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Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC)
Approved Minutes

A hybrid meeting of the Toronto District School Board (TDSB) Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC) convened on March 2, 2026, from 7:00 p.m. 9:09 p.m. with SEAC Chair David Lepofsky and Vice-Chair Jordan Glass presiding.
The following members were present: Ann Blanchette (Epilepsy Toronto), Tracey O'Regan (Community Living Toronto), Nora Green (Inclusion Action in Ontario Education and Community), Bronwen Alsop (VOICE for Deaf and Hearing-Impaired Children), Richard Carter (Down Syndrome Association of Toronto), Aliza Chagpar (Easter Seals Ontario), Nerissa Hutchinson (Sawubona Afrocentric Circle of Support), Leo Lagnado (Autism Society of Ontario - Toronto Chapter), Kirsten Doyle (Community Representative),  Jean-Paul Ngana (Community Representative), Jordan Glass (Community Representative),  Saira Chhibber (Community Representative), Jessica Miklos (Alternate, Association for Bright Children), Diane Montgomery (Alternate, Inclusion Action in Ontario Education and Community), Dana Chapman (Alternate, Ontario Parents of Visually Impaired Children (OPVIC), Stephanie Ragany (Alternate, VOICE for Deaf and Hearing-Impaired Children)
The following members were not present: Beth Dangerfield (Centre for ADHD Awareness Canada), Izabella Pruska-Oldenhoff (Community Representative), Nazanin Fallah-Rad (Community Representative), Soumya Ahuja (Community Representative) Reese Macklin (Centre for ADHD Awareness Canada) Guilia Barbuto (Learning Disabilities Association Toronto District), Karina Walsh (Association for Bright Children), Latoya Aldridge (Community Representative)

1. Call to Order
· The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by the Chair. A quorum was reached. 

  Acknowledgement of Traditional Lands
· Jordan Glass recited the acknowledgement of traditional lands. 
Approval of the Agenda
· Jessica Miklos, seconded by Ann Blanchette. That the agenda be approved. The motion was carried.

Declaration of Possible Conflict of Interest
· No matter to report.
Approval of January Minutes
Nora Green, seconded by Jordan Glass. That the minutes be approved. The motion was carried. 

Approval of February Minutes
Jordan Glass, seconded by Richard Carter. That the minutes be approved. The motion was carried. 

[bookmark: _Hlk220938521]2. Chair’s Report
· The Chair shared that he filed a Freedom of Information request which was refused by the TDSB due to certain reasons he did not agree with. Subsequently, he has written to the FOI Coordinator to fulfill the request.
· The Chair wrote a letter on behalf of SEAC to the Minister of Education and asked staff to send the letter to other SEAC Chairs across the province.
· Staff clarified that the TDSB will be adhering to their role in support SEAC to provide advice to the board/the Supervisor, and that the TDSB will not be circulating the letter to other SEACs.
· SEAC members stated that they felt that staff demonstrated a narrow view of SEAC’s role.
· The Chair wrote a motion, moved by Jordan Glass and seconded by Bronwyn Alsop as follows:

Whereas on February 25, 22026, the Chair of TDSB’s Special Education Advisory Committee wrote a letter to the Minister of Education on behalf of SEAC, in accordance with the motion which SEAC passed at its February 9, 2026 meeting.
And whereas SEAC’s letter states that it is copied to the Chairs of the Special Education Advisory Committee of Ontario’s other school boards.

And whereas TDSB staff were asked to forward this letter to the Chairs of Ontario’s other SEACs.

And whereas SEAC cannot itself forward that letter to Ontario’s other SEAC Chairs, because their names and email addresses are not posted online.

And whereas other SEACs have from time to time sent letters to the Minister of Education, which have been copied to all other SEACs, and these have been received by TDSB’s SEAC.

And whereas the TDSB Associate Director, Student Learning & Equitable Outcomes has previously advised the TDSB SEAC Chair that it is TDSB’s protocol or practice that the TDSB will forward copies of a letter from SEAC to the Minister of Education, if it states that it is copied to the other Ontario SEAC s, and that this is done through the Office of the TDSB Director of Education.

