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Executive summary

The Minister of Education requested a review of the Board of Directors (‘Board’) of the South Shore
Retﬁqional School Board (‘SSRSB’) after the Board itself approved a motion requesting a review on July
20", 2011. School Review is an important responsibility of school boards and is defined in the Education
Act. The Board of the SSRSB abandoned the review process by voting to review no schools in their
Board meeting of March 30", 2011. It subsequently came to light that email correspondence between
Board members about the School Review indicated that the process had not been performed in
accordance with sound governance practices. In particular, the emails in question indicated that certain
members had been excluded, and the process had been aimed at gathering support to prevent School
Review from happening.

Deloitte was asked to assess how the Board conforms to sound governance practices and to review
whether or not the Board was in violation of its obligations under legislation, regulations, ministerial
directives and the Board’s own bylaws. We were asked to review in particular three undertakings of the
board: the School Review Process, recent efforts to revise its existing bylaws, and the creation of a
budget for 2011-12 as required by the Department of Education. Deloitte’s review considered information
from a comprehensive range of sources: Interviews were held with all Board members, senior SSRSB
staff, officials of the Department of Education, and external subject matter experts. We reviewed a wide
range of documents, from the Board, the Department, other provinces and US states.

We believe all Board members have the best interests of students at heart, and generally act with sound
intentions, but we find that there are a number of serious deficiencies. These include:

¢ An inappropriate focus on administrative, management and operations matters.

o Frequent violation of its own bylaws and a lack of willingness to address these violations.

¢ Use of in camera meetings to hold discussions that should be held in public.

o Persistent cases of conflict of interest on the part of some members.

o Afocus on individual agendas at the expense of the region’s overall best interests.

¢ Mistrust of management and of each other, leading to poor communications and exclusion of members
from discussion, particularly in the case of School Review.

We found relatively good compliance with directives in the case of the budget; however, the bylaw
process was inefficient and hampered by member self-interest. In the case of School Review, the Board
acted in a way that was contrary to the Education Act, to their own bylaws, and in particular to the
Board’s own code of ethics. In doing so, the Board is not managing the resources available to it
effectively and responsibly.

Our review concludes that the Board has serious governance issues that, if not addressed, may have
material consequences for the quality of education, the well-being and morale of staff, and the
confidence of the public. Our report makes recommendations aimed at addressing currently known
breaches of conflict of interest and ethics, removing the Board from its involvement in management
issues and eliminating members’ interference in schools. The recommendations also would move the
Board towards an agenda in line with their defined accountabilities and responsibilities.

Deloitte has concluded that unless corrected the current situation at SSRSB is highly likely to result in
failure to efficiently and effectively manage Board resources.

We made a number of recommendations in the report that we believe that if implemented would improve
the board'’s ability to meet its mandate. However, we believe that the capabilities required to successfully
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implement these recommendations are largely absent from the Board, and success is unlikely to be
achieved by the current members, even with substantial outside assistance.
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Background

SSRSB has an elected Board that governs the delivery of educational services under the Education Act in
Lunenburg and Queens Counties.

Like all school boards, the SSRSB is accountable to the Minister and responsible for the control and
management of the public schools within its jurisdiction in accordance with this Act and the regulations.'.

The Board'’s primary responsibility is to provide all students with educational programs along with
transportation to and from school, and to fund the same from monies primarily from the provincial and
municipal governments. The Board is tasked to “provide for the effective and efficient management of the
financial affairs of the Board”.

The Board is also accountable to the electorate, although the bylaws of the Board clearly indicate that
Board members owe a duty to the region as a whole, and not to electoral districts®.

School closure is one of the ways in which any board may choose to optimize its resources, particularly in
when enrolment is generally declining. The School Review process is designed to enable school boards
to review schools against predetermined criteria in a structured way that involves the school communities.
The process begins with the identification of schools for the more detailed process of full review.
Identification is done by means of an identification report, the contents of which are defined in the
Regulations pertaining to the Education Act, Section 16.

In February 2011 the Board asked staff to prepare identification reports for eleven schools. An additional
twelfth school was later added by Board members. Members received draft cop|es of identification reports
for each school on March 23", and at a special Board meeting on March 30", the Board voted to
discontinue the review process for all twelve schools.

Email correspondence between members of the Board became public as a result of a FOIPOP® request,
and subsequent articles in the press. This correspondence (included as Appendix A) appeared to show
that Board members were colluding in an inappropriate manner to stop the process of School Review.

On July 20" 2011, the Board passed a motion asking the Minister to undertake a review of the Board.
The request was made to the Minister from the Chair of the Board in a letter dated July 26" 2011.

On August 4™ 2011 the Minister of Education commumcated to the Board Chair her concerns with regard
to the events surroundmg and leading up to the March 30", 2011 meeting of the School Board in which
the Board voted to review no schools. The Minister also noted her expectation that the Board would take
action to address the concerns about Board member conduct and further noted her concern that the
conduct of School Board members may have severely damaged the integrity of the School Board and the
public’s confidence in the Board. In this correspondence the Minister conveyed to the Board Chair that the
Department of Education would be undertaking a review. Deloitte Inc. was subsequently contracted by
the Department of Education to conduct this review.

' Education Act, Section 64, c1

? Page 5, Code of Ethics: ‘It is expected that each Board Member will represent all communities within the Region and will always
consider the implication of his/her decisions on the entire system.

* Refers to the NS Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act
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A note on terminology

Unless otherwise noted:

e Board is used to mean the elected members of the Board of Directors of the SSRSB.

o Staff means the administration and educational professionals in the employ of the SSRSB, excluding
teaching staff.

e Act means the Education Act.

o Department means the Nova Scotia Department of Education.

¢ Minister means the Minister of Education.

e Bylaws, unless otherwise noted, means the currently approved bylaws of the South Shore Regional
School Board.

o REO means Regional Education Officer in the Department of Education.

o NSSBA means the Nova Scotia School Boards Association.
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Scope of the review

This review centred on, but was not limited to, governance practices and the formulation of
recommendations deemed necessary to remedy any identified shortcomings.

The review addressed two primary questions:

1. Does the Board adhere to all provincial legislation, policy and regulations, as well as its own bylaws
and policies? This includes, but is not limited to:

The Education Act and Associated Regulations;
Directives from the Minister;

Board bylaws;

Board Policies; and

The Municipal Conflict of Interest Act.

2. Does the Board exhibit other good governance practices? This may include, but is not limited to:

Board competency requirements;

Respectful and professional behavior;

Relations with staff and the Superintendent;

Effective use of available information in making decisions;

Transparency of discussions with stakeholders; including use of in camera meetings; and
Decisions related to budgeting and financial management practices.

As part of this review, Deloitte was asked to assess the Board’s approach to, and conduct during, three
recent undertakings as a way of understanding better the current situation. These undertakings were:

e The School Review process;

e The Board’s adherence to the Department of Education’s 2011-12 Budget directives; and
e The bylaw revision process.
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Approach

SSRSB operates in a complex environment governed by Laws and Regulations, directives from
Government, their electorate, their own definition of their purpose, and even tradition. (Figure 1 shows the
Board and staff at the centre of these different forces.)

Figure 1: Elements of School Board Governance
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In order to operate in this complex environment, Board members and staff need to be well versed and
very familiar with their responsibilities and decision-making authority. The Board’s responsibilities and
authorities fall within five primary categories:

Education Act and Associated Regulations;
Directives from the Minister;

Bylaws;

Board Policies; and

Municipal Conflict of Interest Act.

Further definitions and implications of the above authorities can be found in Appendix B.

Information sources

In completing this review, Deloitte spent time reviewing all publically available information and
documentation related to the three noted undertakings of the Board. We issued data and information
requests to the Department and SSRSB where information critical to our report was not publically
available (for example, correspondence between the Department and SSRSB). To better understand the
issues and actions at the centre of this review, we conducted a series of interviews with both SSRSB and
Department of Education staff, all members of the Board, and Jim Gunn (former school Board
superintendent and now a consultant offering workshops in non-profit Board governance) as an external
subject matter expert. We conducted a survey of the Board members to seek their views on Board
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effectiveness and reviewed the data from the Board’s self-assessment surveys that have been completed
by members in the last three years.*

Throughout this work, Deloitte relied on its extensive experience working with clients in undertaking
governance reviews and we used our Framework for Not-for-Profit Governance to help inform the current
situation. The framework is found in this report.

4 Excerpts of the Board's Self- Assessment Survey for 2011 have been included in Appendix B.
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Assessment

Introduction

The following sections describe the results of our investigation of the three previously noted undertakings.
In all cases, the Board’s compliance with its authorities and responsibilities as listed previously is
examined. We follow this with an assessment of SSRSB’s governance, using Deloitte’s five part
Framework for Not-for-Profit Boards (Figure 2). Deloitte’s view is that School Boards are best assessed
as elected Not-for-Profit Boards® and our assessment was adjusted to reflect that Board members run for
office and have responsibilities and accountabilities to those who elected them.

In scope undertakings of the Board

A yes or no approach has been used to assess adherence for each of the three noted undertakings as it
is not enough to partially comply to the requirements of legislation, for example. Certainly some breaches
of compliance are more serious than others, but following the legislation most of the time is setting the bar
too low. In each case it was first assessed whether the Board had the information and support it needed
to successfully address each undertaking. This was followed by an assessment of compliance through
answering a series of questions derived from the relevant categories of responsibilities and authorities.

School Review

Background

As outlined in the Ministerial Education Act Regulation, any school board may identify a public school
under its jurisdiction for review. The process is designed to allow the Board to assess a school’s facilities
and indicate how effective and efficient any given school is in meeting students’ needs and to determine if
there are efficiencies to be gained across the school board’s facilities as a whole. The review involves
collecting data, statistics and other information that measures the capability of the school to delivers its
requirement and to meet its objectives.

It is important to note that the purpose of School Review is not to close public schools. The review could
result in a decision to maintain status quo, consolidate the school, or a part of the school, with another
public school, or make any other decision authorized by the regulations pertaining to the Act. School
Review is an important tool that Boards can utilize to contain expenses and optimize the educational
resources at their disposal, which is particularly important during a time of generally rising costs and
falling enroliment.

During its Board meeting of March 30", 2011, the Board voted to review no schools in 2011. It later came
to light through a Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIPOP) request that the process as
laid out in the Education Act was not followed, and the conduct of several members appeared to violate
the Board’s Code of Ethics.

Table 1 on the following page contains evidence to support our conclusion that the Board had sufficient
information and support related to School Review. Table 2 deals with the way the Board made decisions.

® Corporate Boards are responsible to maximize financial return and are subject to different laws and regulations, and so do not
make as good a model as the not-for-profit sector.

© Deloitte & Touche LLP and affiliated entities. Performance Review — South Shore Regional School Board 8



Table 1: Information and support — School Review

Key Question | Assessment
Did the Board receive adequate information on the process and content to enable effective decision- Yes
making?

Supporting evidence:

e The Board received information in sufficient time to allow it to fully prepare for School Review. According to two staff
members, School Review was discussed with the Board in the spring of 2010 during in camera budget discussions.

« Full information on the process to be followed was provided to the Board members, staff and public in a memo from
the Superintendent dated February 28", 2011. We reviewed this memo, and found it to be a comprehensive and an
accurate reflection of the requirements, however:

_ Five Board members told us in interviews they had concerns about the information available, and that this was a
contributing factor in voting for the motion to abandon School Review.

- Four Board members told us they either did not agree with the process, or did not agree that the process was
necessary.

« Deloitte found the information in the memo of February 28" to be adequate and timely.

« Deloitte reviewed a random sample of the school identification reports (without considering school name) and found
them to be in compliance with the regulations governing the contents of the identification reports (ID reports). Given
that school identification is only intended to be a high level analysis to enable a decision on schools for review, a
highly detailed analysis is not appropriate or necessary at the stage of the process when ID reports are completed.
We found the level of information within the ID reports to be reasonable for the decisions to be taken.

Did the Board receive adequate outside advice where required? Yes

Supporting evidence:
e The Regional Education Officer was available to provide advice on procedures related to the School Review if
required.

Table 2: Board assessment — School Review

Key Question | Assessment

Did the Board adhere to the Education Act’s legislation and regulations, as well as any directives in No
their deliberations and decision-making?

Supporting evidence:

« It might be argued that because the ID reports were never formally received by the Board, School Review was not
actually underway; but in reality the process had begun, and staff had prepared eleven ID reports of the twelve
requested by the Board.

_ The process of the School Review is defined in some detail in the Education Act (section 89). Undertaking the
process is optional. Once begun however, school Boards are expected to follow the process in accordance with
the Act and the relevant Regulations (section 16).

