SUMMER
LEARNING 2015
CREATING OPPORTUNITIES FOR STUDENTS

Confidential Report to the Literacy and Numeracy Secretariat

NOVEMBER 2015

Table of Contents
About Summer Learning in Ontario .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 2
2015 Highlights  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 2
Summer Learning Program: 2015 Report .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 3
The Ontario Summer Learning Website .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 3
Statistical Data and Overview of Summer Learning 2015 .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 4
Observations: Summer Learning 2015  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 4
Boards’ Research Reports .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 6
Summer Learning Audit Visits .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 7
Considerations for 2016  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 9
Conclusion .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 10
Appendix A – Statistical Data and Overview of Summer Learning 2015 .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 11
Appendix B – Greater Essex County District School Board Research Report  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 23
Appendix C – Audit Visits English Language Boards  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 38
Appendix D – Audit Visits French Language Boards .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 46

SUMMER LEARNING 2015 | CREATING OPPORTUNITIES FOR STUDENTS

1

About Summer Learning in Ontario
Since 2010, the Summer Learning Programs (SLPs) coordinated by the Council of Ontario
Directors of Education (CODE) and funded and guided by the Literacy and Numeracy
Secretariat (LNS) have been creating more learning opportunities for primary and –
beginning in 2015 – junior division students. Now expanded to all 72 Ontario district school
boards and one school authority, the intent of the SLP remains the same: minimize summer
learning loss and increase confidence for students who would benefit from engaging and
interactive classes in literacy and numeracy; provide support for First Nations, Métis and
Inuit (FNMI) literacy, culture and knowledge; and encourage purposeful interaction among
students, parents and communities.
Prepared by CODE, this report on the 2015 Summer Learning Programs builds upon the
previous successes of this important and beneficial initiative.

2015 Highlights
Successes – blended classes, robotics, junior division added –
and some new challenges
The early years of the Summer Learning Program were distinguished by an overarching
focus on literacy skill development. The success of the SLP in achieving this goal is now well
documented thanks to a significant research component (to determine if summer learning
programs minimize summer learning loss and, for some pupils, increase student achievement)
embedded in the 2010-2014 SLP offerings.
Based on the data collected in 2014, the LNS Accountability Report clearly indicated that
blended classes (literacy and numeracy instruction) appeared to promote significant gains
for students. As a result, many summer learning programs initiated blended classes for 2015.
Another new aspect of the 2015 SLP was the introduction of robotics kits to 35 summer
learning boards. In addition to providing a preview of the integration of robotics into Ontario
classrooms this fall, the kits were used to increase student engagement and develop more
hands-on literacy and numeracy learning situations.
Also for 2015, boards could expand their SLPs to include students in the junior division.
As a result, over 10,000 K-5 students from 69 district school boards across the province
participated in summer learning programs this year.
When boards and school authorities were contacted in December 2014 about participating
in the 2015 program, a positive response was received from all 72 district school boards and
three school authorities. As the year progressed, however, it became apparent that school
authorities were facing challenges in attracting sufficient students in order to organize classes
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according to their Letter of Agreement. This resulted in only one school authority offering
the summer learning program in 2015.
Due to the recent labour situation, three district school boards decided not to offer summer
learning in 2015. Despite extensive discussions taking place, Directors of Education for the
three boards notified CODE in June that they would be unable to participate in the 2015 SLP.

Summer Learning Program: 2015 Report
This report:
 Provides statistical information, including the number of students participating in summer
learning in Ontario and the locations of programs (see Appendix A);
 Highlights observations from regional leads and shares information from their ongoing
discussions and communication with board leads;
 Includes research reports from the Greater Essex County District School Board, which
were partially funded by CODE (see Appendix B);
 Describes visits to 10 English-language boards and three French-language boards
organized to determine the degree to which the deliverables specified in the CODE
Letter of Agreement are being met (see Appendix C and D);
 Offers considerations for summer learning in 2016.

The Ontario Summer Learning Website
With Ontario district school boards and one school authority offering summer learning
programs in 2015, it became apparent that the SLP had grown to the point where a central,
web-based resource hub would be beneficial to the program’s many stakeholders.
In 2015, CODE introduced the summer learning website
ontariosummerlearning.org. The site offers an easily-accessible,
one-stop location where teachers and program leads can find (and
share) helpful resources to enhance their summer learning experience,
along with thought-provoking articles, informative reports, discussion
forums, and the latest news on summer learning in Ontario.
Through the sharing of resources, information and success stories, the
SLP website is becoming a reflection of its users’ initiative and interest
in growing summer learning in Ontario. Its strength comes from those
who use the site, and from those who contribute. CODE encourages all
SLP stakeholders to make ontariosummerlearning.org part of their SLP
planning and engagement, and to contact their board leads to learn how
they too can contribute to this vibrant summer learning community.
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Statistical Data and Overview of Summer
Learning 2015
Please refer to Appendix A.

Observations: Summer Learning 2015
(Please note: This report is not intended to provide a comprehensive overview of the Summer
Learning Program since its inception; for past findings and observations, please refer to
previous years’ reports on the CODE website ontariodirectors.ca.)
The information below focuses on key areas of discussion between regional leads and board
coordinators/supervisory officers during and after the summer 2015 programs, and may be
helpful in moving summer learning forward in Ontario for 2016.
 Programs are more successful in boards where a supervisory officer has a strong commitment
to (and is actively involved in) summer learning.
 Summer learning board coordinators indicated there are closer connections to the curriculum
when boards use the coaching model and employ summer learning coaches to work with
the classroom teachers.
 A number of boards, especially in the primary division, utilized inquiry-based learning to
increase opportunities for student success.
 While all boards appeared to have strategies for communicating with parents, not all boards
actively involved parents in their summer learning programs (some boards demonstrated
greater success in this area; it would be helpful if these strategies could be communicated/
made available to all summer learning boards).
 Teacher recruitment and hiring practices vary greatly from board to board. Larger boards
appeared to have more rigorous recruitment and hiring practices and had a number of
returning teachers. Smaller boards, especially in the North, reported difficulties recruiting
teachers; in many cases, these boards reached out to occasional teachers.
 2015 professional development activities were more limited than in previous years due
to this year’s labour situation. However, most boards tried to incorporate some level of
professional development into their summer learning program. A few boards had up to
two days of teacher planning and professional development for the summer learning
program prior to commencement in July or August. Other boards organized activities
during the professional development days at the end of June and, in some situations,
boards provided planning time in the afternoon during the summer learning program.
Without exception, teachers involved in SLPs commented on the importance of the
planning time and the exceptional opportunities for professional development that took
place through participation in summer learning.
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 Boards are expanding communication processes with both parents and teachers. In 2015,
the level of contact with parents and the quality of the newsletters, reports and other
forms of communication was exceptional (samples can be found in the resources area of
the Ontario Summer Learning website ontariosummerlearning.org).
 Use of technology is now an accepted part of summer learning, whether it is in the
classroom, engaging parents, or for teacher planning and discussion. Several boards
reported using Google Docs in order to create opportunities for teachers to share resources,
post comments and connect professionally. Some boards also launched blogs for parents,
posted information on the board website, shared web videos, and had students communicate
with their parents through email.
 In the 35 boards that received Robotic kits, experiences ranged from teachers learning
about the kits to classrooms where the kits were integrated into literacy and numeracy
activities. The degree to which the kits were used appeared to be connected to previous
board activities and use of STEM resources.
 While boards were asked to organize and undertake a three-week summer learning
program, some were still planning their SLPs for only two weeks. These boards maintain
that they are offering the requisite 45 hours of instruction, and report that feedback from
parents and teachers is that a two-week program is preferred. This year, these boards
were contacted directly to ask that they consider a three week program. As a result, some
boards did modify their programs to the recommended three weeks; however, a number
of boards retained their two-week programs. Initial observations do not appear to indicate
that a two-week program is less successful.
 As the summer learning programs progressed, regional leads and the CODE coordinator
received a number of comments (some through email and others directly from boards
and parents) about the importance of summer learning and the impact it has on students.
These comments reinforce the informal observations of summer learning successes, and
the importance of these programs for students, teachers and parents.
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Boards’ Research Reports
“Educators found the (summer learning) program to be a means of immense
professional growth which extended beyond the program and into their practice,
by igniting their passion.”
– Greater Essex County District School Board

As the summer learning programs progress and mature, boards are expressing greater interest
in gathering and analyzing data for the purpose of improving instruction and connecting
summer learning to their board plans and overall goals for students.
This year, the Greater Essex County District School Board (GECDSB) approached CODE
regarding a summer learning program study they wished to undertake with the Council’s
support. (This report is attached as Appendix B; CODE also has permission to post the report
on its website ontariodirectors.ca.) The GECDSB report speaks to the impact of summer
learning on educator, parent and student,and concludes with the following paragraphs:
“Summer learning losses are a contributing factor to the achievement gap,
especially for low-income students. Developing this high-quality summer
learning program required a well-structured program with clear aims and a
solid framework. As a result students, educators and parents who participated
in the program experienced a range of positive effects.
“The summer learning program is an effective program with far reaching benefits
for all stakeholders. Educators found the program to be a means of immense
professional growth which extended beyond the program and into their practice,
by igniting their passion. Parents became active participants in their child’s
learning and changed ideas about how they can authentically engage with
schools. Through rigorous and engaging academic programming, as well as a
range of enrichment activities students demonstrated academic gains in reading
and math as well as enhanced confidence and growth mindset. The Greater
Essex County District School Board summer learning program is one way in
which education is moving from summer loss to summer advantage.”
It is also noteworthy that the Toronto District School Board
(TDSB) is conducting its own research study in conjunction with
the summer learning program. (TDSB tested over 2000 students
this year on the STAR testing platform.) The board has also
invested staff time and resources into preparing an analysis of
its summer learning programs for primary students, including
both the CODE/LNS-funded SLP classes and TDSB programs
organized and funded separately.
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It is recommended that, in February 2016, the GECDSB and TDSB superintendents
responsible for their respective summer learning programs and associated research staff
be invited to present to the LNS team and the CODE coordinator. The purpose of this
presentation and discussion will be to provide additional viewpoints and insight into
summer learning successes, challenges and results.
Please refer to Appendix B.