And whereas TDSB’s Associate Director, Student Learning & Equitable Outcomes has said that TDSB will not forward this letter to Ontario’s other SEACs, stating in material part that “Staff support is closely adhering to the mandate of SEAC which is to provide advice to the Board, or in this case, the Supervisor.”

And whereas TDSB has not explained this change in protocol or any reasons for it.
	
And whereas the contents of the SEAC Chair’s February 25, 2026 letter to the Minister of Education closely track the substantive content of earlier recommendations that SEAC has made to the Board and/or the provincially-appointed Supervisor,

And whereas TDSB has repeatedly stated that it is committed to the principal of “parents as partners,”

And whereas the effect of TDSB staff’s refusal is to prevent TDSB SEAC from being able to copy its February 25, 2026 letter to Ontario’s other SEACs.

TDSB’s Special Education Advisory Committee therefore recommends that TDSB comply with its previously-communicated protocol, policy or practice and forward the SEAC Chair’s February 25, 2026 letter, addressed to the Minister of Education, to Ontario’s 71 other Special Education Advisory Committees.

· The motion carried.

3. Eastdale Collegiate Institute’s Grade 9 Program
· Some members raised concerns about the board’s decision not to enroll any students for Grade 9 at Eastdale, and the impact of this on the school's future.
· Staff reiterated that there are not enough students coming into the regular Grade 9 program at Eastdale nor are there enough students for an Intensive Support Program (ISP) for September 2026. 
· Staff shared that spaces in existing ISPs must be maximized before new classes are opened. 
· In response to a question about notifying SEAC of changes in ISPs, staff shared opening/closing of ISPs is a fluid and ongoing process, and that ISP location maps on the public site are updated each September to reflect changes. 

4. Report on Supervisor’s Actions
· The Chair commented that the Supervisor has not attend any SEAC meetings to date.
· Staff shared that the Minister of Education has directed that the Interim Director attend SEAC meetings. 
· Staff reiterated that the public can attend SEAC meetings in person, minutes and agendas are posted to the public website, and the Supervisor’s decisions are posted on the TDSB website.
· The Chair responded that while the supervisor’s decisions are posted, these decisions are made without seeking advice from SEAC and that SEAC is not always told of decisions in advance.

5. Planning for April SEAC Meeting Hearing Parents’ Voices
· Nora Green reported that there are six registrants to delegate at the April meeting.
· She encouraged association reps to reach out to families to encourage participation. 
· She shared that SEAC will be collecting contact information to stay in touch with delegates for continued support. 

6. TDSB Special Education Plan
· Executive Superintendent Nandy Palmer thanked the members of the Special Education Plan Working Group for their time and feedback on the TDSB’s Special Education Plan on behalf of SEAC, and shared that staff are in the process of reviewing all feedback from SEAC, from the community and from TDSB staff. 
· She shared that the amendments to the plan will be shared with SEAC at the May meeting.
· She stated that a revised process will be implemented next year to obtain input from SEAC on the Special Education Plan during each SEAC meeting, rather than through a working group, with the aim of maximizing contributions from all SEAC members, and that members would have input into the process.
· Jessica Miklos moved a motion (Appendix A), seconded by Nora Green, that SEAC receive the Minority Report from The Association for Bright Children (ABC) regarding the Special Education Plan; the report speaks only for ABC, not the entire SEAC.
· The motion carried.

7. TDSB Special Education Review
· Deferred to May meeting.

8. Safety Plans 
· Deferred to May meeting.

[bookmark: _Hlk220938807]9. Students with Special Education Needs in Co-op Placements 
· Deferred to May meeting.

