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The Ontario Autism Coalition (OAC) extends our sincere thanks to everyone who participated in our second
Special Education Survey and took the time to share their experiences during the 2024–2025 school year. The
continued willingness of families, students, and allies to speak out reflects the strength, resilience, and commitment
of this community.

Your voices remain the foundation of this work. By sharing your stories, often in the midst of ongoing struggle, you
help us document systemic failures, identify patterns of harm, and build the evidence needed to push for
meaningful and lasting change in Ontario’s education system.

Each response strengthens our collective advocacy and ensures that the realities faced by students living with
disabilities and their families cannot be ignored. Your insights directly inform our policy work, public advocacy, and
demands for a system that upholds the dignity, rights, and needs of every learner.

We are deeply grateful for the trust you continue to place in the Ontario Autism Coalition and for the solidarity
shown through your participation. This work is only possible because of the community standing behind it.

This work is guided and strengthened by the collective voices of our community.

Thank you for your honesty, your courage, and your continued support.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
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The Ontario Autism Coalition (OAC) is a grassroots, non-partisan political advocacy organization dedicated to advancing
the rights, inclusion, and well-being of autistic individuals and their families across Ontario, Canada. Founded in 2005, the
OAC has spent over two decades advocating for timely, equitable, and needs-based access to services, supports, and
education for autistic people throughout the lifespan.

The Coalition is powered entirely by volunteers, including self-advocates, families, educators, service providers, and allies,
united by a shared commitment to systemic change. This community-led advocacy is grounded in collaboration,
empowerment, and evidence-based analysis, and is strengthened by lived experience. The OAC engages with
policymakers, community partners, and the broader public to drive meaningful reform in key areas, including:

The Ontario Autism Program (OAP): Advocating for timely, needs-based services and adequate, equitable funding for
autistic children, youth, and their families.
Education: Promoting safe and inclusive learning environments, meaningful access to education, and appropriate
accommodations for both students and educators.
Adult Services: Advocating for timely, needs-based supports and services for autistic adults, including those
transitioning out of the education system.
Community Safety: advocating for the policy changes needed to create support for safe and inclusive communities
across Ontario.
Northern Issues: advocating for policies that support autistic individuals and their families in Northern, rural, and
remote locations across Ontario.

The OAC advances its work through public awareness campaigns, government consultation, community-driven research,
and sustained advocacy aimed at accountability and systemic reform. Central to this work is the amplification of community
voices, ensuring that lived experiences and data generated by families and self-advocates directly inform policy demands
and solutions.

At its core, the Ontario Autism Coalition holds that autism is lifelong and that every individual has the right to live with
health, inclusion, safety, and dignity.

WHO WE ARE

To secure permanent, evidence-based, government-
funded services for autistic people and their families
(2025)

MISSION
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The Ontario Autism Coalition works collaboratively with and in
support of educators, education workers, their professional
organizations and unions. The findings of this survey are not a
reflection of the actions or performance of individual workers, groups
of workers, or their representatives. Rather, they highlight the
broader systemic conditions shaping special education across
Ontario.

With responses from families and individuals from 64 school boards,
the findings point to a system under severe strain. Escalating student
needs, policy failures, and chronic underfunding have led to reduced
or inadequate special education programming, placing untenable
pressure on educators, education workers, students, and families
alike (ETFO, 2025; OAC, Special Education Survey, 2025; OPSBA,
2024; People For Education, 2024).

Taken together, these results document the lived realities of those
most directly affected by education policy and funding decisions
made by the Government of Ontario, and underscore the urgent
need for structural change.

5

LANGUAGE
Ontario’s education system uses the term special education to describe how supports are planned and delivered for
students with disabilities, including how services are organized and funded. This report uses that wording because it is the
language used in provincial policy, school board processes, and formal documentation. At the same time, families and
disability communities have raised important concerns about labels like special education, special needs, and exceptionality,
which can feel stigmatizing and may reinforce the idea that students living with disabilities are “outside” the norm. Where
possible, we prioritize respectful, rights-based language, while still using Ontario’s official terminology when referencing
policy and practice. We also believe it is time for the Province to review and modernize this language in partnership with
disability communities. We stand ready to work with the Government of Ontario to adopt terminology that reflects dignity,
inclusion, and a rights-based approach to education for all students.

The Ontario Autism Coalition uses identity-first language when discussing autism (e.g., “autistic student”) in alignment
with guidance from autistic self-advocates and community partners. We recognize that language preferences differ across
individuals, contexts and over time; accordingly, respectful practice is to ask and follow the language a person/community
prefers. OAC remains guided by the community in how we refer to autism and Autistic People.

CONTEXT FOR SURVEY FINDINGS
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This year’s survey reflects both increased participation and broader representation across the province. A total of 657
responses were received from families and individuals across 64 Ontario school boards, compared to 429 valid responses
representing 60 school boards in the previous year’s survey (Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024). This increase in participation
strengthens the analysis and reflects continued engagement from families and individuals seeking to document their
experiences within Ontario’s special education system.

Based on the Ontario Ministry of Education’s estimated population of 362,615 special education students in publicly funded
elementary and secondary schools (public and Catholic) for the 2024–2025 school year, this sample size exceeds the
threshold required to achieve representativeness with a 95% confidence interval and a 5% margin of error (Ontario Ministry
of Education, 2025).

As with previous years, the survey was disseminated broadly within the disability and special needs community to ensure it
captured the perspectives of special education students and their families, not exclusively those within the autism
community. Diagnosis was not required for participation, and no diagnostic information was collected in order to maintain
participant anonymity. However, due to extensive circulation through autism-focused community channels and the
prevalence of autistic students within Ontario’s special education system, responses reflect a significant representation of
autistic students and their families.