« Two members of the Board told us that the reports they received may not have conformed to legislation because they
were missing descriptions of methodology and sources of data. This is literally true, but not a logical or substantive
reason to postpone the process. We were told in an interview with another Board member that members of the Board
deliberately sought out ways to discredit, and thus delay finalization of, the ID reports as a tactic to stop School
Review.

« Despite being provided with good written information on School Review:

_ At least three Board members revealed in interviews that they believed the purpose of the School Review process
waslis to close rural schools, and that they supported keeping rural schools open as a matter of principle.

e We heard from an additional two Board members that they did not understand the process at the time of the vote at
the March 30", 2011 Board meeting.

Did the Board allow itself adequate time to discuss School Review? No

Supporting evidence:
e SSRSB started the School Review process very late despite being aware of the need to have approved schools by
April 1%, 2011 and despite being made aware of School Review timelines by staff.
- We have been told by staff that the need to consider School Review was raised by staff in spring 2010 during the
budget discussions, as a necessary component in looking at cost reductions.
_ A timeline for School Review was prepared by staff and shared with the Board and attached to the agenda for a
meeting of the Board on November 10™ 2010, |nd|cat|ng that schools needed to be identified by April 1%, 2011.
_ The minutes of the Board meeting of December 8", 2010 state that “possible School Review” was discussed at the
in camera meeting; however we could find no ewdence that action was initiated out of this meeting
« The Board did not address School Review formally on its agenda until February 23, 2011 when it passed a motion
directing staff to prepare ID reports on eleven schools. This gave staff a very short tlme to complete identification
reports. In the view of Deloitte, once ID reports were ready, a working session with staff would be the next logical
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Key Question | Assessment

step prior to finalizing the reports, so that the Board could pose questions to staff so it could fully understand the ID
reports; however according to the Chair, the Board was unable to hold such a session given timing of the completion
of the ID reports.

e During interviews, Board members did not provide a reasonable explanation for why they were so late in initiating the
process.

Were Board members effective in taking decisions as a whole Board? No

Supporting evidence:

« Our review of email correspondence and our interviews with Board members indicate that two or three Board
members were not party to the preliminary discussions or the decision to vote to review no schools in 2011.

« Our review of email correspondence shows clear effort on the part of three Board members to garner seven votes to
support a motion to review no schools.

e ltis clear from our. interviews that at least two Board members, including the Chair, were surprised by the motion on
the night of the 30™. Another Board member told us he had a prepared statement to read in support of the motion.
Clearly information about the intended motion was shared with some members, while it seems others were
deliberately kept in the dark.

e The need to lobby three specific Board members (Jenkins, Maynard and Francis) was mentioned in copies we saw of
email correspondence between Board Member MacLeod and Reinhardt on March 26™ 2011 (and included in
Appendix A).

« In our interviews with staff we were told that a Board member made contact with the SAC® for schools in their district
as well as the home and school committee to encourage them to oppose School Review.

Did Board members set aside their own interests in the interests of the Board as a whole? No

Supporting evidence:

« Board members added schools to the list proposed by staff. We were told by several members in our interviews with
them that the process of adding an additional five schools was to ensure balance: essentially taking a “if you look at
my schools | will make sure we are going to look at your schools” approach, as it was described by several members.
Members clearly gave priority to protecting schools in their elected districts from review, which is in violation of the
Board’s bylaws related to its Code of Ethics.

« Email correspondence on March 10" 2011 from member Reinhardt to member Rafuse indicates pressure being put
on the Board Chair to “save” North Queens, via a “vote to leave Pentz and Petite off the list to be reviewed.” Pentz
and Petite are schools in member Reinhardt’s district.

e Board members had a responsibility to explain the process to constituents and to help them understand when it
would be appropriate for them to be involved. We found evidence that two Board members did the opposite, by
inappropriately rallying the community to oppose school closure at the outset of the review process. (See below.)

Did the Board use public discussion appropriately? No

Supporting evidence:

e The School Review process clearly defines that school communities are to be engaged after the Board selects
schools for review. As mentioned above, in the case of SSRSB in 2011, public involvement was encouraged prior to
selection. This public engagement was triggered by the direct actions of a minority of Board members, who engaged
school communities to lobby against school closure.

o Representatives of home and school committee at Petite lobbied hard via email to get a public meeting. A meeting
was approved by the Board for 28" March, to allow school communities to present information related to the viability
of their schools, with respect to value to the student population and the soundness of the school facilities.

_ At the resulting meeting, not all SAC’s presented. The focus of presentations in the public meeting was to lobby
against any school closure. As a result, some school community representatives were arguing against school
closure before the School Review process had formally initiated.

e The evidence is clear that at least one Board member engaged school communities and held meetings with school
representatives before the Board meetlng of March 30", 2011 when this selection process was scheduled.

« In the Board meeting on March 30", 2011, discussion was very limited on the motion to review no schools. Only two
members spoke to the motion. On a matter of such importance members have an obligation to engage in public
debate. Effectively, no public debate was ever held.

¢ School Advisory Council: volunteer organizations that were established by the Nova Scotia Education Act. The duties of School
Advisory Councils are embedded in the Act and as a legislated body, receive their authority under the Act
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Key Question | Assessment

Did the Board follow appropriate Rules of Order and adhere to its own bylaws, including the code of No
ethics?

Supporting evidence:

o Several bylaws were not followed in the School Review process.

- A negative motion was allowed. As a negative motion, it was out of order, but was not ruled so by the Chair.
- No effort was made to table the motion, as a result of the motion not being provided in advance.

« Relevant information about the intention to bring forth the motion was withheld by Board members who were clearly
aware, that a motion was to be tabled. (We heard from members of the Board who told us they were aware and
some who told us they were not aware.) Information about the vote should have been shared with all members
beforehand through the Chair. (Intention to table the motion was implied in the aforementioned email of 10th March).
- The Code of Ethics states: “It is expected that each Board member will represent all communities within the Region

and will always consider the implication of his/her decisions on the entire system.” Board members violated this
clause. We also find that several Board members were in violation of four other clauses in the code of ethics
including those related to encouraging full and open discussion (clause k), working in a spirit of cooperation (l), not
withholding information (0) and basing decisions on research (p).”

e The failure to include all Board members in correspondence, the surprise nature of the motion to stop School Review
and the lack of public discussion were serious failures on the part of members to respect the Code of Ethics of the
Board.

Was the Board or committee managed effectively by the Chair and other members? No

Supporting evidence:

e The vote to review no schools was a surprise to the Chair and Vice-Chair and to at least one other Board member.
The Chair could have taken steps to delay the motion, but he should not have been knowingly put in this position by
his Board colleagues.

Findings: School Review

A challenging process such as the School Review can only be effective when Board members clearly
understand the process and apply sound governance principles and processes to the task at hand.

Itis clear via the FOIPOP emails that one or more Board members deliberately set out to gather support
for abandoning the process and succeeded in doing so. This “success” was celebrated in subsequent
emails between these Board members. Their zeal to protect rural schools or to defend schools in their
district against the possibility of closure undermined the process, and others went along. The personal
agendas of some of the Board members appear to have trumped their responsibilities to the Board and
the region as a whole.

The email correspondence that became public makes it clear that much of the Board’s energies were
spent in lobbying against a process they had an obligation to follow and to support publically. Three
members who were expected to disagree with the position of the group in question were omitted from
important email correspondence. As a result, efforts to secure enough votes to pass the motion were
successful.

It was clear from our interviews that some Board members did not take time, or use the information
provided to them, to understand the School Review process before voting. Other Board members stated
that they understood the process but did not agree with its intent, and thus voted against continuing with
the School Review. Board members were negligent in each of these instances.

In summary, the School Review process is an important element of making sound decisions about the
effective and efficient use of resources, including investments in infrastructure and in closing schools
when necessary. No Board is obliged to undertake School Review, but once the process is initiated the
Board has a responsibility to follow the required process. SSRSB clearly failed in this responsibility.

Adherence to the Department of Education’s 2011-12 Budget directives

As part of each annual budget setting exercise, the SSRSB follows a documented cycle with a timeline
determined by the Superintendent. Expectations of cuts to budgets for the next three fiscal years were
established in the fall of 2010, although formal Budget directives were not sent to the Chair and
Superintendent from the Department until February 8", 2011. These budget directives were specific about
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the percentages of overall cuts to provincial funds, and provided guidance on specific areas of funding
that were either targeted for reduction or were required to be protected.

Table 3 below contains evidence to support our conclusion that the Board had sufficient information and
support to allow it to effectively adhere to the 2011-12 Budget directives. Table 4 assesses adherence to
Budget directives.

Table 3: Information and support — Budget directives

Key Question | Assessment

Did the Board receive good information from staff in order to make sound decisions on where budget Yes
cuts should be made?

Supporting evidence:

« While we have not reviewed this information in detail, during interviews Board members told us that they were
satisfied with the information they received from staff and that it was adequate to the task. Budget cut scenarios were
used to facilitate Board decision making, and we heard from nearly every member that the information was well
suited to the task.

Did the Board receive adequate outside advice where required? Yes

Supporting evidence:
¢ Adequate support was available from staff and from the Department to help interpret directives, including in particular
the Regional Education Officer who was available as needed.

Table 4: Assessment of adherence to Budget directives

Key Question | Assessment
Were the Budget directives from the Province clear and consistent? No

Supporting evidence:

« The Department did not provide clear Budget directives until February 8, 2011. Prior to this, the SSRSB was
unhappy with the Government’s clarity of direction, and were responding to cuts perceived to total 22% over three
years. The 22% cuts appear to have been a calculation deduced by members of the Board from information provided
by Government.

e On February 26, 2011 the Board passed a motion instructing staff to begin the budget process based on a reduction
of 3%.

Did the Board use public discussion appropriately? Yes

Supporting evidence:
¢ We heard from staff and Board members that the bulk of discussion regarding the budget was held in camera. This
is reasonable, given that a great deal of discussion involves staff positions and salaries.

Is the Board or Committee run effectively? Yes

Supporting evidence:
« The finance component of the finance and operations committee appears to operate effectively.

The Department of Education communicated Budget directives to the SSRSB on February 8, 2011. Did Board
members follow these directives?

Board is to cut budget by 2.47% or by $1.7 Million. Yes

Supporting evidence:
¢ The Board submitted to the Department a budget that met this requirement.

Teacher and support staff reductions to be achieved to the greatest extent possible, by attrition. Yes

Supporting evidence:
o SSRSB asserts to have eliminated eleven FTEs in school-based teachers. We have seen documents describing
budget cut scenarios that demonstrate the Board did indeed limit teaching staff reductions.

Provincial funding for special needs will be maintained, and therefore, the Board must spend 100% of Yes
that funding on students with special needs.

Supporting evidence:
e The Board of the SSRSB, like other Boards, has topped up the special education funding in the district from other
money.

Reduce administration by 15% in 11-12. Yes
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Key Question | Assessment

Supporting evidence:
e Board documents show that the administration budget was reduced by more than required 15%.

Plan for a 50% reduction in Board Consultants over three years. Yes

Supporting evidence:
« Thirteen positions were eliminated from Programs and Student Services. This was well beyond the 50% targeted for
three years.

Funding for teacher mentors to be reduced by 50% in fiscal 11-12. Yes

Supporting evidence:
e We discussed this with the Superintendent and verified with departmental staff that this was directive was followed.

Targeted initiatives to be funded at 10-11 levels. Yes

Supporting evidence:
« An Autism Facilitator position was cut, however the SSRSB maintained one position to support autistic students.
This is in line with provincial standards.

End reading recovery program by the end of the 2010-11 school year. Yes

« Reading recovery was phased out as requested. It should be noted that a special funding arrangement was needed
to provide funds for the three months (April to June) beyond fiscal 2010-11 that were part of the school year in
question.

Adhere to class size caps with some adjustment of up to two students per class. Adhere to class size Yes
caps with some adjustment of up to two students per class.

o It appears that the class size directives were followed. We did not investigate in detail.

Findings: Budget preparation

We heard from a number of Board members that good information was provided by staff in support of
decision-making. Department officials told us that the compliance with Budget directives by the Board was
on par with other Boards in the Province; we saw evidence from the Board’s approved budget documents
that, for the most part, the Board did comply with directives, and did manage to make the budget cuts as
requested. The Board members we spoke to, along with the Superintendent, told us that the Board was
solidly behind resisting cuts to class sizes and to programs. As a result the Board made cuts elsewhere,
sometimes cutting more positions than needed to meet the overall guidelines and to preserve teachers
and support staff. We did not investigate to what extent the staffing guidelines are still being followed at
the time of writing.

Bylaw revision process (2011)

Efforts to revise the Board’s existing bylaws began on March 2" 2011 and were led by the Board’s
Governance Committee. Revised bylaws were approved by the Board on June 22" 2011 and
subsequently sent to the Minister for approval. The Minister responded to the Board’s proposed revisions
by way of a letter to the Board informing them that she is holding the proposed changes in abeyance
pending completion of this governance review.

