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Report No. 10-002 to Education Committee

Re: Final Report of the Review of the Elementary Alternative Program in the
Ottawa-Carleton District School Board (OCDSB)

ORIGINATORS: Jennifer Adams, Superintendent of Curriculum (Ext. 8573)

Neil Yorke-Slader, Superintendent of Instruction
Pino Buffone, System Principal, Elementary Curriculum
Joan Oracheski, Manager, Quality Assurance

PURPOSE:

1.

To present the final report and recommendations of the Review of the Alternative Elementary
Program in the Ottawa-Carleton District School Board.

BACKGROUND:

2.

The alternative elementary program was first established in 1982 in the former Ottawa Board of
Education. Lady Evelyn, the first Alternative School, was founded as a pilot project in response
to a group of parents committed to a philosophy of education which espoused child-centred,
individualized, self-directed programming which recognized the importance of individual
learning styles.

Between 1982 and 1997, five additional schools introduced the alternative program, including
one at the intermediate level.

In September 1998, the newly amalgamated Ottawa-Carleton District School Board approved the
continuation of alternative elementary programs. At that time it was agreed that the location of
these programs, and appropriate boundaries for each, be determined through the area review
process and that the Alternative Schools Advisory Committee (ASAC) be consulted regarding
any future review of elementary alternative programs. At present, there are six alternative
elementary programs in the OCDSB - Churchill, Grant, Lady Evelyn, Manor Park, Riverview,
and Summit.

Since amalgamation, the following key staff reports regarding the alternative elementary program
have been presented to Education Committee:

* Report No. 98-368: Work Plans for MFI and Alternative Elementary Programs that
outlined a workplan for the purpose of confirming the placement of alternative programs
for the 1999-2000 school year and developed a process for the possible expansion of the
program across the system.



e Report No. 99-014: Progress Report on the Alternative Program Working Group in the
Ottawa-Carleton District School Board that described communication strategies to
support the continuation and further establishment of these programs (e.g., development
of a pamphlet to inform parents about the program, holding a public meeting/open house
in one of the alternative schools that included classroom visits, informing principals and
the Ottawa-Carleton Association of School Councils about the approach and application
process).

The aforementioned pamphlet, developed in 1999 and revised in September 2006, describes the
alternative philosophy. The seven guiding principles include:
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Cooperation and Teamwork

Cooperation and teamwork are emphasized instead of competition in all aspects of the school.
The core belief is that children who are motivated from within, instead of by rewards, will
become lifelong learners, eager to take on challenges.

Commitment to Innovative Approaches
There is a commitment to innovative approaches to teaching and learning through a shared
responsibility among staff, students, and parents.

Student-directed and Teacher-directed Learning

A balance between student-directed and teacher-directed learning: the teacher acts as a
facilitator/mentor/guide of the child’s learning; enhances self-concept, enthusiasm for
learning, and personal responsibility.

Multi-aged Groupings
Interaction among children of different ages and at different stages of development provides
an environment wherein students learn from each other, as well as from the teacher.

Integrated Curriculum
This provides a natural progression from whole to parts and stresses the interrelation of all
learning and subjects.

Family-centred School Environment

There is a family-centred school environment wherein parental involvement is a partnership
between the home and school fostering self-respect, respect for the ideas and opinions of
others, and an appreciation for people’s differences.

Assessment and Evaluation

Assessment and evaluation is ongoing, using multiple strategies which include student self-
evaluations. The primary focus of this process is personal growth, as well as being used as a
tool for program planning and assessment.

Additionally, the Alternative Schools Advisory Committee (ASAC) has made delegations to
Education Committee on a variety of occasions, including:

e On 17 May 2004, ASAC presented a Letter of Understanding for the purpose of better
communicating the philosophy and practices of the alternative program with parents who
have chosen that program for their children.

e On 16 April 2008, ASAC provided an overview of the findings from the revitalization
project undertaken by the committee, which included stakeholder consultation and the
establishment of a number of proposed recommendations to Board. Superintendent



10.

11.

Hammond was identified as the staff liaison who would work with ASAC to review their
recommendations.

On 18 June 2008, Report No. 08-106: Multi-year Plan for Program Reviews was submitted to
Education Committee for information. The report highlighted the various levels of program
reviews (i.e., formal program review, program monitoring and Ministry curriculum reviews) and
presented a tentative plan for the next three years. At that time, the alternative elementary
program was identified for a formal review during the 2010-2011 school year. As a result of
strategic planning discussions throughout the 2008-2009 school year, however, the review of the
alternative elementary program was advanced by one year. This change in timeline has been
noted in Report No. 09-102: Cyclical Review of Programs, presented to Education Committee in
May 2009.

On 18 June 2009, Report No. 09-143: Framework for a Review of the Alternative Elementary
Program in the Ottawa-Carleton District School Board (OCDSB) was presented to Education
Committee. After considerable discussion, amendments to the plan were requested (i.e., expand:
(i) consultation to include grade 10 students who had previously been enrolled in an elementary
alternative program, and a sample who had not, as well as their parents; and, (ii) the purpose of
the review).

On 23 June 2009, Board received the amended consultation plan, as well as a redefined purpose
of the review:

(i) to determine the extent to which the current mandate, expectations and practices
regarding program delivery for the alternative elementary program in the OCDSB differs
from that of the non-alternative programs (e.g., regular English and French immersion);

(ii) to determine the extent to which a strengthened, or redefined, alternative program would
be expected to differ from that expected to result from planned improvements to regular
programs;

(iii) to determine whether or not the OCDSB will continue to offer the alternative program in
grades JK-8 — it should be noted that a decision to discontinue the alternative elementary
program may require other processes (i.e., an Accommodation Review Committee —
ARC);

(iv) in the event of a decision to continue with alternative programming in elementary
schools, that a process to focus on program quality and continuously bringing
pedagogical or best practice benefit to the whole district be developed; and

(v) in the event of a decision to discontinue alternative programming in elementary schools,
that a process be developed to demonstrably address any significant program-program
gaps identified under (i), above.

As a result, the following motion was approved:
A. THAT the scope of the review of alternative elementary programs in the OCDSB and
associated timelines be approved; and
B. THAT the consultation plan be approved.

On 8 December 2009, Report No. 09-219: Interim Report of the Review of the Elementary
Alternative Program in the Ottawa-Carleton District School Board (OCDSB), was presented to
Education Committee. The interim report included the quantitative analysis of the stakeholder
surveys (excluding secondary students and parents), the review of the research literature and
Ministry documents related to the core guiding principles of the alternative programs in the
OCDSB, a synthesis of enrolment trends in the various elementary programs, and reference to
other elementary alternative programs in the province.



STATUS:

12.

13.

14.

The attached final report (see Appendix A) includes the following elements:

- descriptive analysis of the quantitative elements from the secondary parents and student
stakeholder surveys;

- the qualitative analysis from all stakeholder surveys;

- financial information;

- more details of the kinds of alternative programs offered in other Ontario school districts;
and

- an executive summary and conclusions.

Context for Staff Recommendations

In 2008-2009, staff began a visioning exercise entitled Schools for the Future; OCDSB Planning
for the 21% Century Learner. The intent of the process was to build on the Board’s strategic plan
and the Board’s mission statement Educating for Success — Inspiring Learning and Building
Citizenship. The intended outcome is a clear and collective understanding about how we organize
our learning environments.

One of the underlying assumptions is a move towards the community school concept — where the
vast majority of children will attend their designated schools in the communities where they live.
It is acknowledged that bridging the concepts of community schools and program choice is
complicated.

As such, the task of the district’s cyclical program review process is to ensure: that where there
are program choices, the programs are truly distinct in nature; that each program is a high quality,
research-based program; and that these program choices are truly accessible by all students (both
from a differentiated instructional perspective and a geographic perspective) throughout the
district.

The first formal program review encompassing decision making with regard to program choice in
elementary schools in the OCDSB was the review of elementary FSL programs. This review,
completed in 2007, determined that in addition to the regular English/core French program, two
other programs would be offered in the district, early French immersion and middle French
immersion. Since this time, the Board has expanded the number of sites offering middle French
immersion (and, to a lesser extent, early French immersion) to ensure that all three program
choices are accessible to students throughout the district.

The review of the alternative program is the second formal program review encompassing
decision making with regard to program choice in elementary schools in the OCDSB.

Staff Response to the Board-approved Mandate of the Review

(i) determine the extent to which the current mandate, expectations and practices regarding
program delivery for the alternative elementary program in the OCDSB differs from that
of the non-alternative programs (e.g., regular English and French Immersion);

Five sources of information have been used to determine the extent of the difference
between alternative and non-alternative programs in the OCDSB. These sources include



(i)

the research literature, Ministry documents, information from alternative programs
throughout the province, central data, and data from stakeholder surveys.

Although rather significant at the alternative program’s inception in 1982, the
mandate and expectations of the alternative program do not differ greatly from the
regular English program. From a program perspective, the only distinguishing
feature from the regular English program is the statement of seven guiding
principles.

Evidence from the review demonstrated that from a research perspective the seven
guiding principles (with some cautionary notes regarding multi-grade groupings) are
beneficial to student learning and achievement. Ministry documents clearly reflect this
understanding through the articulation that these elements are expected to be present in
elementary schools throughout Ontario. The environmental scan of alternative programs
throughout the province demonstrated that few school districts choose a learning styles
approach to alternative programs. Rather, if an alternative program exists, it is typically
designed for children with specific needs (e.g., behavioural, remedial).

Central OCDSB data showed that students in the alternative program are similar to those
students in the regular English program (i.e., marginally higher percentages of students
with individual education plans — 6.65 per cent and 4.65 per cent; and identified students
—10.98 per cent and 9.09 per cent; similar gender breakdown — 54.3 per cent and 54.6 per
cent male in the two programs). However, the size of the student populations are very
different — 1,248 students or 3 per cent of the overall student population in the alternative
program compared to 27,013 students in the regular English program. Although both
programs have seen a decline in enrolment over the past five years, the decline in the
alternative program is greater (30.2 per cent vs. 17.8 per cent). Also, the alternative
program has a substantially lower percentage of students whose language spoken at home
is not English — 23.3 per cent vs. 31.9 per cent respectively.

However, although the mandate and the expectations do not differ substantially, the
study, and more specifically the survey data, revealed some significant differences in the
perceptions of parents regarding practices in alternative and non-alternative schools.
Parents with children in the alternative program considered the seven guiding principles
to be more present in their schools than their non-alternative counterparts. Indeed, there
were statistically significant differences in these perceptions. But across five of the seven
guiding principles (i.e., all with the exception of multi-age groupings and family-centred
programs), the perceptions of practices amongst staff in alternative programs and non-
alternative programs were more similar. The qualitative data reinforced the findings from
the analysis of the quantitative data. When analysed across the two respondent groups,
four key areas of difference emerged: parental engagement and family involvement;
the propensity of multi-age groupings; a non-competitive environment for learning;
and non-graded report cards in some of the alternative programs.

determine the extent to which a strengthened, or redefined, alternative program would be
expected to differ from that expected to result from planned improvements to regular
programs;

If the intent of the district is to move towards a community school model, then there
would need to be substantial program differences between the alternative program and
the regular English program to justify the continued existence of the alternative program.



The differences would have to go beyond perceptions and practices. They would need to
be embedded in the mandate of the program.