[bookmark: _Hlk220938702]10. Student and Family Support Office 
· Executive Superintendent Nandy Palmer explained that staff members in the Student and Family Support Office work with multiple school-based and central staff to ensure inquiries are being addressed. 
· The office receives dozens of calls each week, and 100% of requests that can be addressed within five days are addressed within that timeframe; a limited number need additional time to be addressed based on the nature of the request but are monitored until they are completed.
· She shared that supervised school boards share the number of calls and high-level topics with the Ministry.
· She reiterated that the official record of the Supervisor’s decisions is available on the TDSB website where people can view them at any time.

11. Class Size Increase 
· Executive Superintendent Nandy Palmer shared that the decision on class sizes for Grades 4 to 8 was made in line with central agreements and Ministry requirements.
· She stated that Grade 4 to 8 classes continue to have an average of 24.5 students, with just 24 classes or 0.37% out of 6,363 classes having more than 32 students.  

12. Leadership Report
Executive Superintendent Nandy Palmer shared the following:
· Parent engagement sessions continue to be offered, with the February 24th/25th drawing 40 participants to learn about practical strategies and resources for students with special education needs.
· TDSB has been accredited to deliver a Special Education for Administrators Additional Qualifications (AQ) course which will support the new requirement for those looking to go from teacher to vice principal, vice principal to principal, or principal to superintendent to have special education qualifications.
· Staff from the Special Education Department presented at the TDSB Eureka Conference 2026, with sessions focusing on supporting students with special education needs and disabilities in STEM.
· ONSIS data from October 2025 was shared. 
· Awareness events taking place in March were listed: Easter Seals Month, World Hearing Day, Neurodiversity Celebration Week, World Down Syndrome Day, and Epilepsy Awareness Month.
Associate Director Stacey Zucker provided information on the Budget Survey that will remain open for the next two weeks that was sent through TDSB Connects.
· There are ten different priorities, including Special Education, with participants choosing their top five priorities. 
· Other boards are using a similar approach. 
· The Chair expressed concerns about the inclusion of Special Education in the survey, stating that the area may not be a priority with much of the public. 
· Members felt it was wrong to include special education in the budget survey, even if other boards are doing the same. 
· Members shared that last year SEAC requested and received apologies from several trustees about the inclusion of special education in the budget survey and expressed surprise that it was included again this year, even if as a priority area to be selected.
· It was requested that the link to TDSB Connects be shared with SEAC members.

13. Association/Community Member Updates
· Nil

14. Adjournment 
· At 9:09 p.m., the meeting adjourned. 

Appendix A
February 26, 2026 

The Toronto Chapter of the Association for Bright Children of Ontario (“ABC Ontario”) has reviewed the 2025-2026 Toronto District School Board Special Education Plan (“2025 Plan”). ABC Ontario objects to changes that have been made to the gifted identification criteria without any consultation with the Special Education Advisory Committee (“SEAC”) and without requesting input from ABC Ontario as the SEAC member representing giftedness. 

SEAC has not been provided with proposed changes to the 2026 Plan nor given an opportunity to comment on such changes. We submit this minority report to highlight two areas of concern and propose two revisions to the giftedness identification criteria, with the hope that they will be incorporated into the 2026 Plan during its development.

Concern #1: Arbitrary Age and Grade Thresholds Inconsistent with Early Identification
The giftedness identification section of the 2025 Plan lists four criteria that will be considered by an Identification, Placement, and Review Committee (“IPRC”) when identifying the giftedness exceptionality:
1. Classroom Documentation
2. Educational Assessments
3. Professional Assessment
4. Input from Parents/Guardians/Caregivers. 

While the majority of these criteria have not been changed from the 2024-2025 Special Education Plan (“2024 Plan”), there is a notable and bolded insertion under the Professional Assessment criterion: “Note: The percentile as well as age and grade criteria must be met” (Toronto District School Board [TDSB], 2025-2026, p. 131). This insertion appears to be in direct response to two IPRC appeals brought by ABC Ontario members requesting a holistic assessment for giftedness identification. These rigid requirements of percentile, age, and grade thresholds for a giftedness identification are problematic and inconsistent with legal requirements under the Education Act and the Special Education Tribunal jurisprudence. 