Summer Learning Audit Visits
This year for the first time, CODE representatives visited boards to look at adherence to the
deliverables specified in Summer Learning Program Letters of Agreement. The purpose of
these visits was to determine if the individual boards:
 Are meeting the 45-hour instructional requirement;
 Arranging parent engagement activities;
 Completing budget responsibilities;
 Developing community partnerships; and
 Offering a recreation component.
Meetings were conducted with 10 English-language boards and three French-language
boards. These sample boards, identified through discussions with the regional leads,
represented urban and rural, Catholic and public, and large and small boards. Most boards
identified a number of strengths, which are outlined in Appendix C (attached).
Three key areas of future needs and focus were identified:
1. Clarification of the recreation component. Many boards explained that the recreation
component is integrated into the summer learning program, and is therefore not a freestanding activity. While some boards still concentrate on swimming and sports activities,
most boards are now incorporating arts, music, dance/drama, and cultural activities into
their recreation components.
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2. Leadership at the Supervisory Officer level. As part of the audit process, a visit was
conducted with the supervisory officer responsible for the summer learning program
attending. It was noted that not all supervisory officers played an active role in the
summer learning program. In cases where superintendents were actively involved,
the programs appeared to have greater depth and breadth and more readily matched
(or exceeded) the expectations of the deliverables contained in the Letter of Agreement.
Another important finding: in situations where supervisory officers were involved,
trustees also had a greater understanding of the summer learning program.
3. Parent engagement was not uniformly evident. During the CODE visits, board
coordinators expressed an interest in learning what other boards are doing in the area
of engaging parents in their child’s summer learning. Opportunities for boards to learn
about these successful strategies would be helpful.
In addition, partnering with community organizations was found to be inconsistent around
the province, with larger and more urban boards appearing to have greater opportunities to
reach out and connect with community partners than their smaller or more rural counterparts.
A related area that could be further explored is the possibility of boards mentoring each other
and/or developing professional networking opportunities and strategies.
Please refer to Appendix C and D.
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Considerations for 2016
For summer learning 2016, the following considerations are presented for further discussion:
a. The 2016 Letter of Agreement for boards is modified to be more reflective of the recreation/
activity component boards are required to include in their summer learning programs.
This change, which will focus on student well-being and physical activity, would provide
boards with more flexibility to integrate these activities into their summer learning program.
b. Boards will still be asked to undertake a three-week program. In cases where boards indicate
they are unable to fulfill this requirement, they must complete a one-page rationale and
request an exemption from this deliverable.
c. Attendance is an area that still presents challenges for some boards. In certain situations
(generally the more rural and northern boards), classes were operated with less than
15 students. By the time boards were able to notify CODE of these lower enrolment
numbers, it was often too late to cancel these classes. Recognizing that parents are
nevertheless expecting these summer programs to be available and operating, a possible
consideration is to fund these classes at less than $15,000.00 per class. This is an area
that merits further discussion with LNS.
d. In some northern boards, recruitment of both teachers and students presented a challenge.
This summer, one northern board asked if they could pay accommodation expenses in
order to recruit a teacher from outside of their jurisdiction. In response to this request,
CODE indicated that SLP funding did not provide for this option. It is suggested that
this request be reviewed for summer learning 2016.
e. Some northern communities are only able to attract a very small number of students.
In some instances, this was partly due to the public board offering their summer learning
program in early July, while the Catholic board offered their program in late July, both
in the same community. Discussions with boards that fit this profile should be undertaken
in early 2016 to look at two possibilities: (1) these boards offer their programs in different
communities, or (2) public and Catholic boards organize a joint summer learning program.
Regional leads could facilitate discussions between the appropriate superintendents.
f. For the past two years, board leads and coordinators have inquired about inaugurating
an annual provincial meeting to share summer learning successes and experiences, and to
discuss possible solutions to challenges. Although regional leads have organized similar
meetings for boards by cluster, it is suggested that a provincial meeting be organized in
early spring for summer learning coordinators and supervisory officers. Such an undertaking would require that boards pay for the transportation and accommodation costs for
staff attending. Based on the comments from boards, there is flexibility in their summer
learning funding to provide for staff participation in a provincial meeting.
g. As part of the Letter of Agreement, board staff will be required to make a presentation to
the board of trustees on their summer learning program. This may provide an impetus
for supervisory officers to be more involved in summer learning programs while offering
trustees an opportunity to hear about summer learning successes within their own board.
SUMMER LEARNING 2015 | CREATING OPPORTUNITIES FOR STUDENTS
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h. The summer visit schedule will be modified for 2016. In previous years, regional leads
visited summer learning classrooms as programs were underway. Going forward, the
intent is for regional leads to visit prior to the start of summer learning in order to speak
with boards that could benefit from more assistance and support as they plan and develop
their summer learning programs.

Conclusion
Once again, the SLP was very successful in creating opportunities for students across Ontario
to minimize summer learning loss. CODE is pleased to report that over 10,000 students
participated in summer learning programs in 2015, and we continue to receive many supportive
comments from supervisory officers, principals, teachers, parents and students about their
CODE/LNS summer learning experiences.
As plans progress for summer learning 2016, the overwhelming commitment from boards
remains one of the program’s greatest assets. Thanks to their support and dedication, summer
learning in Ontario continues to be a hallmark program that supports those students who
will benefit the most. CODE is extremely pleased to be a partner working with boards and
the LNS to build more opportunities for Ontario students.
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Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

Superior
North
Catholic

Leah Vanderwey
Superintendent of Education
lvanderwey@sncdsb.on.ca
807-825-3209 x35

Donica LeBlanc
Supervising Principal
donica_leblanc@lakeheadschools.ca
807-625-5114
Rainy River Dianne Thompson
System Principal
Dianne.thompson@mail-rrdsb.com
807-275-5210 (cell)
Northwest Brendan Hyatt
Catholic
Superintendent of Education
bhyatt@tncdsb.on.ca
807-274-2931ext.1233
Thunder
Dave Bragnalo
Bay
Education Officer
Catholic
dbragnal@tbcdsb.on.ca
807-625-1585

Lakehead

Superior
Nancy Petrick
Greenstone Superintendent of Education
DSB
npetrick@sgdsb.on.ca
807-229-0436 x231
Keewatin
CarylHron
Patricia
Superintendent of Education
caryl.hron@kpdsb.on.ca
807-223-5311 x266

Board

Geraldton
LongLac

St. Ann
Our Lady of
Charity

Rainy River
Emo
Fort Frances
Atikoken
Sioux Lookout
Atikoken
Fort Frances

5

Evergreen
(Kenora)
New Prospect
(Dryden)
Ear Falls
Sherbrooke
Ogden
Algonquin
Claude E Garten

3

2 (only
ran 1 due
to low
numbers)

4

3

3

4

4

6

3

Blended

4

7

3

Number
of Classes
by Board

Geraldton
Marathon
Terrace Bay

Summer
Learning
School Sites

2

Literacy

2

Numeracy

Program Types

1

1

1

FMNI

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

24

75

47

107

170

Estimate
75

63

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board

Appendix A – Statistical Data and Overview of Summer Learning 2015
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Renfrew
County

Limestone

Protestant
Separate
SB of town
of Penetanguishene
Moose
Factory
Island
District
School Area
Moosonee
District
School
Area
Algonquin
and
Lakeshore
Catholic

Kenora
Catholic

Board

kylec@rcdsb.on.ca
613-735-0151

David P. Giroux
Superintendent of School
Effectiveness
giroux@alcdsb.on.ca
613-354-2255 x457
Charlene Hendricks
Program Consultant
hendricksc@limestone.on.ca
613-544-6925 x335
Cathy McCann-Kyle
Assistant Superintendent of Early
Learning and Operations

Mary Cunningham
Superintendent of Instructional
Services
mcunningham@kcdsb.on.ca
807-468-9851 x233
June Merkley
Supervisory Officer
jmerkley@pssbp.ca

Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

6

J. G . Simcoe

2

8

St. Michael
School

Queen Elizabeth

4

1

FMNI

2

6

yes

yes

20

49

40

70 +
Estimate
20
longitud.