In April 2008, ASAC presented a report to Board outlining the findings of a revitalization
project undertaken by their committee. The report highlighted areas where, in the opinion
of the respondents, more flexibility should be provided to schools offering the alternative
program. Survey comments from some parents with children in the alternative program
supported this request for more autonomy.

Program parameters for schools in Ontario are provided by two sources: the Ministry of
Education and the school district. The Ministry of Education outlines the curriculum that
must be followed in all elementary schools in the province. Publicly funded schools in
the province are not permitted to develop their own curriculum. Similarly, all schools
must use the provincial report card for reporting student achievement. The Ministry will
release a new provincial report card for implementation in September 2010. Clarification
from the Ministry of Education has been received regarding the practice in some of
the schools with the alternative program of producing two versions of the provincial
report card - one with grades and comments for the Ontario Student Record (OSR)
and one with comments (and no grades) to be sent home. This practice is not
permitted in publicly funded schools in Ontario and will need to be discontinued,
regardless of the outcome of the review of the alternative program. It is understood
that many parents with children in the alternative programs appreciate the opportunity for
meaningful discussion with their children regarding the anecdotal comments. These
discussions can continue based not only on the anecdotal comments from the existing
report card but also on ongoing assessment and reporting of student progress (e.g.,
descriptive feedback on assignments, student-led conferences, parent/teacher interviews).

The district provides program parameters for schools as well. The intent is to ensure that
there is consistency between schools and adherence to research-based best practice.
Consistency is important because many students within the district will change schools at
some point during their elementary schooling. Perhaps, more importantly, all elementary
students merge into a common grade 9 program. It is essential for the efficacy of
instruction in our secondary schools that students arrive with similar instructional
experiences. For this reason, the district has established a time allocation model, one that
prescribes the number of minutes of instruction and the language of instruction for each
subject from junior kindergarten to grade 8. All schools in the district, including those
offering the alternative program, are expected to adhere to the model.

The OCDSB currently offers three distinct program choices, defined by differences in the
language of instruction, at the elementary level: regular English, early French immersion,
and middle French immersion; the alternative program, similar to the regular English
program, provides a fourth option in some areas of the district. In addition to these
program choices, the district offers options to parents of children with identified special
needs (e.g., specialized gifted programs). If the alternative program were to continue as a
program choice in the district, it would stand to reason that it should be accessible
throughout the district. The addition of sites would further fragment student populations
throughout the 120 elementary schools in the district. Because the alternative program
does not differ structurally from the regular English program, it is staff’s opinion that this
further fragmentation is unnecessary.



(iii)

(iv)

(v)

determine whether or not the OCDSB will continue to offer the alternative program in
grades JK-8 — it should be noted that a decision to discontinue the alternative elementary
program may require other processes (i.e., an Accommodation Review Committee —
ARC);

Two of the six alternative programs are offered in schools with multiple programs. In
these schools, the discontinuance of the alternative program would not require an
accommodation or boundary review. At Manor Park Public School, there are currently
three programs offered: alternative, early French immersion, and regular English.
Because there is already an established regular English boundary, there would be no need
for an accommodation review. There are currently 146 students in the alternative
program in a school with a student population of 557 students. Of the 146 students, 59 are
from Queen Mary Street Public School, 29 are from Queen Elizabeth Public School, and
28 are from Robert E. Wilson Public School. The remaining students are zoned for the
regular English program at Manor Park and other surrounding schools.

Similarly, the intermediate site for the alternative program at Summit Alternative School
is co-hosted with Fisher Park Public School. There are currently 139 students at Summit,
with a total student population of 455 at Fisher Park/Summit. Of the 139 students in the
alternative program, 50 of the students are zoned for the regular English program at
Fisher. Of the remaining 89 students, 25 are zoned for Broadview, 12 for Hopewell, 11
for D. Roy Kennedy, and small numbers of students are from 14 other elementary schools
throughout the former city of Ottawa. An accommodation study would not be required to
remove the designation as an alternative program.

The remaining four alternative programs exist in single program sites. Changes to
Churchill, Grant, Lady Evelyn and Riverview would require an accommodation review
or boundary change because none of them currently have defined regular English
program boundaries.

in the event of a decision to continue with alternative programming in elementary
schools, that a process to focus on program quality and continuously bringing
pedagogical or best practice benefit to the whole district be developed;

in the event of a decision to discontinue alternative programming in elementary schools,
that a process be developed to demonstrably address any significant program-program
gaps identified under (i), above.

A distinction needs to be made between pedagogical best practice and the seven guiding
principles that are the foundation of the alternative program in the OCDSB. While there
may be some overlap in some sites, the terms will be dealt with distinctly.

Of the seven guiding principles, four are directly related to instructional practices:
innovative approaches, the balance between student-directed and teacher-directed
instruction, an integrated approach to curriculum delivery, and assessment and evaluation
practices. In these four areas, all publicly funded schools in the province of Ontario are
mandated to follow The School Effectiveness Framework (2007). The intent of the
framework is to “provide ways in which teachers and school and system administrators
accept responsibility to hold themselves accountable for ensuring that research-based,
effective strategies are consistently implemented across the province” (p.3). The
document goes on to state that sustained improvement “will require greater precision,



alignment and a more strategic allocation of resources to ensure equity of outcomes for
all students” (p.3).

The OCDSB has done significant work related to each of these instructional areas. For
the past several years, the district has been focused on the implementation of a balanced
literacy program in all junior kindergarten to grade 8 classrooms throughout the district.
Although somewhat misleading due to the word “literacy” in the title, this work is
focused on making connections using oral communication, reading, writing across all
subject areas. The Board approved revisions to the policy on assessment, evaluation, and
reporting of student achievement, with implementation in September 2008. These
changes defined a renewed commitment to providing ongoing, descriptive feedback to
students (and parents) throughout the learning process. The revised policy is aligned with
the current Ministry documents and closely connected to recent research in this area. The
district has also provided direction to schools regarding expectations for integrating
curriculum. By September 2010, all grade 7 and 8 programs will have a defined literacy
block (i.e., one-third of the instructional day, including a minimum of language, history,
geography) taught by one teacher. The intent is to help students make meaningful
connections between the subject areas.

Based on observations by superintendents and on processes intended to assess the level of
implementation of these practices throughout the district, schools with the alternative
program are no further or less further ahead than non-alternative schools. There is
variability of levels of implementation within the different programs and across the
programs (i.e., regular English, alternative, EFI, MFI). Moving forward, the district’s
2009-2010 Board Improvement Plan (K-12) clearly defines expectations for instruction
for all elementary schools based on the Ministry-defined tenets described in The School
Effectiveness Framework. More specifically, our district will focus on improving ongoing
assessment practices and ensuring that all students are engaged in high-level tasks that
help them to become critical thinkers.

Three of the seven guiding principles of the alternative program fall outside of the
parameters of instructional practice and are more closely connected to program structure
or learning environment within a school. They include: multi-age groupings, cooperation
and teamwork, and parental and family involvement.

There is a distinction to be made between split grades and multi-age groupings, primarily
due to the intentionality behind their establishment. Due to recent Ministry changes (i.e.,
limitations on primary class sizes) there has been a significant increase in the number of
split or combined classes throughout the district. The terminology of split classes tends to
refer to the combining of two or more grades as a result of student numbers at each grade
level. The research and Ministry documentation describe some of the advantages to a
learning environment with students from more than one grade level. When referred to as
multi-age groupings, this combining of students is typically an organizational choice.
Multi-age classes are closely linked to a pedagogical movement where student groupings
are established based on the developmental stages of children and their learning needs
rather than by age. Although a principal of any school in the district, in consultation with
their teaching staff and community, may organize the school with multi-age groupings,
the research does not support this approach strongly enough to warrant district-wide
implementation.



Within the category of cooperation and teamwork, the item “Sports, academics,
fundraising and other aspects of school life strive to be non-competitive and inclusive™
elicited varied responses from the parent groups. Indeed, the non-competitive nature is
considered a cornerstone of the alternative program. The research supports, particularly
in the primary grades, that a non-competitive environment is appropriate for learning.
Based on what has been learned from the review of the alternative program and from
many other schools throughout the district, a non-competitive learning environment will
be encouraged in the primary division of all elementary schools in the OCDSB. The
introduction of the Early Learning Program will provide an opportunity to define our
junior and senior kindergarten programs, re-emphasizing learning through focused play
in a non-competitive environment. The promotion of cooperation and teamwork fits well
with the character development initiative of the district.

Arguably, the most important learning from the review of the alternative program is the
focus on parental and family involvement. Although not unique to schools with the
alternative program, it was perceived as a particular strength amongst alternative parents
and staff. Based on what has been learned from the review, parental and family
involvement will be a significant priority in all schools in the district. Some work has
already begun. For example, this year’s Board Improvement Plan (K-12) and all
elementary and secondary school improvement plans include a column identifying the
involvement of parents and school councils. The district has strengthened its relationship
with parents and school councils through initiatives like the Parental Involvement
Committee (PIC) and the Speakers’ Series. Next year’s Board Improvement Plan (K-12)
and the district goals document will reinforce this commitment to parental involvement.
Staff will develop a plan to implement and measure these initiatives. Principals and/or
staff will be encouraged to visit and learn from alternative program sites or other schools
in the district where meaningful parental and family involvement is accepted and
promoted.

It should be noted that there are two sides to the equation of parental involvement.
Schools must be open to regular volunteers in classrooms as part of the learning
environment, and in schools as active members helping to form the culture of the school.
However, some parents throughout the district, for a variety of reasons, are unable to play
an active role in their child’s school. For this reason, it is important not to base a program
designation on parents’ willingness and ability to be involved at the school on a daily
basis. All elementary schools need to have access to these parents who add so richly to
our schools’ learning environments.

Moving forward, the district’s 2010-2011 Board Improvement Plan (K-12) will be based
on the tenets described in The School Effectiveness Framework. It is the Ministry’s
expectation that all of our schools will work towards the implementation of the defined:

e curriculum, teaching and learning practices;
e programs and pathways;

e home, school and community partnerships;
e assessment for, as, and of learning;

e interventions and closing the gaps;

e school and classroom organization; and

e student voice.



In part, however, this review has highlighted the need to place a greater emphasis on
parental involvement in all schools in the OCDSB.

Alternative Program Designation

15.

16.

17.

18.

Recognizing the above, an outstanding question is whether or not the alternative program
designation should continue for these six schools. Because the program is not substantially
different from the regular English program, it is staff’s opinion that the OCDSB should move
away from the designation.

Moving away from the designation would take place over an extended period of time. If one or
more of the schools with an alternative program are part of an area that is the subject of a review,
whether a boundary review or one that is carried out under the Board's ARC process, the
assumption would be made that the final recommendations from those processes would not
include the provision for an alternative program, whether in a stand-alone school or a co-located
program.

The removal of the designation should have no program implications on the schools as the
alternative program is structured identically to the regular English program. These schools could
continue adherence to the seven guiding principles as they are aligned with Ministry and district
direction. The only mandated change will be the requirement to use the provincial report
card as per Ministry guidelines.

Throughout the review process, many parents with children in the alternative program took the
time to provide formal input. This was very helpful, not only to the review process itself, but also
in the development of staff recommendations. Through the survey process and delegations to
committee and board, a number of common themes emerged regarding the expressed wishes of
this group of stakeholders. These themes include: program choice for parents; schools where
cutting-edge instructional practices can flourish; an inclusive choice for children with special
needs; and schools that welcome parents in the learning environment.

