 Evaluation 

 

Evaluation is the process of judging the quality of student learning on the basis of 

established criteria and assigning a value to represent that quality.  Evaluation is 

based on assessments of learning that provide data on student achievement at 

strategic times throughout the grade/subject/course, often at the end of a period of 

learning instruction. In Kindergarten, evaluation involves the judging and 
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interpreting of evidence of learning to determine children’s growth in learning in 

relation to the curriculum expectations. Evidence of growth in learning for 

evaluation is collected over time using pedagogical documentation. Multiple 

sources of evidence are used to increase the reliability and validity of the 

evaluation of learning.  

 

2.4 Communication 

 

Communication is the ongoing dialogue between teachers, students and 

parents/guardians about student achievement.  Communication must be both 

informal and formal, including strategies that ensure ongoing two way contact 

(e.g., phone calls, notes, emails, report cards and interviews). 

 

2.5 Learning Goals 

 

Learning Goals are brief statements that describe, in student friendly language, 

what a student should know or be able to do by the end of a period of instruction.  

The goals represent clusters of knowledge and skills that the student must master 

to successfully achieve the overall curriculum expectations. 

 

2.6 Success Criteria  

 

Success Criteria describes what it looks like when a student successfully meets 

the learning goals.  Success criteria are used to determine to what degree a 

learning goal has been achieved.  Success is defined by criteria in the achievement 

chart, and discussed and agreed upon in collaboration with students. Using 

success criteria, students and teachers are able to evaluate the progress being 

made in the process of completing a task and then evaluate their achievement on 

completion. Success Criteria are standards or specific descriptions of successful 

attainment of learning goals developed by teachers on the basis of criteria in the 

achievement chart, and discussed and agreed upon in collaboration with students, 

that are used to determine to what degree a learning goal has been achieved. 

Criteria describe what success “looks like”, and allow the teacher and student to 

gather information about the quality of student learning. “Noticing and Naming” 

is a strategy employed in Kindergarten that provides a link to more formal 

approaches in the use of learning goals and success criteria 

 

2.7 Professional Judgement  

 

Professional Judgement is judgement that is informed by professional knowledge 

of curriculum expectations, the classroom and school, evidence of learning, 
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methods of instruction and assessment, and the criteria that indicate success in 

student learning.  In professional practice, judgement involves an intentional and 

orderly thinking process that evolves in terms of accuracy and insight with 

ongoing reflection and self-correction.  Professional judgement is informed by 

professional knowledge of curriculum, context, evidence of learning, methods of 

instruction and assessment, and the criteria and standards that indicate success in 

student learning.  In professional practice, judgement involves a purposeful and 

systematic thinking process that evolves in terms of accuracy and insight with 

ongoing reflection and self-correction.  

 

2.8 Assignments for Evaluation 

 

An assignment for evaluation is used to evaluate student learning.  Most 

assignments for evaluation are rich performance tasks, demonstrations, projects or 

essays. Assignments for evaluation do not include ongoing homework that 

students do to practice skills, consolidate knowledge and skills, and/or prepare for 

the next class. 

 

2.9 Homework  

 

Homework is work that students do at home to practise learned skills, consolidate 

knowledge and skills, and/or prepare for learning in the next class.  Assignments 

for evaluation must not include ongoing homework.  Information collected 

through homework completion will be used as data to inform instruction.   

Homework completion can be used to support final Learning Skills and Work 

Habits evaluation on report cards, however, the completion of homework will not 

be reflected in the determination of students’ academic achievement. 

 

 

2.10 Learning Skills and Work Habits 

 

Learning skills and work habits are the skills and habits that can be demonstrated 

by a student across all subjects, courses and grades, and in other behaviour at 

school.  These learning skills and work habits promote student achievement of the 

curriculum expectations. The six learning skills and work habits that are 

consistent from Grades 1 to 12 are:  responsibility, organization, independent 

work, collaboration, initiative and self-regulation. 

  

http://kprcontentlibrary.kprdsb.ca:8080/docushare/dsweb/Get/Document-1135/ES-3.5%20Homework.pdf
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3. Roles and Responsibilities 
 

3.1 Teachers will: 

 

3.1.1 implement assessment and evaluation practices that are fair, timely, 

transparent and equitable, to all students. 

 

3.1.2 work with other staff members to plan, assess, evaluate and communicate 

procedures consistent with this policy and the administrative regulations. 

 

3.1.3 clearly identify what students are expected to know and be able to do.  

These learning goals will be shared with students in language they can 

understand. 

 

3.1.4 describe, in specific terms, what successfully meeting learning goals will 

look like.  This success criteria will form the basis of descriptive 

feedback and provide an assessment tool for students. 

 

3.1.5 use a variety of assessment methods that fit the context of learning and 

student needs. 

 

3.1.6 collect evidence of student achievement through a variety of products, 

conversations with individual students and observations, providing 

students with multiple opportunities to demonstrate their overall 

understanding of knowledge and skills. 

 

3.1.7 assess, evaluate and report on the achievement of curriculum expectations 

and the demonstration of learning skills/works habits separately.  This 

will provide information to parents/guardians and students that is specific 

to each of the two areas of achievement. 

 

3.1.8 ensure students are actively engaged in relevant classroom assessment 

practices. 

 

3.1.9 communicate regularly with parents/guardians, where students are under 

the age of 18, to ensure they are informed of the progress of their child. 

 

3.1.10 determine a report card grade based on professional judgement and 

interpretation of evidence (observations, conversations and student 

products) through the use of the curriculum achievement charts. In 

Kindergarten, educators use their professional judgement, and 



KAWARTHA PINE RIDGE DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 

 
 

Section: Educational Services 

 • Assessment and Recognition 

Policy: ASSESSMENT, EVALUATION AND  Policy Code:  ES-4.1 

 REPORTING – continued Page 7 

 
 

 

information provided in The Kindergarten Program, to summarize 

evidence of student learning in relation to the program expectations at a 

given point in time, in order to specify a child’s key learning, growth in 

learning and next steps.  

 

3.1.11 determine report card grades that reflect the student’s most consistent 

level of achievement, with special consideration for more recent 

achievement and will not average marks as the sole determinant of a final 

grade. 

 

3.1.12 encourage students to be responsible for providing evidence of their 

learning within established timelines, and outline for students there are 

consequences for cheating, plagiarizing, not completing work, and 

submitting work late. 

 

3.2 Principals will: 

 

3.2.1 ensure through collaboration with staff, any division or departmental 

assessment, evaluation and reporting guidelines and practices align with 

Growing Success and this policy. 

 

3.2.2 actively support, collect and submit system assessment data, adhering to 

the accountability timelines. 

 

3.2.3 ensure that all administrative regulations that support this policy are fully 

implemented through ongoing professional learning. 

 

3.3 Students will: 

 

3.3.1 provide evidence of their learning within established timelines and 

recognize that there are consequences for cheating, plagiarizing, not 

completing work and submitting work late. 

 

4. Late and Missed Assignments 
 

This portion of policy examines how schools will inform students and parents/guardians 

about the importance of submitting assignments for evaluation when they are due and the 

consequences for students who submit assignments late or fail to submit assignments for 

evaluation.   
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4.1 Schools will use a variety of communication methods to inform students and their 

parents/guardians about the importance of respecting deadlines for submitting 

assignments for evaluation and the consequences for failing to uphold them. 

 

4.2 Teachers will communicate clearly to all students, and where appropriate to their 

parents/guardians, deadlines for the submission of assignments for evaluation and 

appropriate consequences. 