The survey was shared online through disability community groups and networks, including families who accessed or
attempted to access special education services during the previous school year. The survey was open from August 22,
2025, to September 6, 2025. A combination of convenience sampling and snowball sampling was used. Convenience
sampling involved collecting responses from readily accessible groups, such as followers of social media pages and
members of online disability advocacy communities, based on ease of access rather than random selection. Snowball
sampling relied on participants sharing the survey within their own networks, allowing the sample to grow organically
through trusted community connections.

Both methods are non-probability sampling techniques, meaning the results may not be fully representative of all special
education families in Ontario. However, these approaches are commonly used in advocacy and community-based research,
particularly where reaching a specific population is more practical and effective than random sampling.

To protect participant anonymity, response totals of five or below were suppressed in reporting.  

METHODS

657
responses were included in the analysis

64
school boards are represented in this sample
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MEASURING CHANGE

“NOT STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT” DOES NOT MEAN FAMILIES’ EXPERIENCES
DON’T MATTER OR AREN’T REAL. 

IT MEANS THAT WHEN COMPARING RESULTS ACROSS YEARS, THE
DIFFERENCES ARE SMALL ENOUGH THAT THEY COULD BE EXPLAINED BY
NORMAL VARIATION IN RESPONSES, RATHER THAN A CLEAR, SYSTEM-WIDE
CHANGE.
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RESULTS
Describing the survey population is critical to ensuring transparency and clarity in the interpretation of findings.
Understanding who is represented in the data allows readers to assess the scope, strengths, and limitations of the survey
and to consider how the results relate to the broader population of students accessing special education supports in
Ontario. This section describes the student population reflected in the survey responses and situates the findings within
that context.

SURVEY POPULATION

Student age was asked directly in the survey; however,
some response totals were below 5. To protect identity
and to be able to present the data, results were
combined into categories (ages 4-5 (JK/SK), ages 6-10
(Elementary), ages 11-13 (Junior High), ages 14 and over
(High School)). Keep in mind that grade designations
may be arbitrary in the context of students accessing
special education because many have individualized
education plans. These categorizations were employed
to allow the display of these data respectfully to the
community.

Table 1 shows the proportion of students in each of
these age categories. It is evident that a larger
proportion of students were of the elementary age
category, 47%.  

AGE

TABLE 1
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GRADE
The survey asked what grade students completed in the
2024-2025 school year. It is important to note that for
some special education students, grade is an arbitrary
label because their learning and developmental
progress often follow individualized trajectories that
don't align neatly with age-based grade expectations. A
focus on personalized goals, rather than rigid grade
levels, ensures that students receive the support they
need to achieve meaningful milestones at their own
pace. The purpose of this question was to quantify the
distribution of the students accessing special education,
represented in this survey.  

Table 2 shows the proportion of students in each of the
grade categories. It is evident that a larger proportion of
students were of the elementary grade category, 53%.  

TABLE 2
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Special Education Enrolment Trends and Age/Grade Distribution

The findings of this survey must be understood within the broader context of Ontario’s publicly funded education system.
Data published by the Ontario Ministry of Education, in their annual Special Education Enrolment by Exceptionality
datasets, indicate that the number of students identified as receiving special education supports in publicly funded
elementary and secondary schools (public and Catholic) increased from 358,845 students in the 2023–2024 school year to
362,615 students in the 2024–2025 school year (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2024; Ontario Ministry of Education 2025).
This growth places additional strain on a system that families and educators have consistently identified as under-
resourced and underfunded. As student needs continue to rise, the capacity of schools and school boards to provide
timely, appropriate, and safe supports is further challenged, providing important context for the experiences reported
through this survey.

Within this broader system context, the age and grade distribution of students represented in the 2024–2025 survey
is broadly consistent with that of the 2023–2024 survey, suggesting stability in the population of families engaging with
the Ontario Autism Coalition education survey year over year. In the 2023–2024 survey, the largest proportion of students
fell within the elementary age and grade ranges, with students aged 6–10 years accounting for the majority of responses
and Grades 1–6 representing 51% of the sample (Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024). Kindergarten-aged children (JK/SK)
represented 21%, while Grades 7–8 and Grades 9–12 accounted for 15% and 13% of the sample, respectively (Ontario Autism
Coalition, 2024).

A similar pattern is observed in the 2024–2025 survey, with elementary-aged and elementary-grade students continuing to
make up the largest share of respondents. Students in Grades 1–6 represented 52% of the sample, while Kindergarten
(JK/SK) accounted for 16%, Grades 7–8 for 14%, and Grades 9–12 for 16%. By age, 6–10-year-olds remained the
largest group (47%), followed by 11–13-year-olds (22%) and students aged 14 and over (21%), reflecting a modest
increase in representation of older students compared to the previous year.

It is also important to consider how the survey sample compares to the overall special education student population in
Ontario. About 16% of elementary students and 28% of secondary students access special education supports provincially,
a trend that has remained consistent for nearly a decade (People for Education, 2024). The survey sample reflects a modest
overrepresentation of younger students, which likely aligns with the demographic makeup of families connected to the
Ontario Autism Coalition and partner organizations, many of whom are navigating early identification, school entry, and early
elementary experiences. These variations should be taken into account when interpreting the findings, particularly where
experiences may differ by age and stage of schooling.

Overall, the consistency in age and grade distribution across survey years supports cautious comparison of findings, while
the broader enrolment trends underscore the increasing pressures facing Ontario’s special education system.