As has been outlined above, the district has done some important work in these areas. In regard to
program choice, it has already approved three elementary program options. As identified in the
Board Improvement Plan, all schools are working towards the implementation of high-yield,
innovative instructional strategies that will allow our students to become creative, critical thinkers
of the 21% century. In regard to an inclusive choice for students, a number of initiatives have
taken place. The Board has approved belief statements that commit to the tenet that all students
can learn (regardless of program choice). The elementary FSL review has led to the
implementation of a wide range of instructional practices in immersion classrooms so that, as the
research supports, all students can be successful in an immersion program. Focused work with
instructional coaches is helping teachers throughout the district to implement instructional
practices in all programs that will focus on the needs of the individual learner.

The theme of welcoming parents in the learning environment will be addressed more fully in next
year’s Board Improvement Plan.

CONSULTATION:

19.

ASAC was contacted for input on the review process. ASAC and OCASC representatives have
been part of the review committee.
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Stakeholder surveys were developed using SurveyMonkey and were made available from 6
October through 22 October for the following groups:

- all elementary school administrators (alternative and non-alternative);

- all elementary alternative program teachers;

- arandom sample of non-alternative elementary program teachers;

- all parents of elementary students who were enrolled in an alternative elementary school
program in September 2009;

- arandom sample of parents of elementary students who were enrolled in a non-
alternative elementary school program (i.e., English or French immersion) in September
2009;

- all students enrolled in grade 10 in September 2009 and who were enrolled in an
alternative program in June 2007 (i.e., their grade 8 year) along with a parent/guardian of
each of these students; and

- amatched sample of students enrolled in grade 10 in September 2009 and who were not
enrolled in an alternative program in June 2007, along with a parent/guardian of each of
these students.

Any individual or group, including advisory committees to the Board, has been able to provide
input to the review via an e-mail link on the board web site. This link will remain active until the
final report and recommendations are presented to Board.

Responses from parents and other stakeholders connected to the alternative program included
suggestions for improving the alternative program. Some of the suggestions are feasible for all
elementary schools in the district, regardless of program designation, as they clearly align with
The School Effectiveness Framework. Examples include: innovative approaches to instruction;
self-directed learning; close relationships amongst students, teachers, and parents; a focus on
creativity; integration of the arts into the curriculum; and ongoing communication with parents
regarding student progress. It should be noted that there is a disconnect between some of the other
suggestions and the district’s ability to deliver on these suggestions. Examples include: flexibility
with the Ontario curriculum; modified use of the provincial report card; and expansion of the
alternative program both geographically and into other program choices (e.g. French immersion).

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

23.

24.

25.

An amount of $3,000 was allocated from the Quality Assurance operating budget to cover the
costs associated with the distribution of letters of invitation to the various stakeholder groups (i.e.,
printing, envelopes, and postage). Approximately $5,000 was allocated from the Quality
Assurance operating budget to cover the costs associated with the review and synthesis of the
research literature.

Release time for teachers and principals/vice-principals to attend stakeholder meetings was
allocated from the Quality Assurance budget.

The intent of the review of the elementary alternative program was not based on a need to
develop solutions to the current budgetary challenges of the Ottawa-Carleton District School
Board. However, there are some incremental costs associated with the additional program stream
in the six sites, including staffing in the sites with multiple programs and transportation at all
sites. The estimated savings would be approximately $350,000 annually. Since the
recommendations allow for the gradual moving away from the designation over a long period of
time, these minimal savings would not be realized for a number of years.



SUMMARY:

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

The review has determined that the tenets of the alternative program in the OCDSB are generally
supported in the literature and in Ministry documentation. The tenets are present to varying
degrees within schools with the alternative program and some of the tenets are increasingly
emphasized in all OCDSB schools.

The tenets of the alternative program, however, were established twenty-seven years ago. Since
then, the Ministry has done important work identifying high-yield strategies that have the greatest
impact on improving student learning. The district has been focused on this work for the past five
years. Recent improvement in the district’s student achievement results demonstrate that this
approach is working. The Board Improvement Plan, as prescribed by the Ministry, will continue
to focus on this most recent work.

Two of the guiding principles are areas where schools across the district could benefit from more
attention, and they fit well within the parameters of The School Effectiveness Framework.
Parental involvement will be featured more prominently in the 2010-2011 Board Improvement
Plan. Staff will ensure that all elementary schools have aspects of a non-competitive learning
environment in the primary division.

The Board has already made the decision to offer three program streams at the elementary level
(i.e. regular English, EFI, and MFI) and to make these program choices available to students
throughout the district. As well, the district offers a number of specialized classes and programs
(e.g., elementary gifted). Very few districts in the province can boast this many program choices,
accessible to all students.

The multiplicity of program choices at the elementary level presents benefits to parents but also
challenges to schools. The district has elementary schools with a wide range of student
populations, from less than 100 to over 900. Although it is an advantage to have dual track
schools to ensure that program choices keep students within their community, small program
stream sizes can lead to challenges (e.g., student placement, staffing).

For these reasons, as the district continues to move towards a community school model, program
choices need to be truly distinct in nature and need to be available across the district. The OCDSB
does not have the resources to continue or to expand multiple program streams, particularly if the
streams are not fundamentally different from each other.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. THAT the OCDSB recognize the strengths of the alternative program and increase the focus of

parental involvement in all schools in the OCDSB through the Board Improvement Plan and
school improvement plans;

. THAT an embargo be placed on any current or future expansion of the elementary alternative

program;

. THAT staff be directed to develop a program consolidation plan for Manor Park Public School

for implementation in September 2011; and



D. THAT the four K-6 schools (Churchill Alternative School, Grant Alternative School, Lady
Evelyn Alternative School, and Riverview Alternative School) offering the alternative program as
the only program stream and the only intermediate program (Summit Alternative School) retain
their designation as an alternative program until such time as a boundary or accommodation
review involving the school has been completed, at which point the designation of alternative
program would be removed.

Lyall M. Thomson, PhD, OCT Jennifer Adams

Director of Education and Superintendent of Curriculum
Secretary to the Board



Appendix A

Oct08 | Oct07 Difference

School Cap P | Prog | JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 SE DD Total Total +/= %
Greenbank 551 0 | ENG 103 99 8 210 201 9 4.5
EFI 56 43 99 79 20 25.3
MFI 65 68 133 111 22 19.8
LFI 41 36 77 67 10 14.9

G. EFI 11 14 25 25 0 0.0
TOTAL 276 260 8 544 483 61 12.6

Hawthorne 499 0 | ENG 27 26 22 26 22 29 28 23 50 72 8 333 354 -21 -5.9
G. ENG 9 6 8 12 12 12 13 72 82 -10 -12.2

TOTAL| 27 26 22 35 28 37 40 35 62 85 8 405 436 -31 -7.1

Henry Larsen 575 0 | ENG 21 55 a7 48 171 170 1 0.6
EFI 25 36 28 29 31 31 38 34 39 291 289 2 0.7
LFI 24 19 43 51 -8 -15.7

G.EFI 13 10 12 12 47 43 4 9.3

TOTAL| 21 25 36 28 29 31 44 103 | 117 118 552 553 -1 -0.2

Henry Munro 746 0 | ENG 100 87 110 8 305 311 -6 -1.9
EFI 38 48 43 129 142 -13 -9.2

LFI 25 29 54 49 5 10.2

G. ENG 12 9 21 21 0 0.0

TOTAL 138 | 172 191 8 509 523 -14 -2.7

Heritage 348 0 | ENG 23 10 12 16 10 21 26 27 18 22 185 196 -11 -5.6
EFI 34 24 25 13 20 13 19 14 14 176 165 11 6.7

TOTAL| 23 44 36 41 23 41 39 46 32 36 361 361 0 0.0

Hilson 401 0 | ENG 8 26 19 18 14 12 8 16 18 139 140 -1 -0.7
Hopewell 800 0 | ENG 61 14 14 31 15 15 19 15 43 27 8 262 265 -3 -1.1
EFI 59 69 39 49 46 39 35 72 73 481 441 40 9.1

MFI 43 23 35 13 23 137 112 25 22.3

G. EFI 25 25 50 48 2 4.2

TOTAL| 61 73 83 70 64 104 81 85 153 148 8 930 866 64 7.4

Huntley Centennial 360 12 | ENG 64 23 24 31 31 38 31 39 25 30 336 322 14 4.3
EFI 41 41 47 38 10 26 17 19 10 249 245 4 1.6

TOTAL| 64 64 65 78 69 48 57 56 44 40 585 567 18 3.2
J.H. Putman 340 0 | ENG 28 18 32 8 86 97 -11 -11.3
EFI 27 73 66 166 155 11 7.1

TOTAL 55 91 98 8 252 252 0 0.0

Jack Donohue 561 12 | ENG 90 39 61 61 52 64 50 78 63 54 612 612 0 0.0
EFI 55 57 50 36 25 33 19 17 22 314 272 42 15.4

TOTAL| 90 94 118 | 111 88 89 83 97 80 76 926 884 42 4.8

Jockvale 461 0 | ENG 55 27 20 33 21 30 33 6 225 230 -5 -2.2
EFI 32 29 16 16 23 10 126 124 2 1.6

TOTAL| 55 59 49 49 37 53 43 6 351 354 -3 -0.8

John Young 529 0 | ENG 53 8 19 19 14 13 21 22 6 175 184 -9 -4.9
EFI 29 24 27 17 14 8 9 128 97 31 32.0

G. ENG 11 11 13 13 9 13 70 74 -4 -5.4

TOTAL| 53 37 54 57 44 40 38 44 6 373 355 18 5.1

Kars 210 3 | ENG 53 53 50 3 6.0
EFI 61 41 48 32 38 21 241 200 41 20.5

MFI 13 13 13

TOTAL| 53 61 41 48 32 51 21 307 250 57 22.8

Katimavik 369 11 | ENG 63 63 35 28 80.0
EFI 42 55 a7 48 48 31 33 50 23 377 364 13 3.6

MFI 97 84 45 53 32 311 230 81 35.2

TOTAL| 63 42 55 a7 48 145 | 115 78 103 55 751 629 122 19.4
Knoxdale 383 8 | ENG 37 37 53 -16 -30.2
EFI 58 54 a7 48 a7 53 39 346 326 20 6.1

MFI 113 68 76 257 224 33 14.7

G. EFI 12 13 25 25 0 0.0

TOTAL| 37 58 54 a7 48 160 | 133 | 128 665 628 37 5.9

Lady Evelyn 337 0 | ALT 22 36 37 33 36 37 36 33 9 279 290 -11 -3.8
Lakeview 204 5 | ENG 38 38 51 -13 -25.5
EFI 60 56 45 36 23 32 252 238 14 5.9

TOTAL| 38 60 56 45 36 23 32 290 289 1 0.3
Le Phare 314 0 | ENG 38 38 51 -13 -25.5
EFI 50 51 34 41 59 31 266 261 5 1.9

TOTAL| 38 50 51 34 41 59 31 304 312 -8 -2.6
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Appendix A