 

4.3 Teachers will collaborate with colleagues and students, where age appropriate, to 

determine deadlines for submission or completion of assignments for evaluation. 

 

4.4 Teachers will use a variety of strategies to encourage and facilitate completion 

and submission of assignments for evaluation on time. 

 

4.5 A missed assignment for evaluation is one that is not submitted or completed.  

The teacher will clearly indicate the due date for completion of an assignment and 

the date beyond which the assignment will be determined to have been missed.  

 

Before an assignment can be considered missed: 

 

4.5.1 the student must be given an opportunity to explain the incompletion. 

 

4.5.2 students and parents/guardians must have been informed of the 

impending missed assignment and the consequences for missing the 

assignment.  Where applicable, the student success teacher/special 

education resource teacher/student support services has have been 

informed. 

 

4.6 Teachers will ensure that mark deductions will not result in a final percentage 

grade that misrepresents the measurement of a student’s attainment of the overall 

learning goals.  

 

4.7 The final grade on a student’s report card will involve teachers’ professional 

judgement and interpretation of evidence through the use of the achievement 

charts.  The averaging of marks shall not be the sole determinant of a final grade.  

The evidence of student learning from observations, conversations and student 

products to be considered will reflect the student’s most consistent level of 

achievement, with special consideration being given to more recent evidence. 

 

4.8 When students submit assignments late and/or miss submitting an assignment, 

this information will be part of their evaluation of learning skills/work habits.  



KAWARTHA PINE RIDGE DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 

 
 

Section: Educational Services 

 • Assessment and Recognition 

Policy: ASSESSMENT, EVALUATION AND  Policy Code:  ES-4.1 

 REPORTING – continued Page 9 

 
 

 

 

5. Cheating and Plagiarism 
 

5.1 Academic honesty is a cornerstone of student learning.  Cheating and plagiarism 

are academic dishonesty; both are forms of lying and they are a serious academic 

offense.  

 

5.2 Plagiarism is using words, numbers, graphics, photos, music, ideas or any work of 

another as one’s own without proper referencing.  Students must always 

acknowledge others’ work (writing, ideas, graphics, data, music, etc.) by citing 

sources, even those from the internet, correctly. 

 

5.3 Cheating is dishonest behaviour or attempted dishonest behaviour during tests, 

examinations or in the creation of assignments for evaluation.  Some common 

examples are, but are not limited to:  copying answers or ideas from one or more 

people during tests, examinations or assignments, allowing one or more students 

to copy from one’s own test or examination or assignment, communicating with 

one or more people during a test or examination, or tampering with record entries, 

report cards or transcripts. 

 

5.4 All student evidence of learning must be his/her own, original work. 

 

5.5 All schools will communicate this policy’s definition of cheating and plagiarism 

to students using a variety of methods which may include newsletters, school 

websites, student handbooks, course outlines or others. 

 

5.6 It is important that teachers aim to prevent plagiarism and cheating by using a 

number of strategies. 

 

5.7 A teacher who has evidence of cheating or plagiarism must report it to the 

principal. 

 

5.8 When a principal determines that a student has cheated or plagiarized, there will 

be a continuum of behavioural and academic responses and consequences based 

on the grade level of the student, the maturity of the student, the number and 

frequency of incidents and the individual circumstances of the student. 

 

5.9 The principal will keep records of all incidents of plagiarism and cheating. 
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6. Homework 
 

6.1 Homework may be used as evidence of assessment for learning but not for 

evaluation purposes. 

 

6.2 Elements of assignments for evaluation (which may include rich performance 

tasks, demonstrations, projects and/or essays) may be partially completed outside 

of class time, however, to ensure equity, assignments for evaluation must be 

completed, whenever possible and as age and grade appropriate, under the 

supervision of the teacher. 

 

6.3 Homework can be part of evidence gathered and included in final Learning Skills 

and Work Habits determination. 

 

6.4 Homework will be equitable, differentiated and based on student needs. 

 

7. Administrative regulations for this policy will be developed to administer the goals of 

this policy. 
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 KAWARTHA PINE RIDGE DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 
 

    TO: Program Review Committee 
 

    TOPIC: Safe, Caring and Restorative Schools Update 
 
INITIATOR:    Peter Mangold, Superintendent, Student Achievement 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
1. Bringing closure to the 2019-2020 school year brings with it an evaluation of a 

school year challenged with job action and world-wide pandemic.  Goals of 
creating a KPR Restorative Practice Committee, training system leaders in 
Recognizing and Preventing Substance Abuse, and continuing training in Violence 
Threat Risk Assessment (VTRA) are at various stages of completion. 

 
2. Board Policy No. ES-1.1, Safe, Caring and Restorative Schools, provides direction 

to schools regarding the consequences for unacceptable behaviour up to and 
including suspensions and expulsions.  Suspension and expulsion data is tracked 
and submitted to the Ministry of Education each September for the previous school 
year.  This data is also used by the schools and the Board to monitor the impact of 
intervention strategies in addressing inappropriate behaviours. 

 
STATUS 
 
3. On August 27 and 28, 2019, a cross section of Kawartha Pine Ridge District School 

Board staff received initial Restorative Practice Training as the first step in the 
creation of a KPR cross departmental committee designed to promote and train 
staff and students over the upcoming years. 
 
With significant staff turnover and movement throughout the years in the Kawartha 
Pine Ridge District School Board, the awareness and impact of Restorative 
Practices in schools is varied.  The purpose of the committee is to encourage a 
better understanding of Restorative Practices and also to create a training cohort of 
between 8-10 trainers that would allow for internal training, encourage local 
expertise, and entrench succession planning and training into the future. 
 
Further training had been scheduled for December 2019 and May 2020 as the initial 
training is only a small part of what is required.  These plans were put on hold 
originally due to job action and our inability to have staff attend professional 
development sessions. 
 
These plans may continue during the 2020-2021 school year and conversations 
have begun with the International Institute for Restorative Practices (IIRP) Canada 
on how we might potentially pursue this in the current professional development 
context. 

 
4. The training of our system leaders in the recognition and prevention of substance 

abuse was scheduled for our April Principals’ meeting and subsequently postponed 
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by our health units.  This training was a topic identified by administrators as an 
area of concern and they requested further learning. 
 
Work with all supporting health units was being coordinated to provide an initial 
half-day session with our school administrators.  Contingent upon scheduling and 
availability, this training can be initiated upon the return to school in the next school 
year. 

 
5. Suspension and expulsion details for the period between 2016-2017 and 

2019-2020 are shown in attached Appendices A and B.  In the period between 
2016-2017 and 2018-2019, we have seen a 20% increase in the total number of 
suspensions and a 19% increase in the total number of students being suspended 
while the total student population increased by approximately 5% during the same 
time period.  Expulsions on the other hand have decreased with 14 in 2016-2017 
and 12 in 2018-2019, though this school year has seen a spike in expulsions with 
15 prior to the March Break. 
 

6. A breakdown in the number of VTRA’s is attached to indicate breakdown by panel 
and level of severity as Appendix C.  VTRA’s are initiated by the school principal 
when he or she is made aware of a potential threat of violence. 

 
7.    Providing safe and caring learning environments for our students continues to be a 

priority, and a variety of strategies such as restorative practices, threat 
assessment protocols, mental health first aid, trauma informed instruction, and 
focused goals within individual school improvement plans all contribute to our 
collective efforts.   
 