ONTARIO’S EDUCATION SYSTEM IS FACING GROWING STRAIN, WITH MORE
STUDENTS ACCESSING SPECIAL EDUCATION SUPPORTS YEAR OVER YEAR. THIS
SURVEY REFLECTS THE EXPERIENCES OF FAMILIES AND INDIVIDUALS ACROSS 64
SCHOOL BOARDS, WITH ELEMENTARY-AGED STUDENTS MOST REPRESENTED IN
THE SAMPLE.
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IDENTIFICATION, PLACEMENT, & REVIEW
COMMITTEES (IPRC)

An Identification, Placement and Review Committee (IPRC) is a formal school board committee that decides whether a
student should be identified as an “exceptional pupil” under Ontario’s Education Act and, if so, what special education
placement will best meet the student’s needs  (Education Act, 1990, s. 11(1)5; O. Reg. 181/98). The IPRC reviews information
about a student’s strengths and needs, and issues a written Statement of Decision that outlines an identification and
placement. This decision connects directly to the student’s Individual Education Plan (IEP): for students identified through
an IPRC, the IEP must reflect the student’s identified exceptionality and placement, and it must take into account any special
education program and service recommendations included in the IPRC decision (O. Reg. 181/98; Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2022). This iteration of the OAC Special Education Survey included questions about families’ experiences with an
IPRC during the 2024-2025 school year. 

IDENTIFICATION, PLACEMENT, & REVIEW COMMITTEE
EXPERIENCES WITHIN THE SURVEY POPULATION
Families were asked whether their child or youth had an Identification, Placement and Review Committee (IPRC) meeting
during the 2024–2025 school year. This is a new question added to the survey this year in order to better understand
families’ experiences with formal identification and placement processes in Ontario’s education system. Just over half of
respondents (53.0%) reported that an IPRC meeting took place during the last school year, while 33.6% reported that no
IPRC meeting occurred (Table 3). A further 8.6% reported they were not sure, and 4.8% indicated the question did not apply
to their child or youth (Table 3). It is important to note that this question captures whether an IPRC meeting or review
occurred during the last school year, not whether a student has an IPRC identification overall. Under Ontario’s special
education identification and placement regulation, IPRC decisions are generally subject to annual review, but these reviews
may not occur in every school year in all cases (including where families provide written notice that they do not wish to
proceed with an annual offering of review) (O. Reg. 181/98, s. 26). This question is included in the survey in this way to
contextualize families’ experiences specifically within the 2024–2025 school year, and to enable follow-up questions about
the IPRC process and outcomes for those who had an IPRC meeting during that period.

TABLE 3
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Families who reported having an IPRC meeting during the 2024–2025 school year were asked whether they appealed the
IPRC decision, and what the outcome was. Most respondents (72.7%) reported that the decision was not appealed because
they agreed with the original outcome. However, 14.1% reported that they did not appeal but would have liked to, suggesting
that a meaningful portion of families experienced dissatisfaction or uncertainty with the process and/or outcome, but did not
pursue a formal appeal process.

In total, 13.1% of families reported that an appeal was initiated. Of these, 52.8% reported a successful appeal, 30.2% reported
an unsuccessful appeal, and 17.0% were still awaiting a decision at the time of survey completion (Table 4). Taken together,
these findings suggest that while many families accept IPRC outcomes as appropriate, a notable proportion experienced
barriers to challenging decisions through formal processes, either because appeals are difficult to initiate, require significant
time and knowledge of the system, or extend into periods when schools are not fully operational. 

IPRC APPEALS OUTCOMES

TABLE 4



87.3% 10.3% 2.4%

INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLANS IN THE SURVEY POPULATION 

INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLANS (IEP)
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IEP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS CONSULTATION 

TABLE 5
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Families were asked about their satisfaction with the level of consultation they received during the IEP development
process in both survey years. In the 2024–2025 school year, 44.0% (Table 5) of families reported some level of satisfaction
with the consultation they received, compared to 43% in 2023–2024. A further 28.9% reported some level of dissatisfaction
in 2024–2025, compared to 32% the previous year, while 19.6% reported feeling neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (Table 5).

Formal year-over-year comparisons show no statistically significant change in reported satisfaction or dissatisfaction with
IEP consultation practices. The difference in satisfaction between 2023–2024 and 2024–2025 was not statistically
significant (p = 0.77), nor was the change in dissatisfaction (p = 0.31). These findings indicate that families’ experiences of
consultation during the IEP development process have remained largely unchanged across survey years.

Taken together, the stability of these results suggests that, despite increasing system strain and rising complexity of
student needs, consultation practices during IEP development have not meaningfully improved. While many families
continue to report meaningful engagement, a substantial proportion experience limited or inconsistent consultation,
reinforcing concerns that IEP development practices remain uneven and highly dependent on local capacity, staffing
pressures, and school-level resources rather than consistent system-wide standards.
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TABLE 6

Families were asked about their level of satisfaction with the overall IEP development process during the 2024–2025
school year. In 2024–2025, 40.3% of families reported some level of satisfaction with the process, 33.5% reported some
level of dissatisfaction, and a further 19.3% reported feeling neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (Table 6). 

This is comparable to the 2023–2024 school year, when a larger proportion of families (39%) reported some level of
dissatisfaction with the IEP development process. While there was a modest decrease in dissatisfaction year over year, this
change was not statistically significant (p = 0.082), indicating no measurable improvement in families’ experiences at the
system level. 

Taken together, these findings suggest that although some families experience an IEP process that feels workable or
collaborative, a substantial proportion continue to report negative or mixed experiences, highlighting persistent
inconsistency in how IEPs are developed across schools and boards. This is especially concerning given the central role
IEPs play in ensuring students with disabilities can access accommodations, supports, and meaningful education in
Ontario’s publicly funded system.

IEP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS SATISFACTION



IEP COMPLIANCE
Families were asked how consistently their child or youth’s IEP accommodations were followed during the 2024–2025
school year (Table 7). Among those with an IEP, only 12.4% reported that all accommodations were followed consistently,
while 25.5% reported that most accommodations were followed. The largest proportion of families (39.9%) reported that
only some accommodations were followed consistently, and a further 10.1% reported that none of their child’s
accommodations were followed consistently. Taken together, just over half of families (50.0%) indicated that
accommodations were followed inconsistently or not at all.