Table 5 below contains evidence to support our conclusion that the Board had adequate information and
support, including outside advice, to enable effective and efficient decision making as it approached its
2011 bylaw revision process. Table 6 assesses the bylaw process itself.

Table 5: Information and support — Bylaw revision process

Key Question | Assessment
Did the Board receive adequate information to enable effective and efficient decision-making about Yes
bylaws?

Supporting evidence:

e The School Board worked closely with the Regional Education Officer who was in a good position to provide
assistance on bylaws due to his experience with more than one School Board and the access he has to models of
bylaws from elsewhere.
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Key Question | Assessment
e Legal help was available and used.

Did the Board receive adequate outside advice as required? Yes

Supporting evidence:

e The Board, through the Governance Committee, worked closely with the Regional Education Officer.

¢ In addition, the Board had an external facilitator who specialized in Board governance conduct a session to review
the bylaws.

e Legal help was available and used.

Table 6: Bylaw revision process assessment

Key Question | Assessment
Did the Board adhere to the Education Act’s legislation and regulations with respect to Yes
bylaws?

Supporting evidence:
« The Board submitted bylaw changes for the approval of the Minister as required by the Act. No other specific
legislative, regulatory or ministerial directives were found to exist.

Did the Board's process to amend bylaws follow good governance practices? No

Supporting evidence:

e The process to develop the bylaws took longer than it should have and involved some backtracking. There were
multiple committee meetings over a period of four months, according to the Chair of the Governance Committee, who
also serves as the Vice-Chair of the Board. This occupied a significant proportion of the Governance Committee’s
time. We heard from staff and from two Board members who sit on the committee that a great deal from
backtracking was caused by a Board member who had been absent from initial meetings, and at subsequent
meetings opposed the bylaw changes.

Did the Board devote adequate time to bylaw amendments? No

Supporting evidence:

e The Governance Committee worked inefficiently and devoted far too much time and effort to bylaw amendments. We
were unable to quantify how much committee time was spent on these matters, but we do know that the discussions
happened over a period of four months.

Were all Board members adequately involved in the process of modifying bylaws? Yes

¢ Not all members of the Board are members of the Governance Committee, and therefore did not participate in the
detailed discussions. It was difficult to determine the extent to which the Board effectively debated bylaw changes, as
minutes are not available for in camera discussions. However we were told during interviews with Board members
that the Governance Committee provided regular updates on bylaw revisions to the Board.

Did Board members set aside their own interests in the interests of the Board as a whole? No

e We heard from one Board member and a member of staff that much of the debate about revisions was an attempt by
one or two Board members to restrict certain specific clauses related to treatment of staff and to expanded conflict of
interest clauses that had been added early in the process. Our analysis has shown that each these Board members
were highly likely to be serving their own interests in lobbying and voting for these changes.

Did members of the Board fully comply with the Code of Ethics throughout? No

e See previous question: The attempts by Board members in committee to weaken the conflict of interest clauses may
have been in violation of the Board’s code of ethics, specifically clauses a, d, k, and Z'. We were not made aware of
either the committee or Board having taken action to address these potential violations.

Did the new bylaws strengthen the Board’s ability to do its work? No

e Our review of different versions considered by the Governance Committee and the Board led us to conclude that,
while initial drafts presented stronger conflict of interest language, the process of review at the committee and the full
Board level resulted in a watering down of these items. Based on the work of the Governance Committee, assisted
by the REO, new clauses were added to strengthen several areas, including:

_ Actions when a Board Member is found in breach of confidentiality;

- The requirement for committee members to have no possibility of perceived conflict of interest;

7 See SSRSB bylaws of December 8", 2010.
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Key Question | Assessment

_ That the Board consider it unethical to pursue any procedure calculated to embarrass another Board Member or to
disrupt the effective functioning of the Board.

e Clauses 2&3 were removed from the version approved by the Board on June 22™. Details of draft bylaws and final
bylaw revisions can be found in Appendix C.

e We observe that the net impact of the bylaw changes recommended to the Minister is minor and perhaps
insignificant. Changes to clauses in the bylaws are outlined in more detail in Appendix C.

Findings: Bylaw revisions of 2010-11

Revisions to bylaws took considerable time and resulted in relatively minor changes for the level of work.
The new bylaws omit important topics, such as consideration of conflict of interest in making committee
appointments and provisions that prohibit embarrassing other Board members or staff members.
Attempts to strengthen the code of conduct were voted down, after considerable debate, due in part to the
influence of one particular Board member who appeared to be acting in order to serve their individual
interest.

We would observe that the Board routinely fails to enforce its bylaws, therefore even if the changes had
been made it would have required a new determination on the part of Board members, led by the Chair,
to enforce the new clauses on conflict of interest.

In our conversations with Board members about conflict of interest, we found a surprising tolerance for a
relatively low standard when it came to the avoidance of any perception of conflict, particularly when that
conflict was related to a “deemed pecuniary interest.? Our findings related to conflict of interest are
discussed in the following section on Governance Practices. As a number of Board members have family
members who are employed by the Board, very high conflict of interest standards would be appropriate.
The bylaw revision process failed to strengthen these standards, despite the considerable amount of time
it took to put forward revisions to the Minister.

® Deemed pecuniary interest means that the potential gain is by a Board member’s family or someone living with them.
(See Municipal Conflict of Interest Act. R.S., c. 299, s. 1t.) Board members must act as if the interest were their own in declaring a
possible conflict and recusing themselves from discussion in the manner described in the act or bylaws.
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Governance practices

To assess the SSRSB’s governance practices as a whole, we have drawn on Deloitte’s framework for
assessing Not-for-Profit Boards. This model defines generally accepted leading practices for Boards. We
have adjusted some of the attributes to account for the fact that the SSRSB and Nova Scotia school
boards in general are elected, not appointed, and that the accountabilities and responsibilities of the Board
derive in large part from the Act, and from directives issued by the Minister.

Figure 2: Deloitte’s Not-for-Profit Board Framework

Is the mandate of the Board
clearly defined and acted upon?

Mandate and Does the Board have the
Responsibilities resources to do its job?

How does the board monitor
itself and management, and Monitoring and
how does it report to its Accountability
stakeholders?

Organizational

Culture Organization

and Resources

Information and Is there a common set of
Processes effective behaviours that the
Board adheres to?

Does the Board have
appropriate information and
processes to fulfill its role?

The tables below summarize our assessment of the SSRSB against key questions which represent sound
practice. Our assessment uses color coding to indicate the degree to which the Board is compliant with
each sound practice element. Assessment is performed according to the key below:

Highly or completely compliant A material gap with sound practice A major gap with sound practice @

Mandate and

Responsibilities Is the mandate of the Board clearly defined and acted upon?

Key Question | Assessment

Is the mandate of the Board clear enough to enable effective decision-making about what is and is not
the work of the Board?

Supporting evidence:

e The Board’s mandate and responsibilities are described in the Education Act. We found the Act to be clear and
specific.

e The Board’s own bylaws provide clear direction on the scope of the Board’s authority.

« The HR subcommittee’s terms of reference are in contradiction to the Board’s bylaws, and establish authority over
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Key Question | Assessment

operational decisions. For example, the committee is mandated to recommend staffing levels in schools to the
Board.

e The Board has committees (e.g. Poverty Reduction Committee) that seem poorly aligned with its mandate.

o We heard from the Superintendent that three Board members regularly attend SAC meetings. We were shown email
evidence of the impact that this is having in one school, where a Board member questioned staff about an issue
raised at an SAC meeting, and in another instance revealed privileged Board information about staff cuts at an SAC
meeting.

e The Board does not currently have a policy governing their role in SACs, however we were told one is under
development. Sound governance practice would dictate that should Board members interact with individual schools,
they do so only under the clear understanding that they are doing so as private citizens.

e The Board’s Policy on Policy gives the Board responsibility for approval of administrative procedures in addition to
approval of policies themselves. The Policy on Policy defines administrative procedures as answering the questions:
“how, where, when, by whom, by what time and in what form things are to be done™®. We see several issues with
this:

_ This level of approval would seem to pull the Board into detailed working level practices at the expense of more
strategic matters.

_ Itis not reasonable to expect that Board members can bring a sufficient level of expertise in, for example, human
resources, to provide suitable guidance.

_ The Policy lays out a cycle that twice involves committees of the Board as well as the full Board. The cycle for
approval is described as taking a minimum of two months.

« It would be consistent with sound governance practice for the Board to assign procedural approval to the
Superintendent, but to expect a report on changes in her monthly report.

Do Board members adequately represent the interests of the region as a whole in a consistent ‘
manner?

Supporting evidence:

« It was clear from our interviews that a significant number of Board members see themselves, first and foremost, as
representing their individual districts. There is evidence that Board members often act to represent their own
electoral district in preference to considering all communities within the Region as stipulated in its bylaws. In
particular, during the School Review process of 2011, it was clear that members acted to protect schools in their
districts from the perceived threat of closure.

Does the Board have skills and expertise needed to adequately fulfill their role? ‘

Supporting evidence:

e We found that a number of Board members do not appear to have a good grasp of Board governance despite
adequate governance training and support being made available to all members by the SSRSB, and despite some
Board members serving previous terms on this or other Boards. The REO is continually available to act as a
governance advisor, as well as on other matters. Since the election of November 2008, the Board has received
support for what is commonly called “Board development” in a number of ways:

- (i) The Nova Scotia School Board Association offered training to Board members, but we understand that not all
members attended.

_ (ii) Formal presentations on the role of the Board and coaching on governance and Board roles was provided by
at least four consultants, both internal to the department and external. (In the case of three of these sessions, we
have either interviewed the consultant or reviewed the session content and from our review believe the sessions
were led by credible individuals with equally credible content)

o We are satisfied that there was an adequate level of governance education and coaching available. Nonetheless, we
did hear from at least three Board members that additional training, particularly in the form of Board orientation is
needed.

« A significant number of Board members we met were not enthusiastic about governance-related matters, but
expressed a preference for being involved in more operational decisions.

« According to the Board’s own self-assessment survey'®, seven out of eight Board members who responded agreed
that members tend to rely on observation and informal discussion to learn about their roles and responsibilities.

Is there an effective process to identify, minimize, monitor and manage risks, including financial and
political risks?

Supporting evidence:
« Risk management does not seem to be an explicit agenda item for the Board, despite recommendations from the
Auditor General on this item. It is being left to management to prioritize work on risk management processes.

® SSRSB Administrative procedure #100, Approved October 28, 2009.
1% See Appendix B: Analysis of Board Self-Assessment Survey 2011
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Key Question | Assessment
Is the balance of public Board meetings and in camera sessions appropriate and effective?

Supporting evidence:

« In our interviews, five Board members felt the use of in camera sessions is excessive. We agree.

« Topics in in camera meetings routinely range well beyond those specified in the bylaws. We found that the Board
minutes do not consistently provide a listing of the topics discussed in camera, as is required by the Bylaws,
nevertheless, evidence from interviews and minutes from board meetings support our conclusion.

« A review of the duration of in camera meetings showed that meetings often lasted longer than an hour — reducing
time for public sessions. In the last 12 months the Board spent 31% of its board meeting time in camera.

« We found that debate is conducted in camera in preference to public meetings where motions are often quickly
voted without much discussion.

_ For example, on September 22”", 2011 the Board met for one hour and two minutes in camera, according to the
Board meeting minutes. Topics discussed included an update from the Standing Committees, which should report
in public (with the possible exception of HR and financial matters).

« A number of members told us that they realize that the use of in camera discussions was excessive, but the Board
does not seem to have the collective will to alter excessive use of in camera time.

Are Board committees fulfilling their role?

Supporting evidence:

« Standing Board committees have defined terms of reference.

e The terms of reference for the human resource (HR), committee allow for Board participation in operational HR
decisions and access to information that is inappropriate for Board members to possess. For example, the
committee is involved in discussing individual candidates for teaching jobs.

« The finance and operations committee appears to be operating effectively in financial matters, but from our
interviews with staff, this committee spends a lot of time on transportation operations questions that clearly should
be the responsibility of management and not the Board.

Are Board Members allocating their time within their mandate to the strategic topics for the Board as
established in their strategic or business plan?

Supporting evidence:

e Members tend to become overly focused on specific administrative issues, and do so in a way that is not aimed at
ensuring sound policy to guide management, but is aimed at the scrutiny or oversight of the specifics of staff actions.
There is a great deal of detailed focus on transportation and student transfer matters that should be the work of staff,
with the Board operating instead at a policy level. Similarly, the HR committee reviews appointments, and approves
leaves and retirements. It is inappropriate for Board members to be involved in such discussion and decisions.

« In reviewing Board minutes for the last 18 months we found that there were frequent and numerous topics that are
clearly the responsibility of staff, and that the Board should be performing a policy or oversight role, yet it is
performing in a decision-making capacity. This includes discussion of items related to bus stop relocation and
funding of school trips.