School climate surveys, to be conducted in late November or early December, will 
provide data for schools to gauge the effectiveness of school climate efforts in the 
areas previously identified and to adjust to our new realities heading into the 
2020-2021 school year in which the mental health of staff and students will be at 
the forefront of our minds. 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
1.  That the Safe, Caring and Restorative Schools Update report, dated June 8, 2020, 

be received for information. 
 
 

 

 
Peter Mangold 
Superintendent, Student Achievement 
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Suspension Data from 2016-2017 to March 2020 

School Year 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 

Student Enrolment        31,695     33,050  4%    33,261  0.60%    34,340  3% 

Total Number of 
Suspensions 

          1,605        1,624  1%      1,922  18%      1,387  -28% 

Total Number of 
Students Suspended 

          1,044        1,031  -1%      1,239  20%          947  -24% 

Total Number of 
Days Suspended 

          4,069        4,325  6%      4,879  12%      3,503  -28% 

Elementary         

Total Number of 
Suspensions 

             633           725  14%          877  21%          616  -30% 

Total Number of 
Students Suspended 

             398           438  6%          554  26%          415  -25% 

Male Students              341           371  9%          459  24%          333  -27% 

Female Students                 57              67  18%            95  42%            82  -13% 

Special Education 
Students 

             247           265  7%          309  17%          246  -20% 

Suspensions greater 
than 5 days 

                35              17  -51%            17  NIL              6  -65% 

Secondary         

Total Number of 
Suspensions 

             972           899  -8%      1,045  16%          771  -26% 

Total Number of 
Students Suspended 

             646           593  -8%          685  16%          532  -22% 

Male Students              470           443  -6%          481  9%          388  -19% 

Female Students              176           150  -17%          204  36%          144  -30% 

Special Education 
Students 

             312           316  1%          299  -5%          279  -7% 

Suspensions greater 
than 5 days*** 

             193           102  -43%            92  -1%            76  -17% 

 

*Please note percentage indicates change year over year 
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Expulsion Data from 2016-2017 to March 2020 

School Year 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020* 

Student Enrolment 31,695 33,050 33,261 34,340 

Total Number of Expulsions 14 17 12 15 

Expelled from Board (all schools) 11 15 10 13 

Expelled from one school 3 2 2 2 

Elementary         

Total Number of Expulsions/Students 0 0 0 0 

Male Students 0 0 0 0 

Female Students 0 0 0 0 

Special Education Students 0 0 0 0 

Secondary         

Total Number of Expulsions/Students 14 17 12 15 

Male Students 12 12 12 13 

Female Students 2 5 0 2 

Special Education Students 6 8 6 8 
 

*The numbers for 2019-2020 do not include pending expulsions and are as of 

February 28, 2020. 
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Violent Threat Risk Assessment (VTRA) Data 

 
Total 

VTRAs 
Level of Concern 

Low Risk Medium Risk High Risk 

2019-2020     

Elementary 4 0 3 1 

Secondary 16 4 8 4 

     

2018-2019     

Elementary 12 0 11 1 

Secondary 16 8 6 2 

     

2017-2018     

Elementary 17 4 10 3 

Secondary 16 3 11 2 

     

2016-2017     

Elementary 14 4 10  

Secondary 22 4 14 4 
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KAWARTHA PINE RIDGE DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 
 
TO:   Program Review Committee 
 
TOPIC:  Indigenous Education Curriculum Review Update 
 
INITIATOR:  Jack Nigro, Superintendent of Education: Student Achievement, First 

Nation, Métis, and Inuit Education  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
1.  In response to the Calls to Action in the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 

Report KPRDSB launched the NBE (Contemporary Aboriginal Voices) Grade 11 
English course for all Grade 11 students in September 2019. 

 
2.  All elementary and secondary school leadership teams were offered support in 

identifying a specific area of Indigenous integration with their School Improvement 
Plans. 

 
3.         Building actively respectful relationships with community partners to further support 

Indigenous families and students within KPRDSB and their academic achievement. 
 
4.        Modelling healthy and participatory student leadership training through the 

Director’s Indigenous Student Advisory Group (DISAG) as a means to support the 
relevancy of Indigenous Ways of Knowing and Teaching curriculum connections. 

 
STATUS 
 
5. Two teams comprised of KPRDSB consultants and teachers created, implemented 

and presented professional training with relevant resources to support all of the 
Grade 11 NBE teachers.   

 
6.        Monthly secondary school visits by Indigenous Education consultants were 

undertaken as part of a focused support of NBE teachers as well as further 
curriculum support and Indigenous student check-ins. 

 
7. The Indigenous Education Department site and app will continue to provide detailed 

and current curriculum support for all KPR staff to move forward in a respectful and 
culturally-safe manner. 

 
8.   All 86 KPRDSB schools identified an area of Indigenous focus in their School 

Improvement Plans. 
 
9.        In partnership with the Nogojiwanong Friendship Centre access to funding from 

Jordan’s Principle was facilitated and successful growth of the elementary panel’s 
Lunch and Learn program was noted. 

 
10.      70 secondary panel students served on the DISAG this year.  School based 

Indigenous Student Advisory Groups were also initiated this year as a natural 
growth from these successful gatherings. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

 
1.  That the Indigenous Education Curriculum Review Update report, dated June 8, 

2020, be received for information. 
 
 
 
 
 
Jack Nigro 
Superintendent of Education: Student Achievement, First Nation, Métis, and Inuit 
Education

 



Indigenous Education 2020
Kawartha Pine Ridge District School Board

KPR has received over $200,000 in funding 
support for Indigenous Students from Jordan’s 
Principle for student support workers (EA’s, CYW’s), 
transportation and educational assessments.

New Indigenous course offerings for 2020-2021 
include: Indigenous Film at ASCVI; Indigenous 
Governance at ENSS and full replacement of 
AVI programs at TASS with NAC 1O

An Infographic in response to the KPR Census 
regarding What Makes a Caring Adult was 
created by the Director’s Indigenous Student 
Advisory Group.

11% of students from Grades 7 to 12 identify  
as Indigenous in the KPR Student Census. 6%  
of KPR parents/guardians identify as Indigenous 
in the KPR Parent Census from Grades K-6.

70 Indigenous Students 
served on the Director’s Indigenous Student 
Advisory Group

All grade 11 English teachers  
participated in Cultural Competency Learning 
delivered through the Nogojiwanong Friendship 
Centre

86/86 schools 
with a School Improvement Focus on 
Indigenous Education

3 community events 
during Indigenous 
Peoples Awareness 

Month

grade 11 students in all KPR schools 
took NBE in first semester973

Cultural Mentorship Lunch and Learns 
at 6 schools; Armour Heights, Chemong, 
Kenner, Prince of Wales, Queen Mary 
and Roger Neilson in partnership with 
Nogojiwanong Friendship Centre.

Our Social Media 
presence reaches far: 

138 members

248 followers

174 followers

659 followers

Students achieving Levels 3 and 4 in NBE courses

Final Report Card 
Marks

ENG 
2018 - 2019

NBE                  
2019- 2020 

fall semester

under 50% 3.6% 4.4%

all Level 1 (50-59%) 11.3% 12.2%

all Level 2 (60-69%) 17.8% 16.1%

all Level 3 (70-79%) 29.5% 27.7%

all Level 4 (80-100%) 37.7% 39.6%

Level 3 & 4 67.24% 67.24%

over 50% 96.4% 95.6%

Partnership with  
Curve Lake First 
Nation: Fall Harvest
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KAWARTHA PINE RIDGE DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 
 
TO: Program Review Committee  
 
TOPIC: Census Report Action Plan – Socioeconomic Status and 

Achievement/Opportunity Gaps 
 
INITIATOR: Jack Nigro, Superintendent of Education:  Student Achievement 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
1.  In the 2018-2019 school year, KPRDSB conducted the Every Student Matters 

census to gather demographic data about the students and families we serve. 
These data will correlate to other achievement and opportunity data to determine 
gaps in service to our students. 