Comparable concerns were reported in the 2023–2024 school year. Among families whose child had an IEP (89% of
respondents), 43% reported that only some accommodations were followed consistently, and 11% reported that none were
followed consistently, meaning 54% of families experienced inconsistent or absent implementation of IEP accommodations.

A statistical comparison of the proportion of families reporting that some or none of their child’s IEP accommodations were
followed consistently shows no statistically significant difference between the two years (p = 0.23). This indicates that, at a
system level, the degree of inconsistency in IEP implementation has remained largely unchanged year over year.

While the year-to-year difference is not statistically significant, the persistence of these findings is itself significant. Across
both school years, roughly half of families report that IEP accommodations, despite being formally documented, are not
reliably implemented in daily practice. This sustained gap between planning and follow-through raises serious concerns
about the effectiveness of IEPs as a mechanism for ensuring equitable, safe, and meaningful access to education for
students with disabilities in Ontario’s publicly funded school system.

TABLE 7
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TABLE 8

Families were asked which statement best described the follow-up they received about their child or youth’s IEP goals
during the 2024–2025 school year (Table 8). Only 24.8% of families reported receiving regular follow-ups on progress
toward IEP goals. In contrast, the majority of families reported limited or absent communication: 39.9% said they rarely
received follow-ups, and 25.6% said they never received follow-ups. Taken together, 65.5% of families reported receiving
little to no follow-up regarding IEP goals.

These findings are nearly identical to those from the 2023–2024 school year, when 40% of families reported rarely
receiving follow-ups and a further 25% reported never receiving follow-ups, meaning 65.0% experienced minimal or no
communication about IEP goal progress. A two-proportion z-test comparing the combined “rarely or never” categories
across years found no statistically significant difference between 2023–2024 and 2024–2025 (p = 0.88). This indicates that
follow-up practices around IEP goals have remained persistently inadequate year over year, rather than showing
meaningful improvement or decline.

The stability of these results across two survey cycles suggests a systemic issue rather than isolated communication gaps.
For many students, IEPs are not being treated as active, living documents that are monitored, revisited, and adjusted
throughout the school year. The lack of regular follow-up leaves families uncertain about whether goals are being
addressed in practice, delays identification of emerging concerns, and increases the advocacy burden on families who
must repeatedly initiate contact to confirm that supports are being implemented.

IEP FOLLOW-UP
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TABLE 9

Families were asked to indicate their overall satisfaction with IEP follow-through during the 2024–2025 school year,
including whether educational goals, accommodations, and modifications were implemented and whether the child or
youth’s needs were met through the IEP (Table 9). While 30.4% of families reported some level of satisfaction, a larger
proportion (41.6%) reported some level of dissatisfaction with overall IEP follow-through. A further 18.3% reported feeling
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, suggesting mixed or inconsistent experiences across schools and circumstances. These
findings are significant because they capture not only whether an IEP exists on paper, but whether it functions as an
effective and responsive tool in practice.

By comparison, during the 2023–2024 school year, almost half of families (48%) reported some level of dissatisfaction with
IEP follow-through. When dissatisfaction rates were compared year over year (2023–2024: 48% of students with IEPs;
2024–2025: 41.6% of students with IEPs), the difference did not reach statistical significance (p = 0.051). While this suggests
a modest downward shift in dissatisfaction, the change cannot be interpreted as a clear or reliable improvement in system
performance.

Importantly, the persistence of high dissatisfaction across both years indicates that gaps between documented IEPs and
day-to-day implementation remain widespread. Even where slight numerical changes appear, families’ experiences point to
ongoing inconsistency in follow-through, reinforcing concerns that many students’ supports are not being delivered
reliably enough to ensure meaningful and equitable access to education.

IEP FOLLOW-THROUGH



Accommodations, as outlined in a student’s IEP, are essential for ensuring equitable and safe access to learning and the
school environment. They function to remove barriers that might otherwise prevent a student from fully participating in
classroom activities or demonstrating their abilities, consistent with Ontario’s human rights framework, which requires that
students with disabilities be accommodated in a manner that respects dignity, supports individual needs, and promotes
full participation in education (Human Rights Code, 1990, ss. 1, 17; Ontario Human Rights Commission, n.d.). For example,
accommodations like extra time on tests, assistive technology, alternative environments, or individualized work formats
help level the playing field, allowing students to focus on their strengths while addressing their unique barriers. Without
these supports, many students would face unnecessary obstacles that hinder their success, growth, or participation.
Inclusion without proper accommodation is not true inclusion; it risks leaving students behind and may constitute a failure
to meet legal obligations under Ontario’s human rights law.

Schools are finding it increasingly difficult to accommodate students for a variety of reasons: 

Lack of Resources: Insufficient funding, inadequate staffing and training, and a shortage of specialized educators or
educational assistants can limit a school’s ability to implement accommodations (Elementary Teachers’ Federation of
Ontario, 2025; Ontario Public School Boards’ Association, 2024; Ontario School Board Council of Unions, 2025).
Systemic Challenges: High student-to-teacher ratios, inconsistent policies across schools or boards, and
bureaucratic delays in developing or updating IEPs can result in unmet needs (People for Education, 2024; Ontario
Autism Coalition, 2024; Ontario School Board Council of Unions, 2025).
Inadequate Training: Educators and staff may lack the training or knowledge to implement accommodations
properly, leading to inconsistent or ineffective support (Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario, 2025; Ontario
School Board Council of Unions, 2025).
Communication Gaps: Poor collaboration between schools, parents, and specialists can result in misunderstandings
or unmet expectations regarding a student’s needs (Ontario Autism Coalition, 2025; Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024).
Stigma or Resistance: A lack of awareness about the importance of accommodations or reluctance to implement
changes may result in schools deprioritizing these supports (Schneider et al., 2025; Fuchs et al., 2025).
Overreliance on Standardized Systems: Schools may not have the capacity to align with the different individualized
approaches required for special education students.