122

(did not
participate)

3

Numeracy

1

1

Literacy

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board

(did not
participate)

1

Burkevale
Protestant S.S

3

Blended

Program Types

2

3

Number
of Classes
by Board

EcoleSte
Marguerite
Pope John Paul
St. Louis

Summer
Learning
School Sites
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Shelley Montgomery
SEF Principal
smontgomery@rccdsb.edu.on.ca
613-589-2775
Charlotte Rouleau
Superintendent of School
Effectiveness
charlotte.rouleau@cdsbeo.on.ca
613-933-1720 x371
Jodi Whetung
Principal
jodi_whetung@kprdsb.ca
705-745-7462
Cathy Portt
Superintendent of Education
cportt@hpedsb.on.ca
613-966-1170 x2210
PinoBuffone
Supt of Curriculum
pino.buffone@ocdsb.on.ca
613-596-8211 x8573
Peter Atkinson
Superintendent of Continuing &
Community Education & Safe
Schools
Peter.Atkinson@ocsb.ca
613-224-4455 ext. 2501
Valerie Allen
Superintendent of Education
valerie.allen@ucdsb.on.ca
613-677-1654

Renfrew
Catholic

Upper
Canada

Ottawa
Catholic

Ottawa
Carleton

Hastings
Prince
Edward

Kawartha
Pine Ridge

Catholic
DSB of
Eastern
Ontario

Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

Board

2

Number
of Classes
by Board

7

7

6

Earl of Prentice
Marmora, ON

Pinecrest P.S.
Ottawa, ON

St Michael
School
Ottawa, ON

Westminster P.S. 15
Brockville, ON

5

Prince of Wales
Peterborough,
ON

St. Francis Xavier 6

Holy Name

Summer
Learning
School Sites

7

6

Blended

15

7

3

2

Literacy

6

2

Numeracy

Program Types
FMNI

yes

237

210

106

(did not
participate)

70

Estimate
90

32

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
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Tim Moloney
Superintendent of Schools/
Learning Support Services
tmoloney@pvnccdsb.on.ca
705-748-4861 x230

andrea.gillespie@tldsb.on.ca
888-526-5552 x21254

Andrea Gillespie
Superintendent of Early Learning,
Elementary School Improvement
& Operations

Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

Michelle Deman
Superintendent of Student
Achievement
m.deman@tvdsb.on.ca
519-452-2000, Ext. 20335
Huron Perth Dawn Boersen
Catholic
Superintendent of Education
Dawn_Boersen@hpcdsb.edu.
on.ca
519-345-2440 x307
Avon
Mike Ash
Maitland
Superintendent of Education
Michash@fc.amdsb.ca
1-800-592-5437 or
519-527-0111 x113
Greater
Clara Howitt
Essex
Superintendent of Education
clara.howitt@publicboard.ca
519-255-3200 x10255

Peterborough,
Victoria,
Northumberland and
Clarington
Catholic
Thames
Valley

Trillium
Lakelands

Board

4

Numeracy

4

13

1

8

26

St Joseph
School

Anne Hathaway

Ealing PS

12

11

4

1

8

Literacy

White Oaks PS

Blended

Program Types

8

Number
of Classes
by Board

Bracebridge PS 4
Gravenhurst PS
Huntsville PS
King Albert PS
(Lindsay)
Stuart Baker
(Haliburton)
Fenelon Falls PS
St. Dominic CES 8

Summer
Learning
School Sites

2

4

FMNI

yes

yes

yes

yes

340 +
Estimate
60
longitud.

150

15

197

138

98

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
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Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

Simcoe
County

Dean Maltby
Principal of Program K-12
dmaltby@scdsb.on.ca
705-734-6363 x11733

Paul Hambleton
Assistant to Superintendent of
School Effectiveness
Paul_Hambleton@bwdsb.on.ca
519-363-2792x2018
Bruce Grey Christine Pfeffer
Catholic
School Principal
christine_pfeffer@bgcdsb.org
519-367-2900 or
519-369-8559 (cell)
Lambton
TafLounsbury, Superintendent,
Kent
Program
taf.lounsbury@lkdsb.net
519-336-1530 x31570
St. Clair
Brenda Corchis
Catholic
Brenda.corchis@sccdsb.net
519-627-6762 x321 or 519-3506515 (cell)
WindsorEmelda Byrne
Essex
Superintendent of Student
Catholic
Achievement
K-12
Emelda_byrne@wecdsb.on.ca
519-253-2481 x1526
London
Sharon Wright -Evans
District
sevans@office.ldcsb.on.ca
Catholic
Superintendent
519-663-2088x40009
Peel

Bluewater

Board

5
(1 French
Immersion)

4

7

4

7

24

24

7

7

30

8

8

6

Holy Family

Blended
9

Number
of Classes
by Board

Hill Crest Central 9

Summer
Learning
School Sites
Literacy

Numeracy

Program Types

1

FMNI

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

(did not
participate)
351

157

60

123

125

115

158

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
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Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

Vicky Branco
Superintendent of Education
ER11 Family of Schools
vicky.branco@tdsb.on.ca
647-221-8134
DufferinHerman Viloria
Peel
Principal, Adult & Continuing
Catholic
Education
herman.viloria@dpcdsb.org
(905)891-9263 x 37952
Toronto
Dan Koenig
Catholic
Superintendent of Education,
Curriculum &Accountability
dan.koenig@tcdsb.org
416-222-8282 x2157
Simcoe
Brad Shoreman
Muskoka
Principal of Continuing Education
Catholic
bshoreman@smcdsb.on.ca
705-722-3555 x335
Durham
Carolyn Porter
Aboriginal Education Officer
Porter_carolyn@durham.edu.on.ca
905-666-6301
Durham
Gerry O’Reilly
Catholic
Superintendent of Education
gerry.oreilly@dcdsb.ca
patti.ritchie@dcdsb.ca
905-576-6150 x2254
York Region Kathy Witherow
Superintendent of Curriculum &
Instructional Services
kathy.witherow@yrdsb.ca
905-727-0022 x327

Toronto

Board

9

9

5

5

Our Lady of the
Lake

3

7

David Bouchard
PS

8

8

8

8

Numeracy

Program Types
Literacy

7

30

Blended

7

30 (Board
funds
additional
classes)

Number
of Classes
by Board

Father FX O
Reily CES

Blessed Teresa
of Calcutta

Summer
Learning
School Sites

4

FMNI

yes

yes

yes

yes

129

87

116

163

124

105

2197

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
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Angela Rotundo-Vergura
Continuing Education
Vice-Principal
Angela.rotundo-vergura@ycdsb.ca
416-221-5051 x13633
John Malloy
Director of Education
jmalloy@hwdsb.on.ca
905-527-5092 x2297
John Dickson
Superintendent
John.dickson@dsbn.org
905-641-2929

Wendy Goulden
Learning Service, Coordinator
JK to 6
wendy_goulden@wrdsb.on.ca
519-570-0003 x4429

York CDSB

Waterloo
Region

DSB of
Niagara

Hamilton
Wentworth

Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

Board

Princess
Elizabeth
Simcoe Street
Diamond Trail
Peace Bridge
Lincoln
Centennial
Connaught
Grapeview
Edith Cavell
Dewitt-Carter
Crystal Beach
Senator Gibson
Valley Way
Howard
Robertson
Parkway
Stewart Avenue
Wilson Avenue

Prince of Wales
Hillcrest

Summer
Learning
School Sites

11

16

18

10 (only
ran 2
classes)

Number
of Classes
by Board

11

2

2

Blended

7

8

Literacy

5

6

Numeracy

Program Types

4

2

FMNI

yes

yes

yes

200

Estimate
240

56 +
Estimate
225
longitud.

34

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
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Waterloo
Catholic

Niagara
Catholic

HamiltonWentworth
Catholic

Brant
Haldimand
Norfolk
Catholic

Grand Erie

Board

Summer
Learning
School Sites

Princess
Elizabeth
King George
Thompson
Creek
Burford
Delhi
Lynndale
Langton
St. Pius X
Terre Slaught
Principal of Continuing Education St Stephen’s
Jean Vanier
tslaght@bhncdsb.on.ca
St. Mary
519-756-6369 x402
St. Joseph’s
St. Michael
David Hansen
St. John the
Director of Education
Baptist
hansend@hwcdsb.ca
905-525-2930x2180
St. Mary
Anthony Corapi
Coordinator of Staff Development Our Lady of
Victory
anthony.corapi@ncdsb.com
St. Therese
905-735-0240 x163
St. Denis
St. Andrew
St. Dominic
Derek Haime
St. Bernadette
Superintendent of Education
St. John
derek.haime@wcdsb.ca
Monsignor
519-578-3660 x2299
Haller
St. Francis
St. Peter
St. Agnes

Brenda Blancher
Supt. Elementary Program
brenda.blancher@granderie.ca
519-756-6306 x281153

Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

6

6

6

9

9

6

5

5

Numeracy

Program Types
Literacy
11

Blended

14

Number
of Classes
by Board
3

FMNI

yes

yes

95

143

149

74

253

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
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Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

DSB
Ontario
North East
Near North

Rainbow

Tim Graves
Superintendent of Schools and
Program
timothy.graves@nearnorthschools.
ca
705-472-8170 x7031

Lesleigh Dye
Superintendent of Education
dyel@rainbowschools.ca
705-674-3171 x 7235

Halton DSB Tricia Dyson
Superintendent of Education
dysonp@hdsb.ca
905-631-6120 x491
Halton
Jack Nigro
CDSB
Superintendent
nigroj@hcdsb.org
905-632-6300 x122
Upper
Linda Benallick
Grand DSB Supt of Education/Early Years
Lead
Linda.benallick@ugdsb.on.ca
519-822-4420 x744
Wellington Allan Asselin
Catholic
Aasselin@wellingtoncdsb.ca
DSB

Board

3

Parry Sound
High School
(Parry Sound)
M.A. Wittick
Public School
(Burk’s Falls)
Silver Birches PS
(North Bay)
E.W. Norman PS
(North Bay)

7

St. John
3
St. Michael
St. Peter
Lansdowne,
12
Sudbury
Little Current,
Manitoulin Island
Chelmsford P.S.,
Chelmsford
3

Brant Avenue

3

3

St. Andrew
3
Our Lady of
Fatima
Canadian Martyrs

Blended
6

Number
of Classes
by Board
6

King’s Road
Montclair
P.L. Robertson

Summer
Learning
School Sites

5

7

3

Literacy

2

3

Numeracy

Program Types

2

FMNI

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

126

(did not
participate)

241

64

43

221

107

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
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Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

Brenda O’Neill
Superintendent of Education
oneillb@adsb.on.ca
705-945-7213

Paula Mann
Superintendent of Education
mannp@npsc.ca
705-472-1201 x2271
Grand Nord Nathalie Gaudet
705-671-1533, p22354
nathalie.gaudet@cspgno.ca

NipissingParry
Sound
Catholic

Algoma

Christina Raso
Special Education Consultant
rasoc@sudburycatholicschools.ca
705-673-5620 x204
Northeast- Daphne Brumwell
ern Catholic Superintendent of Education
daphne.brumwell@ncdsb.on.ca
705-268-7443 x3229
HuronMaria Esposito
Superior
Superintendent of Education
Catholic
maria.esposito@hscdsb.on.ca
705-945-5602