« Our interviews with members of staff, and members of the finance and operations committee, indicated that the
committee meetings often focus on detailed questions about transportation from one Board member in particular.
We reviewed emails from this Board member which support the comments made in interviews and we found these
efforts to often be at a very detailed administrative level, and in many cases are likely to put the member in a conflict
of interest.

e The Board does not have a multi-year strategic plan, and this should form the basis of the work of the Board.

Do Board members uphold their responsibilities to comply the Board’s bylaws? ‘

Supporting evidence:
« We found that, in many cases the Board is not upholding its responsibilities. Board member deviations from the
bylaws materially influence the effectiveness of the Board. Some examples include:

- Agenda items that concern operational decisions.

_ Failure to limit speaking time to limits outlined in the bylaws.

_ Group conversations that exclude some Board members, effectively taking debate and decision-making outside of
the full Board.

_ Alow level of participation in discussion in public Board meetings. There was a broad consensus from staff,
corroborated by our interviews with Board members, that discussion is dominated by three or four Board
members.

_ Poor attendance records by Board members going unaddressed: one member in the last twelve months has
attended only two of eight regular board meetings, and two of seven special meetings. The Board’s by-laws
mandate action in such a case.

« Lack of intervention to “self-police” adherence to Rules of Order and bylaws governing conduct of meetings.
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Highly or completely compliant A material gap with sound practice A major gap with sound practice @ |

Mandate and responsibilities general findings:

The Board is not fulfilling responsibilities that are explicit in its mandate, and is heavily involved in many
matters that should be the responsibility of the Superintendent and staff. This causes confusion and
stress for staff, as they often feel pressured to provide information which, if the Board was acting in
accordance with sound governance principles, members will not need or want to see.

Further, we conclude that it appears that enough Board members prefer to focus on administrative and
operational matters that the Board'’s strategic priorities as defined by multi-year planning seem to receive
scant attention, and Board self-improvement is not given priority in work sessions.

The Board cannot be meeting its obligation for public accountability given the extent of in camera
discussions. We note that the tendency to drift towards avoidance of public scrutiny exists for all public
Boards yet members need to ensure they are providing the highest level of public transparency possible.

Organization

and Resources Does the Board have the resources, and is it organized to do its job?

Key Question | Assessment

Is the Board enabling and supporting the Chair to be able to fulfill his or her responsibilities, as defined
in the Legislation, bylaws and Rules of Order?

Supporting evidence:

e The Chair of SSRSB is experienced and we found him to have a good understanding of his role.

e The Chair and Vice-Chair are at a disadvantage when so much of Board member activity is outside Board or
Committee meetings.

o Enforcement of bylaws and Rules of Order seems to be difficult given the embedded culture and practices of the
Board.

Is the Board able to rely on the Superintendent and senior staff for adequate information and support?

Supporting evidence:

o We heard from most Board members that the Superintendent and senior staff were very capable and that the Board
gets the information it needs, however we did hear from three board members that the feel staff withhold information
from the board.

Highly or completely compliant A material gap with sound practice A major gap with sound practice @ |

Organization and resources general findings:

Members of the SSRSB have resources adequate to the task at hand. The Board Chair has difficulty
fulfilling his role vis-a-vis enforcing member conduct in meetings, due either to actual and perceived
opposition or lack of support from some members.
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Information and

Does the Board have appropriate information and processes to fulfill

Processes its role?

Key Question | Assessment

Does the Board have adequate work planning, based on a strategic plan?

Supporting evidence:

o Itis sound practice is to use the strategic plan to set priorities for the Board and to use operational or work plans to
support annual efforts.

o The work plan of the Board appears to be issue driven rather than strategy-driven. A majority of Board members saw
a “focus more on current concerns than on preparing for the future...” in its 2011 self-assessment survey.

o Our review of agendas for Board work sessions show the Board is not focusing on Board improvement in said
sessions.

o An outside consultant was used to help set the agendas for work sessions; however, the Board decided to create its
own list of topics. These more detailed or administrative matters such as math, transportation and open boundaries.

Do Board members get timely and accurate information to help them make decisions?

Supporting evidence:

o As noted earlier in the discussion of the three individual matters (School Review, Budget Directives, Bylaw Revision
Process), information provided by staff is appropriate to decisions that face the Board.

o We heard from many Board members that they receive very good information to help with financial management.

o We heard from three Board members who feel that staff are deliberately not providing information that has been
requested, implying that staff and the Superintendent have something to hide. We saw no reason to believe that this
is the case. We found that this is likely due to Board members asking inappropriate questions of staff — of which we
saw numerous emails to this effect during the course of our review. We found a very significant amount of staff time
is spent responding to the queries of a minority of Board members.

Does the Board take decisions effectively (getting good decisions) and efficiently (getting fast enough
decisions)?

Supporting evidence:

o In matters we reviewed, the Board is at significant variance to sound practice in taking decisions.

o The Board Self-Assessment Survey showed that a significant percentage of members see delayed action and
avoidance of important issues on behalf of the Board as hampering decision-making. (See Appendix B.)

o The bylaw revision process was slow and involved a lot of backtracking.

« Interviews revealed that the Board continues to revisit past decisions and discussions. One reason given for this was
to bring members who were absent at the past meeting up to speed on matters. Such reasoning is flawed and leads
to inefficient use of meeting time. In reviewing meeting minutes, we found that members tend not to respect the
agenda, but to stray into unplanned topics of interest.

o Based on our earlier assessment within this report, we found that the decision to review no schools in 2011 was a
poor decision.

Highly or completely compliant A material gap with sound practice A major gap with sound practice . |

Information and process general findings:

In general, the Board appears to receive sound information in a timely manner from staff. However Board
members should cease requesting information which relates to items that are outside their mandate and
responsibilities. The Board should have a more strategic agenda, based on a multi-year strategic plan.

Monitoring and How does the Board monitor itself and management, and how does it
Accountability report to its stakeholders?
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Key Question | Assessment
Does the Board monitor its own performance and effectiveness?

Supporting evidence:

e The Board conducts a self-assessment survey annually and the Board receives results by way of aggregated data
which is compared to a standard. We reviewed the most recent survey results (conducted in the year 2011) and
found that this practice tends to mask differences that are apparent in the raw data. When looking at the raw data we
found significant indication that the Board members are divided in how they assess their own performance on most
measures. We conclude from reviewing this data that on almost every dimension of Board performance some, or at
times most, members see problems with how the Board operates.

e The interviews we conducted with Board members stood in contrast with the survey results: Most Board members
told us that they felt the Board functioned effectively, worked well together and took good decisions. Our analysis of
other information sources shows the opposite to be true. We have introduced relevant data from the survey
throughout this report, but the results for all questions are shown in Appendix B.

Does the Board report to internal and external stakeholders on its activities?

Supporting evidence:

« The Board reports frequently to the Department and issues a report on its activities monthly.
e The Board completes an Annual Business Plan which includes an annual report of achievements.

Are members taking appropriate action where there is actual or perceived conflict of interest? .

Supporting evidence:

« A number of Board members have possible conflicts of interest and we do not find that conflict is generally managed
to a high enough standard by the Board. Board members do not consistently withdraw from their places once they
have declared a conflict in public meetings as directed in the Bylaws.

« We reviewed information about the activities of several members of the Board with respect to conflict of interest and
found that there was strong evidence of not only failure to withdraw from matters under discussion, but also of active
involvement in areas of pecuniary interest as defined by the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act.

« Board members appear to be failing in their obligation to challenge each other on conflict of interest. This includes
the lack of initiating actions, such as censure, that are available as a remedy to the Board, led by the Chair.

- Two Board members told us in interviews that they favoured action to censure members who were in persistent
positions of conflict of interest, but that such action would make the working relationships on the Board more
difficult and hurt overall the work of the Board.

Is there sufficient level of openness and transparency vis-a-vis the public?

Supporting evidence:

« How members vote on issues is regularly reported in minutes, through the use of a recorded vote.”* However, as
noted above in the section on Mandate and Responsibilities, lack of debate in public and the reliance on in camera
meetings as a more comfortable forum for discussion leads to little record of the rationale or basis for decisions
taken by the Board or its members being available to the public.

Highly or completely compliant A material gap with sound practice A major gap with sound practice @ |

Monitoring and accountability general findings:

The SSRSB has some monitoring of performance, in its self-assessment survey is conducted annually,
but the members are not taking on the responsibility to speak candidly about their shortcomings, and
instances of conflicts of interest.

Itis all the more important that conflict of interest be managed to the highest standard in communities
where there is a strong likelihood that Board members will be family members of, or closely associated
with, teachers and other employees of the Board, or with people who are suppliers of goods and services.
In the case where a close relative, as defined in the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act, is an employee of

"' What a recorded vote is requested by a member, the minutes reflect for each member, whether the voted for or against the
motion.
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the Board, this is a deemed pecuniary interest: the same requirements exist as in the case of a direct
interest.

The Municipal Conflict of Interest Act provides guidelines for managing situations where pecuniary
interests are manifest, and places Board members under the obligation to: “refrain from attempting in any
way, whether before, during or after the meeting, to influence the decision of the council or local Board
with respect to the matter™?.

We have seen strong evidence of persistent conflict of interest by members of this Board. These conflicts
have not been adequately addressed.

Organizational

Culture Is there a common set of effective behaviours that the Board adheres to?

Key Question | Assessment

Is there a good working relationship between Board members and staff?

Supporting evidence:

« We heard in interviews with five staff members of a considerable lack of trust between a number of Board members
and staff.

o While one Board member remarked that SSRSB staff were the most capable that the member has ever worked with,
two members believe operations staff are not competent and need to be questioned to ensure they were doing their
jobs effectively.

- These same two members told us they felt it was their role to, as one put it, “catch staff out” on incorrect
information.

e We observed and heard about many instances of Board members taking issues directly with staff and making
impromptu visits to schools and frequent visits to the Board offices to ask questions. As discussed earlier, three
Board members are known to be regular visitors at schools. We saw emails from a principal asking for guidance on
how to handle a Board member visiting to ask questions.

e There is a very clear protocol defined for passing issues from parents to staff, and escalating to the Superintendent;
Board members can facilitate communications but not interfere in the application of policy. We reviewed a number of
emails demonstrating that Board members champion the cause of constituents directly with staff or in meetings of
the Board itself.

- Such an approach is not in keeping with sound practices on the part of a board for monitoring and holding
management accountable, and is in violation of the Code of Ethics clause (R) that defines the Board'’s role.

« Staff told us of significant frustration with several Board members who insist on getting information that is clearly
administrative or operational in nature. For example we were shown multiple emails that one member sent to staff
requesting private information pertaining to a particular group of students. Aside from being private information that
should be protected by the SSRSB, this information does not fall within the mandate and responsibilities of the
Board.

e We found that the Chair and the Superintendent work closely together, which is appropriate, and in keeping with
sound practice for not-for-profit Boards in general.

e We heard and reviewed considerable evidence, from multiple sources, that staff were, from time-to-time, subject to
in-depth questioning in a tone that is insistent and inappropriate.

o We suspect that given the intensity of feeling on the part of staff about their interactions with the Board, that retention
may already be, or will become, an issue.

Do members engage in open and frank communications? ‘

Supporting evidence:

« In the Board self-assessment survey, seven of nine Board members felt Board members are sometimes
disrespectful in their comments to other members.*?

« Discussions are at times open, but our review of the School Review process showed that members collude in groups
and do not see anything wrong with this practice.

12 Municipal Conflict of Interest Act. R.S., c. 299, s. 6.
'3 Board Self-Assessment Survey of 2011.
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Key Question | Assessment

o A majority of those answering the survey responded that they do not feel they are able to speak freely without
personal consequences.™

« In discussing communications, we were told by five Board members that unofficial “parking lot” discussions between
members are an important part of getting things done. Such communications by their nature cannot be considered
consistent with sound practice.

Do members conduct matters in public to the greatest extent practicable? ‘

Supporting evidence:
« Discussed in previous questions.

Highly or completely compliant A material gap with sound practice A major gap with sound practice @

Organizational culture general findings:

The Board is made up of people who are acting on very different conceptions of what their role is, and
indeed of what the role of the school board is. There are individuals who seem to see good governance
purely as oversight and feel it is appropriate to routinely step into administrative or operational matters
where they feel the need. Further, the same individuals’ behaviour betrays a disregard for rules of order
and proper process. In addition the Board is harmed by individuals who do not intervene and allow more
aggressive members to dominate the agenda. As a result, many members go along with decisions
quietly, not saying much in public meetings. In our interviews, we heard from most Board members that
the Board functions well, however the Board’s own survey data and our findings tell a different story. It is
vital that the Board address these issues, otherwise staff, teachers and students will increasingly be
affected.