Addressing these barriers requires systemic changes, increased funding, and a commitment to equity in education.    

This section examines several common accommodations that special education students receive and how they were
implemented during the 2024-2025 school year. As with the 2023-2024 survey, the accommodations that were examined
for this iteration of the survey include classroom placements, modified schedules, academic support, personal support
and access to curriculum.  

ACCOMMODATIONS

21



TABLE 10

SCHOOL PLACEMENT
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APPROPRIATE SCHOOL PLACEMENT
Families were asked whether the school placement options offered to their child or youth during the 2024–2025 school
year met the student’s needs (Table 11). Just over half of respondents (51.2%) reported that their child was offered an
appropriate placement, while 37.5% reported that the placement offered did not meet their child’s needs. A further 11.3%
were unsure.

These findings closely mirror those from 2023–2024, when 49% of families reported an appropriate placement and 39%
reported that the placement was not appropriate. Statistical testing confirms that there is no significant year-over-year
difference in responses (p > 0.05). In practical terms, this means the pattern has remained stable.

The persistence of this finding is significant. More than one in three families continue to report that their child is not being
offered a placement that meets their needs; a structural barrier to meaningful access to publicly funded education. As
shown throughout this report, families say this gap is due to systemic constraints, including insufficient staffing, limited
specialized options, and overall capacity pressures. In some boards, specialized classroom models are being reduced or are
insufficient to meet demand; in others, placements exist but are unavailable in sufficient numbers, resulting in significant
variability in access across the province (People for Education, 2024; Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario, 2025;
Ontario School Board Council of Unions, 2025; Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024). The result is uneven access across the
province and ongoing barriers to learning, safety, and well-being for a substantial proportion of students.

In this case, the key issue is not fluctuation; it is persistence. For two consecutive years, more than one in three families
reported that their child was not offered a placement that met their needs. That consistency suggests a systemic problem,
not a temporary one.

TABLE 11

23



When asked whether their child or youth was on a modified schedule during the 2024–2025 school year, 

TABLE 12

MODIFIED ATTENDANCE SCHEDULES (DAILY)

24

Modified schedules are one of the clearest indicators that a student is not meaningfully accessing publicly funded education in
practice, even when they remain formally enrolled, raising serious concerns about compliance with the right to equal access to
education (Human Rights Code, 1990, ss. 1, 17; Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024). Families report that modified schedules may be
used for a range of reasons, including school-level capacity constraints such as limited staffing, insufficient support from
educational assistants, and a lack of suitable programming or specialized placements. At the same time, modified schedules
may also reflect the intensity or complexity of a student’s needs, particularly where regulation, safety, or health factors affect a
student’s ability to remain in the school environment for a full day or full week. In many cases, families describe modified
schedules as emerging from a combination of these factors: students with significant support needs entering or remaining in
school without sufficient external services, limited in-school resources to meet those needs, and escalating strain on both
students and educators. For this reason, the following findings examine modified schedules in two ways: the number of hours
students were able to attend per day, and whether students were able to attend school consistently across a full school week.

MODIFIED ATTENDANCE SCHEDULES 
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TABLE 13

Families were asked whether their child or youth attended school for a full week during the 2024–2025 school year (Table
13). Most respondents (76.1%) reported that their child attended school for a full week, while 23.9% reported that their child
did not attend school on a full 5-day schedule. 

A statistical comparison of full-week attendance between 2023–2024 and 2024–2025 found no statistically significant
year-over-year change (p = 0.26). The proportion of students not attending school for a full five-day week increased
modestly from 21% to 23.9%; however, this difference does not reach statistical significance. This indicates that reduced
weekly attendance remains a persistent and structurally embedded issue rather than a newly emerging trend. Across both
years, approximately one in four students represented in this survey were not able to attend school consistently for a full
week, a level of partial participation that raises ongoing concerns about access, stability, and meaningful inclusion.                

MODIFIED ATTENDANCE SCHEDULES (WEEKLY)

MODIFIED ATTENDANCE SCHEDULES (DAY & WEEK PROFILES)
Looking at modified schedules as a combined profile of hours per day and days per week, the data show three distinct
patterns: students who experienced a shortened school day, students who attended fewer than five days per week, and
students who experienced both reduced hours and reduced attendance frequency. Among students captured in this
modified schedule profile (n=167), 44.3% were reported to have reduced hours per day only, 33.5% had reduced days per
week only, and 22.2% experienced both a shortened school day and reduced weekly attendance. Together, this confirms
that modified schedules are not a single uniform experience. Many families describe partial participation that may reduce
either daily access, weekly access, or both. Importantly, the “Other” responses repeatedly clarify that these schedules often
involved irregular attendance, changing week to week, and inconsistent access, even when the child was “allowed” a
certain number of hours on paper; meaning the practical impact for many students was reduced access to education that
was both limited and unstable.



REASONS FOR MODIFIED SCHEDULES
Families who indicated that their child or youth was on a modified schedule were asked to identify the reason (Table 14). In
the 2024–2025 school year, the most common reason reported was that the school lacked the resources needed to
support the student safely on a full-time basis (34.6%). This reinforces that modified schedules are often not a family
“choice,” but a reflection of school-level capacity constraints, particularly where staffing, supervision, and specialized
supports are insufficient to safely include students for a full day (Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024, 2025; Ontario School
Board Council of Unions, 2025; Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario, 2025; People for Education, 2024).