Oct 08 | Oct 07 Difference
School Cap P | Prog | JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 SE DD Total Total +/= %
Leslie Park 282 0 | ENG 11 15 22 25 32 25 29 24 183 202 -19 -9.4
Manor Park 607 0 | ENG 60 9 17 8 15 5 15 13 142 119 23 19.3
EFI 66 69 35 27 34 23 14 268 246 22 8.9
ALT 5 16 13 21 22 30 20 20 147 209 -62 | -29.7
TOTAL| 65 91 99 64 64 69 58 47 557 574 -17 -3.0
Manordale 355 0 | ENG 43 16 19 19 37 20 15 27 7 203 208 -5 -2.4
EFI 16 15 12 16 12 13 12 96 107 -11 | -10.3
TOTAL| 43 32 34 31 53 32 28 39 7 299 315 -16 -5.1
Manotick 279 0 | ENG 25 7 20 10 19 27 15 9 132 116 16 13.8
EFI 30 27 24 19 21 16 137 136 1 0.7
TOTAL| 25 37 47 34 38 48 31 9 269 252 17 6.7
Maple Ridge 595 2 | ENG 54 8 23 20 30 25 31 35 37 74 16 353 566 -213 | -37.6
EFI 29 39 33 26 21 30 11 27 29 245 404 -159 | -39.4
TOTAL| 54 37 62 53 56 46 61 46 64 103 16 598 970 -372 | -38.4
Mary Honeywell 544 0 | ENG 57 20 27 27 28 39 37 23 258 242 16 6.6
EFI 36 43 29 31 33 27 199 201 -2 -1.0
TOTAL| 57 56 70 56 59 72 64 23 457 443 14 3.2
McGregor Easson 210 0 | ENG 12 11 17 16 13 21 14 11 115 128 -13 -10.2
Meadowlands 426 0 | ENG 43 24 27 32 36 49 36 38 285 286 -1 -0.3
Metcalfe 437 0 | ENG 17 17 15 23 18 9 14 27 81 94 8 323 322 1 0.3
MFI 15 15 15
TOTAL| 17 17 15 23 18 24 14 27 81 94 8 338 322 16 5.0
Munster 213 0 | ENG 23 17 18 28 20 13 26 145 170 -25 | -14.7
Mutchmor 386 0 | ENG 12 18 23 39 37 37 39 38 243 270 -27 | -10.0
G. ENG 10 13 25 23 25 24 120 125 -5 -4.0
TOTAL| 12 18 33 52 62 60 64 62 363 395 -32 -8.1
North Gower 256 1 | ENG 33 33 29 38 40 33 44 250 271 -21 -7.7
Orleans Wood 386 0 | ENG 31 6 7 15 15 13 22 16 10 135 134 1 0.7
EFI 21 24 13 20 16 19 12 125 125 0 0.0
TOTAL| 31 27 31 28 35 29 41 28 10 260 259 1 0.4
Osgoode 234 0 | ENG 20 13 14 29 18 11 35 27 167 175 -8 -4.6
Parkwood Hills 403 0 | ENG 69 69 68 1 15
EFI 76 47 60 52 53 44 47 379 358 21 5.9
TOTAL| 69 76 a7 60 52 53 44 a7 448 426 22 5.2
Pinecrest 513 0 | ENG 21 21 24 29 41 28 45 36 62 71 23 401 424 -23 -5.4
Pleasant Park 282 5 | ENG 61 61 63 -2 -3.2
EFI 67 60 57 59 42 48 37 370 363 7 1.9
TOTAL| 61 67 60 57 59 42 48 37 431 426 5 1.2
Queen Elizabeth 600 0 | ENG 9 11 13 14 19 18 16 23 81 96 7 10 317 370 -53 | -14.3
EFI 13 13 26 27 -1 -3.7
MFI 11 15 15 16 13 70 65 5 7.7
TOTAL| 9 11 13 14 19 29 31 38 110 122 7 10 413 462 -49 | -10.6
Queen Mary 323 0 | ENG 15 22 15 21 20 20 23 29 16 181 203 -22 -10.8
Queenswood 335 0 | ENG 0 127 -127 | -100.0
EFI Closed - students redirected to Dunning-Foubert 0 88 -88 | -100.0
TOTAL 0 215 -215 | -100.0
Regina 288 0 | ENG 17 20 30 25 25 20 16 21 174 180 -6 -3.3
Richmond 190 0 | ENG 36 18 22 22 22 15 36 171 157 14 8.9
Rideau Valley 423 0 | ENG 75 82 105 262 274 -12 -4.4
EFI 24 39 35 98 116 -18 | -155
LFI 9 15 24 33 -9 -27.3
TOTAL 99 130 155 384 423 -39 -9.2
Riverview (Ottawa) 372 0| ALT 22 31 42 30 32 22 18 32 229 246 -17 -6.9
Robert Bateman 5901 0 | ENG 42 18 23 20 34 40 39 48 10 274 315 -41 -13.0
EFI 36 39 28 25 26 20 27 201 188 13 6.9
TOTAL| 42 54 62 48 59 66 59 75 10 475 503 -28 -5.6
Robert E. Wilson 269 0 | ENG 15 16 24 27 13 24 25 30 174 201 -27 | -13.4
Robert Hopkins 430 0 | ENG 39 13 20 25 32 34 31 194 175 19 10.9
EFI 32 23 27 22 12 24 140 128 12 9.4
TOTAL| 39 45 43 52 54 46 55 334 303 31 10.2
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Appendix A

Oct 08 | Octo7 Difference
School Cap P | Prog | JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 SE DD Total Total +/= %
Roberta Bondar 705 4 | ENG 46 17 19 26 27 25 30 42 113 117 9 471 500 -29 -5.8
EFI 48 33 37 20 34 25 30 42 37 306 283 23 8.1
TOTAL| 46 65 52 63 47 59 55 72 155 154 9 77 783 -6 -0.8
Roch Carrier 418 8 | ENG 97 26 27 31 28 27 34 39 309 297 12 0.0
EFI 77 58 57 57 47 18 25 339 281 58 0.0
TOTAL| 97 103 85 88 85 74 52 64 648 578 70 0.0
Rockcliffe Park 315 5 | ENG 59 5 6 11 31 30 25 35 202 202 0 0.0
EFI 63 66 48 38 45 35 29 324 296 28 9.5
TOTAL| 59 68 72 59 69 75 60 64 526 498 28 5.6
Roland Michener 288 4 | ENG 55 54 35 36 48 34 42 62 366 355 11 3.1
Sawmill Creek 587 0 | ENG 56 20 20 28 37 23 32 39 32 43 330 300 30 10.0
EFI 42 37 34 36 28 31 32 30 35 305 292 13 4.5
TOTAL| 56 62 57 62 73 51 63 71 62 78 635 592 43 7.3
Severn 317 2 | ENG 28 28 32 35 26 30 36 38 253 212 41 19.3
Sir W. Churchill 639 0 | ENG 188 189 377 406 -29 -7.1
EFI 79 68 147 137 10 7.3
LFI 26 25 51 57 -6 -10.5
TOTAL 293 282 575 600 -25 -4.2
Stephen Leacock 483 12 | ENG 96 96 87 9 10.3
EFI 117 | 108 101 69 63 60 56 55 57 686 631 55 8.7
LFI 43 49 92 78 14 17.9
TOTAL| 96 117 | 108 | 101 69 63 60 56 98 106 874 796 78 9.8
Steve MacLean 549 3 | ENG | 111 18 25 16 29 33 39 21 50 342 262 80 30.5
EFI 76 70 63 45 23 24 24 11 336 230 106 46.1
TOTAL| 111 94 95 79 74 56 63 45 61 678 492 186 37.8
Stittsville 550 9 | ENG | 138 41 37 63 55 50 62 446 393 53 13.5
EFI 75 100 65 55 52 33 380 347 33 9.5
TOTAL| 138 | 116 | 137 128 110 102 95 826 740 86 11.6
Stonecrest 590 3 | ENG 55 22 26 21 36 27 26 34 43 60 350 272 78 28.7
EFI 46 42 31 42 32 34 25 23 31 306 319 -13 -4.1
MFI 6 10 19 11 20 66 81 -15 -18.5
TOTAL| 55 68 68 52 78 65 70 78 77 111 722 672 50 7.4
Terry Fox 291 4 | ENG 21 6 6 4 13 5 18 9 21 32 135 172 -37 -21.5
EFI 12 19 15 13 8 5 9 29 20 130 135 -5 -3.7
TOTAL| 21 18 25 19 26 13 23 18 50 52 265 307 -42 -13.7
Trillium 598 0 | ENG 38 5 15 10 16 9 30 31 15 22 30 221 194 27 13.9
EFI 29 19 29 33 24 23 30 29 18 234 244 -10 -4.1
MFI 29 29 29
LFI 21 28 49 51 -2 -3.9
TOTAL| 38 34 34 39 49 62 53 61 65 68 30 533 489 44 9.0
Vincent Massey 698 0 | ENG 53 26 21 30 34 27 29 33 58 39 21 371 363 8 2.2
EFI 27 17 21 14 15 14 12 38 40 198 166 32 19.3
G. EFI 13 12 11 14 50 45 5 11.1
TOTAL| 53 53 38 51 48 42 56 57 107 93 21 619 574 45 7.8
Viscount Alexande 164 0 | ENG 7 10 9 16 15 9 15 15 96 91 5 5.5
W.E. Gowling 643 0 | ENG 33 43 43 48 37 34 43 37 26 344 384 -40 -10.4
W.E. Johnston 440 2 | ENG 13 23 34 51 45 42 49 50 91 86 7 491 500 -9 -1.8
W. O. Mitchell 521 8 | ENG 43 21 21 29 36 32 50 56 48 49 7 392 448 -56 -125
EFI 35 38 37 32 26 24 16 54 53 315 283 32 11.3
TOTAL| 43 56 59 66 68 58 74 72 102 102 7 707 731 -24 -3.3
Woodroffe 452 10 | ENG | 132 132 102 30 29.4
EFI 125 | 122 101 74 76 60 50 608 544 64 11.8
TOTAL| 132 | 125 | 122 101 74 76 60 50 740 646 94 14.6
York 363 0 | ENG 12 14 19 13 19 14 16 15 44 39 205 223 -18 -8.1
Sub-Total 50205 |[179 4301 | 4559 | 4681 | 4600 | 4508 | 4612 | 4775 | 4785 | 4884 | 4921 621 93 47,340 | 46,883 457 -254
Developmental Disability Centres Oct 08 | Octo7 Difference
School Cap P Totals by grade not applicable SE DD Total Total - %
Clifford Bowey 180 0 103 103 102 1 1.0
Crystal Bay 135 0 80 80 80 0 0.0
Sub-Total 315 0 0 183 183 182 1 0.5
Total Elementary | 50520.0 | 179 | 4301 | 4559 4681 [ 4600 | 4508 | 4612 [ 4775 [ 4785 [ 4884 | 4921 | 621 | 276 J47,523f47,065] 458 | 1.0
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Appendix A