 
2. 86% of students in Grades 7-12 responded to the survey, and 42% of 

parents/guardians of students from Kindergarten to Grade 6 responded. 
 

3. A frequency data report was released in November 2019 that reported on the 
answers to each survey question. 

 
STATUS 
  
4. A DRAFT report relating socioeconomic status to achievement and opportunity 

was released in May, 2020. 
 

5. Notable achievement and opportunity gaps for students of lower socioeconomic 
status include: 
 

- Lower grades in English, Science and Math in Grades 9-12. 
- Fewer students meeting the provincial standard in English, Science 

and Math in Grades 9 to 12. 
- Lower grades in Math, Reading and Science in Grades 7 and 8. 
- Fewer students meeting the provincial standard in Math, Reading and 

Science in Grades 7 and 8, and Reading, Writing and Math (K-6). 
- Disproportionate numbers of students of lower and mid-low 

socioeconomic status in Applied and Locally developed courses in high 
school. (Applied by a factor of 2.7). 

- Lower assessments on Learning Skills. 
- Students experiencing food insecurity were 2.8 times less likely to 

meet provincial standards in at least one report card subject (English, 
Math, or Science). 

- Students that worried about family finances all the time or often were 
3.1 times more likely to have a low sense of belonging at school. 

- Students living in Reserves and in the city accounted for the highest 
percentage of students of low SES. 

- Higher percentage of students of low SES suspended at least once. 
These students are 2.7 times more likely to leave school without 
graduating. 
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- Disproportionate numbers of students of low SES absent or late more 
than 10% of the time. 

- Gaps in credit accumulation in Grades 9 and 10. 
- Gaps in extracurricular participation in volunteering, arts, sports and 

music. 
- Disproportionately lower representation in IB and French Immersion 

programs. 
- Disproportionately higher representation in non-gifted Special 

Education Programs. 
- Lower sense of belonging in schools. 
- Higher self-identification of disability. 
- Disproportionately high percentages of students of low SES not 

receiving healthcare services such as dental services, optometry, and 
physical checkups. 

 
6. We share fundamental beliefs that: 

a. All students can learn at high levels. 
b. Systems and schools can be transformed to address conditions that lead 

to achievement and opportunity gaps.  
 

7. An action plan is being developed with short-term, medium-term and long-term 
interventions to begin to close achievement and opportunity gaps in KPRDSB. 

 
8. The most important phase of any Census is with actions taken to address the 

achievement and opportunity gaps identified above. Our new Strategic Plan 
articulates this as a priority. 

 
9. The next set of board-level reports will look at 2SLGBTQ+ students and 

racialized students. School-based reporting on SES should be available by the 
fall of this year. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. That the Census Report Action Plan – Socioeconomic Status and 

Achievement/Opportunity Gaps, dated June 8, 2020, be received for information.  
 
 
 
Jack Nigro 
Superintendent of Education:  Student Achievement 



 

 

What is socioeconomic status? 
Socioeconomic status (SES) can be defined most simply “as one’s access to financial, social, and cultural re-

sources.”1 In education, socioeconomic inequality and poverty have been linked to gaps in achievement, school 
experiences and well-being, and post-secondary attainment.2 Socioeconomic status describes access to societal 
resources and socioeconomic relationships, not inherent qualities of individuals or groups of people. When inves-
tigating class and poverty based education gaps, it is important to avoid engaging in ‘blaming’ those experiencing 
classism and poverty; to avoid perpetuating harmful and inaccurate stereotypes, discussion should instead cen-
tre on the social and economic conditions that create those inequalities.3 

Occupational status 

1. Occupational status attempts to measure 

the standard of living that a job/occupation 

provides. 

2. Students were asked to provide information 

on their parent’s or guardian’s job or occupa-

tion as part of the Student Census. 

3. Their responses were given an occupational 

status ranking by the research team. For 

more information see Appendix B. 

4. The rankings were grouped into four catego-

ries for comparison from Low to High. The 

chart below presents the highest level of 

occupational status per household. 
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Socioeconomic profile of the Census cohort 
All of the socioeconomic status related data presented in this re-

port is sourced from Every Student Matters Census data. Students 
in Grades 7 to 12 that responded to the Every Student Matters 

Census were asked about their parents’/guardians’ level of educa-
tion, job or occupation, and employment status (examples: full-
time, unemployed, self-employed).  

The visuals below give a socioeconomic overview of students and 
households that were in Grades 7 to 12 during the Census school 

year (2018-19). 

Parent/Guardian  
education 

High school  
(25%) 

University  
(33%) 

College/ 
Apprentice  

(42%) 

Other (7%): 

Self-employed (4%) 

Stay at home (2%) 

Retired (1%) 

Full time 
(73%) 

Part time 
(12%) 

Unemployed  
(8%) 

Parent/Guardian 
employment status 

How do we measure socioeconomic status? 
Each student was assigned a socioeconomic index score that repre-
sents the overall SES of their household by combining their survey an-
swers (using a statistical technique called principal component analy-
sis) related to: 

 Parent/Guardian education (see above) 

 Parent/Guardian employment status (see above) 

 Parent/Guardian occupational status (see right) 

 Family or household size. 
Low SES 

Middle-Low SES 

Middle-High SES 

High SES 

Socioeconomic status 

Socioeconomic status comparison groups 
Students were divided into four equally sized groups, each representing around 

25% of the population (quartiles), based on their socioeconomic index score. All 
references to students’ socioeconomic status in this report are based on these 
equally sized comparison groups (see right). For more detailed information on the 
calculation of the socioeconomic index scores and composition of the comparison 
groups, please see Appendix A of this report. 

Household occupational status 

Note: Figures may not amount to 100% due to rounding 



 

 

Sizable gaps were found in the pro-
portion of students meeting the 
provincial standard (final mark of 
70 or higher) in compulsory sub-
jects. Students from low SES 
households were less likely to meet 
the provincial standard in English, 
Science and Math compared to stu-
dents from high SES households.  

For all subjects, an average gap of 
21 percentage points between the 
highest and lowest SES groups was 
observed. 

The left chart compares aver-
age final marks (rounded to the 
nearest 0.5) for Grade 9-12 stu-
dents according to their socio-
economic background. Achieve-

ment was highest for students 
from the most affluent house-
holds and declined as SES did. 

For English, Science, and Math 
an achievement gap of 7.5 to 8 
average points was found be-
tween students from low SES 
and high SES households. 

Higher socioeconomic status associated with higher final marks 

Grades 9-12: Average final marks in English, Science, Math by SES 

Compared to all other 
Grade 7 to 12 students, 
those from households 
with low SES were 1.8 

times less likely to meet 
provincial standards in at 

least one subject 
(English, Math, or Science). 

Academic achievement in English, Science, Math (Grades 9-12) 

% of students meeting provincial standard (level 3 or 4) by SES 

Socioeconomic Status 
(Grades 7-12) Low Middle-Low  Middle-High High 
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This analysis is primarily exploratory, dedicated to describing uncovered pat-
terns of inequality, rather than delving deeper into why these patterns exist. 