Summary of governance findings

Mandate and responsibilities

e The Board is often in violation of its own bylaws. Board members rarely take any collective action to
correct this situation.

e Board members are focused on administrative and operational considerations at the expense of being
focused on their true responsibilities, as defined in the bylaws.

e The Board members do not operate through the Superintendent, but go straight to management at all
levels with questions and concerns.

e Board members are often acting inappropriately with staff and making impromptu, and frequent, visits to
schools and SSRSB offices to discuss matters clearly outside their mandate and responsibilities.

Organization and resources

e The Board Chair has not been successful in ensuring Board meetings follow good practice or in
confronting issues that have arisen.

e The Board has members who are not willing to fully participate in debate in open session.

e The Board does not adhere to a clear work plan based on a strategic plan. Tactical issues tend to
overwhelm the bigger more challenging issues.

e The Board has received a significant quantity of continuing Board education, but members still exhibit a
lack of understanding of, or an interest in, governance.

 Five Board members out of nine disagreed with the statement: “I am able to speak my mind on key issues without fear that | will
be ostracized by some members of the Board.”
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Information and processes

o Staff are effective in supporting the Board with relevant, timely information.

¢ Financial information appears to be good quality and is delivered in a timely manner.

¢ In the quest to pursue individual agendas, and for administrative/operational influence and control,
Board members seek information they should not have and are very persistent with staff in seeking it.

Monitoring and accountability

¢ Important Board discussion is too often held in camera.

e There is clear evidence of conflict of interest and of failure to refrain from influencing decisions, as
required by the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act.

¢ Violations of conflict of interest and the Code of Ethics are not brought to the Board for resolution.

e Members often are preoccupied with looking after the interests of their local electoral district, rather than
the region as a whole.

e Members do not generally hold each other accountable for their actions.

e The Board has become used to working in camera at the expense of public transparency.

e The Board'’s self-assessment survey indicates major problems in decision-making, communications,
planning and team work that the Board is not addressing.

Organizational culture

e The Board lacks a collegial decision-making culture.

e Some members appear to have little interest in governance matters; they have their own agendas and
seem untroubled by the need to work within a complex framework of decision-making.

e There exists a climate of suspicion and a lack of transparency and trust.

e There is a tendency to put off important matters until they become critical.

¢ It has become acceptable not to speak out in public meetings.

¢ Lobbying behind the scenes has replaced open, public debate in important matters.

Implications

Closing the gap between the Board’s current state and one of good governance is important. We are
concerned that the Board has shown little capacity or appetite to take corrective action for itself:

o Effectively managing the impacts of falling enrolment together with impending fiscal pressures will be
challenging and will require a well-functioning Board.

o If the Board members continue to involve themselves in the day-to-day operations of the SSRSB,
pressuring staff for inappropriate information and exposing them to mistrustful challenging
conversations, skilled professional employees will likely leave. It may be increasingly difficult to attract
new and talented people to staff positions and principal posts.

e More and more Boards are refining their approach to devote attention to improving student outcomes,
and SSRSB should make sure it keeps up.

o The Board needs members to align to a set of values and behaviors that is conducive to good
governance.

o A relationship of trust must be built between staff and Board members.

e Strong leadership from a Board Chair committed to leading change will be essential.

e The Board’s seeming inability to deal with the governance challenges puts at risk the effective
management of the resources at its disposal, puts the retention of staff in doubt as we have noted, and
has already eroded public confidence. Urgent action is required to address the current situation. We
feel the Board is in jeopardy of not being able to fulfill its obligations under the Education Act unless the
issues we have described in this report are addressed.
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Recommendations

The following recommendations are actions Deloitte has concluded are needed to bring the Board into a
higher level of conformance to good governance practices, thereby increasing transparency, Board
effectiveness and public confidence.

Recommendation Element

1. The Minister should direct that the Chair of the Board publically declare
his/her intention to foster a strict compliance to Rules of Order and
bylaws and to then use the powers he/she has of enforcement.

2. The Minister should direct the Board to change its focus to policy and
governance as defined in its bylaws by:

Mandate and

Responsibilities

a) Using the output of this report and the previous work of consultant
Bruce Smith, adhere to a work plan that contains actions and
policies to address the identified gaps with sound governance
practice.

b) Taking steps to ensure members have a clear understanding of the
role and responsibilities of the Board as defined by the Act and the
bylaws and collectively commit by passing a motion in a public
Board meeting to abide by these.

3. The Minister should direct Board members to channel all inquiries for
information through the Superintendent, who should instruct employees
to refer all inquiries of this nature through her.

4. The Minister should direct the Board to develop a policy that will assist
members and staff to determine what information Board members
should be seeking from staff, and what information requests are
inappropriate. We feel this work properly belongs in the governance
committee and that the Department should have oversight and approve
this policy.

5. The Minister should direct the Board to provide revised bylaws with the
following changes:

a) Under the section entitled: Committees of the Board, sub section: In
Camera, Clause b should be revised as follows: Matter to be
discussed in camera are restricted to the following, unless approved
by a motion of the Board in public meeting.

b) Terms of reference for the HR committee should be modified as
follows: 1. Remove the authority of the Committee over staff
appointments and staff requests” and 2. Remove the ability to
recommend staffing levels for each school.

c) The Code of Ethics section should direct the Board members to
refrain from engaging other Board members in email exchanges,
unless all other Board members are simultaneously copied on the
same, either by email fax or by immediate telephone call.

d) ‘Operations’ should be removed from the title and terms of reference

'S Leaves, vacations, retirements, etc.
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Recommendation Element

of The Finance and Operations sub-committee and should instead
be replaced with a controls or risk related mandate.

6. The Minister should direct the governance committee of the Board to
review all ad hoc committees with the intention of reducing the number of
committees, and of eliminating Board member participation in matters
that are not aligned to their mandate and responsibilities.

7. The Minister should direct the Board to adopt a policy regarding how
Board members should involve themselves in schools, ensuring that:

a) Communication protocols related to School Advisory Committee
members and principals are defined.

b) Itis outlined that Board members should be free to volunteer in
schools, but with the understanding they do so as private individuals.

c) Board members have no authority to direct school officials and no
authority to ask school officials or SAC committee members for
information.

d) Board members notify the Chair as soon as is reasonably possible,
of any intention to be involved directly with a school, and this
involvement should be recorded in the minutes.

8. The Minister should direct the Board to work with the Superintendent and
senior SSRSB staff to develop a multi-year strategic plan that sets
priorities and assigns responsibilities to staff, influences the
Superintendent’s objectives, and assesses the impact of funding cuts,
changing demographics and first and foremost the needs of students
and families.’® We recommend this plan be developed by staff, with
appropriate Board guidance and approval, and with the involvement of
key stakeholders.

Information and

Processes

9. The Minister should direct the Board to ensure its members adhere
strictly to the Conflict of Interest policies and Code of Ethics.

10. The Minister should direct the Board to bring to a conclusion, in a
manner that is in accordance with current Board policy, any outstanding
instances of breach of code of ethics or conflict of interest that have
been brought to the Chair’s attention.

Monitoring and
Accountability

11. The Minister should direct the Board to define a set of common values
related to Board member behaviour and agree to hold each other
accountable to these. This should be done with the help of outside Organizational
experts. These value statements mostly exist in the code of ethics, but Culture
by committing to them as a group, members can hold each other
accountable more easily.

This report offers two additional recommendations to the Minister and Department:

a. That the Minister direct Department staff to review options to give the Minister the authority to ask for
an independent review of any School Board, under certain clear and documented conditions,
including:

i. Failure to follow legislation.
ii. Failure to follow vital ministerial directives.

'S This is in keeping with Priority number 2 under Board Governance in the SSRSB business plan of 2010-11.
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iii. Failure to take action on repeated, documented violation of bylaws by one or more Board
members, including code of ethics and conflict of interest violations.
iv. Failure to demonstrate good governance practices.

b. The Department should, in order to ensure that needed experience and competencies are present on
School Boards in the Province:

i. Study the impact of legislative changes that would enable the Minister to appoint a small number
of non-elected members to serve on school boards. Any such change should be done in an
arm'’s length manner, with decision makers independent of the Board or political representatives;
and

ii. Create, in collaboration with the Nova Scotia School Boards Association an information package
for prospective candidates in the next municipal election addressing the roles and
responsibilities of members of school boards.
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In conclusion

We should not lose sight of the valuable work the South Shore Regional School Board has done and what
it has accomplished. Educational standards have risen in recent years. The Board has attracted capable
and experienced staff committed to educational excellence. Board members mostly operate with the best
of intentions, and commit their time and energy to a difficult responsibility. The Board itself is a difficult
place to serve, given the relationships between members and the difficult culture.

The Board'’s problems are getting in the way of effective educational stewardship. Unless the Board is
able to deal with the issues we have outlined above relatively quickly, and is able to move on to tackle the
big challenges in education in the region, we feel there is a risk of serious consequences for the quality of
education, the well-being and morale of staff, and the confidence of the public.

While there may be a number of competent and committed individuals on the Board, we believe the
likelihood of the current Board as a collective entity transforming itself into a well-functioning Board is
low. We believe that the capabilities required to successfully implement the recommendations are largely

absent from the Board, and success is unlikely to be achieved by the current members, even with
substantial outside assistance.
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Appendix A: E-mails pertaining to
SSRSB School Review
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A

From: Ebutiarthesrsh.on

Te: npyhcirwortinviake@serh e

Subject: Fwd: Re- Fhysical upgrades o Pafite snd Fentz
BDeliver Data: 26-Fab-2011 D830

Altmehmenis: TEXT.himn [Beve] [Open]

| think they are trying fo circumvent the process. They are trying io deo the worlk of the stud
have the idenbfication reports yet. 7

———
Y oomamittee and wa dor't even

= Kamen Reinhardt 272772019 7:55 PM ==
Hi Elliot, thanks far the reply.

ts thiz-not pblic infortiation? if 2 member of the public asked for i, would itbe provided 1o them? Would it ihe
provided ta all boand members, along with the criginal request? nbe

| have bean asked by a group of parents to provide this infnnﬁatiun,' aﬁd they'd like o have it betore the March 23
meeting. Is this going to be possible, ar must they ge through FOIPOP? board

Thanks again,
Karan

x> Webmail dawnpayzant 02/27/11 6:48 PM 5>

Karan,

This information will be intluded it the identfication reports for all the schools affectad ang shouid be rece
board members at the same time,

Thanks,

Elliott

ived by ai)

On Sun, Feb 27, 2011 af 3:38 PM, Karen Reibhardt <kreinhardt@ssrsb.ca> wrote:

Helio Barry,
Couid yol please provide me with financial and desetiptive details of the maintznance and upgrade wark that hag pe
done at these twe schools since 20087 T oRen

Thanks,
Karen
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5

DEPT OF EDUCATION

E_f"r’?le’Z‘all 12:18 9A27424626

{

B

T

$mm: npyneh-worthylake @xemb.ca
ot Board Members@ssrsb.cx, dawnpayzani@aurscor.co i
. LCH, -coim, raforbes@nssympaticn.a,
Subfect: Questions on Bthopl Review mesn ‘?ﬁ-!-semm:mb_m
Delprar Date: 17Mar2011 1522
Attachments: TEXT.htm [Save] [Open
Hi Maae:

In terros of the schedule for the meating, as staff we simply Followed the same format as 2 regular mest
‘ X - in ;
ramera at B:.00 and public at 7:30. | assume the disctissions about idertification and review am publiz ol in-

Elliotf's decision - there may be some guestions Board members would i ;
_ prefer fo pose in~tamery but it § ‘
DUt It is Up o the Chair
Bond guestion. : ’
Nancy

PS5 Who wrote Whao will spealc for me?

== Maawell Rafuse 3M7/2011 3:45 PM ==
Hi Mangy,and Elliot

Question?
Why is there an hour and half in camers session before the Schoo! Review Board Meating on March 30t? Wil ar
¥ Iz

discussion ba done in secret? | thought in camera was for personal matters or informatianal g confidential matt
the decisions on school review be based on information, fhe public wili not be allowed 16 know? o Wil

Regards,

e

Who will speak for Me?

When they tlosed Blandford School, 1 said nothing. Blandford s not my carnrunity and thoge gre nat my kig
olds, who use fo walk to sehao! now iravel an hour on a bus, 7 (168,50 5 year

When they closed Lunenburg High, | zaid nothing. | don't Tive in Limenburg and those are ngt my kids. So [l
are bused to Bridgewater. . 068 Students
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_ an

When they closed Riverport, | said nothing. Riverport is not ry community and those sre not my kids. So th o
bused out of their home cammunity, - o0 those kide are

Now they want to close my schooll Whe will speak for me!