Sudbury
Catholic

Board

6

6

Our Lady of
6
Lourdes, Elliot
Lake
Sacred Heart
School, Espanola
Holy Cross (City
East)
St. Francis (City
West), Sault St
H.M. Robbins
8
P.S. (SSM)
Ben R. McMullin
P.S. (SSM)
Parkland P.S.
(SSM)
Thessalon
P.S.(Thessalon)
Mother St. Bride 2
School
North Bay
2

3

3

St. Paul School,
English Catholic
Central School

1

Blended

6

Number
of Classes
by Board

St Francis
School

Summer
Learning
School Sites

7

2

Literacy
1

Numeracy

Program Types

1

2

FMNI

yes

yes

yes

yes

Estimate
90

53

105

260

54

81

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
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Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

CEC du
Centre-Est

EstOntarien

Viamonde

longos@csviamonde.ca
France Lamarche
Surintendante de l’éducation
613-675-4691, p200
France.d.lamarche@csdceo.org
François Richard
Éducation permanente
richaf@ecolecatholique.ca
613-741-2304

vervceli@cscprovidence.ca
Sylvie Longo
Surintendante de l’éducation
416-614-5908

Vivian Girouard
Chef des services pedagogiques
M-6
705-267-1421, poste 261
girouardv@cscdgr.on.ca
FrancoÉric Foisy
Nord
Surintendant de l’éducation
foisye@franco-nord.ca
705-472-1701 x2350
Nord Est
Linda Lacroix
Surintendante de l’éducation
1 888 591 5656
linda.lacroix@cspne.ca
Nouvel
Nicole Sonier
Ontario
Directrice Executive de
l’apprentissage
nicole.sonier@nouvelon.ca
705-673-5626 x214
Providence CelineVerville
Surintendante de l’éducation
519-948-9227, p245

GrandesRivières

Board

Summer
Learning
School Sites
FMNI

8

10

yes

Estimate
120

Estimate
150

Estimate
135

Estimate
105

7

9

Estimate
60

4

yes

Estimate
90

5

Estimate
105

Numeracy

7

Literacy

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
Estimate
120

Blended

Program Types

7

Number
of Classes
by Board
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Supervisory Officer or Board
Contact

Marie-France Gaumont
Marie-France.gaumont@cepeo.
on.ca
613-742-8960 x2066
CSDC
Diane Jamieson
Centre-Sud Surintendante de l’éducation
djamieson@csdccs.edu.on.ca
905-524-2503 x71232
CSDC des Thérèse Dechêne
AuroresDirection des services éducatifs
boréales
tdechene@csdcab.on.ca
807-343-4073

CEPEO

Board

Summer
Learning
School Sites

Estimate
15

1

FMNI

Estimate
45

Numeracy

3

Literacy

Robotics Total
Number of
Students
by Board
Estimate
60

Blended

Program Types

4

Number
of Classes
by Board

Appendix B – Greater Essex County District School
Board Research Report
Summer Learning Program 2015
PROGRAM OVERVIEW
The Greater Essex Country District School Board’s Summer Learning Program is a promising
means of addressing aspects of the achievement gap. Aptly named Camp Wonder, the
program is in its sixth year of operation with 31 math, literacy French Immersion and FNMI
sites across Essex County. The program has multiplied over the years and is now reaching
over 600 students across Essex County.
STUDY OVERVIEW
Research indicates that for a certain demographic of student, summer learning loss is a
significant problem and can have a cumulative effect over time (Alexander, Entwisle and
Olson, 2007). Across Canada and the United States, studies show that although summer
learning programs vary in their design, they all have the potential to reduce summer learning
loss and, in some cases, support achievement gains (Jacob and Lefgren, 2004; McCombs,
Kirby and Mariano, 2009; Augustine, McCombs, Schwartz and Zakaras, 2013). While the
research is clear that summer learning programs can benefit students, the goal of the study is
to evaluate the effectiveness of the program and investigate the impact from three perspectives
(student, parent and educator).
LESSONS LEARNED
Meeting Program Aims
Data collected from interviews, observations, surveys and documents indicate that the
program aims as established by CODE were employed at all levels. Data was analyzed using
the CODE aims and GECDSB framework as criteria and showed a connection between
program foci and implementation in site classrooms. When educators were asked if they felt
as though they were successful in meeting the aims of the program, 92% indicated that they
felt they were successful in achieving all or most of the aims.
Student Impact:
Student achievement data from site samples, revealed gains in both literacy and math respective
to the specific program. Students in the literacy program demonstrated a mean shift of +1.1
according to the Diagnostic Reading Assessment (DRA) tool. None of the students in the
sample demonstrated losses in reading level.
The sample of students from two math sites were assessed using the Assessment for Numeracy
in Education (ANIE). The math assessment question focused on the student’s ability to use
and communicate multiple strategies to solve a numeracy problem. The results showed a
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significant shift in the students’ ability to demonstrate multiple numeracy strategies and
name the strategy. Students were interviewed during the post-assessment and reported that
they also felt more confident in their ability to solve numeracy equations.
In order to better understand the impact of enrichment activities of the program, survey and
interview data was collected and analysed. The data strongly supports the value of the summer
learning program as an enrichment opportunity for this group of children. Students also
reported that they felt more engaged during the summer learning program. For example,
most of the marker students indicated that they more frequently raised their hand, worked
with peers and felt better about themselves and their learning during the SLP than they did
during the previous school year.
Student data was analysed for evidence of changes in mindset as indicated in students’ language,
attitude, and behaviour. Developing a common language seemed to be the first and most
consistent shift for most students. The students who demonstrated the most significant change
in both attitudes and behaviour were those observed being consistently coached by a teacher
using supportive language of growth mindset. When students were observed being instructed
in the application perseverance strategies, they were more apt to persist through a task and
make later independent attempts.
Parent Impact: Parents as Participants in Learning
One of the GECDSB framework objectives of the summer learning program was the meaningful
engagement of parents in their child’s learning through a minimum of five parent sessions.
Observation of the sessions described parents engaged in solving math problems, reading
and discussing books, co-authoring text as well as discussing tasks and learning with teachers.
The data demonstrated that the most successful sessions, included three distinct features:
authentic learning tasks, open teacher-parent dialogue and parents acting as participants.
It was interesting to note that over the course of the
sessions and through ongoing communication, parents
and educators began to develop a common language of
learning.
The interview data supported the observations made
during the engagement sessions. The pre-interview
data demonstrated that most parents had vague
expectations of the program and limited knowledge
of their child’s educational goals and needs. Postinterviews consistently demonstrated that parents who
participated in the engagement sessions had a better
understanding of the program and ways in which they
could support learning at home. Parents who were
interviewed had overwhelmingly positive remarks about
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the program and the overall difference it has made for their child. Many parents also credited
the program for a shift in their own attitudes about learning, especially in mathematics.
Educator Impact: Powerful Professional Learning
Results from educator data indicated that an overwhelming majority of teachers found the
summer learning experience to be positive. An astonishing 98% of survey respondents
indicated that they would return to the program next year.
Interestingly, teachers also indicated that participation in the SLP had a significant impact on
their teaching practice. Of the survey respondents 90% stated that they will adopt multiple
new instructional strategies learned during their summer learning program experience, into
their school-year practice. The majority of surveyed teachers credited the summer learning
program as significant source of professional learning and development.
The data showed how three interconnected conditions specifically supported conditions
in which teachers felt a deep sense of impact. Rich resources, collaborative purpose and
professional empowerment combined and served as a mechanism of how the summer
learning program specifically supports professional growth and development.
Conclusions
The Greater Essex County District School Board summer learning program is an effective
program with far reaching benefits for all stakeholders. Developing this high-quality summer
learning program required a well-structured program with clear aims and a solid framework.
As a result students, educators and parents who participated in the program experienced a
range of positive effects.

GECDSB Summer Learning Program Study 2015
ABSTRACT
Summer learning programs across North America support multiple benefits for students,
parents and teachers. This study focuses on assessing the aims of the Greater Essex County
District School Board Summer learning program as well as the impact of the program on:
student achievement, enrichment and mindset; parent engagement and educator professional
development. The study results show increases in student achievement in literacy and math,
social and personal benefits through enrichment activities and a positive shift in the development of growth mindset. The results of the educator data showed that the conditions of the
summer learning program had a positive impact on educator professional development.
Parent data demonstrated that the framework of the program engaged parents as active
co-learners with their children.
INTRODUCTION
Creative efforts to find solutions to close achievement gaps for Ontario students have
prompted many school boards to invest in summer learning programs. Research indicates
that for a certain demographic of student, summer learning loss is a significant problem
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and can have a cumulative effect over time (Alexander, Entwisle and Olson, 2007). Summer
learning programs of varying forms have been investigated by researchers across North
America and have been determined to be an effective means of limiting learning losses and, in
some cases, promoting achievement gains (Jacob and Lefgren, 2004; Augustine, McCombs,
Schwartz and Zakaras, 2013).This study is aimed at assessing the effectiveness of the Greater
Essex County District School Board summer learning program and uncovering the impact pf
the program on students, parents and educators.
CODE Summer Learning Program
According to the Council of Ontario Directors of Education (CODE), “the key expectation
for the SLP is for district school boards to develop and implement an engaging summer
literacy/numeracy/FNMI program for invited students. Providing rich summer programs
helps to reduce summer learning loss and, in some cases, increases student achievement”
(Summer Learning Program Planning Guide, 2014). The primary principles of the program
are to provide an enriching opportunity for selected students, increase parental involvement,
increase student achievement, reduce summer learning loss, and develop opportunities for
teachers to gain expertise and teaching experience (Summer Learning Program Planning
Guide, 2014).
Research on Summer Learning Programs
The growing body of research indicates that summer learning programs can be effective in
supporting student achievement for a specific demographic of students. Across Canada and
the United States, studies show that although summer learning programs vary in their design,
they can all reduce summer learning loss and, in some cases, support achievement gains (Jacob
and Lefgren, 2004; McCombs, Kirby and Mariano, 2009; Augustine, McCombs, Schwartz and
Zakaras, 2013). The Council of Directors of Education of Ontario has described the target
student as coming from low socio-economic areas with limited access to summer enrichment
activities (Summer Learning Program Planning Guide Summer, 2014). Researchers have deemed
the most effective programs to be those that focus on intensive mathematics and literacy
interventions as well as enrichment activities like sports, recreation and arts (McCombs,
Kirby and Mariano, 2009; Augustine, McCombs, Schwartz and Zakaras, 2013).
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Overview of GECDSB Summer Learning Program
The Greater Essex Country District School Board’s Summer Learning Program is a promising
means of addressing aspects of the achievement gap. Aptly named Camp Wonder, the program
is in its sixth year of operation with 31 math, literacy French Immersion and FNMI sites
across Essex County. The program has multiplied over the years and is now reaching over
600 students across Essex County (Figure 1).
Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 6