Beyond resourcing limitations, families also identified reasons tied to the student’s tolerance for the school environment
(20.6%), which may be connected to unmet accommodation needs, escalating distress, or environments that are not
consistently safe or regulated for the student. A further 16.9% reported that modified schedules reflected attendance in
alternative programming outside of school, such as therapy or service appointments. Finally, 18.4% selected “Other”,
suggesting that many modified schedules are driven by complex, individualized circumstances that do not fit neatly into
preset categories, while 9.6% of families were unsure, underscoring that in some cases, modified scheduling decisions may
not be clearly communicated or consistently documented for families.

A statistical comparison of reasons for modified schedules between 2023–2024 and 2024–2025 found no statistically
significant year-over-year differences across any category (all p > 0.05). Reports that schools lacked sufficient resources to
safely support students full-time declined slightly from 38% to 34.6%, while reports that students could only tolerate limited
hours decreased from 27% to 20.6%; however, these shifts were not statistically significant. The proportion of families
reporting attendance in special education programming remained unchanged at approximately 17% in both years.
Together, these findings indicate that the drivers of modified schedules remain structurally consistent over time. Capacity
constraints, unmet accommodation needs, and external service demands continue to shape partial school participation in
stable and predictable ways, rather than reflecting temporary or year-specific fluctuations (Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024,
2025; Ontario School Board Council of Unions, 2025; Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario, 2025).

TABLE 14
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Across open text responses from families, modified schedules were rarely described as a minor or short-term adjustment.
Instead, families’ descriptions show that “modified” frequently meant a student was not accessing a full school day, not
attending consistently across the week, or both. Taken together, these profiles suggest that modified schedules often
function as a mechanism of reduced educational access, shaped by school capacity constraints, the intensity of unmet
needs, and the limited availability of supports outside the publicly funded education system. These patterns should also be
interpreted in the broader context of reduced availability and long wait times for publicly funded supports outside the
school environment, including autism services such as the Ontario Autism Program, which can leave students entering or
remaining in school with high levels of unmet need and limited access to community-based interventions that could
otherwise support stabilization, participation, and learning (Ontario Autism Coalition, 2025; appendix).

A particularly important finding emerged through the “Other” responses to the modified schedule questions: families
repeatedly described modified schedules as unstable and variable, even when a student was technically “allowed” a set
number of hours per day. Families explained that reduced access often depended on staffing availability, safety concerns,
or the student’s ability to tolerate the school environment on any given day. In paraphrased examples, families described
situations where “the schedule wasn’t stable, hours changed depending on the day and what the school could manage,” or
that “on paper it looked like a set number of hours, but it depended on whether staff were available.” Others described
shortened days that occurred repeatedly through early pick-up requests, suggesting that reduced participation was often
managed through informal or recurring disruption rather than planned supports.

Families also clarified that reduced hours did not necessarily reflect stable weekly participation. In “Other” responses,
families described schedules such as three half days and one full day, two days per week after therapy, or arrangements
that varied week to week, with some describing periods where the student attended only sporadically or not at all. Several
families described situations where a student’s schedule appeared to be five days per week in theory, but in practice, the
child frequently could not attend due to escalating distress, safety concerns, or conflict with the school environment.
These details are significant because they show that modified schedules often involve both reduced time and reduced
predictability, limiting students’ ability to access consistent programming and stable learning routines, and contributing to
broader instability for families navigating education and care systems (Ontario Autism Coalition, 2025; McLaughlin et al.,
2026).

The reasons families reported for modified schedules further clarify why these profiles emerge. Many families described
modified schedules as linked to school capacity and safety constraints, including limited staffing and insufficient resources
to safely support students. Others described modified schedules as framed around student distress and reduced tolerance
for the school environment, often connected to repeated conflict, unmet accommodations, bullying, mental health strain,
or escalating dysregulation. In addition, families described modified schedules shaped by external service demands and
unmet needs outside school, including arranging school participation around therapy access or privately secured supports
when publicly funded services were delayed or unavailable. Taken together, the profiles and “Other” examples illustrate
that modified schedules frequently reflect a convergence of system strain and unmet need, where reduced school access
becomes the mechanism used to manage gaps in support, rather than a planned pathway to inclusion.
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MODIFIED SCHEDULES (QUALITATIVE SUMMARY)

“It was inconvenient to have [my child] there; they were unable to meet their communication
or behavioural needs, they were always at risk due to huge safety concerns; but nobody says
those things out loud”

IN OUR OWN WORDS: 

“Sent home early due to lack of support.”

“They didn't want to support [my child’s] needs so they sent them home early instead of
getting them help”



ACADEMIC SUPPORT
Families were asked about their overall satisfaction with the level of academic support their child or youth received during
the 2024–2025 school year (Table 15). In 2024–2025, 47.2% of families reported some level of satisfaction (24.0% very
satisfied and 23.2% satisfied), 23.2% reported feeling neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, and 28.6% reported dissatisfaction
(17.6% dissatisfied and 11.0% very dissatisfied). 

Compared to 2023–2024, when 55% of families reported dissatisfaction and only 30% reported satisfaction, these findings
represent a substantial shift. The proportion of families reporting dissatisfaction dropped significantly from 55% to 28.6% (p
< 0.00001), driven by large and statistically significant decreases in both “dissatisfied” and “very dissatisfied” responses. At
the same time, the proportion reporting they were “very satisfied” more than doubled (10% to 24.0%, p < 0.00001), and the
proportion reporting neutral experiences increased significantly. A full distributional analysis confirms that the year-over-
year changes are highly statistically significant.

While this shift suggests that families’ experiences with academic support improved in 2024–2025 relative to the previous
year, it remains notable that nearly three in ten families continue to report dissatisfaction, and almost one quarter describe
mixed or neutral experiences. These results point to meaningful movement in reported satisfaction levels, but also
underscore that academic support remains inconsistent across the system.