Maxwell Rafuse
SE&RSB Beard Member
Distriet 10

Chester & Aspologan
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From: cmatlend@esrsh.ca .
To: npyneh-worthylake@samshb o
SHubjact: Re: guestlen

Deliver Date: 24-Mur-2011 133
Attzchments: TEXT.htm [Bave] [Open]

It cauld be Nency.

I oniy know what the two of them guasfioned me on,

As both said it was seeond han_d Information but wers wond ering if the Queens members wers having secret meetings.
Alan and | assured them both that we had ne idea of ahy masting.

| guess some rembers are getting paranoid.

Yl can guess who the fwo wete because they were st the meeting.

Hope | didn't upset you. | just don't want to become paranoid myself,

Thanks for clearing thiz up,

Buich

== Mancy Pynch-Worthylake (Nancy Pynch-Woerthylale) 372402011 11:25 AM 2>
Hi Butch:

Jill meked to meet with me to discuss the School Review Process, Al the Board Work Session, | invited all Board mambers
to maeet with me at 5:00 pm on Monday. This was immediately before the HR Comtnlties meating. Four Board members
came~ Jil, Dan, Kamen & Max.

I dor't know about any other meeting.
Do you think it is the meefing above they were ‘alking ahoLit?
Nancy

»» Butch MacLeod 3/28(2011 10:27 PM >>

Hi Nancy

Just & quick question maybe you can dlarffy. ) _

A couple of members asked me tonight what the meefing was all about that the Queens members wers having, They say
you had mentloned it the other day and you were invited to attend. | think the: subject was sehool raviey,

I or Allan have no recollection of any meeting or perhaps we weren't invited. ¢

Can you clanfy this for me?

Thanks

Butch
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From: npyncirworthyiakegiesrsh. o

Tn: Franciz@ssreh.ca, Yeralna@ssrsh. s

Subléct: Re: Regulations - Education Act

DBeliver Date: RE-Mar-2041 10:45

Aftachments: TEXT.htmr [Bave) {Open]

Tharks, Jilk T

Bamy will add this and bring revised reporie to the meeting this evening. Thers ae a few other items as weil
Nanecy

==> Jill Francis 3/2B/2011 10:33 AM o=
Goed Day Lon:

Lori, woult you please distibute this email to all Board Members.

i am writing because [ have reviewad the Regulations we received at aur School Review irformation meeting on March
, . IArc)
21, 2011. The Regulations form pat of the Education Act (under 5.9445- Ministerial Education Act Reguiations)

Some of the eyulation are new as of [ast year, one in particular has caught my attention. I ig;

=%. 16 (3) An Idenfification report must cite all sourcas of data end statistics and document the methodologies used |
creation of the report. n the

The Schoal Identification Reports the Board wers handed on March 22, 2011 do not have this information. | conelug

the regulation has not been met, [ befieve the public will also corre to this conelusion ance the reports are avaiigbi -
them. ' =t
Any response from Board Members and the Superintendent wouid be welcomed,

Thank you for your help Lor. -

Yours iruly,
Jii

Jill Francis

Mi'kmz=g Representative
South Shere Regional School Bozrd
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163

‘From: rafussm{@gerah m

To: Board Members@sseb.cz, mivhes@ns.sympatict.cz, npynchworthylake@msh ca, kreinhango,inter.met
Subect: Rule changeelll! ’
Dathrer Date: Z0-Mar2011 1634

Attachments: TEXT.htm [Sava] [Opae]

Good Moming Elliot,

I am disappointed and ennoyed that it was announced at thes meeting last night that there would not e any quesﬁnns and
anzwers. At the last Bozrd meeting | specifically ask you if guestions would be alivwed, | thewieht you said yes. When the
agenda came put, it appeared there was ime for a 10 minute pesentston and 3 minutes 1o ask a guestion or 2. | dao not
blarme: Gary, as he was anly foliowing instructions, | spent &n hour and fifteen minutes driving ta a meeting where
read to faran hour and thidy minutes. .

| was

This constant changing of rules bothers me, Am | missing something? Is thers snmefhing going en fam of which not
awareT | plan to bring up this ehanging of rules &t the special meeting on Wednaesday.

In my opinfon, ho wonder 2 et of the public feel .thua Board iz not open or franspatent. | often dy tog,

Ma,

Maxwell Rafuse
S5R&H Borrd Member
Blistrict 10

Chester & Aspatogén
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Frem: franhcis@ssh.ca ' }
Ta: nmnch-worthylake@szrsh.ca

Subject: Regulations - School Idenkiication Report

Deliver Dafe: af-MarZ011 09:05

Attachments: TexLhim [Save] [Open)

Hi Nancy:

| have another question conceming the Minisierial Educatior: Act Regulations,

Under 5,18 (4) No later than April 1 o, for the schoo! review period cormmencing April 1, 2008, no later than April 30, 2
school hoard that has prepared an Idenfification Report mtst make the report availzbie to the public. '

Wea were told last night that because the reparts were not tabiled they did not exist and wers not available to the pubiic
Daes that mean the above regulation does notapply?

Thank you for your reply,
Jill
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T} Fram: kreiphardi@zereb.ca
To: ralorbasgnssympafico.c, mmaynard@ssrshoo, Erseymonr@sssb.ca, sfosteiErersb,on Krei) .
dewnpayzantEmTartm com, francs@ssrsh, w2, dudson@temb. o, nescoach@hotmag oo S nter o,
mfumpﬂa'!@mrshm. unadmﬂéfgsrsb.m = @ho Bilzom, jien! NE@E@z=srsh.ca,
Subjorf Sunday allemoot los snd mookies
Peliver Hags: 2A-Mar-2011 22:45
Aftachmentis: Texthim [Save] [Open]

map Io keret's house.doe [Save] I[Dpen]

—_—
Helio All,

I'd like to invite you for tea and cookies at my hause on Sunday aflemeon, frarm 2 PMto 4 py_

My idea is that we: could have a good, free-wheeling discusssion about the 1D reparts, in 2n infarmg| and enllegial
atmasphere, with mo pressure. Only a mild structure, whatenver is needed to avoid chaos, ang Harb has

. volunieerad
the light-handed moderstor. to be

It's the only chance we'll have for ihis kind of discussion, batore ws go pubfic.

| know it's short natice, and maybe not sveryons's cup of fe (no pun intended), but could you piease let me know i vey
corning, of i you're not coming, so | can plan how many cookies o bake. yeure

[live at( S0 L\} )Map is attached,

Db, if yau're: coming, you'll have ta promise to make no jJudgements about the state of my house of housekeeping abili;
' do what | can {o make st evervone has a chair, but there's nof enough fime to spruce Uup too myck as

1
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From: mfarbas@ns.smpaﬁm ra }
To: m@aumEremonn., fencis@semsh.ca, hssymoun@esr=h dh

w%ﬁ X €3, dhildson@esrshy, ca,

inbatt s g usadmeud @gguh::ﬂmm Fenidns@asrh.ca, efosierBssisb.ca, krmnha,-@m_mhr e,

SHubjert RE. Sunday sfiemaonn fisa and cackies
Palivar Dafe: 24-Mar2011 23:02
Attzchment=: TEXT htrn [Save] [Cpen]

Wime.B22  fexciuded from expot)

_---‘*._‘F_‘__——-A—-___h‘q

Hello iGaren,

| had been out all day, with interviewing for French Coard., @ other

things { hat to do. | do have another commitment for Sunclay afternoon, 5o
doubt that | would be able to be at your house. Have not even had & chanes
to look yel at the ID Reports, Must go as [ need to get a message nffta JD
before heading for bed,.

Marg

From: Karen Reinbarndt [railiozkrainhardt@ssrab. oa)

Sent March-24-11 10:17 PM

To: dawnpayzant@auracern, corm; kreinhar@ea.inter.net: nreseoach@hotrmatt.con;
raforbes@ns.sympatico.ca; Allan Foster; Butch Macheod: Dan Hutzon; Harbert
Seymout; Jill Frands; John Jenking; Mustapha Maynard; Mesewell Rafuse

Suhject Sunday aftemoon tea and cookies

importance: High

Helle All,

'd like to invite you for tea and cookiss st my house on Sunday tiflernoon,
from 2 PM o 4 PM.

My ides is that we colld have & good, free-wheeling discussion about the ID
reports, i @n informal and collegial atmosphere, with no pressure. Only a
mild structts, whatever is neeaded fo avaoid chaos, and Hert hiag volunieered
tt be the light-handed moderaior,

It's the only chancs we'll harve for this kind of discussion, before we go
public.

1 know it's shor nofice, and maybe not everyone's cup of tea (no pun
intended}, but could you please let me kiow if vou're comlng or if you're
not coming, so | can plan how many caolkdes to bake,
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ﬂ-"“v& at (m . s 5'2:)0_(_}5 " _)Mﬂp iz atbached,

Oh, # you're: coming, you'll have to promise fo make no judgements sbottf the
stafe of my house or housekeeping abilifes. [l do what | car o maks sure
everyone has a chair, but there's not encugh time i spruce L1 foo much.,
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From: dewnpayzant@auracom, com A
Te: kreintamifesmh.en :
Sublect Re: Sunday affersoon tea znd copkjes :

Dalteer Datar 25-bamiil | L3 :

Atiachments: TEXT.him [Seve] [Open]

Mime 822  fexcludad fron exporf)
M
Karen, .

t appreciate your intention, buf any mesfing or gathen'hg to discuss a
confidential doctirent s inappropriate except at an in caers board meeting.
Elliot

On Thu, Mar 24, 2071 at 10:16 PM, Karen Reinhard: <kreinhardt@sersh. co>wrate:

= Halfa All,

3

> 1'd like: to invite you for tes and cookies at my hotse on Sunday sfemoon,

> from 2 PM i 4 PM.

-

> My idea is that we could have a good, free-wheeling di IsCeession shoit the ID

» reports, in an informz] and callegial atmosphere, with ro pressure, Only a

= mild structure, whateverls needed to avoid chaos, and Hearb has miunmemd ) )
* i be the light-handad moderaior, : :'
-

> It's the only chance we'll have for thig kind of discussion, before we ga

> public, :

=

> | knaw it's short notice, and rmayba not everyone's cup of fea (ne pun

* infentled), but could you pleass lat me know if you're coming, orif you'me

# not coraing, so | tan plan how many cookios iy bake.,

= ’ . '

= | live at( ' S ZDU) ’ )Map is attached.

o

= Oh, if yotl'ra coming, you'] have to promisa to make no judgements about
> thz state of my house ar housekeeping abilides. I'l do whit | can to make
= sira éverynne has a chalr, but there's not enough time to spruce up too
» mugh.

-~

LA A S A
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. \3 From: krelnharica inter.ngt
7 Tex dersmpryzem @A Lom
Enblect Rer Sunday afemoon t3 and sonkies
Daliver Date 25-Marz011 DE:2E
Attachments: Mime.8Z2 {dnduded Fom expor)

Sorty Elfiot, aned =, | didn't realize that Consider it cancelied.

Cruobing Webrpll dawnpayzant “dawmpayzantFBauEcon.coms:

= Kamen, .
=1 appi-uciate your intention, but any meeting or gatheriny {c discuss 2
> penfidential document is inappropriate except at an in camesra board meeting.
= Elfiatt
-
=~ On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 10:16 PM, Karen Retnhardt <kretnhardt@ssrsh.oaswrote:
- :
s Hello All,
1o
" s T like to invite you for tea and cooldess at my house on Synday aftemoon,
== from 2 PM to 4 PM.
Fad ) )
> My idea is fhat we could have a good, free-wheeling discussion about the: [
>3 maports, in an informal and coliegial whmosphere, with no pressure. Only a
> mild structure, whatever is needed to aveid chaos, and Herb has voluniesred
s {0 he the fight-handed moderator.
o -
> |t's the anly chance we'll have for this kind of discussion, before we go
== public. '
e
= | kriow It's short nofice, and maybe not everyons's cup of fea {ne pun
2 Infended}, buk could you please let me know i you'rs coming, or if you'r
== not coming, so | can plan‘ how mary conkies to bake.
= .
= | live at A5D Watermnills Road, in New Cumberiand. Map is attached.
o
> Oh, if you're coming, yau'l have to promise to meke no judgsments about
= the state of my house of housekeeping abifities, I'll do what | can to make
> sure everyone has a chair, but here's not enough ime fo Sprica up (0o
> much.

il
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cmar:!ﬂud@slsrsh.m

wmayna@azrsk.ea, raforbos@ns.sympatica.ca, BuseymounBessisb.ca, keinhardi@issmsh, ;
Wﬂh'alﬁn 2. Internet, dewnpayzantibalimcom.cont, Rncsmsarsh, e, fhudson@essb &=, afpss =1eh.ca,
Ienkins(@esmh o, miusernggssmsb.ca ?,’ran = o -G, brtzenaehEhatmail eom,

Ree Sunday afi=moon t=a and rookies
25-Mar-2011 0l:37
TEXT.htm [Save] [Open]

—_—

| have a pricr commitment at 4 prvt, so Ul have o leave amtond 2.20 for that, but Yl

bie them.
Butch
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p\j From: rafusem@ssreh.o
T Tan . | kreinhardigssiebacn, dEWRDAYTANHEIEUIACO-COm
Suljest: R Sunday efternoom iea and cookdes
Deliver Pata: 25-Mer-2011 12:48
- Aiachments: TECT.him [Save] [Operd

Good Mominyg Karer,

Your "ten pary” s inappropriate, The free flow of informaiion and open discussion witheut The restriction of ime and
regulation must be stopped at all cost. It is fotally in appropriate. Afier all, one might see behind the * cirtzin™ '

Regards,
Max
Long five the Colonel!

s> Webmail dawnpayzant <dawnpayzant@alracon.com=> AP512011 8:33 AN =

Karen,
| appreciata your intention, but any meeting or gathering in discuss a confidential document is inappropriate except at an

in camera board meefing.
Ellictt

On “Thu, Mar 24, 2011 =t 10:16 PM, Karen Rejnhardt <kreinhardt@sssb.ca> wroie:

Helio All,

' Tike: to invite you for tea and cookies at my hause on Sunday afternoon, from 2 PM io 4 FM,

My idea is that we could have a good, fras-wheeling discission about the 1D reports, in an informal and collegial
atmosphere, with no pressure. Only a mild struciure, whatewver is needed (o avoid chaos, and Herb hus volunteered 1o ke
the light-handed moderator.