The Education Act and Ministry of Education policy guarantee all exceptional students in Ontario the right to early and ongoing identification (see Education Act, RSO 1990, c E.2, section 8(3)(a) and Policy/Program Memorandum 11). According to the Policy/Program Memorandum 11, identification procedures “should be initiated when a child is first enrolled in school or no later than the beginning of a program of studies immediately following Kindergarten” and this assessment “should be followed up with suitable programs that reflect what is known about each child at any point in time” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2021). Although the TDSB’s 2025 Plan professes its compliance with this policy (TDSB, 2025-2026, p 71), its approach to giftedness contradicts the principle of early identification. 

The TDSB’s 2025-2026 Special Education Plan states that psychological testing results are only considered when “the test of cognitive functioning is administered when the child is at least in Grade 3 and age 8” (p. 131). Given the TDSB’s interpretation that psychological testing results are required in order to identify giftedness (which we also disagree with, see next heading), this effectively precludes any child from being identified as gifted until they are in grade 3 and age 8. 

The TDSB has used this age and grade threshold to disregard psychological assessment evidence explicitly concluding that a child meets the Ministry of Education definition for the gifted exceptionality. Ignoring valid psychological testing results simply because a child is under age 8 is neither rationally nor legally defensible. When a recognized psychological test is administered by a licensed professional at an age for which the test has been validated, there is no reason to ignore those testing results. In particular, the two most common psychological tests of cognitive functioning are the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, 5th edition (“WISC-V”) and the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales, Fifth Edition (“SB5”). The WISC-V’s standardization sample itself is designed to be valid from age 6 to 16, and this design includes ages 6–7 as part of the normative data used for all psychometric validation (Canivez, Watkins & Dombrowski, 2017; Canivez, Dombrowski & Watkins, 2017; Na & Burns, 2016). This supports the WISC-V’s use in younger children aged 6 years, 0 months to 7 years, 11 months. The SB5 is standardized and considered valid for individuals aged 2 years, 0 months through 85+ years (Dale, Finch, McIntosh, Rothlisberg & Finch, 2014; Paulson, Finch, McIntosh & Rothlisberg, 2014; Rothlisberg, McIntosh & Bradley, 2011), meaning that the test was not only normed with age-based standardization samples beginning at age 2, but it is also fully standardized and psychometrically supported for children under the age of 8. Both the WISC-V and the Standford-Binet are valid for early childhood use. Therefore, the TDSB should not delay recognizing WISC-V and/or Stanford-Binet valid results until a child turns age 8. The TDSB’s practice in this regard amounts to the antithesis of early identification: it is delayed identification. Moreover, the refusal to consider relevant and reliable psychological evidence until an arbitrary age and grade threshold amounts to a fettering of discretion and discrimination against primary-aged gifted children contrary to the Human Rights Code and the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

Children do not suddenly become gifted in September of Grade 3 or when they turn 8 years old.  Many primary-age gifted children learn to minimize their potential by masking their abilities to fit in socially with their chronological-age peers (Cross, Vaughn, Mammadov et al., 2019). When gifted children do not receive an appropriate program during the important first five years of school, problems of stress, underachievement, poor study habits, and perfectionism frequently have their roots in this unchallenging early school experience (Mossberg & Lundqvist, 2025). Early identification of gifted students is important to allow them to achieve their potential (Bijl, Smeets & Bakx, 2025; Huang, 2008; Wright & Ford, 2017). An important first step in supporting early identification is specifically allowing IPRCs to accept external evidence of giftedness and specifically encouraging teachers to flag students for suspected giftedness in the early years, rather than requiring them to wait until universal screening is completed in grade three.