English Program Oct 08 | Octo7 Difference
School Cap P JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 SE DD Total Total +- %
A. Lorne Cassidy 599 2 41 15 20 32 24 34 57 49 48 45 16 381 393 -12 -3.1
Adrienne Clarkson 687 3 86 26 43 55 56 60 52 44 422 414 8 1.9
Agincourt 463 1 76 21 17 17 21 16 23 191 189 2 1.1
Alta Vista 680 0 61 7 8 22 13 25 28 29 47 41 8 289 273 16 5.9
Arch Street 314 0 10 17 24 17 22 22 30 20 8 170 168 2 1.2
Avalon 495 0 66 10 19 25 23 21 36 39 34 273 273
Barrhaven 391 5 74 12 22 20 27 30 33 10 228 205 23 11.2
Bayshore 590 0 66 66 61 65 59 58 60 435 425 10 2.4
Bayview 297 0 58 58 59 -1 -1.7
Bells Corners 484 0 38 40 49 38 47 31 43 19 305 315 -10 -3.2
Berrigan 558 12 | 122 38 59 59 67 68 69 73 555 542 13 0.0
Blossom Park 417 0 13 20 23 23 19 25 29 34 40 43 21 290 324 -34 -10.5
Briargreen 371 0 27 49 36 57 56 23 36 49 333 348 -15 -4.3
Bridlewood 435 0 14 14 16 18 42 25 42 30 61 76 16 354 359 -5 -1.4
Broadview 692 0 22 19 34 31 38 30 40 59 61 46 8 388 436 -48 -11.0
Cambridge 311 0 16 10 9 17 13 15 18 25 26 149 171 -22 -12.9
Carleton Heights 389 0 13 18 11 12 13 10 12 18 20 28 16 10 181 215 -34 -15.8
Carson Grove 363 0 44 35 43 a7 a7 43 60 319 308 11 3.6
Castlefrank 404 0 12 22 17 29 31 36 30 29 38 49 10 303 362 -59 -16.3
Castor Valley 458 6 55 55 71 -16 -22.5
Cedarview 711 2 110 | 87 143 10 350 366 -16 -4.4
Centennial 321 0 27 25 25 22 22 19 20 26 30 216 217 -1 -0.5
Century 440 0 19 39 25 40 27 41 53 55 9 308 315 -7 -2.2
C.H. Hulse 517 0 57 48 54 53 57 59 46 64 8 446 439 7 1.6
Connaught 389 0 29 29 24 31 28 22 34 21 7 225 218 7 3.2
Convent Glen 233 0 10 16 15 16 20 20 26 123 154 -31 -20.1
D.A. Moodie 502 0 101 | 117 | 104 12 9 343 350 -7 -2.0
D.R. Kennedy 522 0 21 18 29 32 36 17 27 18 52 58 308 326 -18 -5.5
Devonshire 279 0 57 57 49 8 16.3
Dunlop 325 0 25 24 32 22 28 34 33 37 9 244 270 -26 -9.6
Dunning Foubert 348 0 29 11 8 9 16 10 16 26 25 33 183 139 44 31.7
Elgin 242 0 39 4 8 11 8 12 18 12 112 123 -11 -8.9
Elizabeth Park 386 3 40 16 14 16 23 20 18 16 25 29 15 232 221 11 5.0
Elmdale 389 3| 68 7 8 10 13 11 16 | 22 155 160 -5 -3.1
Emily Carr 412 0 55 64 66 185 176 9 5.1
Fallingbrook 480 0 37 12 14 21 17 22 24 28 26 41 8 250 260 -10 -3.8
Farley Mowat 538 5 118 46 46 43 64 53 51 53 474 424 50 11.8
Featherston 419 0 7 14 4 12 17 8 19 17 | 51 [ 53 25 227 246 19 | 77
Fielding Drive 614 0 27 62 60 69 89 15 322 380 -58 -15.3
First Avenue 394 0 73 73 63 10 15.9
Fisher Park 803 0 69 91 160 194 -34 -17.5
Fitzroy Centennial 268 0 9 6 9 13 12 12 9 23 93 237 -144 | -60.8
Forest Valley 549 0 51 14 21 18 32 26 32 10 204 186 18 9.7
General Vanier 213 0 26 33 51 33 47 190 198 -8 -4.0
Glashan 386 0 103 | 108 13 224 238 -14 -5.9
Glen Cairn 334 0 9 19 14 12 21 17 34 33 41 50 23 273 295 -22 -7.5
Glen Ogilvie 572 0 49 9 25 23 25 29 44 9 213 220 -7 -3.2
Goulbourn 400 4 87 113 | 121 7 328 348 -20 -5.7
Greely 233 0 17 23 30 31 29 26 33 35 224 225 -1 -0.4
Greenbank 551 0 103 99 8 210 201 9 4.5
Hawthorne 499 0 27 26 22 26 22 29 28 23 50 72 8 333 354 -21 -5.9
Henry Larsen 575 0 21 55 47 48 171 170 1 0.6
Henry Munro 746 0 100 | 87 110 8 305 311 -6 -1.9
Heritage 348 0 23 10 12 16 10 21 26 27 18 22 185 196 -11 -5.6
Hilson 401 0 8 26 19 18 14 12 8 16 18 139 140 -1 -0.7
Hopewell 800 0 61 14 14 31 15 15 19 15 43 27 8 262 265 -3 -1.1
Huntley Centennial 360 12 64 23 24 31 31 38 31 39 25 30 336 322 14 4.3
J.H. Putman 340 0 28 18 32 8 86 97 -11 -11.3
Jack Donohue 561 12 90 39 61 61 52 64 50 78 63 54 612 612 0 0.0
Jockvale 461 0 55 27 20 33 21 30 33 6 225 230 -5 -2.2
John Young 529 0 53 8 19 19 14 13 21 22 6 175 184 -9 -4.9
Kars 210 3 53 53 50 3 6.0
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Appendix A

English Program (continued) Oct 08 | Oct07 |Difference
School Cap P JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 SE DD Total Total +- %
Katimavik 369 11 63 63 35 28 80.0
Knoxdale 383 8 37 37 53 -16 -30.2
Lakeview 204 5 38 38 51 -13 -25.5
Le Phare 314 0 38 38 51 -13 -25.5
Leslie Park 282 0 11 15 22 25 32 25 29 24 183 202 -19 94
Manor Park 607 0 60 9 17 8 15 5 15 13 142 119 23 19.3
Manordale 355 0 43 16 19 19 37 20 15 27 7 203 208 -5 -2.4
Manotick 279 0 25 7 20 10 19 27 15 9 132 116 16 13.8
Maple Ridge 595 2 54 8 23 20 30 25 31 35 37 74 16 353 566 -213 | -37.6
Mary Honeywell 544 0 57 20 27 | 27 28 39 37 23 258 242 16 6.6
McGregor Easson 210 0 12 11 17 16 13 21 14 11 115 128 -13 -10.2
Meadowlands 426 0 43 24 27 | 32 36 49 36 38 285 286 -1 -0.3
Metcalfe 437 0 17 17 15 23 18 9 14 27 81 94 8 323 322 1 0.3
Munster 213 0 23 17 18 | 28 20 13 26 145 170 -25 | -14.7
Mutchmor 386 0 12 18 23 39 37 37 39 38 243 270 -27 -10.0
North Gower 256 1 33 33 29 38 40 33 44 250 271 21 -7.7
Orleans Wood 386 0 31 6 7 15 15 13 22 16 10 135 134 1 0.7
Osgoode 234 0 20 13 14 | 29 18 11 35 27 167 175 -8 -4.6
Parkwood Hills 403 0 69 69 68 1 15
Pinecrest 513 0 21 21 24 | 29 41 28 45 36 62 71 23 401 424 -23 -5.4
Pleasant Park 282 5 61 61 63 -2 -3.2
Queen Elizabeth 600 0 9 11 13 14 19 18 16 23 81 96 7 10 317 370 -53 | -14.3
Queen Mary 323 0 15 22 15 21 20 20 23 29 16 181 203 -22 -10.8
Queenswood 335 0 0 127 -127 |-100.0
Regina 288 0 17 20 30 25 25 20 16 21 174 180 -6 -3.3
Richmond 190 0 36 18 22 | 22 22 15 36 171 157 14 8.9
Rideau Valley 423 0 75 82 105 262 274 -12 -4.4
Robert Bateman 591 0 42 18 23 20 34 40 39 48 10 274 315 -41 -13.0
Robert E. Wilson 269 0 15 16 24 27 13 24 25 30 174 201 -27 -13.4
Robert Hopkins 430 0 39 13 20 | 25 32 34 31 194 175 19 10.9
Roberta Bondar 705 4 46 17 19 26 27 25 30 42 113 | 117 9 471 500 -29 -5.8
Roch Carrier 418 8 97 26 27 | 31 28 27 34 39 309 297 12 4.0
Rockcliffe Park 315 5 59 5 6 11 31 30 25 35 202 202 0 0.0
Roland Michener 288 4 55 54 35 36 48 34 42 62 366 355 11 3.1
Sawmill Creek 587 0 56 20 20 28 37 23 32 39 32 43 330 300 30 10.0
Severn 317 2 28 28 32 | 35 26 30 36 38 253 212 41 19.3
Sir W. Churchill 639 0 188 | 189 377 406 -29 -7.1
Stephen Leacock 483 12 96 96 87 9 10.3
Steve MacLean 549 3 111 18 25 16 29 33 39 21 50 342 262 80 30.5
Stittsville 550 9 | 138 41 37 | 63 55 50 62 446 393 53 13.5
Stonecrest 590 3 55 22 26 21 36 27 26 34 43 60 350 272 78 28.7
Terry Fox 291 4 21 6 6 4 13 5 18 9 21 32 135 172 -37 -21.5
Trillium 598 0 38 5 15 10 16 9 30 31 15 22 30 221 194 27 139
Vincent Massey 698 0 53 26 21 | 30 34 27 29 33 58 39 21 371 363 8 2.2
Viscount Alexande| 164 0 7 10 9 16 15 9 15 15 96 91 5 5.5
W.E. Gowling 643 0 33 43 43 48 37 34 43 37 26 344 384 40 | -10.4
W.E. Johnston 440 2 13 23 34 51 45 42 49 50 91 86 7 491 500 -9 -1.8
W. O. Mitchell 521 8 43 21 21 | 29 36 32 50 56 48 49 7 392 448 -56 | -12.5
Woodroffe 452 10 | 132 132 102 30 29.4
York 363 0 12 14 19 13 19 14 16 15 44 39 205 223 -18 -8.1
Total ENG n/a nf/a| 4220 | 1757 | 2002 | 2267 | 2435 | 2256 | 2708 | 2874 | 2691 | 2924 603 93 26,830 | 27,465 | -635 -2.3
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Appendix A