. t's the only chance we'll have for this kind of discussion, befora we go public.

| knaw it's short nofice, and mayhe not everyone's cup of tea (no pun intended), but could you please let me know if yeu're
soming, o if you're not coming, so | can plan how many cookies to bake.

 live at s.200) ) Map is atached.

Oh, if you're coming, you'll have to promise to malke ne judgements about the stae of my house or housekeaping abilifies
[l do what | can to make sire gveryone has & chair, but there's not enough time to spruce up too much. :
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From: kroinhari@iea.internet

Te: hseymonr@ssrsh.ca, rEfusem@ssmb.ca
Subject: Email repaived

Rafhver Dater 28-MarzZ011 11220

Attxchments: MimeBZ2  (exciuthed from axior)

For your inforrnation, the following is an excaret frem an ernaail |

recelved yesterday from someona wha was at the board meseting Wednesday
night. Sorne of the letter has been “redacted”, but what follows is

what [ have permission Yo share.

"Hi Karan

27dizcussion with Naney on Wednesday night [ft ... feeling that she
fasls some schoot tormunities are "respaciing the process™ by not
labbying or belng active in this ldentification phase, This was
concerning hecause we don't want o be viewed ag disrespeciing the
process as sofme bully, pushing for something unrsasonable —we feel
what we have asked for is tofelly reesonable — more ime, and a
chance to present community fnformation in this phase, priorto
Review, which has a very ban track record for small sehooks.

She also indicated that sha wishes the Board in only considerthe 1D
reports and not the varous input received. This came about in the
ldea that members shauld not assume that since no letters have heen
received from a school ke Gold River thet it shouldn't be held
against them. This view totally devalues the input of an active school
likes ours. .

She suggested that if 8 lot of letters wer received in support of

reviaw then the Board would consider thet "posifive™ input, but nef in

the ather case, such as ours where scores have been received against

us being under review, Such direction to the Board by Raney to only
canzider her reports reinforces her power, and brings info question

why baother with Monday's presentations if they won't be futly

considered? or at the very least, will be minimized by Nariay in her

advice, and eventual recommendation to the Board an Wednesday. It also
blows out of the water any claim to transpareney if yout receive input

antg then explicitly ignore 1.

Our point all along in this ID phase has been to pravide as much
further information as possibie fo the very hasty, and "high level"
research - maaning dated and general — that goes inlo Mr Bamett's
(Butler)'spme sort of rathematical formula” for future enroiment, and
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From: HEinhar@sa.nternet

To: hesymourEssrsb.ca, ptmem@E@asEh.oa
Supject: ' Thanks, guys

Deliver Dake: A0-Mer2011 21:48

Attuehments: MimeB22  (ecfuded from sxpor

PAGE.

18/64

Well, it actually worked) Thanks for all your hard work and support far 8 motion that we know
was the right thing to do. Without you two o stick with if, | wouldn' heve had the courage to
continle.

Facsbiok is ringing with relief and cheers.

Enjoy a day without 2 phone call from me, and no letters, phone calls, or lobbying.

Herb, See you Friday, you have a day off from me.

max, you als have a day off from me, unless you want to chiorle. san you =end me a coapy of
yaur speech’?

Marg sald that Gary toid her he wasitt running next fime. We lmew that already, but she said
he didn't mention councll this fime.

Fllict =aid he almost supported it. Maybe he didn't want to leave Gary out in left field.

Anyway, good night,
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From: freinfhar@es internet

To: hesytnouti@esreb.ca, Eitussmiissmhen
Suobject {Fwd} errorin your ticle e SSREE
[euliver Dake: A{-kier—2011 15:08B

Adtachments: MmeB22 (exciuded from axport)

WEM$TESRLFMS [Save] [Opar]

Thought you'd like o know that, in alf cackiness, | sent fhis shotover Gary's bow.

Forwamed messzge follaws —— .

From: Karen Reinhardt <kreinhar@cuinter.net~
Te: L _ ) 5.1 C)(,_\_‘)

Subjecet: ermrin your article re; 33RSB

Copies fn: | nrescoach@heimail.com

Date sent: Thu, 31 Mar 2011 15:08:54 -0300

Geod day.( ) 5. ZD(.D

| didn't get 2 chance to point it cut last night, but the board did

NOT unanimpusly vote f©

review the fwelve schools, as you reported. Although it wass stated by |
the Viee-Chair that the

garfier vote was inanimous, it was a recorded vote at the Fab 23
meaeting. The vote was 11~

1, with my voie being the only voie against,

1 did ot like beil{g put in that catagory, and It gave the publica
somewhat artoneous

impression. Probably not worth cormecting, given the final decsion,
but | would file you to ‘

know.

Thanks,
Karen Reinhartdt ) ' :
End of forwarded message ’
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TBI2672011) 1 1ish Smit - Re: Wno will speak forme? e
Frorn: =kremnhar@ea.inter.nat>
To! Maxwell Rafuse <rafusem@ssrsh,ca>
Date: 31812011 337 PM
Subject: e Whio will speak for ma?
good idea

(uocting Maxwell Rafuse <rafusem@ssrsb.ca™:

» | want fo send it to all the people who are sending rme e-mails about

> their schools.

-4

s> <kreinhar@es.inter.net> 3782011 318 PM w2

» very nice, now, what can we do with it?

.

o

» Cluoting Maxwell Rafuse «rafusern@ssreh. ca>;

-

>

e

ESS

s> When they tlosed Blandford School, I said nothing. Blandiond

> ot my community and thase are not my kids. So 5 year olds, who use
o 1o wallc to schaol now travel an hour on a bus.

-

s> Wherithey closed Lunenburg High, | said nothing, 1 don't five in

= Lunenbury and those are not my kids. So these shidevts are bused to
= Bridgewater.

=

s> When they closed Riverport, | said nothing. Riverport is not my

== comrnunity and those are not my kids. 5o those kids are bused out of
== their home community.

-

== Now they want b close my schooll Who will speak for mel

e
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| (B72512011) I rish Srith - Re: Sehuo! Review Smasning =

494

From: <kreinhar@ea.nter.net-

To: " Maxwell Rafuse <rafusem@sssh ca>
bate: 3M0f2041 10:22 AM ’
Suhject: Re: School Review Smashing

That i= grest news, and | hope you're right | will talks to Herb. Thanks.

Quoting Makwell Rafuse <rafusem@ssrsb.ca>:

» (Good Morning Karen,

CA :

= Y

=h .

» | spoke with Etiiof last night and | am 85% sure he is going to vote
=~ fo leave Pentz and Petite off the fist to be reviewed. | Ehink L

> convinced him it would be.in his best interést If he wants to save
> North Queens he had best leave the others alone.

- .

> Also, | believe Butch, Mustapha and Dan will do likewise. You need
= tp work an Herb. That will give us 7 vofes which is all we nesd.
.

» [n my opirion,

-

> Max

-
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EI251207 'ES Tnsh T ih - Re: vokes

From: aemhar@cainter et

To: Wiapowal] Rafuse <rafusem@sssh.ca
Dates 3/24/2011 11:44 PM

Subject: Re: voles

started an ermail o you, butam a bit paranoid about sending it i an
sersh site. rayba you should call me. or i call you when | gel home

from the transfer appeal mesting, around noon.

Guoting Maxwell Rafuse «rafusem@ssrsb.ca>:

» Hi Karen,
3

» Latast news. A lot of New Ross want the schoo! stk fur a seniors
= complex. as them money but they can'i find a sit with

o

~ m sewer system, The sthool site has water and sewag
=

= Pan Hudson will vote not o review any school.
» That's six votes. Need one more.

-

> WMiax

e

S 2o

o4

Fai
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[572512011) 11ish Smith - Erian recatved

From: <kreinhar@cainternet>

Tos sratusemEsssb.ce, <hgeympurGl ssrsb,ca
Date: JAI26/2011 14:20 AM

Subject: Ermail received

For your information, the foliowing is an excerpt from an email |

received yesterday from someone whao was at the bovard meefing Wednasday

night. Sorne of the letier has been ‘redacted", but what follows is
what | have permission fo share,

"Hi Karen

discussion with Nandy on Wednesday night lef ... feeling that she
fasls some school communities ate ‘Tespecting the process” by not
lobbying o being active in this identification phase. This was
conceming becatse wé dan'twant to be viewsd as disrespecting the
pracess as some bully,! pushing for gormething unreszsonzble — we feel
what we have asked fdr is totally reasonable — more time, and a
chance to present comimunity information in this phase, prior o
Review, which has a v{ary bad track record for small schools,

She also indicabed that she wishes the Board to only consider the [a]
repotts and net the vatious input received. This carne abont in the
idea that members should not assume that sinca N lefters have been
received flom a school fike Gold River that it shauldnt he: held
against them, This viaw totally devalues fhe input of an acive school
likes ours. :

She suggested that if Ly 1ot of latters wers received in support of

review then tha Bnarr.i would consider that "positives” input, but nat in
ihe ofher case, sLeh as ours where scores have. been received against
s being nder review, Such direction to the Board by Nancy to onily
consider her reparts feinforces her power, and brings into questan
why bother with Mon&léxy’s presentations if they wont be fully
cansidered? ar at thel very isast, will be minimized by Nancy in her
advice, and eveniual recommendation to the Board on Wednaesday- it also
tlaws cut of the water any claim {0 franspatenty If you receiveinput
and then explicitly iggore it - _

Our point all along ‘irithis 1D phase has been o provids as mitich
Furthar information ak possible to the very hasfy, and "high fevel"
research — meaning [dated and genieral — that goes into Mr Bamett's
(Bufler)"some sort o mathernatical forrmuia” for future enrolment, and
the dubious assumpfions of the Gunn repart, oF inconsistencles of the
Space Assessment report.”

Comments?

N g
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(Blz5{2011) T Bty - Re: Sunday afemoon tea and tookIes

|

\i

From: <kreintar@ca.inter.net

To: Buich MacLeod <cmaclecd@ssrsb_ca>
Data: 362011 4:04 BM

Subject: - Re Sunday aflemoon tea and cosldes

Il bring some with me, rmayba on Wed,, for the in-caumera part.

Would you have the smefinclination fo talk o Alien, Tustapha, and/ar
Jill, fo see how they would feel about the motion we: talked about?

Quating Butch MacLeed «omacieod @ssrsb. ca>:

> | was kind of heing sarcastic too, Karen.

> | guess the walchiful syes are pvalywhere.

> But, | guess we have to lisfen fo the hoss.

> That why | wanted to cookies. World famous.

» Butsh

-

»se> <kreinhar@ca. internet- 372512011 11:41 PM ==

> [l have you know thal my chocolate chip cookies ame world famous.
» And why can't we discuss what we wani?

S

>

~

= Quoling Maxwell Rafuse <rafusem@ssrsb.ca>

-

=% Hi Butch,

=

»> | was being sarcastic. Why can't we discuss what we want without the
s watchful eyes that limfis what is said? Also | wanted the cockies.
L -

== max

e

ws=ns Butch Macleod 3/25/2011 6:05 PM ===

> hay Max '

> We all knew we couldn't discuss rhess things.