Literacy Sites

3

4

4

5

7

14

Math Sites

0

0

0

2

5

12

French
Immersion

0

0

0

0

2

2

FNMI

0

0

0

0

1

1

Number of
Educators

6

8

8

14

30

58

Number of
Students

60

80

80

140

300

600

Figure 1. GECDSB Summer Learning Program Growth from 2010-2015.
Over the course of the three week program, students engage in a variety of math and/or
literacy learning as well as various recreation activities. Math and literacy instruction
encompasses the first half of the day (approx. 3hrs.) and is based on best practices aimed
at intensively moving students along literacy and math learning continuums. The Greater
Essex County District School Board partners with community organizations to offer recreation
activities for the latter half of the day. These activities include, sports, cooperative games
and swim instruction. In addition to the already rigorous program, there are five parent
engagement sessions which are designed to build home-school connections and enhance
academic instruction. One additional parent information session is provided in advance of
the program’s commencement (late June). Educators are provided with three professional
development days as well as one professional learning community session and three logistics
sessions. The program entails a total of 45 hours of academic instruction and 33 hours of
recreation time.
Program Aims
According to the Council of Ontario Directors of Education, the consistent aim of summer
learning programs has been “to benefit students and reduce summer literacy and numeracy
learning losses” (Summer Learning Program Planning Guide Summer, 2014). Further
deliverables and expectations are identified in the CODE resource, Summer Learning
Program Planning Guide, Summer 2014.
The Greater Essex Country District School Board learning framework encompassed and
extended those established by CODE, by providing a specific vision of the program for
coordinators and educators. The framework is articulated in the Summer Learning Program
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Resource Guide, developed by the program coordinators and is communicated through
professional development sessions. The objectives include:
 Learning through inquiry
 Blended math and literacy learning
 Focus on growth mindset
 Use of technology as a learning tool
 Focus on small group instruction – specifically Levelled Literacy Intervention and
Number Talks
 Parent Engagement
Student Selection
Students who participated in the program were selected by their school principal in consultation
with homeroom teachers. Students were identified by the principal and teacher as meeting
the designated criteria set by the GECDSB summer learning program director and the
Council of Ontario Directors of Education. According to CODE, the ideal candidate is
a primary student, senior kindergarten, grades 1, 2 and/or 3, who is experiencing greater
challenges in achieving the provincial standards and/or experiencing greater socio-economic
challenges than his/her peers (Summer Learning Program Planning Guide Summer, 2014).
Parents were contacted by homeroom teachers and invited to enroll their students in the
program. There was no program cost for parents however, families were required to provide
transportation to and from the program site.
Educator Selection
Educators of the summer learning program were selected through an application process.
Postings were opened to Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario contract teachers
and then to occasional teachers. Teachers submitted applications and completed interviews.
The 2015 program hired, 52 teachers to fill 26 math and literacy sites as well as four French
Immersion teachers and two FNMI teachers (one Language Instructor).

Greater Essex County District School Board Study
STUDY OVERVIEW
While the research is clear that summer learning programs can benefit students, this study
focuses on the context of the Greater Essex County District School Board summer learning
program. The goal of the study is to evaluate the effectiveness of the program and investigate
the impact from three perspectives (student, parent and educator).
Program Evaluation Question
Using the criteria established by CODE and GECDSB, are the aims of the SLP being
achieved?

28

SUMMER LEARNING 2015 | CREATING OPPORTUNITIES FOR STUDENTS

Program Investigation Questions
What is the impact of the SLP on student achievement, enrichment and mindset?
What is the impact of the SLP on parent engagement?
What is the impact of the SLP on educator professional development?
In order to develop an understanding of the impact the GECDSB summer learning program
has on students, parent engagement and educator professional development, researchers
triangulated data using structured methods from pre-selected sources. Intensive and in-depth
observations, interviews, surveys, documentation and assessments were gathered from students,
parents and educators at two sites (Site A and Site B). Student, parent and educator data was
collected from a cross-section of the entire program through surveys, interviews and artifacts.
The data was verified using respondent validation. Qualitative data was coded using descriptive
coding procedures and arranged into categories to facilitate comparison and simple statistical
measures (Maxwell, 2005).
Methods of Data Collection
Over the three week (14 day) duration of the GECDSB summer learning program researchers
collected documents and conducted a variety of interviews, surveys and observations in order
to gain insight into the efficacy GECDSB summer learning program and the impact from
the perspectives of educators, parents and students. The following is a list of data collection
sources:
Student Data

Parent Data

Educator Data

Academic assessments
(DRA, Anie)

Artifacts

Surveys

Interviews

Interviews

Interviews

Mindset Surveys

Observations

Observations

Observations

Artifacts

Artifacts

Figure 2. Data Collection Sources
Observations
Observations were conducted over the three week period at two sites (Site A and Site B) and
two programs (math and literacy) within each site. Site A had a literacy and math group with
two teachers leading each group. The literacy group consisted of 18 students and the math
site included 20 students. Site B also had two groups, literacy and math with two teachers
leading each group. There were 17 students in the literacy group and 17 students in the
math group.
Researchers observed 12 full days of programing which included: math and literacy programming, recreation activities, parent engagement sessions, professional learning communities
and professional logistics sessions. In depth observations were conducted with five marker
students, selected by site teachers from each of the four observed programs (20 students in
total). Observers acquired descriptive detail of academic and enrichment activities.
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Interviews
Student interviews focused on assessing student perceptions of their achievement, enrichment,
mindset, and general programming. Focus group interviews were conducted with all of the
79 attending students from site A and site B. In depth student interviews were conducted pre
and post with 26 students from the two sites. In addition, post-interviews were conducted
with a cross section of students from all of the participating sites (77 in total).
Parent interviews were conducted at the beginning and end of the program with 22 parents
from the two sites. In addition, some interviews were conducted over the course of the
program during parent sessions. Parent interviews focused on assessing their perceptions
of the program expectations and outcomes as well as insights into the engagement in their
child’s learning.
Educator interviews were conducted with all of the site teachers (eight in total), program
coordinators (seven in total), the program director as well as the sending-school principals.
Interviews focused on assessing the professional learning experience, aims of the program
as well as general program experience and outcomes.
Surveys
Surveys were collected from 77 students across the entire summer learning program. Surveys
focused on assessing student perceptions of achievement, enrichment, and the quality of the
learning experience. In addition, a GECDSB developed ‘growth mindset’ survey was gathered
from 79 students across the entire summer learning student population.
Educator surveys were administered to all participating educators of which 93% responded.
Surveys focused on assessing the aims, successes and barriers of the program, professional
learning experience, as well as general program experience and outcomes.
Academic Achievement Data
Academic achievement was measured at the beginning and end of the program using the
Diagnostic Reading Assessment (DRA). All of the literacy program marker students were
assessed with an additional ten students from the sample sites for a total of 21 students. Math
achievement was assessed at the beginning and end of the program using the Assessment
for Numeracy in Education (ANIE) which is a teacher-developed assessment template. This
assessment was used with Ontario Curriculum Primary Numeracy standards to evaluate
student comprehension of mathematics. A total of 20 students from the sample sites were
assessed using this tool.
Artifacts and Documentation
Samples of student work were collected and analysed from the two sample sites as well as a
cross section of the entire program. Co-constructed parent-student work samples were also
collected and examined. In addition, site newsletters, collaborative artifacts, and student
report cards were also collected and analysed.
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PROGRAM RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Assessing Aims
Data collected from interviews, observations, surveys and documents indicated that the
program aims as established by CODE were effectively employed at all levels. Interviews
showed that the aims were clearly articulated by all levels of summer learning program staff.
Interviews of the program director, school principals, program coordinators and teachers
consistently identified the program aims as an opportunity to limit summer learning loss,
support academic gains and provide enrichment opportunities. Survey data further supported
the consistency, but also included specificities about the program’s inclusion of GECDSB
framework. Educators were also asked if they felt as though they were successful in meeting
the aims of the program. Of the respondents, 92% indicated that they felt they were successful
in achieving all or most of the aims.
Assessing Learning Framework
Anecdotal survey responses, observational and interview data
indicated that there was a clear implementation of the entire
GECDSB learning framework across all of the sites. Educators
indicated that they were able to employ many of the GECDSB
framework objectives and that these objectives were effective
in supporting the learning priorities of their students. Artifacts
from across the program showed a general cohesion of the
program framework with specificities tailored to the context
of the individual site.
Educators were asked for examples of success and barriers to
success. All respondents articulated examples of success. These
examples include three main categories: examples of student
success in literacy and math learning, instances of student
development of growth mindset or efficacy in some aspect of
the program, and programming successes (inquiry-based learning,
use of technology, blended programs). Educators identified the
most significant barrier of achieving the framework objectives as
being limits of time and logistical barriers.
Evidence from student work, newsletters, and observations of program and educator meetings
suggest that elements of GECDSB framework was evident across the program. However,
returning back to the survey data and interview data, many teachers indicated that the cancelled
professional development day was a factor in their ability to effectively integrate all aspects
of the learning framework. Interview and observational data further supported that a lack of
professional development may have been an impeding factor in the effective integration of
all learning framework objectives.
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Nevertheless, student, educator and parent data continues to suggest that the delivered
framework was effective in achieving the CODE aims. A next step may be an analysis of
framework factors that significantly contributed to the program efficacy. This would provide
insight as to which objectives should receive greater attention thereby streamlining future
program development.
Educator Impact: Powerful Professional Development
Results from educator interviews, observations and surveys indicate that an overwhelming
majority of teachers found the summer learning experience to be positive. Teachers were
surveyed and 98% of the respondents indicated that they would return to the program
next year.
Observations during professional learning communities and logistics sessions demonstrated
that educators were intensely engaged in two main styles of dialogue: collaborative problem
solving and knowledge sharing. The bulk of the meetings were spent sharing ideas, examples
of success and seeking precise instructional strategies to move individual students forward.
Interestingly, teachers also indicated that participation in the SLP had a significant impact on
their teaching practice. Of the survey respondents, 90% stated that they will adopt multiple
new instructional strategies learned during their summer learning program experience into
their school-year practice. The majority of surveyed teachers credited the summer learning
program as significant source of professional learning and development. They also identified
that the context of the summer learning program was responsible for their professional
development. They consistently cited this experience as a setting in which they could in
‘live time’ employ new strategies and see the impact of their work.
The data indicated that the SLP was an opportunity for educators to take professional risks
and develop proficiency when providing instruction in primary literacy, numeracy and growth
mindset. The SLP provided opportunities for teachers to put theory into practice within
a supportive environment. Teachers identified collaboration, respect for their professional
judgement and the support of their coordinators as key facilitators of their professional growth.
The core belief that their efforts were truly making a difference for their students was both
inspiring and motivating.
Researchers were intrigued by the consistent responses of educators and examined the data
for themes that would explain how the summer learning program became the context for such
rich professional learning. The data showed how three interconnected conditions precisely
support conditions in which teachers felt a deep sense of impact in the work they were doing.
The mixture of these states served as a mechanism of how the summer learning program
specifically supports professional growth and development. Researchers have developed a
working model of this interaction:
The aims of the program as defined by CODE were collectively supported by educators.
Teachers felt the core aims were not only worthwhile, but necessary. A significant factor
in supporting the conditions for professional growth was the significant role that Greater
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Professional
Empowerment