Early French Immersion Program Oct 08 | Octo7 Difference
School Cap P SK | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total | Total +- %
A.L. Cassidy 599 2V 7 38 [ 36 | 31| 37 | 30 | 24 | 28 [ 29 | 25 | 278 274 4 15
Adrienne Clarkson 687 3 / 60 65 42 47 35 34 18 301 298 3 1.0
Agincourt 463 1 72 49 52 48 39 47 307 288 19 6.6
Alta Vista 680 0 40 43 46 33 33 16 16 25 16 268 261 7 2.7
Avalon 495 0 29 39 27 17 17 14 23 21 187 187
Barrhaven 391 5 52 54 50 33 39 38 266 229 37 16.2
Bayview 297 0 64 52 53 48 41 258 270 -12 0.0
Berrigan 558 12 84 64 49 37 33 34 19 320 275 45 16.4
Castor Valley 458 6 74 62 75 73 67 52 67 54 44 568 551 17 0.0
Cedarview 711 2 79 85 89 253 255 -2 -0.8
D.A. Moodie 502 0 21 22 10 53 51 2 3.9
Devonshire 279 0 59 39 42 27 35 25 27 254 234 20 8.5
Dunning Foubert 348 0 19 24 16 24 17 15 15 17 19 166 111 55 49.5
Elgin 242 0 29 30 16 24 13 15 15 142 114 28 24.6
Elizabeth Park 386 3 16 23 10 10 11 7 8 2 8 95 79 16 20.3
Elmdale 389 3 60 45 43 33 43 30 31 285 281 4 1.4
Emily Carr 412 0 45 44 45 134 123 11 8.9
Fallingbrook 480 0 25 23 20 16 22 16 18 13 12 165 178 -13 -7.3
Farley Mowat 538 5 62 66 39 21 21 11 14 234 182 52 28.6
Fielding Drive 614 0 49 36 33 29 147 134 13 9.7
First Avenue 394 0 69 73 49 63 55 43 33 385 344 41 11.9
Fisher Park 803 0 86 70 156 142 14 9.9
Forest Valley 549 0 34 38 49 34 34 28 217 215 2 0.9
Glen Ogilvie 572 0 48 25 40 28 27 25 193 196 -3 -1.5
Goulbourn 400 4 37 42 31 110 108 2 1.9
Greenbank 551 0 56 43 99 79 20 25.3
Henry Larsen 575 0 25 36 28 29 31 31 38 34 39 291 289 2 0.7
Henry Munro 746 0 38 48 43 129 142 -13 -9.2
Heritage 348 0 34 24 25 13 20 13 19 14 14 176 165 11 6.7
Hopewell 800 0 59 69 39 49 46 39 35 72 73 481 441 40 9.1
Huntley Centennial 360 12 41 41 47 38 10 26 17 19 10 249 245 4 1.6
J. H. Putman 340 0 27 73 66 166 155 11 7.1
Jack Donohue 561 12 55 57 50 36 25 33 19 17 22 314 272 42 15.4
Jockvale 461 0 32 29 16 16 23 10 126 124 2 1.6
John Young 529 0 29 24 27 17 14 8 9 128 97 31 32.0
Kars 210 3 61 41 48 32 38 21 241 200 41 20.5
Katimavik 369 11 42 55 47 48 48 31 33 50 23 377 364 13 3.6
Knoxdale 383 8 58 54 47 48 47 53 39 346 326 20 6.1
Lakeview 204 5 60 56 45 36 23 32 252 238 14 5.9
Le Phare 314 0 50 51 34 41 59 31 266 261 5 1.9
Manor Park 607 0 66 69 35 27 34 23 14 268 246 22 8.9
Manordale 355 0 16 15 | 12 16 12 13 12 96 107 -11 -10.3
Manotick 279 0 30 27 24 19 21 16 137 136 1 0.7
Maple Ridge 595 2 29 39 33 26 21 30 11 27 29 245 404 -159 -39.4
Mary Honeywell 544 0 36 43 29 31 33 27 199 201 -2 -1.0
Orleans Wood 386 0 21 24 13 20 16 19 12 125 125 0 0.0
Parkwood Hills 403 0 76 47 60 52 53 44 47 379 358 21 5.9
Pleasant Park 282 5 67 60 57 59 42 48 37 370 363 7 1.9
Queen Elizabeth 600 0 13 13 26 27 -1 -3.7
Queenswood 335 0 0 88 -88 -100.0
Rideau Valley 423 0 24 39 35 98 116 -18 -15.5
Robert Bateman 591 0 36 39 28 25 26 20 27 201 188 13 6.9
Robert Hopkins 430 0 32 23 27 22 12 24 140 128 12 9.4
Roberta Bondar 705 4 48 33 37 20 34 25 30 42 37 306 283 23 8.1
Roch Carrier 418 8 77 58 57 57 47 18 25 339 281 58 0.0
Rockcliffe Park 315 5 63 66 48 38 45 35 29 324 296 28 9.5
Sawmill Creek 587 0 42 37 34 36 28 31 32 30 35 305 292 13 4.5
Sir W. Churchill 639 0 79 68 147 137 10 7.3
Stephen Leacock 483 12 117 | 108 | 101 69 63 60 56 55 57 686 631 55 8.7
Steve MacLean 549 3 76 70 63 45 23 24 24 11 336 230 106 46.1
Stittsville 550 3 75 100 | 65 55 52 33 380 347 33 9.5
Stonecrest 590 3 46 42 31 42 32 34 25 23 31 306 319 -13 -4.1
Terry Fox 291 4 12 19 15 13 8 5 9 29 20 130 135 -5 -3.7
Trillium 598 0 29 19 29 33 24 23 30 29 18 234 244 -10 -4.1
Vincent Massey 698 0 27 17 21 14 15 14 12 38 40 198 166 32 19.3
W.O. Mitchell 521 8 35 38 37 32 26 24 16 54 53 315 283 32 11.3
Woodroffe 452 10 125 | 122 | 101 74 76 60 50 608 544 64 11.8
Total EFI nla | nial7//] 2661 | 2502] 2159 | 1881 [ 1739 | 1501 [ 1346 [ 1325 1167 16,281 ] 15,266 ] 1015 | 6.6
Ottawa-Carleton District School Board Enrolment Staffing Data Unit/26 January 2009
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Middle French Immersion Program

School

Cap

D. R. Kennedy

522

Featherston

419

Greenbank

551

Hopewell

800

Kars

210

Katimavik

369

Knoxdale

383

Metcalfe

437

Queen Elizabeth

600

Stonecrest

590

owoom',jwoooo‘u

Trillium

598

Total MFI

n/a

=}
=
9)

JK SK 1 2 3
.
-

-
.
.
-
.

Oct 08
Total

Oct 07
Total

Difference

+-

%

62

53

57

57

38

267

247

20

8.1

44

35

29

40

29

177

169

8

4.7

65

68

133

111

22

19.8

43

23

35

13

23

137

112

25

22.3

13

13

13

97

84

45

53

32

311

230

81

35.2

113

68

76

257

224

33

14.7

15

15

15

11

15

15

16

13

70

65

5

7.7

10

19

11

20

66

81

-15

-18.5

29

29

29

Late French Immersion Progral

3

.

433 | 288 | 276

255

223

1,475

1,239

236

19.0

School

Cap

Alta Vista

680

Broadview

692

Castor Valley

458

Cedarview

711

Fitzroy Centennial

268

Glashan

386

Goulbourn

400

Greenbank

551

Henry Larsen

575

Henry Munro

746

Rideau Valley

423

Sir W. Churchill

639

Stephen Leacock

483

Stonecrest

590

Trillium

598

gom',\‘,ooooosoor\)ouoo‘u

Total LFI

n/a

Congregated Gifted English

JK SK | 2 3 4 5 6
.
o 7
.
2 7
.
7.0 7 7
-~~~ ‘'
727 " " .
... B -~~~
////////////////////////////////////
. . .~--.-6
.

2
. _
D70
Vi 000000000

Oct 08
Total

Oct 07
Total

Difference

+-

%

24

18

42

56

-14

-25.0

64

47

111

121

-10

-8.3

22

19

41

41

0

0.0

24

28

52

60

-8

-13.3

17

-17

-100.0

38

46

84

71

13

18.3

27

20

47

46

1

2.2

41

36

77

67

10

14.9

24

19

43

51

-8

-15.7

25

29

54

49

5

10.2

15

24

33

-9

-27.3

26

25

51

57

-6

-10.5

43

49

92

78

=

4

17.9

21

28

49

51

0
2

-3.9

388

379

767

798

-31

-3.9

School

Cap

Bridlewood

435

Broadview

692

Cedarview

711

Glashan

386

Hawthorne

499

Henry Munro

746

John Young

529

Mutchmor

386

o|o|o|o|o|Nv| ool

Total Gifted ENG

n/a

Congregated Gifted Early Fr

Oct 08
Total

Oct .07
Total

Difference

+/-

%

JK | sK
27

13

10

23

24

-1

-4.2

2,7 16 | 25

24

24

89

100

-11

-11.0

v/ 11 | 13

12

13

49

25

24

96.0

27

24

24

48

50

-2

-4.0

7 9 | 6 8 | 12 | 12

12

13

72

82

-10

-12.2

2.7

12

21

21

0

0.0

V4] 11 | 11 ] 13 13 9 13

70

74

-5.4

V) 10| 13| 25 | 23 | 25 | 24

120

125

-4.0

%77/ 21 | 33 | 44 | aa | 73 | 87

97

93

492

501

' N
ola|s

-1.8

School

Cap

First Avenue

394

Greenbank

551

Henry Larsen

575

Hopewell

800

Knoxdale

383

Vincent Massey

698

Total Gifted EFI

n/a

Alternative

Oct 08
Total

Oct 07
Total

Difference

+/-

%

skl 1121 3] a
2 7 ) 25| 25

50

50

0

0.0

. _

11

14

25

25

0.0

12

12

47

43

9.3

/////////////////////////z/////////// 13 | 10

]

25

25

50

48

4.2

] 12 | 13

25

25

0.0

] 13| 12

11

14

50

45

glo|Nn|(~]|Oo

11.1

M k) 63 | 60

59

65

247

236

=
[N

4.7

School

Cap

JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6

SE

Oct 08
Total

QOct 07
Total

Difference

+/-

%

Churchill

369

26 46 49 47 42 39 45 49

343

376

-33

-8.8

Fisher/Summit

803

69

70

139

134

5

3.7

Grant

233

6 12

15

10

16

12

23

111

123

-12

-9.8

Lady Evelyn

337

22 36

37

33

36

37

36

279

290

-11

-3.8

Manor Park

607

5 16

13

21

22

30

20

147

209

-62

-29.7

Riverview (Ottawa;

372

22 31

42

30

32

22

18

229

246

-17

-6.9

Total Alt

n/a

n/a

81 141

156

141

148

140

142

142

69

70

18

1,248

1,378

-130

-9.4

Ottawa-Carleton District School Board
Elementary Enrolment Statistics

Appendix A
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Split Class Totals by Year by Program

200

100

0
2004-2005

2005-2006

2006-2007

(Spe excluded)
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009
Reg 215 202 236 321 353
EFI 89 82 92 122 167
MFI 7 3 5 8 10
LFI 2 2 2 1 2
ALT 40 38 41 45 48
Total 353 327 376 497 580
700
600 -
500
EALT
oLF | 400
OMFI
HEFI 300
OReg

2007-2008

2008-2009

Planning Division

C-25

23 August 2009



Split Classes Detail by Year by Program

2004-2005 Number of Split Grade Classes on 31 October 2004

Total Total %
Program JK/SK | SK/1 1/2 1/2/3 2/3 3/4 3/4/5 4/5 4/5/6 5/6 5/6/7 6/7 6/7/8 7/8 Splits Classes
Reg 71 0 39 1 24 25 0 27 0 25 0 1 0 2 215 1237 17.38%
EFI 0 0 20 0 27 14 0 13 1 11 0 1 0 2 89 525 16.95%
MFI 1 0 4 0 0 0 2 7 35 20.00%
LFI 0 2 2 25 8.00%
ALT 13 0 5 1 6 4 0 8 0 3 0 0 0 0 40 61 65.57%
Total 84 0 64 2 57 43 0 49 1 43 0 2 0 8 353 1883 18.75%
2005-2006 Number of Split Grade Classes on 31 October 2005
Total Total %
Program JK/SK | SK/1 1/2 1/2/3 2/3 3/4 3/4/5 4/5 4/5/6 5/6 5/6/7 6/7 6/7/8 7/8 Splits Classes
Reg 68 0 34 3 32 16 1 27 0 15 0 1 0 5 202 1216 16.61%
EFI 1 0 16 0 26 11 0 12 1 10 0 1 0 4 82 558 14.70%
MFI 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 43 6.98%
LFI 0 2 2 28 7.14%
ALT 11 0 8 1 5 4 0 3 2 4 0 0 0 0 38 64 59.38%
Total 80 0 58 4 63 31 1 42 3 32 0 2 0 11 327 1909 17.13%
2006-2007 Number of Split Grade Classes on 31 October 2006
Total Total %
Program JK/SK | SK/1 1/2 1/2/3 2/3 3/4 3/4/5 4/5 4/5/6 5/6 5/6/7 6/7 6/7/8 7/8 Splits Classes
Reg 68 0 41 1 47 13 0 39 0 21 0 0 0 6 236 1191 19.82%
EFI 1 0 19 0 25 12 0 17 2 10 0 4 0 2 92 613 15.01%
MFI 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 5 42 11.90%
LFI 0 2 2 28 7.14%
ALT 15 0 6 1 6 4 0 4 1 4 0 0 0 0 41 62 66.13%
Total 84 0 66 2 78 29 0 62 3 38 0 4 0 10 376 1936 19.42%
BLT C-26 2009