TABLE 15
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TABLE 16

Families were asked to indicate their overall satisfaction with the level of personal support their child or youth received
during the 2024–2025 school year (Table 16). In 2024–2025, 36.9% of families reported some level of satisfaction (13.6%
very satisfied and 23.3% satisfied), while 42.9% reported dissatisfaction (22.8% dissatisfied and 20.1% very dissatisfied). A
further 16.7% reported feeling neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, and 3.5% selected not sure or not applicable.

Compared to 2023–2024, when 48% of families reported dissatisfaction and 33% reported satisfaction, the 2024–2025
results reflect a modest shift toward slightly lower dissatisfaction and slightly higher satisfaction. However, statistical
analysis indicates that these changes are not statistically significant (p > 0.05), meaning the overall distribution of
responses has remained substantively stable year over year.

Taken together, the findings suggest that concerns about personal support remain persistent and systemic. Despite small
numerical improvements, more than four in ten families continue to report dissatisfaction, reinforcing that many students
are not consistently receiving the individualized supervision, assistance, and daily support required to participate fully and
safely in school.

PERSONAL SUPPORT



CURRICULUM ACCESS

TABLE 17

Families were asked whether their child or youth meaningfully accessed the school curriculum during the 2024–2025
school year (Table 17). In 2024–2025, 29.2% of families reported that their child meaningfully accessed the curriculum,
while 34.9% reported inconsistent access and 25.5% reported no meaningful access at all. Taken together, 60.4% of
families reported that curriculum access was inconsistent or absent. A further 7.7% were unsure and 2.8% indicated the
question did not apply.

Statistical testing shows that the overall distribution of responses changed significantly year over year (chi-square test, p <
0.01). The increase in families reporting meaningful curriculum access (22.0% to 29.2%) is statistically significant, as is the
decrease in families reporting no access at all (33.0% to 25.5%). The proportion reporting inconsistent access (36.0% to
34.9%) did not change significantly. While these findings suggest measurable improvement in reported curriculum access
compared to the previous year, it remains deeply concerning that a clear majority of families (60.4%) continue to report that
access to curriculum is either inconsistent or entirely absent.

Although there are signs of progress, the dominant experience remains partial participation in learning. Students may be
physically present in school, but consistent engagement with academic content continues to be unstable for a majority of
respondents, reinforcing the broader pattern identified throughout this report.
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Families were asked whether they felt their child or youth was receiving a meaningful education during the 2024–2025
school year (Table 18). While 45.7% responded “Yes,” a substantial 42.9% reported that their child was not receiving a
meaningful education, and 11.4% were unsure. 

This represents a decrease from 2023–2024, when 50% of families reported that their child was not accessing a meaningful
education, compared to 42.9% in 2024–2025. A statistical comparison confirms that this 7.1% decrease is significant (p =
0.019), indicating a modest but measurable improvement year over year.

However, the overall finding remains deeply concerning: more than four in ten families continue to report that meaningful
education is not being achieved when access exists. Meaningful education is difficult to sustain when participation is
reduced or unstable, and these results align with broader patterns identified in this survey, including modified schedules,
inconsistent curriculum access, and gaps in accommodation follow-through. 

MEANINGFUL EDUCATION

TABLE 18
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TABLE 19

FAMILY CONCERN ABOUT SAFETY

Safety is foundational for students living with disabilities, many of whom experience unique vulnerability due to physical,
cognitive, communication, or sensory needs. A safe school environment is one where students are protected not only from
physical harm but also from emotional distress, bullying, and preventable exclusion. Achieving this requires predictable
routines, appropriate supervision and staffing, trauma- and disability-informed practices, and proactive planning for risks
such as elopement, escalation, or medical emergencies. When safety is treated as a shared responsibility, supported
through individualized planning and consistent implementation, students are better able to regulate, participate, and
access learning in a stable and dignified way (Human Rights Code, 1990, ss. 1, 17; Ontario Human Rights Commission, n.d.;
Ontario Ministry of Education, 2022; Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024, 2025; Schneider et al., 2025; Elementary Teachers’
Federation of Ontario, 2025; Ontario School Board Council of Unions, 2025).

SAFETY

Families were asked how often they worried about their child or youth’s safety while at school (Table 19). In 2024–2025,
38.9% of families reported that they usually or always worried about safety, and 66.2% reported worrying at least
sometimes. 

While these figures remain deeply concerning, they represent a statistically significant improvement from 2023–2024,
when 50% of families reported usually or always worrying and 79% reported worrying at least sometimes. The reduction in
families reporting any level of worry (from 79% to 66.2%) is highly statistically significant (p < 0.00001), as is the reduction in
frequent worry (p < 0.001). Additionally, the proportion of families reporting that they never worried increased from 5% to
11.6%, also a statistically significant shift.

However, despite measurable improvement, the overall findings remain troubling: two-thirds of families still report worrying
about safety at least sometimes, and nearly four in ten worry frequently. This indicates that while conditions may have
shifted modestly year over year, safety concerns remain a persistent and systemic issue within publicly funded schooling.
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SPECIFIC SAFETY CONCERNS
Families were asked whether their child/youth experienced any specific safety concerns at school during the 2024–2025
school year (Table 20). Nearly three-quarters of families (73.5%) identified one or more safety concerns, while 26.6%
reported no concerns. Importantly, many families reported multiple overlapping concerns: 45.1% identified two or more
safety concerns, and 28.2% identified three or more, reinforcing that safety issues are often not isolated incidents but
layered and cumulative for many students.

Compared to the 2023–2024 results, where 82% of families reported one or more safety concerns, the 2024–2025
proportion (73.5%) represents a statistically significant decrease (p < 0.001). This suggests fewer families reported any safety
concern this year; however, the fact that nearly half of families still reported two or more concerns, and more than one in
four reported three or more, indicates that safety remains a widespread and serious issue affecting many students’ day-to-
day school experiences.