Essex County District School Board educators had in
co-constructing a student-centred framework used to deliver
Collaborative
Purpose
the program. Educator input was received through survey
feedback and meetings with the program director. The
Resource
Rich
educator voice was considered a valued source of information
for program implementation, improvement and development.
Educators also shared knowledge gained through the program
Impact
in a fall learning fair and through school-based learning
initiatives. Survey and interview data indicated that there
was a collaborative ownership of the program and its central
service to students. This created a structure that extended beyond just ‘shared purpose’
or ‘buy-in’ to collaborative purpose in which educators functioned as active co-constructors
of the program goals and applications.
The professional empowerment of educators was another significant feature of how the summer
learning program supported a sense of impact and thus professional development. The structure
of the summer learning program allowed for a great degree of professional flexibility, autonomy
and collaboration. Educators were able to openly utilize the large block of learning time, available
resources and technology to engage learners in meaningful, authentic, at-the-moment learning
without constraints typically found in the regular school day. For example, observations were
noted of recess being delayed because students were deeply engaged in math problem solving.
Educators were able to work within the established framework with a great deal of autonomy
to select appropriate learning interventions based on the needs of the students. Assessments
and feedback for learning were immediate and authentic and were not regulated to traditional
assessment structures. The data demonstrated that educators found this style of engagement
to have a high degree of alignment to the learning objectives.
Professional empowerment was also supported by many instances of co-teaching and co-learning.
Knowledge, expertise and insights gained by teachers were learned and shared in many forms
including: professional learning communities, professional development days, learning fairs,
logistics meetings, co-teaching, informal daily meetings and twitter. This cycle of learning
and sharing became not just a vehicle for professional development but also a cultural norm
of the program.
The richness and variety of resources was another significant feature of the way in which the
summer learning program supported the educators’ sense of impact and thus professional
development. The program provided educators with an array of classroom resources which
satisfied even the most intricate learning situations. In addition, professional resources were
either provided, supported or highly accessible, and thus a staple of the program. Perhaps
the richest resource was two certified teachers, co-teaching in one classroom. Most sites
also had volunteers who played an important role in the coordination of the day. The data
showed that teachers found these resources to be extremely valuable and integral in creating
a context for success.
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Another unique feature was the role of program coordinators as a resource. The program
had seven coordinators who served to facilitate both learning and logistical aspects of the
program. Teachers found these coordinators to be highly effective in the scope of their role.
In fact 100% of the survey respondents indicated that their coordinator was very helpful.
Teachers found the coordinators to be extremely focused on the needs of the students.
The summer learning program is a unique and powerful professional learning structure.
It is identified by one teacher and echoed by many as, ‘the best professional learning of
my career.’ Leveraging the vast potential of this program will certainly serve to build the
professional capacity of educators. There may be greater benefit for harnessing this potential
and intentionally cultivating opportunities for structures and conditions that support the
feeling of impact.
Parent Impact: Moving to Parent Participation
One of the GECDSB framework objectives of the summer learning program was the
meaningful engagement of parents in their child’s learning. Educators were encouraged to
involve parents in at least five ‘parent sessions’. The sessions were organized by the site teachers.
Survey data from across the program indicated that although parent attendance varied, all
of the sites experienced parent participation in some form.
Researchers investigated the most effective sites as determined
by teacher and parent data.
Observation of successful parent engagement sessions describe
the participation of parents in activities related to their child’s
learning. Parents were observed working with their child to
solve math problems, read and discuss books and co-author
text. Parents were also noted to be actively encouraged by
educators to discuss learning tasks and strategies.
The most successful parent engagement sessions were deliberately
and thoughtfully planned by teacher teams. During the sessions,
educators were considerate of their goals and ways to help build
understanding with parents. Observers described how the most
successful sessions, as indicated from educator and parent feedback, included three distinct features: authentic learning tasks,
open teacher-parent dialogue and parents acting as participants.
It was interesting to note that over the course of the sessions
and through on going communication, parents and educators
began to develop a common language of learning.
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The interview data supported the observations made during the engagement sessions. The
pre-interview data demonstrated that most parents had vague expectations of the program
and limited knowledge of their child’s educational goals and needs. Post-interviews consistently
demonstrated that parents who participated in the engagement sessions had a better understanding of the program and ways in which they could support learning at home. Parents
who were interviewed had overwhelmingly positive remarks about the program, program
quality and the overall difference it has made for their child. Many parents also credited the
program for a shift in their own attitudes about learning, especially in mathematics.
Student Impact
Student achievement data revealed gains in both literacy and math respective to the specific
program. A random sampling of students from the literacy programs (Site A and B) were
tested by researchers at the beginning and end of the program. The sample demonstrated a
mean shift of +1.1 according to the Diagnostic Reading Assessment (DRA) tool. None of the
students in the sample demonstrated losses in reading level.
The sample of students from the two math sites were tested using the ANIE. “The ANIE
(Assessment of Numeracy in Education) is a classroom-developed tool that uses performance
standards to assess student understanding of math concepts so teachers can plan timely and
targeted instruction and intervention where it is needed most” (Bird and Savage, 2014).The
ANIE math assessment question focused on the student’s ability to use and communicate
multiple strategies to solve a simple numeracy problem (Figure 2 sample problem). The results
showed an overwhelming shift in the students’ ability to demonstrate multiple numeracy
strategies and name the strategy. Based on the assessment data, students continued to
demonstrate limited ability to clearly and effectively communicate the math strategy and
their math thinking. Students were interviewed during the post-assessment and reported
that they had learned additional numeracy strategies and felt more confident in their ability
to solve simple numeracy equations. It is also interesting to note that during the interviews
students demonstrated an increased ability to orally communicate their math thinking, which
differed from the evidence provided in their written responses.
Observational data identified several key features that contributed to gains in literacy and math:
 Time on task
 Intensive engagement
 Small group instruction
 Tech as a tool
Sustainability of these gains would be better represented if students were assessed at the
beginning of the coming school year.
Surveys were collected from 77 students across the entire summer learning program. Surveys
focused on assessing the quality of the learning experience as well as the impact of the summer
program. In order to better understand the impact of the program, students were asked to
indicate how they would be spending their time if they were not attending Camp Wonder.
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Survey data was collected in anecdotal comments and analysed for patterns and themes. The
responses were coded as to how many times the particular response came up in the comments.
Figure 3 shows the type and frequency of response.
Response Type

Frequency

Percentage

Media Play (gaming system, TV, computer, iPad, Phone)

39

50%

Non-media play (games, with toys, with friends, pretend play)

34

44%

Recreation (Swimming, biking, sports)

27

35%

Excursions and Vacations

15

19%

Reading, Writing and/or Math Practice

16

20%

Negative responses (bored, sad, frustrated, lonely, fighting with
friends, family, siblings)