Split Classes Detail by Year by Program

2007-2008 Number of Split Grade Classes on 31 October 2007

Total Total %
Program JK/SK | SK/1 1/2 1/2/3 2/3 3/4 3/4/5 4/5 4/5/6 5/6 5/6/7 6/7 6/7/8 7/8 Splits Classes
Reg 79 0 62 0 56 31 0 42 0 38 0 2 0 11 321 1173 27.37%
EFI 0 0 27 0 32 17 0 21 0 18 1 3 0 3 122 672 18.15%
MFI 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 8 43 18.60%
LFI 0 1 1 19 5.26%
ALT 15 0 10 0 4 8 0 1 3 4 0 0 0 0 45 62 72.58%
Total 94 0 99 0 92 56 0 67 3 65 1 5 0 15 497 2041 24.35%
2008-2009 Number of Split Grade Classes on 31 October 2008
Total Total %
Program JK/SK | SK/1 1/2 1/2/3 2/3 3/4 3/4/5 4/5 4/5/6 5/6 5/6/7 6/7 6/7/8 7/8 Splits Classes
Reg 84 0 55 0 56 48 0 47 0 41 0 4 0 18 353 1213 29.10%
EFI 0 0 27 0 38 35 0 27 0 22 0 5 1 12 167 751 22.24%
MFI 6 0 2 0 1 0 1 10 53 18.87%
LFI 0 2 2 29 6.90%
ALT 12 0 11 1 2 8 0 4 1 9 0 0 0 0 48 57 84.21%
Total 96 0 93 1 96 91 0 84 1 74 0 10 1 33 580 2103 27.58%
BLT C-27 2009




Non-Exceptional Students with IEP by Program on 31 October 2008

Ottawa-Carleton District School Board

ELEMENTARY
IEP Program

Program Students | Enrolment %
Alternative 83 1,248 6.65%
Early French Immersion 226 16,281 1.39%
Middle French Immersion 12 1,475 0.81%
Late French Immersion 6 767 0.78%
Regular 1215 26,134 4.65%
Special Education 0 1,618 0.00%
TOTAL 1,542 47,523 3.24%

Source: Data is reported as extracted from the Trillium Student Information System.
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Ottawa-Carleton District School Board

Number of IPRC'd Students by Program and Reported by Exceptionality on 31 October 2008

ELEMENTARY
IPRC'd Program
Program Reported Exceptionality Students Enrolment | % IPRC'd
Alternative Program Giftedness 21 1.68%
All other exceptionalities 137 10.98%
Total 158 1,248 12.66%
IPRC'd Program
Program Reported Exceptionality Students Enrolment | % IPRC'd
Early French Immersion Giftedness 368 2.26%
All other exceptionalities 191 1.17%
Total 559 16,281 3.43%
IPRC'd Program
Program Reported Exceptionality Students Enrolment | % IPRC'd
Middle French Immersion Giftedness 99 6.71%
All other exceptionalities 14 0.95%
Total 113 1,475 7.66%
IPRC'd Program
Program Reported Exceptionality Students Enrolment | % IPRC'd
Late French Immersion Giftedness 40 5.22%
All other exceptionalities 22 2.87%
Total 62 767 8.08%
IPRC'd Program
Program Reported Exceptionality Students Enrolment | % IPRC'd
Regular Program Giftedness 168 0.64%
All other exceptionalities 2375 9.09%
Total 2,543 26,134 9.73%
IPRC'd Program
Program Reported Exceptionality Students Enrolment | % IPRC'd
Special Education Giftedness 736 45.49%
All other exceptionalities 880 54.39%
Total 1,616 1,618 99.88%

Source: Data is reported as extracted from the Trillium Student Information System.
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Ottawa-Carleton District School Board

Number of Students Whose Mother Tongue is Not English and the Number of Students Whose Language Spoken at Home is Not English

Mother Tongue is Not English

Program
JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 [TOTAL[Enrolmeny %
Regular Program 1045 644 742 812 859 712 869 914 865 861 | 8,323 | 26,134 | 31.85%
Early French Immersion 456 482 340 278 215 173 153 147 119 | 2,363 | 16,281 | 14.51%
Middle French Immersion 181 132 109 123 76 621 1,475 42.10%
Late French Immerison 127 123 250 767 32.59%
Alternative Program 21 37 39 35 43 25 32 39 8 7 286 1,230 | 23.25%
Special Education Program Class 1 8 36 34 38 35 53 67 72 86 430 1,636 | 26.28%
Total| 1,067 | 1,145 | 1,299 | 1,221 | 1,218 | 1,168 | 1,259 | 1,282 | 1,342 | 1,272 | 12,273 | 47,523 | 25.83%
31 October 2008 Enrolment| 4,309 | 4,580 | 4,752 | 4,666 | 4,601 | 4,708 | 4,872 | 4,912 | 5,006 | 5,117 | 47,523
% of Mother Tongue is Not English 24.769%0|25.0090| 27.34%|26.17%| 26.47% | 24.81% | 25.84% | 26.10% | 26.81% | 24.86% [ 25.83%
Language Spoken at Home is Not English
Program
JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 [TOTAL[Enrolmeny %
Regular Program 1115 612 719 780 863 723 851 920 833 828 | 8,244 | 26,134 | 31.55%
Early French Immersion 518 516 376 329 251 215 187 176 144 | 2,712 | 16,281 | 16.66%
Middle French Immersion 200 142 115 120 74 651 1,475 44.14%
Late French Immerison 129 126 255 767 33.25%
Alternative Program 22 41 39 32 43 26 35 38 8 6 290 1,230 | 23.58%
Special Education Program Class 1 8 32 33 39 34 57 70 77 86 437 1,636 | 26.71%
Total| 1,138 | 1,179 | 1,306 | 1,221 | 1,274 | 1,234 | 1,300 | 1,330 | 1,343 | 1,264 | 12,589 | 47,523 | 26.49%
31 October 2008 Enrolment| 4,309 | 4,580 | 4,752 | 4,666 | 4,601 | 4,708 | 4,872 | 4,912 | 5,006 | 5,117 | 47,523
% of Langauge Spoken at Home is Not Eng|26.41%(25.74%(27.48%(26.17%|27.69%|26.21%|26.68%|27.08%|26.83%(24.70% (26.49%

Note: Approximately 4714 students Language Name field in Trillium student database is blank, therefore the number of students whose mother tongue or
language spoken at home is not English may be even higher.
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OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Core Program Gender Summary

Core Program Summary

JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 04 %
F 1830 970 1132 1306 1399 1471 1475 1554 1373 1455 13,965 | 45.95%
M 1866 1126 1388 1508 1626 1696 1765 1848 1717 1887 16,427 | 54.05%
Total 3696 2096 2520 2814 3025 3167 3240 3402 3090 3342 30,392 | 100.00%

JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 05 %
F 1986 1004 1099 1214 1351 1337 1553 1535 1306 1349 13,734 | 46.02%
M 1985 1110 1347 1489 1681 1588 1705 1844 1651 1708 16,108 | 53.98%
Total 3971 2114 2446 2703 3032 2925 3258 3379 2957 3057 29,842 | 100.00%

JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 06 %
F 2033 886 1044 1142 1315 1274 1413 1576 1254 1330 11,234 | 45.02%
M 2030 1086 1194 1406 1643 1612 1631 1832 1652 1663 13,719 | 54.98%
Total 4063 1972 2238 2548 2958 2886 3044 3408 2906 2993 24,953 | 100.00%

JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 07 %
F 1966 906 995 1122 1229 1219 1336 1454 1335 1340 12,902 | 45.84%
M 2074 1043 1174 1275 1487 1546 1652 1693 1569 1733 15,246 | 54.16%
Total 4040 1949 2169 2397 2716 2765 2988 3147 2904 3073 28,148 | 100.00%

JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 08 %
F 2123 857 991 1113 1228 1032 1285 1371 1225 1370 10,472 | 45.41%
M 2178 1041 1167 1295 1355 1364 1565 1645 1535 1624 12,591 | 54.59%
Total 4301 1898 2158 2408 2583 2396 2850 3016 2760 2994 23,063 | 100.00%

3 Year Average
%
F 45.42%
M 54.58%
Total 100.00%

Planning Division C-31 11 November 2009



Percentage by Grade

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Core Program Gender Summary

Oct 04 JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 4951% | 46.28% | 44.92% | 46.41% | 46.25% | 46.45% | 45.52% | 45.68% | 44.43% | 43.54%
M 50.49% | 53.72% | 55.08% | 53.59% | 53.75% | 53.55% | 54.48% | 54.32% | 55.57% | 56.46%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00%6 | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Oct 05 JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 50.01% | 47.49% | 44.93% | 44.91% | 44.56% | 45.99% | 47.67% | 45.43% | 44.17% | 44.13%
M 49.99% | 52.51% | 55.07% | 55.09% | 55.44% | 54.63% | 52.33% | 54.57% | 55.83% | 55.87%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%6 | 100.00% | 100.61% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Oct 06 JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 50.04% | 44.93% | 46.65% | 44.82% | 44.46% | 44.14% | 46.42% | 46.24% | 43.15% | 44.44%
M 49.96% | 55.07% | 53.35% | 55.18% | 55.54% | 55.86% | 53.58% | 53.76% | 56.85% | 55.56%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%6 | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Oct 07 JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 48.66% | 46.49% | 45.87% | 46.81% | 45.25% | 44.09% | 44.71% | 46.20% | 45.97% | 43.61%
M 51.34% | 53.51% | 54.13% | 53.19% | 54.75% | 55.91% | 55.29% | 53.80% | 54.03% | 56.39%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%6 | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Oct 08 JK SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 49.36% | 45.15% | 45.92% | 46.22% | 47.54% | 43.07% | 45.09% | 45.46% | 44.38% | 45.76%
M 50.64% | 54.85% | 54.08% | 53.78% | 52.46% | 56.93% | 54.91% | 54.54% | 55.62% | 54.24%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Note: Includes Alternative program students.
Planning Division C-32 11 November 2009



Alternative Program Summary

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Alternative Program Gender Summary