However, it is important to note that the differences in achievement and out-
comes between higher and lower SES students are not to inherent differences 

or deficits in students. While research on SES-based achievement gaps is 
complicated, they can be explained to a large degree by (1) differential access 

to social, cultural, and economic resources and (2) implicit biases related to 
classism that confer advantages to some students and disadvantages to oth-

ers4. Students from all socioeconomic backgrounds, including students that 
experience poverty, have an equal capacity to learn and thrive5.  

For students in Grades 7-12, substantial socioeconomic status based achieve-

ment gaps were found for all subjects examined (English, Science, and Math) 
and at all grade levels (7-12). Additionally, major gaps were found in learning 

skills among Grade 7-8 students of different socioeconomic status. 



 

 

For Grade 7-8 students, there 
was a similar trend in learning 
skills and SES when compared to 
academic achievement. Students 
from lower SES groups were much 
less likely to attain either good or 
excellent in all learning skills. 
This was particularly the case for  
the learning skill “Initiative” where 
there was a 24 percentage point 
difference between students from 
the lowest and highest SES groups 
(62% versus 86%). 

Comparison of final marks for 

students in Grades 7-8 yielded 

similar results to Grades 9-12. 

Students from the lowest SES 

household had the lowest aver-

age mark in all three subjects— 

Reading, Writing and Math, while 

students from the highest SES 

household had the highest aver-

age marks in all three subjects.  

For all subjects, a gap of 6.5 to 7 

average points was found be-

tween students from low SES 

and high SES backgrounds. 
* Math refers to combined averages: Number Sense & Numeration , Geometry & Spatial Sense, Patterning & Alge-
bra and Data management & probability. 

Academic achievement in Reading, Writing, Math* (Grades 7-8) 

% students meeting provincial standard (level 3 or 4) by SES 

Learning skills (Grades 7-8) 

% students with Excellent/Good learning skills by SES 

Students were more likely to meet the 

provincial standard (final mark of 70+) 

if they were from a higher SES house-

hold. About 90% of students from the 

high SES group met the provincial 

standard in all subjects, while only 

about two thirds of students in the low 

SES group were meeting the standard. 

 

The achievement gap for students in 

Grades 7-8 was slightly higher com-

pared to secondary students. Across 

all subjects, the proportion of students 

from the low SES group meeting the 

standard was an average of 23% lower 

compared to those from the high SES 

group.  

Socioeconomic Status 
(Grades 7-12) Low Middle-Low  Middle-High High 
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Grades 7-8: Average final marks in Reading, Writing, Math* by SES 

Higher socioeconomic status associated with higher final marks 



 

 

Starting in Grade 9, students in Ontario are able to choose 
between an Academic, Applied, or Locally Developed course 

type for their compulsory courses—choices that often have 
significant impacts on students’ lives during school and after 
graduation. Academic courses are prerequisites for universi-

ty or college level courses in Grades 11/12, while Applied 
courses are prerequisites for college or workplace level 
courses. Prior research shows that students taking a majori-
ty of Applied courses were less likely meet provincial stand-
ards in English or Math6 and less likely to graduate from high 
school7 or attend post-secondary education8. 

KPR’s findings add to prior research9 showing that students 
from low income or status households are overrepresented 
in the Applied and Locally Developed pathways. The bar 

chart on the right represents the academic program (majority 
of courses in English and either Math or Science) of the Cen-
sus cohort students when they were in Grade 9, regardless of 
their current grade. A majority of students in the high SES 
(87%) group were in the academic stream in Grade 9, com-
pared to just over half of students (54%)  in the low SES 

group. The reverse is true in regards to the Applied pro-
gram—39% of students from low SES households versus 
12% from high SES households. A similar pattern emerged 
with the Locally Developed stream—whereas 1% of students 
from a high SES household were in LD, the proportion in-
creased to 8% for those from low SES households.  

Tracking the Census cohort’s pathways 

The flow diagram below tracks the academic pathways of the 
Census cohort students as they moved through Grades 8-10, 
showing their program of study broken down by socioeconomic 
status. Those on the Academic pathway took a majority of 
English plus either Math or Science courses at the Academic 
level, while those in the Applied pathway took a majority of 
Applied courses in English and either Math or Science. 

Less than 4% of 
students moved 
from an Applied 

to Academic 
pathway. 

SES English Math Science 

High 86% 83% 87% 

Middle-high 70% 66% 70% 

Middle-low 58% 53% 58% 

Low 53% 48% 52% 

Grade 9 students with majority academic courses 

Census cohort (2016-18) students’ pathway by SES 

Students in the low and middle-low 
SES groups were over 2.7 times more 

likely to be in an applied pathway in 
Grade 9 when compared to the middle

-high and high SES groups. 

AC ENGLISH +  

AC MATH or SCIENCE 

Academic 

AP ENGLISH +  

AP MATH or SCIENCE 

Applied 

LD ENGLISH +  

LD MATH 

Locally developed 

Higher SES associated with Academic courses 

Academic program (Grade 9) by SES 
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Homelessness 
257 students (2%) reported 
experiencing homelessness 
within the past 12 months. 

In addition to socioeconomic status, students in Grades 7 to 12 were 
also asked questions related to indicators of poverty and socioeconomic 
risk. The first key finding was that students from lower socioeconomic 
status households were more likely to experience homelessness, food 
insecurity, worry about family finances, and multiple school changes.  

The second key finding was that substantial relationships between soci-
oeconomic status and indicators of academic risk were revealed. As so-
cioeconomic status declined, students were less likely to meet credit 

accumulation milestones (8 credits by Grade 9, 16 credits by Grade 10) 
and more likely to leave school without graduating. 

Students in the low SES group 
were 1.9 times more likely to 
report homelessness. 

Students that changed 

schools two or more 

times during the Census 

school year were 4.4 

times more likely to 

leave school without 

graduating by July 2019. 

Student mobility 
384 students (4%) changed schools two or more 
times during the school year.  Students in Grade 7-
12 from the lowest SES households were 3 times 
more likely to change school two or more times 
than students from the highest SES households. 

% students with 2 or more school changes 

Students experiencing Food insecurity were 2.8 

times less likely to meet provincial standards in at 
least one report card subject (English, Math, or 

Science). 

Food insecurity 
398 students (3%) go to bed hungry due to lack of 
food at home at least once a school week. 

As SES decreased, a larger proportion of students 

reported going to bed hungry at least once a week. 1 
in 10 (10%) students from low SES households went 

to bed hungry at least once a week compared to 4% 
of students from high SES households.  

% students going hungry at least once weekly 
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Students that worried about family finances all 

the time or often were 3.1 times more likely to 
have a low sense of belonging at school. 

Financial worry 
1117 students (13%) reported worrying about family 
finances all the time or often.  

Students were much more likely to worry about family 

finances as SES declined. About 1 in 5 students (21%) in 
Grade 7-12 from low SES households worried about 

family finances all the time or often, compared to only 
7% of students from high SES households.  

 % students worried ‘All the time/Often’ 

Geography of poverty 

Students were asked whether they lived in re-
serves, urban, suburban, or rural areas. The pro-
portion of households with low SES was the low-
est in rural areas (18%) and highest in reserves 
(30%)  followed by students who lived in the city 
(26%).  

Households with 

Low SES (7-12) 



 

 

Credit accumulation 
Students in Grades 9 to 12 from higher SES families 
were more likely than their peers from lower SES 
families to acquire 8 and 16 credits respectively by 

their Grade 9 and 10 year.   
 

Students that haven’t accumulated either 8 credits by 
Grade 9 or 16 credits by Grade 10 were over 4 times 
more likely to leave school without graduating than 
those who had. 