11

14%

Other camps and/or organized recreation

2

3%

Figure 3. Type and Frequency of Response.
This data strongly supports the value of the summer learning program as an enrichment
opportunity for this group of children. Observational and interview data demonstrated many
children described their school year experience in ambivalent terms. Students reported that
they felt more engaged during the summer learning program. For example, most of the
marker students indicated that they more frequently raised their hand, worked with peers
and felt better about themselves and their learning during the SLP than they did during the
previous school year.
One program feature that contributed to the success of students was the work done on
growth mindset, based on the work of Carol Dweck (2007). Data was gathered through
growth mindset surveys which were administered to a cross selection of students in the
entire summer learning program. Surveys were constructed to elicit attitudes consistent with
growth or fixed mindset. A sample of 78 students were surveyed at the beginning and end of
the program and demonstrated an 11% gain in responses consistent with growth mindset.
Interestingly, students’ responses to the first statement of the survey indicate a 50/50 split
and no significant change from pre to post (S1. You are born smart.) Anecdotal notes indicate
that many students interpreted this statement as ‘children are born with the capacity to learn
or all children are born smart’. These interpretations could be interpreted as being consistent
with ideas of growth mindset, shifting the results to a larger positive spread.
Observational data described students participating in lessons and activities themed around
mindset. Observational and interview data was analysed for evidence of changes in mindset
as indicated in students’ language, attitude, and behaviour. Developing a common language
seemed to be the first and most consistent shift for most students. Students very quickly
learned the language of growth mindset and were able to articulate the premises. They could
identify examples of growth and fixed mindset in mentor texts and were able to appropriately
use token phrases. Changes in language were not predictive/conclusive of changes in attitude
and student behaviour was not always consistent with their demonstrated understanding
and common language. For example: students could articulate that they should persevere
through a challenging assignment, but were observed quickly abandoning difficult tasks.
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Although the lessons of mindset were effective means of teaching the ideas and language,
they were not most effective in shifting the attitudes, beliefs and behaviour of students. The
students who demonstrated the most significant change in both ideas and behaviour were
those observed being consistently coached by a teacher or instructor using the language of
growth mindset. In addition, the teacher/instructor was observed to consistently demonstrate
the behaviours of a growth mindset and, in interviews, was able to articulate specific beliefs
consistent with the same ideals. These teachers effectively coached children through tasks
using supportive language and teaching strategies. When students were observed to be
supported and assisted in developing strategies of perseverance they were more apt to
persevere through a task and make later independent attempts.
Over the course of the summer program, observational and interview data demonstrated a
particular shift in the characteristic of students’ self-talk. When prompted by researchers
to explain what they were thinking or saying to themselves while engaged in a task, the
students who demonstrated the greatest shift in mindset were observed to have developed a
new feature of self-talk. This further supports the importance of the consistent language of
growth mindset (Dweck, 2007). Further investigation into the mechanism by which educators
can facilitate growth mindset in thinking, attitudes and behaviour of students is a possible
next step.
Conclusion
Summer learning losses are a contributing factor to the achievement gap, especially for
low-income students. Developing this high-quality summer learning program required a
well-structured program with clear aims and a solid framework. As a result students, educators
and parents who participated in the program experienced a range of positive effects.
The summer learning program is an effective program with far reaching benefits for all
stakeholders. By igniting their passion, educators found summer learning to be a means of
immense professional growth which extended beyond the program and into their practice.
Parents became active participants in their child’s learning and changed ideas about how they
can authentically engage with
schools. Through rigorous and
engaging academic programming,
as well as a range of enrichment
activities, students demonstrated
academic gains in reading
and math as well as enhanced
confidence and growth mindset.
The Greater Essex County
District School Board summer
learning program is one way
in which education is moving
from summer loss to summer
advantage.
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Appendix C – Audit Visits English Language Boards
Visits to ten selected school boards across the province
OVERVIEW:
A mixture of rural, urban, small, large, northern, southern, central and eastern Ontario
school boards were audited over a four-week period during the 2015 Summer Learning
Program (SLP).
Letter of Agreement Expectations:
The boards were generally implementing the expectations as specified in their Letter of
Agreement, some to a greater degree than others. There was a marked difference in the
more experienced medium and larger boards. These boards also showed a daily contact
between a Supervisory Officer (SO) and the site coordinator. For the most part, the smaller
and newer boards (with one or two years of experience) appeared to have more challenges
in fulfilling the requirements. However, there was some evidence that boards with three to
five years of offering the program were not engaging parents, were unable to partner with
community groups, and did not have a plan to transfer knowledge or strategies from the
SLP teachers to the receiving teachers in September. Again it appeared that there was
limited professional development (PD) offered to the teachers who would be receiving
these students in September.
In terms of operating costs, all boards indicated that their allocation was fully expended with
most of the funding going toward salaries. One board hired tutors who were not teachers
and paid them (they thought this was a CODE requirement).
All boards expressed an interest in increasing the number of classes offered. Most indicated
that if needed they could offer summer learning work with some reduction in funding, provided
it did not negatively impact the integrity of the instruction, i.e. the quality of teaching was
maintained.
Regarding the question about increasing the SLP instructional time from three to four weeks,
all boards felt that was not only doable but would also contribute to better retention of
learning among the students. The only caveat was the willingness of the teachers.