31 October 2004 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total %
F 58 76 82 88 106 80 83 72 36 48 729 45.9%
M 70 94 99 106 85 101 108 98 45 52 858 54.1%
Total 128 170 181 194 191 181 191 170 81 100 1587 100.0%
31 October 2005 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total %
F 64 64 82 82 88 76 74 81 30 35 676 45.5%
M 71 81 99 98 100 82 96 95 41 48 811 54.5%
Total 135 145 181 180 188 158 170 176 71 83 1487 100.0%
31 October 2006 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total %
F 76 66 65 79 81 60 75 68 26 29 625 43.9%
M 76 88 86 95 102 97 89 88 37 42 800 56.1%
Total 152 154 151 174 183 157 164 156 63 71 1425 100.0%
31 October 2007 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total %
F 71 77 72 65 75 61 67 70 32 28 618 45.3%
M 72 75 83 90 96 83 97 76 37 37 746 54.7%
Total 143 152 155 155 171 144 164 146 69 65 1364 100.0%
31 October 2008 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total %
F 39 69 83 67 62 63 60 57 30 32 562 45.7%
M 42 72 73 74 86 77 82 85 39 38 668 54.3%
Total 81 141 156 141 148 140 142 142 69 70 1230 100.0%
3 Year Average
Gender %
F 44.9%
M 55.1%
Total ]100.0%
Planning C-33 9 September 2009



Percentage by Grade

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Alternative Program Gender Summary

31 October 2004 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 45.3% | 44.7% | 45.3% | 45.4% | 55.5% | 44.2% | 43.5% | 42.4% | 44.4% | 48.0%
M 54.7% | 55.3% | 54.7% | 54.6% | 44.5% | 55.8% | 56.5% | 57.6% | 55.6% | 52.0%
Total [100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%

31 October 2005 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 47.4% | 44.1% | 45.3% | 45.6% | 46.8% | 48.1% | 43.5% | 46.0% | 42.3% | 42.2%
M 52.6% | 55.9% | 54.7% | 54.4% | 53.2% | 51.9% | 56.5% | 54.0% | 57.7% | 57.8%
Total [100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%

31 October 2006 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 50.0% | 42.9% | 43.0% | 45.4% | 44.3% | 38.2% | 45.7% | 43.6% | 41.3% | 40.8%
M 50.0% [ 57.1% | 57.0% | 54.6% | 55.7% | 61.8% | 54.3% | 56.4% | 58.7% | 59.2%
Total [100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%

31 October 2007 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 49.7% | 50.7% | 46.5% | 41.9% | 43.9% | 42.4% | 40.9% | 47.9% | 46.4% | 43.1%
M 50.3% | 49.3% | 53.5% | 58.1% | 56.1% | 57.6% | 59.1% | 52.1% | 53.6% | 56.9%
Total [100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%

31 October 2008 | Gender JK SK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 48.1% | 48.9% | 53.2% | 47.5% | 41.9% | 45.0% | 42.3% | 40.1% | 43.5% | 45.7%
M 51.9% [ 51.1% | 46.8% | 52.5% | 58.1% | 55.0% | 57.7% | 59.9% | 56.5% | 54.3%
Total [100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%0|100.0%6|100.0%
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OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Early French Immersion Gender Summary 2004-2008

Early French Immerison Summary

31 October 2004 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 04 %
F 1113 1093 943 888 806 718 640 649 724 7,574 54.78%
M 1090 920 756 728 648 550 541 507 511 6,251 45.22%
Total 2203 2013 1699 1616 1454 1268 1181 1156 1235 13,825 | 100.00%

31 October 2005 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 05 %
F 1110 1125 998 881 843 752 706 611 642 7,668 54.65%
M 1057 1034 807 675 685 597 524 490 495 6,364 45.35%
Total 2167 2159 1805 1556 1528 1349 1230 1101 1137 14,032 | 100.00%

31 October 2006 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 06 %
F 1245 1154 1030 913 835 770 721 674 608 7,950 54.84%
M 1109 997 914 730 611 648 582 490 466 6,547 45.16%
Total 2354 2151 1944 1643 1446 1418 1303 1164 1074 14,497 | 100.00%

31 October 2007 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 07 %
F 1307 1253 1075 981 881 788 774 666 653 8,378 54.88%
M 1171 1075 908 818 713 579 629 510 485 6,888 45.12%
Total 2478 2328 1983 1799 1594 1367 1403 1176 1138 15,266 | 100.00%

31 October 2008 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 08 %
F 1348 1299 1171 1012 951 828 763 723 655 8,750 54.37%
M 1283 1165 959 850 772 658 562 582 513 7,344 45.63%
Total 2631 2464 2130 1862 1723 1486 1325 1305 1168 16,094 | 100.00%

3 Year Average
%
F 54.70%
M 45.30%
Total 100.00%

Planning Division C-35 28 September 2009



Percentage by Grade

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Early French Immersion Gender Summary 2004-2008

31 October 2004 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

F 50.52% | 54.30% | 55.50% | 54.95% | 55.43% | 56.62% | 54.19% | 56.14% | 58.62%

M 49.48% | 45.70% | 44.50% | 45.05% | 44.57% | 43.38% | 45.81% | 43.86% | 41.38%

Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
31 October 2005 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

F 51.22% | 52.11% | 55.29% | 56.62% | 55.17% | 55.74% | 57.40% | 55.50% | 56.46%

M 48.78% | 47.89% | 44.71% | 43.38% | 44.83% | 44.26% | 42.60% | 44.50% | 43.54%

Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
31 October 2006 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

F 52.89% | 53.65% | 52.98% | 55.57% | 57.75% | 54.30% | 55.33% | 57.90% | 56.61%

M 47.11% | 46.35% | 47.02% | 44.43% | 42.25% | 45.70% | 44.67% | 42.10% | 43.39%

Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
31 October 2007 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

F 52.74% | 53.82% | 54.21% | 54.53% | 55.27% | 57.64% | 55.17% | 56.63% | 57.38%

M 47.26% | 46.18% | 45.79% | 45.47% | 44.73% | 42.36% | 44.83% | 43.37% | 42.62%

Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
31 October 2008 SK I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

F 51.24% | 52.72% | 54.98% | 54.35% | 55.19% | 55.72% | 57.58% | 55.40% | 56.08%

M 48.76% | 47.28% | 45.02% | 45.65% | 44.81% | 44.28% | 42.42% | 44.60% | 43.92%

Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Planning Division C-36
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Middle French Immerison Summary

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Middle French Immersion Gender Summary 2004-2008

31 October 2004 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 04 %
F 174 110 97 97 57 535 59.12%
M 124 86 51 66 43 370 40.88%
Total 298 196 148 163 100 905 100.00%

31 October 2005 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 05 %
F 178 152 92 93 89 604 55.98%
M 167 112 80 50 66 475 44.02%
Total 345 264 172 143 155 1079 ] 100.00%

31 October 2006 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 06 %
F 191 156 148 84 87 666 57.17%
M 136 133 108 73 49 499 42.83%
Total 327 289 256 157 136 1165 ] 100.00%

31 October 2007 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 07 %
F 163 170 142 125 78 678 54,72%
M 147 119 120 105 70 561 45.28%
Total 310 289 262 230 148 1239 ] 100.00%

31 October 2008 4 5 6 7 8 Oct 08 %
F 240 150 162 144 122 818 55.46%
M 193 138 114 111 101 657 44.54%
Total 433 288 276 255 223 1475 ] 100.00%

Planning Division

3 Year Average

%

F 55.78%
M 44.22%
Total 100.00%

C-37
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Percentage by Grade

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Middle French Immersion Gender Summary 2004-2008

31 October 2004 4 5 6 7 8
F 58.39% | 56.12% | 65.54% | 59.51% | 57.00%
M 41.61% | 43.88% | 34.46% | 40.49% | 43.00%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
31 October 2005 4 5 6 7 8
F 51.59% | 57.58% | 53.49% | 65.03% | 57.42%
M 48.41% | 42.42% | 46.51% | 34.97% | 42.58%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
31 October 2006 4 5 6 7 8
F 58.41% | 53.98% | 57.81% | 53.50% | 63.97%
M 4159% | 46.02% | 42.19% | 46.50% | 36.03%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
31 October 2007 4 5 6 7 8
F 52.58% | 58.82% | 54.20% | 54.35% | 52.70%
M 47.42% | 41.18% | 45.80% | 45.65% | 47.30%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
31 October 2008 4 5 6 7 8
F 55.43% | 52.08% | 58.70% | 56.47% | 54.71%
M 4457% | 47.92% | 41.30% | 43.53% | 45.29%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%

Planning Division
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Late French Immersion Summary

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Late French Immersion Gender Summary 2004-2008

31 October 2004 7 8 Oct 04 %
F 261 226 487 55.91%
M 206 178 384 44.09%
Total 467 404 871 100.00%
31 October 2005 7 8 Oct 05 %
F 264 240 504 58.88%
M 170 182 352 41.12%
Total 434 422 856 100.00%
31 October 2006 7 8 Oct 06 %
F 288 256 544 62.96%
M 163 157 320 37.04%
Total 451 413 864 100.00%
31 October 2007 7 8 Oct 07 %
F 235 242 477 62.96%
M 199 122 321 37.04%
Total 434 364 798 100.00%
31 October 2008 7 8 Oct 08 %
F 215 210 425 55.41%
M 173 169 342 44.59%
Total 388 379 767 100.00%
Planning Division C-39

3 Year Average

%

F 60.45%
M 39.55%
Total 100.00%

28 September 2009



Percentage by Grade

OTTAWA-CARLETON DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD

Late French Immersion Gender Summary 2004-2008

31 October 2004 7 8
F 55.89% [ 55.94%
M 44.11% | 44.06%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00%

31 October 2005 7 8
F 60.83% | 56.87%
M 39.17% | 43.13%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00%

31 October 2006 7 8
F 63.86% | 61.99%
M 36.14% | 38.01%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00%

31 October 2007 7 8
F 54.15% | 66.48%
M 45.85% | 33.52%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00%

31 October 2008 7 8
F 55.41% | 55.41%
M 4459% | 44.59%
Total | 100.00% | 100.00%

Planning Division

C-40
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Appendix D

School Allocation Formula



Ele

tary Panel

Description

Allocation Details

Formula/Amount

School Operating

Pre-determined allocation based
on each school's projected enrolment

$71.04 X ADE Enrolment

Intermediate School Allocation

Applicable to Grades 7 and 8

$3.78 X Intermediate ADE Enrolment

Allocation for Beacon Schools

Applicable to identified schools

$9.35 per ADE

Special Education Allocation

Based on number of full-time
equivalent (FTE) Special Educatior
Teachers in the school

$466 X Special Education Teacher
FTE in the school

Student Special Education Allocatior

Applicable for DD, Orthopedic
and Autism students

$150 X ADE of identified students

Small School Allowance

Applicable to schools with enrolment
less than 300

$6.17 X ADE Enrolment

Field Trip/ Late Bus Allocation

Allocation based
on each school's projected enrolment

$5.00 X ADE Enrolment

JK/SK Allocation

Allocation based
on each school's projected enrolment

$4.45 X JK/SK ADE Enrolment

Long Distance Allocation

Given to suburban schools where needed
to provide financial assistance with long
distance telephone expenditures

Based on prior year's Allocation

Breakfast Program

Self-explanatory

Determined by School Board Budget and
OCRI funding.

Professional Development

Mandated by Collective Agreement

$10.00 X FTE Teachers

Office & Technician Assistance Funds

Based on School's Administrative &
Support Full-Time Equivalent (FTE)
staffing

Determined by Staffing (FTE)
formulas

Occasional Teacher Funds

Based on School's Academic
Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) staffing

Determined by Staffing (FTE)
formulas