Graduation 

Grade 12 Census cohort students 
from lower SES households were 
more likely to leave secondary 
school early without graduating 
compared to those from higher 
SES households.  

About 1 in 4 students from a low 
SES household left school early. 
Compared to all other students, 

they were 1.7 times more likely to 
leave school without graduating. 

Attendance 

Grade 7-12 students from lower SES households were 
more likely to be late or absent for over 10% of school 
days during the school year when compared to 
students from higher SES households. 

Those from the low SES group were approximately 
twice as likely to be late and three times more likely to 
be absent from school compared to their peers from 
the  high SES group. 

Students late or absent for more than 10% of school 
days in 2017-18 were over 3 times more likely to be 

under the provincial standard in at least one report 
card subject (English, Math, or Science). 

Suspended at least  
once 

Suspensions 

Grade 7-12 students from lower 
SES households were more 
likely to be suspended at least 

once during the 2018-19 school 
year  compared to those in the 
highest SES household. 
 
Students that were suspended 
at least once were 2.7 times 
more likely to leave school 
without graduating. 

Grade 7-12 students were also 

asked on the Census what they 
would do if they were late for 
school.  Students from the lowest 
SES households reported that 

they were more likely to stay at 
home (14%) compared to those 
from the highest SES households 
(6%). 

% students that stay home if late 

Low SES 

Middle-Low SES 

Middle-High SES 

High SES 

Socioeconomic status 
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Special programs 
Students in Grade 7-12 from the two highest SES groups 

made up a large proportion (70%-73%) of students in the 
IB and French Immersion programs. However, students 
from high SES households were less likely to participate 
in the SHSM (Specialist High School Skills Major) 
program. In fact, students from  lower SES households 

were twice as likely to be involved in the SHSM program 
compared to their counterparts from high SES 
households. Compared to all other students, those from 
the high SES group were:  

 2.8 times more likely to be in French Immersion 

 2.5 times more likely to be in the IB program. 

Extracurricular activities 

Census findings revealed an opportunity gap between students from higher and 
lower SES households. Grade 7-12 students from lower SES households were less 
likely to participate in extracurricular activities outside of school. Compared to 
students in the high SES group, the proportion of those in the low SES group that 
rarely or never participated in music and sports was 17% to 20% higher. The gap 
narrowed, but was still present, for students rarely or never participating in arts activities. 

% reporting ‘Rarely/Never’ participating 

Extracurricular participation by SES (Grades 7-12) 

Students from lower SES 
households were also more 
likely to say that they rarely 
or never participated in vol-
unteering. This finding may 
be especially relevant given 
the mandatory requirement 
of 40 hours of community 
service to obtain an Ontario 

Secondary School Diploma. 

Socioeconomic Status 
(Grades 7-12) Low Middle-Low  Middle-High High 
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Special education 
Over a third (36%) of students from the low 

SES group had non-gifted IEPs, while 20% 
of those from high SES group did. Compared 
to all other students, those in the low and 
middle-low SES groups were 1.7 times 
more likely to have a non-gifted IEP. 

 
Of students that were identified as gifted, 
over 60% were from high SES households. 
Compared to all others, students from the 
high SES group were over 4.1 times more 
likely to be have a Gifted IEP. 

SES of students in program (Grades 7-12) 

% students with non-Gifted IEP  

by SES 

SES  breakdown of students  

with Gifted IEP 



 

 

Grade 7 to 12 students were asked a series of questions related to 
their sense of belonging at school. Their answers were combined into 
a single index score representing students’ sense of belonging at their 
school. Students were then categorized as having a High, Moderate, 
or Low sense of belonging based on their index score. 

Students’ sense of belonging declined from Grade 7-12, especially 
during the high school years. But those from lower SES households 
were even less likely to have a high or moderate sense of belonging at 
school. While 82% of Grade 7 students from high SES households 

had a high or moderate sense of belonging, only 64% of students 
from low SES households felt this way and this dropped further to 
54% by Grade 12.  

Students with a low 
sense of belonging 
at school were 1.6 
times less likely to 

accumulate 16   

credits by Grade 10. 

Sense of Belonging (Grade 7-12) by SES  

% students with a High or Moderate sense of belonging 

How do you feel at school? 

Sense of Belonging Index 

The Belonging Index was based on the com-

bined answers to the questions featured below, 

which were sourced from the Program for Inter-

national Student Assessment’s publications on 

students’ sense of belonging at school10. 

Spending time with friends 
Grade 7-12 students from lower SES households spent 
less time with their friends on a frequent basis compared 
to those from higher SES  households.  
 

Students that infrequently (never or a few times a year) 
spent time with their friends were 66% less likely to have a 
high/moderate sense of belonging at school 

Spending time with friends Never/Yearly by SES 

Trusted school adults 
Regardless of SES, more than half of students in 
Grade 7-12 reported that they had met at least 
one adult in their school who they felt comfortable 
going to for personal support, advice or help. Howev-
er, the percentage of those in the low SES group 
that had not yet met a trusted school adult was 6% 
higher compared to the high SES group.  

Number of trusted adults at school by SES 
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Grade 7 to 12 students were also asked a number of 
questions related to their emotional well-being. As with 
the sense of belonging questions, students’ answers 
were combined into a single index score representing 
their level of emotional well-being. Based on their well-
being index score, students were categorized as 
having a High, Moderate, or Low sense of emotional 
well-being. 

Students’ sense of emotional well-being dropped as SES 
decreased. This was especially evident for students 
from low SES households. While 72% of students from 
high SES households had a high or moderate sense of 

emotional well-being, the proportion decreased to 55% 
(a 17 percent point difference) for students from low 
SES households. Unlike students’ sense of belonging, it 
was found that emotional well-being was stable over 
time, remaining steady or even slightly improving as 
students’ progressed through secondary school, 
regardless of SES. 

In general, how often have you felt? 

Emotional Well-Being Index 

The Emotional Well-Being Index was based on the 

combined answers to the questions shown below, 

which were sourced from the Toronto District School 

Board’s research on student well-being11. 

% answering ‘Rarely/Never’ by SES 

Negative feelings 
Students from lower SES households also 
reported feeling more sad and lonely than their 
peers from higher SES households. It was found 
that students felt nervous, worried, or under a lot 
of stress/pressure at similar rates regardless of 

their socioeconomic status.  

% answering ‘All the time/Often’ by SES 

Low 
SES 

Mid-Low 
SES 

Mid-High 
SES 

High 
SES 

Students with moderate to high emotional well-being index score 

Positive feelings 

Students reported feeling less positive as SES 
declined. Compared to all other students, those 
from the low SES group were almost two times 
more likely to say they rarely or never felt good 
about themselves (1.7 times more likely) or 

hopeful about the future (1.8 times more likely). 
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Students with a low level of emotional 
well-being were 1.8 times less likely 

to accumulate 16 credits by Grade 10. 



 

 

Healthcare access 
Students from lower SES households were more likely to say they 

never or infrequently received healthcare service. Compared to 
students from the highest SES household, students from the low SES 
household were more likely to rarely or never get their eyesight tested  
(63% versus 52%), visit the dentist (21% versus 8%) and go to the 
doctor for physical check-up (44% versus 39%).  

 

Students from the low and middle-low SES groups were over 1.5 
times less likely to visit the dentist once a year or more. 

% receiving healthcare service ‘Never/Once every few years 

Sleep 
As SES declines, Grade 7-12 students sleep 
significantly less. Almost twice as many 
students from low SES households (25%) slept 
on average 5 hours or less on a school night 
compared to their counterparts from high SES 

households (13%).  