TABLE 20
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TABLE 21

Among families who reported at least one safety concern (2024–2025) (Table 21), bullying was the most commonly
identified issue (53.8%), followed by elopement (35.1%) and violence from other students (29.6%). Compared to 2023–2024
results, bullying increased substantially from 41% to 53.8%, representing a statistically significant rise in the proportion of
families reporting bullying as a safety concern (p < 0.001). In contrast, no other safety concern category showed a
statistically significant year-over-year change, suggesting that while several safety risks remain persistently high (including
elopement and peer violence), the most notable shift in this year’s data is the marked increase in bullying, reinforcing
concerns about students’ day-to-day safety and well-being in school environments.



STUDENT SAFETY EXPERIENCE
Families were asked whether their child or youth felt safe, supported, and happy at school during the last school year
(Table 22). In 2024–2025, 48.7% of families said yes, while 35.0% said no, and 16.3% were not sure/didn’t know. Compared
to 2023–2024, the proportion of families reporting that students did not feel safe, supported, and happy at school
remained high and did not change significantly (38% last year vs. 35% this year; p = 0.33). However, the proportion of
families who selected “Not sure/I don’t know” fell significantly from 23% to 16.3% (p = 0.005). As noted in last year’s findings,
uncertainty may reflect that some students are unable to reliably communicate their school experiences, making it
especially important to interpret these results alongside broader safety and access indicators across the survey.

TABLE 22
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OVERALL SAFETY 
In a new question added for the 2024-2025 survey, families were asked whether they felt their child or youth received a
safe education during the last school year (Table 23). Just over half of respondents (57.2%) answered yes, while more than
one-quarter (27.7%) answered no. A further 15.1% selected “Not sure/I don’t know,” which may reflect communication
barriers for some students or limited visibility into what occurs during the school day. Taken together, these findings
indicate that while many families believe their child’s schooling was safe overall, a substantial proportion do not, reinforcing
concerns that safety remains a central and unresolved issue for a significant share of students living with disabilities.

TABLE 23
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Families who provided open-ended safety comments described concerns that extended beyond isolated incidents and
reflected ongoing patterns of risk, instability, and unmet needs within school environments. Across responses, “safety” was
described as a multidimensional issue involving not only physical harm, but also psychological well-being, supervision,
dignity, and the systems in place to support students living with disabilities. Many families framed their concerns as
recurring conditions that shaped their child or youth’s ability to attend, participate, and remain regulated at school.

A dominant theme was inadequate supervision and unsafe independence, including situations where students were
not consistently monitored during transitions, recess, or throughout the day. Some families described children being left
alone, not actively supervised, or able to move into unsafe situations without timely intervention. Related to this were
concerns about students being “lost,” unaccounted for, or left in unsafe spaces, which families experienced as a serious
failure of basic safety oversight. For some students, the issue was not a single emergency event, but repeated patterns of
inconsistent supervision that created persistent risk.

Families also raised significant concerns about restrictive or harmful staff practices, including confinement, restraint,
unsafe handling, and practices perceived as punitive or inappropriate. Several responses described students being
physically managed in ways that resulted in visible injury or heightened distress, or being placed in sensory spaces without
appropriate supervision. These accounts reflect deep concern that, in some cases, behaviour and disability-related needs
were managed through containment or removal rather than planned, supportive inclusion. In addition to physical safety
risks, families emphasized that these experiences can undermine trust and increase trauma, anxiety, and dysregulation over
time.

Another major theme was bullying, peer violence, and threats, with many families describing persistent bullying across
the school year and incidents of physical aggression from other students. Families highlighted that safety concerns often
involved psychological harm and fear, not only visible injury. Some responses described students feeling alienated,
ignored, or socially isolated, reinforcing that emotional and social safety are central to whether students can meaningfully
participate in school. In several cases, peer conflict and violence were described as ongoing rather than episodic,
contributing to deteriorating mental health and reduced school engagement.

Closely connected to these experiences was the theme of mental health decline, anxiety, and school refusal, which
families repeatedly linked to unsafe or unsupported school environments. Families described children/youth who
developed escalating anxiety, distress, and refusal to attend, including severe emotional impacts in some cases. These
responses suggest that safety concerns can directly shape attendance patterns and that unsafe experiences may trigger
long-term withdrawal from schooling. In this context, school safety is not only about preventing harm in the moment but
about sustaining conditions where students can remain stable enough to attend and learn consistently, as a prerequisite
for meaningful access to education (Human Rights Code, 1990, ss. 1, 17; Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024, 2025).

Families also identified safety concerns related to a lack of personal care and dignity, including unmet needs such as
toileting, clothing management, and supervision during vulnerable moments. These responses highlight that safety is
inseparable from appropriate personal support for students who require assistance with daily living. When these supports
are inconsistent, families described increased distress, more frequent meltdowns, and reduced ability to participate in
school routines. These concerns underscore that “personal care” is not an optional add-on; it is a foundational component
of safe access for many students with high support needs (Human Rights Code, 1990, s. 17; Ontario Ministry of Education,
2022; Ontario School Board Council of Unions, 2025; Ontario Autism Coalition, 2024, 2025).

A critical theme emerged around communication barriers, where families emphasized they could not reliably confirm
what was happening at school, particularly for students who are non-speaking or have limited ability to report experiences.
This adds an important interpretation layer to “Not sure/I don’t know” responses: uncertainty may reflect real limitations in
oversight and transparency, rather than a lack of concern. For these families, the inability to verify safety can itself be
distressing and may heighten the risk of harm going unnoticed.

SAFETY CONCERNS RAISED IN OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES (2024–2025)
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