Summary Report by Individual School Board
BOARD #1
Successes
 Offered an effective two-day PD session for the SLP teachers, who are trained by the
board’s literacy and numeracy consultants
 Staff meetings were held twice during the program on a Friday to share and learn
successful strategies
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 SO is fully involved in the program and visits often
 Effective use of smart boards and computers
 Classroom teachers use mentor text in classes
 Incorporated Robotics kits into classroom use
 Blended literacy and numeracy, arts, drama music and physical activities into daily programs
 Partnered with Scientist in the Classroom, Nutrition for Learning and First Nation Elders
where speakers come to class on a regular basis
Areas for Further Consideration
 Developing a plan for providing PD for the teachers receiving summer learning students
in September
 Exploring strategies for evaluating knowledge transfer for parent engagement and
community partnering would be beneficial
Suggestion
Boards partner with more experienced boards to learn about strategies on parental
engagement, PD for September teachers, transfer of knowledge and reporting back to
teachers and seeking community partners.
SCHOOL BOARD #2
Successes
 Strong and rigorous process for hiring teachers
 Training and PD was provided in June
 The first day of school was used for planning purposes along with the site principal
 Curriculum units specifically developed for each grade
 STEM is also integrated into learning activities
 Coaches rotate within the sites and assist teachers during classroom instruction
 A report is sent back to the September teachers including the pre- and post-test results
and comments on achievement levels, expectations, learning skills and work habits
 The coaches and site principals meet with the teachers to provide support and answer
questions
 Summer Learning Program has many returning teachers
 Board has started tracking students throughout the school year to see if there is any
loss of learning
 Additional qualification courses in teaching mathematics are offered in partnership
with York University – the candidates practice their learning in the numeracy classes
 Teachers invite parents to present particular career related skills in the classroom
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 Parents teach arts/crafts/ cultural artifacts alongside the teachers
 In addition to the weekly newsletter parents also receive a school calendar with helpful
tips on reading and math (that parents can use at home)
 Fridays are “Parents in the Classroom Day”
 By integrating FNMI students into the regular SLP classes, the board has found improved
attendance – last year’s attendance was very low and unpredictable
 Along with STAR testing, board implemented CAT4 – it is expensive but is enabling the
board to collect its own data for research purposes
Areas for Consideration
 Review and refine recreation program (collective agreement restricts teachers from
participating in the recreational activities in the summer programs)
 Recreation activities are not integrated within the curriculum in the classroom and is
offered through Focus on Youth program
 Attendance sometimes is sporadic (especially this year, and was affected by Ramadan)
 STAR testing remains a challenge and presents some concerns for senior administration
Suggestion
Partnering with community based recreation groups (i.e. YMCA, Boys and Girls Club) may
assist with offering recreation/fitness activities.
BOARD #3
Successes
One of the strongest summer learning offerings, the superintendent of education, the program
coordinator, the seven site supervising principals and the FNMI coordinator all run a very
impressive and effective program. They have synergized the offering of the summer learning
program by having a Children in Care class for K-1 students, a FNMI class and two French
Immersion classes funded by the board.
Noteworthy:
 A total of 621 student attended
 The board offers a recreational swim program in partnership with the University of Windsor
 Focus on Youth students organize and support the recreation component
 In partnership with the community, a major recreation day is planned on the last day
of program
 Robotics kits are integrated into SLP classes along with laptops and Smart Boards
 Three PD days are organized and held before the end of June
 Teachers work on PLCs throughout July
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 LNS resources were used extensively as well as Growth Mindsets in all classrooms
 In June there is a full day diagnostic assessment and parent information session
 In response to the work-to-rule situation, a staff handbook was prepared to provide
the necessary orientation for SLP teachers
 A photo pamphlet was developed to communicate “Camp Wonder” activities and
information to the parents
 Weekly newsletters and blogs are prepared for parents
 One hour during the three-week program is set aside for parents to participate in inquiry
based learning with their children
 The first day of school offers parents an opportunity to learn about the goals and objectives
of the SLP
 Incorporated Family Fridays to encourage parents to visit classrooms
 At the end of the program the teachers send home a bag of resources to help parents
continue learning with their children
 September teachers receive a progress report on students from their classrooms
attending the summer learning program
A day is reserved for the SLP teachers to set up carousels to showcase the strategies used
and, in the afternoon of that day, there is time for one-on-one sessions with the receiving
teachers to talk about what worked. Throughout the year, the teachers are encouraged to
continue the dialogue. Since principals are site coordinators, they continue to work with
their teachers to ensure the student benefits from the summer learning.
The board spends their own money ($30,000 – $40,000) to ensure that teachers PD continues
in the fall.
Areas for Consideration
 Board staff offered the following comments:
a) They would like to see a Canadian assessment if possible. The STAR test was a challenge
b) The board would also like the see support for dedicated ELL classes
c) The board strongly supports a provincial sharing conference this year rather than
a regional one (effective practices in others parts of the province could be shared)
Suggestion
Build on the successes of this board to support other SLP boards. The board is an excellent
example of not only successful strategies used in the classroom but also the ability to engage
parents and maximize community partnerships.
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BOARD #4
Successes
 Strong communication and presence of both the superintendent and site coordinator
 The program had parents in the classroom 3 times over the 3 weeks to assist with read
aloud and numbers
 Forged good partnerships with the community
Areas for Consideration:
 Little evidence of plans to transfer knowledge from the SLP teachers to the receiving
teachers in September (i.e. face-to-face meetings or PD sessions were not organized and
limited communication with September teachers, except for sending a progress report)
Suggestion
This board could also be partnered with a more experience board to learn about PD
strategies for September teachers and for transfer of knowledge to the receiving teachers.
BOARD #5
Successes:
 SO and site coordinator are very visible and supportive
 SO provides coaching and mentoring on a daily basis
 There is good communication among the staff and within the program
 Each day an hour is built into the program for teachers to plan and collaborate
 The board also uses the SWST teachers effectively to train the SLP teachers
Areas for Consideration
 Review organization of the recreation component and use of guest speakers for the recreation
time: tutors are sometimes used to offer sport activities and recess breaks are often used
for recreation time
 Engagement of parents could be strengthened: activities this summer included parents on
field trips, weekly newsletters and a parent barbecue
 As students are bussed there may need to be a greater emphasis on parent involvement
 September feedback could be increased: Although a progress report is sent to the Principal
who shares the report with the receiving teachers, there is no PD or transfer of knowledge
between the SLP teachers and the September teachers (this year they are planning to host
the teachers to exchange ideas and strategies)
 Community partnerships could be expanded
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Suggestion
The board would like to focus on developing stronger partnerships with the community.
The SO is very keen and would benefit from partnering or communicating with the more
experienced boards, especially in areas of parental engagement, community partnerships and
transfer of knowledge to receiving teachers.
BOARD #6
Successes
 A strong FNMI program with a lot of parental/Elder support and involvement is evident
 There is a resource person who volunteers from the Indian Friendship Center once a week
Areas for Consideration
 Review recreation component as only a half hour is allocated for recreation and only during
breaks – there is no structured recreation or fitness activities
 Expand partnerships with community based organizations (the only partnership that
currently is in place provides lunch)
 Greater support from the SO, who was not available (it was difficult to understand who
is responsible for the program)
 When planning for 2016, board staff should consider activities that transfer knowledge
between the SLP teachers and the receiving teachers and organize PD for both summer
learning and receiving teachers
 No parental engagement activities were present (although parents drop off their children
each morning)
Suggestion:
Again, this board could benefit from being partnered with a more experienced board to
exchange ideas on parental engagement, recreation and PD for September teachers.
BOARD #7
Successes:
 A strong FNMI program was present with parents and Elders as part of daily instruction;
FNMI teachers are required to take cultural courses for their PD
 Music/arts/crafts are also included in the summer learning program
 Attendance is consistent and there is a high retention in the program
 Grade 7/8 siblings volunteer in the classrooms with mandatory attendance for parents
once a week
 This board developed their own Math pre and post-tests (developed by the Math
coordinators) and students also make the manipulatives used in numeracy classes
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 A tip sheet sent home to assist parents with children’s numeracy skills as well as regular
“tweets” to with parents
 Will continue to conduct their own post-tests during the year and track the students
through the regular school year
 SLP teachers map out the curriculum over 2 half days in June (which is in keeping with
the board improvement plans)
 Each fall a day is set aside to transfer knowledge and successful strategies with the September
teachers
Areas for Consideration:
 SO expressed a concern around board internal communications processes (perhaps too
many people are involved in the program – they plan to streamline it for 2016)
 Board found STAR testing very challenging and would prefer to conduct their own
testing
BOARD #8
Successes:
 Board has successfully offered a four-week program with consistent attendance
Areas for Consideration:
 Parental engagement could be strengthened (although parents drop off the children,
there is no face-to-face interaction with teachers; parents are invited in for read aloud
but it is ad hoc and not organized)
 A weekly newsletter is sent home
 There is little evidence of transfer of knowledge for the September teachers, other than
a progress report with no PD planned in the fall, limiting opportunities for SLP teachers
to discuss successful strategies
Suggestion:
Partner with other successful SLP programs to exchange ideas on parental engagement and
PD for teachers.
BOARD #9
Successes:
 Evident was a strong commitment by the SO and site coordinator/principal to make the
program successful
Areas for Consideration:
 Limited communication by staff and within the program and board was clear (i.e. lack of
communication between the site coordinators in the transition process and at the end of
the program with the September teachers)
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 Over the five years that the board has been involved, it has not built capacity within nor
developed community partnerships or parental engagement activities for the program
 Recreation is only offered during morning and afternoon breaks
 Board did not have a plan for transfer of knowledge to the September teachers and did
not offer P.D. for SLP teachers
 The SO mentioned that there was no clear communication between them, CODE and LNS
 Board was “scrambling” to offer the program at the last minute
Suggestion:
Board could be partnered with other successful boards to learn strategies and exchange ideas,
and the regional lead provide additional support.
BOARD #10
Successes:
 Direct involvement by the SO and Director
Areas for Consideration:
 More opportunities for parent engagement
 Develop a PD plan for SLP teachers and for September receiving teachers
Suggestion:
Partner board with a more experienced school board to learn about parental involvement
strategies, and ability to transfer knowledge in September.
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Appendix D – Audit Visits French Language Boards
Report of visits in three French language boards
Relevant data:
Board A

Board B

Board C

Number of
sites/sections

4/9 (funded for 7)

3/11

5/9

Literacy/Numeracy

7/2

8/3

8/1

Number of students

89

183

124

Staffing

8 teachers
4 teacher assistants
2 educator assistants
1 camp leader

15 teachers
(4 employed as
teacher assistants)
7 teacher assistants

18 teachers
(9 employed as
teacher assistants)

13/52

13/48.5

Number of days/hours 10/60

Parent Engagement:
The three boards visited continue to experience challenges with parent engagement. Since
the Summer Learning Program (SLP) is voluntary, it seems that some parents’ attitude
towards the program is quite casual. Some parents are not hesitant to excuse their children
from the program for family outings or other activities that their children might be involved
in. In order to address this, Board C invited the parents to a pre-SLP information session in
June, the purpose of which was to communicate to the parents the objectives of the SLP and
to answer any questions that they may have had.
Board A prepares book bags, consisting of age-appropriate reading materials that are handed
out to the parents at the end of the program. The intent is to encourage parents to perpetuate
the practice of reading with their children. All three boards indicated that opportunities
existed for informal discussions between parents and SLP staff about students’ participation
and progress at daily drop off and pick up.
Other notable best practices:
 collage of photographs prepared by the students using a Google app
 publication of a student newsletter
 inviting parents to participate in some activities both on and off site
 potluck meal at the end of the program
 production of a variety show at the end of the program
Attendance:
As mentioned in the previous section, attendance is somewhat problematic in two (Board A
and Board C) of the three boards visited. SLP staff interviewed felt, to some extent, that
because SLP is offered at no costs to the parents, some parents did not fully commit to
having their child attend every day. The boards will be looking at ways to improve student
attendance. These could include a refundable deposit or other incentives.
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Recruitment of teachers:
In all three boards, teacher recruitment is a highly successful endeavour. In two of the boards,
there were more candidates than positions available and many of the candidates were returning
SLP teachers. Hence boards have a sizable pool of experienced teachers to act as mentors
for first-time SLP teachers. The successes of the program, over the years, have positioned
it as a professional learning opportunity of choice. Teachers view the SLP as a less stressful
and structured environment, more conducive to experimentation with innovative methods
of instruction.
All boards offer, on school time, a one- or two-day training session.
Recruitment of students:
Schools are asked to identify students who would benefit from the program (usually accessed
in the level 2 range). Especially in Board C and Board A, ALF students are invited to participate
as it is anticipated that they will make substantial gains in language proficiency. For the first
time, Board A offered (at their own cost) an ALF SLP.
Blended classes:
There were no stand-alone blended classes in the three boards visited. However, one could
say that a numeracy class could be somewhat blended.
Technology:
Since all of the SLPs visited were operating in elementary schools, the usual technology was
readily available: Smart Boards, iPads, laptop computers, computer labs and digital cameras.
Some sites were using the robotic kits made available.
Recreation Programs:
This area poses a challenge for the boards. It seems that there is a lack of intentionality when
it comes to this component of the SLP. Although all SLPs visited had regularly scheduled
play periods or recesses, these seemed to be unstructured at best. All programs indicated
having outings and these were well planned, purposeful and integrated in the literacy or
numeracy curriculums.
Here are some examples:
 strawberry picking, after which the students made jam
 visits to the local libraries
 visits to local grocery stores with shopping lists, a budget and a menu
 visits to a water park, a trampoline park, an aquarium, and museums
Community partnerships:
Here again, boards are experiencing difficulties meeting the expectations of the letter of
agreement. Either they do not fully understand what is expected of them, in which case
providing examples could be helpful, or they do not have the time and/or resources to
cultivate and conclude meaningful community partnerships.
SUMMER LEARNING 2015 | CREATING OPPORTUNITIES FOR STUDENTS

47

An example of a community partnership was the one developed between Board B and a local
hockey academy. For a fee, the board offered a physical activity program in the afternoon;
the program was delivered by the hockey academy staff.
Connections to board and school improvement plans:
Board improvement plans constitute the framework for all interventions directed at students.
Hence, school improvement plans and Summer Learning Program plans are imbedded in
the board improvement plans. The SLPs are not stand-alone entities; rather they are an
extension of what goes on in the school during the regular school year. The same high-yield
strategies are used to teach the students.
General comments:
Boards representatives seemed pleased to have someone from CODE visit their Summer
Learning Program. They were happy to open their doors and let me observe the various
forms of teaching occurring. They were very generous with their time and the conversations
were meaningful.
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