Students getting an average of 5 hours or 
less of sleep during the school week were 
over 4 times more likely to say that they 
rarely or never felt good about themselves 
or hopeful for the future.  

The National Sleep Foun-

dation recommends that 
teenagers get 8-10 hours 

of sleep each night12. 

Socioeconomic status 

Low SES 

Middle-Low SES 

Middle-High SES 

High SES 
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No 

Not sure 

Yes 

Do you consider yourself a person with a disability? 

SES of students that self-identified with disability Disability  
Compared to the general population, students from 
lower SES households were more likely to self-
identify as a person with disability or to say they 
were not sure if they were a person with a disability. 
Close to a third (30%) of students from the low SES 
group said they were a person with a disability or 

were not sure, compared to only 17% of students 
from the high SES group. Among the students that 
self-identified as having a specific form of disability 
(see right), those from the low SES group tended to 
be substantially overrepresented.  

Socioeconomic status Low SES Middle-Low SES Middle-High SES High SES 



 

 

1. This appendix provides information on the creation of a composite index variable representing socioeconomic status 

for students in Grades 7-12 and the composition of comparison groups based on the index scores.  

2. As part of the Census,  students in Grades 7-12 were asked to provide information on (1) their parent/guardian’s oc-
cupation or job, (2) education level, (3)  employment status, and (4) family or household size. 

3. Missing data for the variables parent/guardian occupation, education, and employment status was imputed using a 

MICE (multiple imputation by chained equations) method using the R programming language package MICE13. 

4. A statistical technique called non-linear (or categorical) principal component analysis was used to compute a single 

index score for each students that represents the SES of their household, using the PRINCALS algorithm via the R 
programming language package Gifi14. 

25% 25% 25% 25% 

5. To facilitate comparison, students were divided into four equally sized groups (quartiles) based on their SES index 
scores. Throughout the report, these groups are used as the primary basis for comparing students based on their 
household SES (see right). The table below presents some key characteristics of the SES comparison groups, each 
representing approximately one quarter of Census participants. 

6. Higher SES households were more likely to have jobs with high occupational status 
(see appendix B for more information) and were much less likely to be experiencing 

unemployment. 

7. University was the highest level of education in virtually all households in the high 
SES group. Those in the middle groups were most likely to have completed college or 
an apprenticeship. Households in the low SES group were much more likely than the 
general population to have a high school education or under. 

8. Four out of 10 households in the low SES group were single parent/guardian house-
holds, reflecting the higher likelihood of financial hardship often faced by single par-
ent or guardian households.  

 

Appendix A: Building the Socioeconomic Index Score  

Low SES 

Middle-Low SES 

Middle-High SES 

High SES 

Socioeconomic status 



 

 

Appendix B: Occupational Status Rankings 

Occupational status 

Example job titles 

High  

Business/finance professionals: accountant, auditor, business analyst 

Legal professionals: judge, lawyer 

Healthcare professionals: doctor, nurse, dentist, psychologist 

Senior managers: president, chief executive officer, director 

Education professionals: principal, teacher, professor, college instructor  

Science professionals: scientist, engineer, computer programmer 

Upper-Middle 

Art/culture/sport: librarian, journalist, graphic designer, personal trainer 

Financial/administrative: secretary, admin assistant, office administrator 

Government/social services: social worker, paralegal, youth worker 

Protective services: police officer, firefighter, corrections officer 

Healthcare, assisting: lab technician, dental hygienist, paramedic 

Trades: electrician, ironworker, mechanic, welder, machinist 

Lower-Middle 

Clerical: clerk, administrative assistant, dispatcher, bookkeeper 

Manufacturing/processing: factory worker, autoworker, machine operator  

Construction trades: carpenter, roofer, house painter   

Transportation: truck driver, delivery driver, snowplow driver 

Low 

Food service: Cook, server, barista, bartender, fast food worker 

Child/personal care: personal support worker, babysitter, housekeeper 

Labourers: construction helper/assistant, factory labourer, farm labourer 

Retail/sales: cashier, grocery clerk, sales associate, call centre worker 

Service: cleaner, janitor, barber 

1. The concept of occupational status deals with the impact of one’s occupation or job in determining “income or 

earnings, social standing, and life-chances.”15 Occupational status is not identical to socioeconomic status. Rather, it is 
typically viewed, along with education and cultural capital, as one of the main components of socioeconomic status.  

2. Parents and guardians were asked directly about their annual household income during the Parent Census. Since 

many students would have difficulty accurately providing this information, participants of the Student Census 
(Grades 7-12) were instead asked to describe their parent’s or guardian’s occupation or job. 

3. Students were provided an open-ended text field to describe their parent/guardian’s job title. Members of the Cen-

sus research team cleaned and then coded the open ended occupation data into an occupational status hierarchy 
described below. 

4. The parent/guardian occupations were coded according to a scale developed by Dr. Monica Boyd that applies the 
Nam-Powers-Boyd procedure on Canadian Census data to rank occupations according to (1) their median level of 
education, skill or training required and (2) median income or earnings16.  

5. Occupations were coded according to the quartile rank (see below) of the occupation’s group in terms of median in-
come/earning and education/skill/training. Thus occupations with “High” occupational status represent the top 25% 

in terms of income and education, while the “Low” status occupations account for those in the lowest 25% in terms 
of income and education.   

6. See below for examples of categories of occupations and job titles in the occupation groups. This is not an exhaus-

tive list of the jobs or occupations contained in each category. Some broad categories of occupation may be repre-
sented across status groups, for example legal professionals are present in both the High (e.g. judge or lawyer) and 
Upper-Middle (e.g. paralegal) occupational status groups. 



 

 

Household income by level of education 

What is socioeconomic status? 
Socioeconomic status (SES) can be defined most simply “as one’s access to financial, social, cultural, and human 
capital resources.1” In education, socioeconomic inequality and poverty have been linked to gaps in achievement, 
school experiences and well-being, and post-secondary attainment2. Socioeconomic status describes access to 
societal resources and socioeconomic relationships, not inherent qualities of individuals or groups of people. 
When investigating class and poverty based education gaps, it is important to avoid engaging in ‘blaming’ those 
experiencing classism and poverty; to avoid perpetuating harmful and inaccurate stereotypes, discussion should 
instead centre on the social and economic conditions that create those inequalities. 

All of the socioeconomic status related data presented in this report is sourced from Every Student Matters Cen-

sus data. Parent Census participants were directly asked about their household income, level of education, and em-
ployment status (examples: full-time, unemployed, self-employed). The visuals below give a socioeconomic over-
view of students (JK-Grade 6) and parents or guardians that participated in the Every Student Matters Census 
(2018-19).  
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Household income 

High school  
(21%) 

College/ 
Apprentice  

(46%) 

University  
(32%) 

Parent/Guardian  
education 

Other (9%): 

Self-employed (6%) 

Stay at home (3%) 

Retired (<1%) 

Full time 
(74%) 

Part time 
(12%) 

Unemployed  
(5%) 

Parent/Guardian 
employment status 

How do we measure socioeconomic status? 
Throughout the report both parent/guardian education (see 

below) and household income (see right) are used as indica-
tors of socioeconomic status. 

Household Income 

 under $30,000 

Note: Figures may not amount  

to 100% due to rounding 

The left-hand chart below shows that single parent or guardi-
an families (representing about 9% of Parent Census re-
sponses) were much less likely to report higher incomes.  

The chart on the bottom-right shows that a majority of 
households with university education reported having high 

income, while those with a high school education or under 
were the most likely to report having lower incomes. 