A gifted child’s relationship with learning in a school setting is established in primary grades. If they are not provided meaningful opportunities for enrichment or acceleration, that relationship can be fundamentally damaged. Parents assume that their bright students’ talents and capabilities will be noticed and accommodated for, but our experience at ABC Ontario is that many teachers do not read between the lines to recognize that interventions to support student needs apply to all exceptionalities, including giftedness. When a child’s greatest challenge is not being challenged, the risk of school disengagement is high. There is also an equity matter to consider. Families with financial means will send their bright students to private schools that will provide enrichment or acceleration or will choose to homeschool if the application of Universal Design for Learning and differentiated instruction do not also address the needs for enrichment/acceleration. For most families, this is not an option.

Concern #2: Use of Rigid GAI Percentile Cut-off Inconsistent with the Jurisprudence and Professional Standards
As stated above, TDSB’s 2025 Plan lists four criteria which are to be considered by the IPRC when identifying giftedness. The TDSB 2025 Plan’s Professional Assessment criterion states: “An individual psychological assessment that the student is functioning at or above the 98th percentile on the General Ability Index (GAI) on a recently administered Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children – 5th Edition (WISC-V), Canadian norms” (TDSB, 2025, p. 131). While ABC Ontario does not object to the use of the 98th percentile GAI as a general guideline under this criterion, our position is that a multi-faceted and holistic approach must be taken to gifted identification and that the GAI percentile should not be used as a rigid cut-off below which identification is routinely denied. All four criteria should be considered and weighed, and professional judgment must be exercised in interpreting any psychological testing results. 

The prohibition on using rigid IQ cut-off scores for giftedness identification flows from the requirements of the Education Act, as interpreted by the Special Education Tribunal. In the 2001 case of B v Upper Canada District School Board, 2001 ONSET 1, the Tribunal found that the Board was “using a single factor to determine the identification of giftedness – the I.Q. score of 130. […] As stated in the criteria, without the score of 130 all the other criteria are basically irrelevant to the decision, and become merely support based on the decision of I.Q. The Tribunal rejects this approach and fully agrees with the evidence presented by the appellant, that a multi-faceted approach to identification is important, and is in keeping with current research on giftedness”. The Tribunal pointed to the substantial evidence of gifted ability other than the IQ score and concluded that “the board should have included factors other than an I.Q. score of 130 as the single determining factor to identify the student as gifted. Therefore, in this case, the Board should have considered all the other criteria in addition to I.Q. and identified the student as gifted”. Similarly, in B v The Carleton Board of Education, 1992 ONSET 1, the Tribunal found that an IPRC decision “made principally, indeed almost exclusively, on the basis of results from a Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children--Revised (1974) test” was “too narrow a basis on which to identify a pupil like this child, as gifted or not gifted” and granted leave to proceed to a full hearing “so that all elements in the child’s identification may be brought forward and considered.”

Moreover, the TDSB psychology department’s participation in using the 98th percentile GAI as a rigid cut-off to determine giftedness is contrary to professional guidance for the profession. In 2013, the Ontario Psychological Association's Professional Practice Guidelines for School Psychologists in Ontario cited the Canadian Psychological Association’s Ethical Use and Reporting of Psychological Assessment Results for Student Placement to reiterate that, “No single measure or test score is comprehensive enough to fully represent the student’s psychological, social and educational functioning, and hence, no single measure should be used to determine programs or placement for students” (Ontario Psychological Association [OPA], 2013, p. 29; Canadian Psychological Association [CPA], 2004). Professional standards require psychologists to use multiple sources of data to form valid conclusions about a student’s needs. 

Requested Actions
Strike the following line from page 131 of the Special Education Plan: “The test of cognitive functioning is administered when the child is at least in Grade 3 and age 8.”
Strike the following line from page 131 of the Special Education Plan: “Note: The percentile as well as age and grade criteria must be met.”

Respectfully submitted,

Karina Walsh, Representative to TDSB SEAC for ABC Ontario
Jessica Miklos, Toronto Chapter President and Alternate Representative to TDSB SEAC for ABC Ontario
Azar Farshidi, Toronto Chapter Vice-President, ABC Ontario
Jim Rea, President, ABC Ontario
Jennifer Luong-Yau, Vice-President, ABC Ontario
Barbara Lazarou, Legislative Liaison, ABC Ontario
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