Household income 

$30,000 to 
$49,999 

$50,000 to 
$74,999 

$75,000 to 
$99,999 

Under 
$30,000 

Over 
$100,000 

Household income by parent/guardian presence 

Geography of poverty 

Parents and guardians were 

asked whether they considered 

their residence to be rural or ur-

ban. The chart to the right shows 

that the proportion of households 

reporting low income (under 

$30k) was lowest in rural areas 

and highest in more urban areas. 
(Note: Reserves are not included due to 
small sample size.) 



 

 

Along with income, education is an-
other important indicator of socioec-
onomic status. Using the highest 
level of education at the household 
level to compare academic achieve-

ment, a pattern similar to that depict-
ed above emerges.  

As the highest (in terms of socioeco-
nomic status) level of household ed-

ucation rose, students were more 
likely to be meeting the provincial 

standard in reading, writing, and 
math. For students in Grades 1 to 3 
an average gap of 19.3% of students 
meeting the standard was observed 
between university and high school 
educated households. For those in 
Grades 4 to 6 the achievement gap 
remained steady in math, but nar-

rowed in reading and writing to 
shrink the average gap to 14.6%. 

Highest household education 
High school 

or under 
College/ 

Apprentice University 

Page 2: Achievement Gaps 
This analysis is primarily exploratory, dedicated to describing uncovered patterns of inequality, rather than explain-
ing why these patterns exist. However, it is important to note that the differences in achievement and outcomes 
between higher and lower SES students are not to inherent differences or deficiencies in students. Students from all 
socioeconomic backgrounds, including students that experience poverty, have an equal capacity to learn and thrive.3  

The charts below compare the proportion of students meeting the provincial standard (level 3 or 4) in the given 
subject from low and high income households (Note: Math refers to combined proportion of students meeting the 
standard in Mathematics report card domains). At all grade levels and each subject, there was a substantial gap in 

the percent of students in low income households meeting the provincial standard. However, the gap narrowed for 
students in Grades 4-6 for each subject, mostly due to considerable improvements in achievement for students from 
low income households, especially in reading and writing.  

Achievement in Reading, Writing, Math* by household education 

% Grade 1-3 students meeting provincial standard (level 3 or 4) 

% Grade 4-6 students meeting provincial standard (level 3 or 4)  

Income gap, achievement gap  (Grades 1-3) 

% students meeting provincial standards (level 3/4) 

(Grades 4-6) 

% students meeting provincial standards (level 3/4) 
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Turning from academic achievement 
to learning skills, a similar pattern 
emerges when using the highest 
household education level as an indi-
cator of SES. It was found that the 

higher the level of household educa-
tion, the more likely it was for stu-
dents to have Excellent or Good learn-
ing skills. For students in Grades 1 to 
3, an average gap of 18.6% was de-
tected between households with uni-
versity education and those with high 
school or under. Socioeconomic sta-

tus based gaps were especially high 
for the learning skills, “Independent 

work” (24%),  “Initiative” (19%), and 
“Self Regulation” (19%). 

Learning skills (Grades 1-3) 

% students with Good/Excellent learning skills by household education 

For students in Grades 4-6, those from 

households with university education 
were also more likely to have Excellent 
or Good learning skills. However, stu-
dents from lower SES households 
made substantial gains in most skills. 
The skills gap between university edu-
cated households and those with high 
school or under was reduced to an av-
erage difference of 10%. The gap be-
tween those from high school and col-
lege/apprenticeship educated house-
holds was also greatly reduced; in the 

case of the learning skill “Organization”, 
it had closed entirely.  

Learning skills (Grades 4-6) 

% students with Good/Excellent learning skills by household education 

High school or under (79%) 

Highest household education 
High school 

or under 
College/ 

Apprentice University 

Using both household income and the 
highest level of household education as 
indicators of SES reveals a clear pat-
tern— as SES increases, so does aca-
demic achievement and vice versa. 

The charts to the right present the per-
cent of students that are falling below 
the provincial standard in at least one 
subject area (Reading, Writing, or 
Math). Over half of students from the 
lowest SES households in terms of 
both income and education were below 
standard in at least one subject. The 

gap between those with the lowest and 
highest SES was 23% for both house-
hold income and education. 

% students under provincial standard (level 3/4)  
in at least one subject (Reading, Writing, Math)  



 

 

Household income 
(JK–Grade 6) 

Under 

$30,000 

$30,000  

to $49,000 

$75,000 

to $99,999 

Over 

$100,000 

$50,000  

to $74,999 
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Activities outside of school 
KPR’S Parent Census findings revealed an opportunity gap between students from the highest and lowest income  
households. As household income dropped, students were more likely to say they rarely or never participate in extracur-
ricular activities outside of school. Compared to those from high income households, students from low income 
households were far more likely to say that rarely or never participated in team (27% more likely) or individual 
(20% more likely) sports. The gap narrowed, but was still present, for students that rarely or never participated in 
arts (10%)  and music activities (7%).  

Extracurricular participation by income (JK-Grade 6) 

% reporting ‘Rarely/Never’ participating 

Special education 
As household income declined, the likelihood of 

students having a non-Gifted IEP increased. 
Students from the lowest income households 
were almost two times more likely to have an IEP 
than those from the highest income households 
(21% versus 11%).  
 
While it was found in the Student Census that 

Grade 7-12 students from higher SES households 
were highly overrepresented among those with a 
Gifted IEP, there were too few Grade 4-6 students 
identified as Gifted to draw a similar conclusion.  

% with non-Gifted IEP by household income 

Attendance 

Parent Census findings revealed that as household in-
come was lower, students were more likely to be either 
late or absent for school. The charts to the right show 

the proportions of students that were late or absent for 
over 10% of school days in 2018-19. 

Students from the lowest income households were more 
than twice as likely to be absent and three times more 

likely to be late to class compared to their peers from  
the highest income group. 

% students absent/late by household income 



 

 

Peer relationships 
Students from lower income households spent less time 
with their friends on a frequent basis compared to those 
from higher income households. Findings from the 
Student Census (Grades 7-12) indicated that infrequently 
spending time with friends was a strong predictor of 
students’ having a lower sense of belonging at school 
and an overall lower sense of emotional well-being.    

Page 5: Health and Well—being 

Spending time with friends Never/Yearly by income 

Household income of students identified with disability 

Disability  
Compared to the general population, respondents from 

lower income households were more likely to report that 
their child had a disability or they were unsure if their child 
had a disability (see right). However, a different pattern 
emerged when considering specific forms of disability (see 
below). Students from households with income over 
$100,000 were the majority of those identified as having a 
developmental, speech, learning, or mental health related 
disability. Student Census data showed that higher SES 
students were less likely to self-identify as having those 
forms of disability. The contrasting findings may indicate 
the existence of a gap in early-identification of disabilities 

between students from households with higher and lower 
socioeconomic status. 

Healthcare access 
Students from lower income households were 

more likely to have never or infrequently gone for 
an eyesight test or to the dentist. Those from 
households with income under $50,000 were 
about 4 times more likely to infrequently visit the 
dentist compared to students from the highest 
income households.  

However, the pattern was reversed for visiting the 
doctor for physical check-ups. Students from low 
income households were much more likely to visit 
the doctor for a physical check-up. 

Under 

$30,000 
Household income 

$75,000 
to $99,999 

Over 

$100,000 

$30,000  

to $49,000 

$50,000  

to $74,999 

% students accessing healthcare service 
Never or Once every few years 

Do you consider your child to be person with a disability? 

No Not sure Yes 
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