=] just wanted to cooldes )

== Butch

Eos “
nemes Maxwell Rafuse 3/25/2011 1246 PM 2
»» (@pod Moming karen,

, 3
e ]

>» Your "fea party” is inappropriate. The free flow of information and
= open discussion without The restriction of time and regulation must
> he stopped at alt cost. 1tis fotally in appropriate. After all, one

> might see behind the ™ curtain”,

b

»> Regards,

e

> Max

e .

>> Long live the Colonglt
b

»3x>> Webrnail dawnpayzant <gaympayzarnt@auracom.com> 32572011 8:23 AM =

Dl

i
n

(N
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A

From: ariadlecd @sBrEh.ca

To: afoutari@ssrsh.oa
snbject: Re: chool revlew
Defiver Date: SBEFeh-2011 15:80
Attachments: TEXT him [Seve] [Cpen]

Yes, | realize that, but | guess my main congern wae what the three of you think before the ‘mesting.
Butch

s Allan Foster 227/2011 11:08 PM >>>

i

well at the meeting i got the feeling that if lunenburg schools were on thg list quesns county schools would be thers too.
the list is ot & list for review but a list of schools for possible review., these schonls which will go under reveiw will be
chosen by the board at 2 meefing.we Gan speak to this for our schona.

wso Butch Macleod 02/27/11 3:41 PM =2

Hi :

| think the fout of us shotid get tograther o discuss our fhoughts on Mill Vittage and Greentield.
Personally,  would like to get thern off the review fist or find some way 1o keep therm open.
What do you think.

Butch )



SET

Prom: - Yrolohar@es inter.net

Tat ematieod@essh o

Suhbject -

Daliver Datat Fo-hangnit 2208

Aﬁ:al‘;hmerlt's: Mimea22  (excisded from axporf]
Hi Butch,

t'n sarry you slipped away so fast But that was part of the lupary, righit? A short meeting.
| really feel proud of us tomight. When Max reached everyone's head, it felt great.
Thers may be issues nﬁm&ng from it, buf we can deal with them, Ui sure,

Thanks so much for being on side. | hope we can get togettier again somedime, if mot for

dinner, then at feast for cofiee.

katan
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kol

Frova: jienkins@eerzh.ca ]
Te: ¥reinhan@eainter.net

Subjest: ‘=Re: Big rellef, eh?

Deliver Date: 3i-Mar20tT 00241

Yes Karen, It was great io see the happy faces.... been oo few of thern lately. We'll have to figure out the future by dget

savings some other way. I'm hopeful that staff and the beard can cooperation appropriaté planning, Good Move on this
ohe Karen, Thanks, Sincerely, John

=sm Karen Reinhardt 033044 10:06 PM »=>
Well, John, we did it. I'm very proud of us, And we made a lot of people relisved and happry
tonight. You should check out the Facebook sites.... it's foy =l cheers alt round.

We don't know the final consequences yet, bul [ feel confident that we can tackle the
challenges as they come.

Thatks agsein, and see you 500,
Karen
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GO

From: mafusemissrsh.ce

Fo: kreinhardi@ssmeh.ca
suhiech He: yiot recomiended
[ieliver Date: 23-Mar2011 21.02
Attachmantst TECT.him [Savel [Open]

o

Yau knew they would never make the list

e Karen Reinhardt 3/23/2011 833 PM ==>
dict your notice chair and vice chalr schools not recommended?
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%c

From: kreinkadi@esshea
To: raforbes@ns.sympat mEymErEsnsh.ca, hesymour@ssrsb.c, afprtanfesrsb.es, kreinh ;
° : daw:[myzanf@ﬂlﬂaﬁm. iﬁm&:;shmm. dhudsen@sssh.ce, nrmwanh@hmﬂ_mm?ﬁ:nr%séﬁg‘f;
ereceadssrsh.es, afusern Dassbc .
Subject: “—sunday afemoon ea and eookics ’
Drslfrer Date: Ze-Mar2 216
Attachmens Texkhim [Save] [Open]
Hello All,

I'd Hike to invite vou for tea and cookies &t my house on Suriday aftemoon, from 2 PM to 4 PM.

My idea is that we cauld have a goad, froe-wheeling discussion abeut the 1D reports, in &N informal and coliegiz
atmosphere, with ha pressure, Qnly a rrild stucture, whatewver is needed fo avoid thaos, and Herb has volunteered to be
the light-handed mnderator.

It the anly chance we'll have for this kind of discitzsion, bedfore we go public.

| know its short nofice, and maybe not everyone's cup of fesa (no pun mtended), but could you please let me knaw if you're
coming, o if you're not coming, 5o | zan plan how many conlies o hake.

| five at( = ZC)(_J) )i\dap s atached.

Ok, if yot're eaming, you'll have fo promise to meke no jucigements about the state of my house or housekeeping abilities
Ml o whiat | 5an to make sure sveryone has a chair, butthere's not enough fime (e spruce up toa much. '
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56

From: lreintiant@esrshea
- e Thrancis Bssrshe _
Subject Re: Ragutatons - Schoo! [dentication Report
Defiver Date: Oi-hpr2aid 1440
Attachments: TEXT.hitn {Save] [Open]

Well, does that take care of that, or could the regulations be interpreted a different way? What do you think?

+> "Staphen Amirault” <amirausb@gov.ns.ca> 471 12011 543 AM »i

Halla Everynng, , ‘
Section 18(4) of the Ministeral Education Act Regulations speaks to sohools that have been identified and through Board

maotion will be goirig through the review process as per jegistation thus the timelines. Since no schopls will be reviewed
the imelines are a none issue, As the ldentfication Reports: were: not received by the Boaird they are not public

documenis . Hope this helps.

Have & great weekend!

Stephen

== *Nancy Pynch-Waorthylake" <npynch-worhylake @ssrsb.ca= parxtAd 10:53 AM ==

“Hi Jill and Others:

This is a very important question. | drafted a long responser with options and interpretations. However, instead of hitting
. aend | am sending this to Stephen Amrault by way of asking for am interpret@tion of the regs.

Thanks for raising this, Jill.

Nancy

=% Jill Francis 33172011 8:07 A o
Hi Nanecy:

| have another guestion conceming the Ministerial Education Act Regulations.

Undar 816 (4) No later than April 1 or, for the sthool review period commencing April 1, 2008, no tater than Aprii 30, a
school hoard that has prepared an idertification Report must make the report avaitable to the public,

We were told last night that because the reports were not tabled they did not exist and were not available 1o the public
Does that mean the above regulaton dors not apply?

Thank you for your reply,
Jill
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From: kreinhandt@sesreh.ce

TFo: france@ss=b.ca

Subject Tie: Regquiations ~ Sehoo! ldentification Report
Hellver Date: pi-Apr201T 1452

Atischments: TEX .hbm [Save) [Cpen]

ki,

| checkerd the reguiaﬁuns mysalf, and also {he board bylaws. As far ae | can see, neither of these makes vy references n
requiring & documenit to be Gabied.

We need a real padiarmentatan, The govemance commitiee s going to ask _Staphan Amirault i hell do it In previous
versions of this board, probably before Loti, Tt way H'_g& bozurd secretary. | don't know it Lori would be comforabie with that,
bttt | was wondering (8o far, only bo myself), if either you o Herb eouldiwould do it

Looking forward o hearind what you find out.

Later,
Karen

» Jill Francis 4172011 1215 PM >>=
Hi Karen: .
g,,?ﬂ*-{\)
' home for @ faw minutes befare | have to ieave for goceries and ip pick( ) up fmm[_ 5.200) ) said you
called. :

i replied to Steven this moming to ask for the sections of the Education Act that infarms his Interpretation,
We'll see aiter he lets me now...,

'l ermail a8 soon a5 | hear.
Tharnks Karen,
Jill

s> Karen Reinhavdt 4/1/2011 10:46 am #7>
Well, does that take care of that, or could the reguiafiorss be interpretet a different way? What do you think?

- »>> "Staphen Amirault’ <amirausti@gov.ns.ca> 412071 243 AM >>>

Hedlo Everyone,

Section 16(4) of the Ministertal Education Act Regulations speaks to schools that have been dentified and through Eoan
motion will be going through the review process 8s per isgiskation thus the timelines. Since no schaols will be reviewad
the Hroelines are a none issue. AS the identification Reports were not received by the Board they are not nublis
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i

\ docutnents , Hope this helps.

Have & great weekeot!
Stephen

s RNy Pynl::l'}-WDlﬂ‘lylakG" <np3mch—warthyiake@$rsb~ca} oaEtHd 10:53 AM =
Hi Jill rd Others:

This is z very importact questian. [ drafted a lohy r2sponse with nptinns-'znd' interpretations, However, instead of hitting
IZlIEd - : ;
e=tid 1 am sending this to Staphen Amirault by way of asking for mm interprefaiion of the regs.

Thanks for rajsing this, il

Nancy

e 1 Francis 3/31/2011 &:07 AM =
Hit Nancy:

| have anotherquestion concaming the Ministerial Education Act Requiations.

Urder 5.16 (4) No yaterthan April 1 ar, for the school revimw period commercing April 1, 2008, no tater than April 20, 8
sehoot t;uard fhat has prapared an ldentification Report mist make: the report available to the public.

We were told [ast night ﬁat because the reports were not tabied they did nut exist 2nd were not available to the pubiic.
e wel _ I
Noes that mean the above regulation does:not apply?

Thank you for yaur reply,
Jil
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From: kreinhardissreb.m

‘Tar Weuneiz@==sh o

Subject Fud: Re: Reguiations - Sehoo! [gentificaion Report
Delivey Date! 04-Apr-2011 D852 .
Atmchmerts: TEXT.him [Save] [Open]

Good marhing, Jil,

1 dan't kow what to think. Whils Stephen's response s quite dear, as far as it goes, & doesn't mally heip us out much.
Youve asied some very good questions, but it doesn't searn that they are questions that Stephet is willing, or able, o
snewer. At least from @ legal print of view, Maybe he wan't want ta be our parliamentanar, if we're going to ask sticky
guestions like these,

| dar't see in our bytaws anywhere whers it specifically say's how docurnents are received by the bistard. | QUESS.OU"
"umat practice” has been as he descrbes, and maybe s even outlined somewhare in the bylaws ar in Bourinot's
(which [ve also been perusing).

| thirk there 1= 3 missing piece in your email {0 me. Did your mean o say that & mofion is needed to receiva or tabie the
reporis so they can be made public? 1s it ton late to tahle the reports? fve been asked forthe reports. Have you? .

1
;

When you come right down to it, the regs ae pretty vague: about a [of of things. Maybe that's a good thing, a2 then i
are open io interpretation. of course, # doesn't mean that our interpretation will prevail, but at least there can be scvm‘a
flexdibliity maybe.

Those avenues of inguiry that you mention sound prefy inferesiing to me, regarding the terminclogy in the regs. How do
you think we can pursue these questions further? Throughi Slephen, or some other person?

Uyt anather nnta,(f

o 520 (1)
5o now, coffee fime is severely limited for the next 3 weeks or so. | should have thought of that, Save yp the topics il
then. ‘

RO L STy e b

Let me knew what you think we should do nexdt about this. | am keen infind out about betier definkions, as you said
- One way or another, we'll talk soon.

Iaren

swe il Francis 422011 4:06 PM »=>

past practice”
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‘ﬁ Hi Karern:

¥ stifl not convinced...| have to pull that section 18(4) apart io the reguiations again. | dor't think a school s o be
chosen for review forit apply. Why would they put the "has prepared a Sehoo! (D report™ when schoolbuards must
prepare one to shart a eview? : '

It fooks to me that all that is neaded is & mation o have Sehool ID reports made then after that the report will eu&ntually
become public - tabled or nok..

Anyway, | stil have 1o jook at it again. Whal is bothering me oW iss fhe dafinition of "School Review periad” in s. 16(4}
Does that period have a broad interpretation or & tarmow qte Y

_1 don't know if this emalt makes sense, But 1 am going o keexp looking =t it

Thanlcs Karen
Talk {o you =000,
Jill

s3> "Stephen Amtratit’ -r:amh‘msb@gnv.n&.cab-#ﬂﬂlﬂ 12565 prn =

Hedlo Jil, '

As to how documents are received by Boartds &t either a Bogd mesting or at a Cmmitize meeting is not addressed in the!
Ed Act or the Regs. This is govemer by how your Board does husinass.'l‘g_eildenﬁﬁcatiun Reporis were.-distﬁbu_ted fo the -
Members ot un In-Camera session and slfhongh they were on the agenda forthe Special Board meeting E;,;Ems
ajnurned before the jdentification Reports were dvessed therors they remain confidential. The Board has a process
through Motions to receive Teporis, ducurnems,cnr_mspondenua.e‘m..,whic:h'than makes these pubﬁ,'-, uniess the deal with

personnel maters of other issues that the public cannot have access to and then itis done either hrough a numbered
report or refered to as employes X or something simitar.

Hope this helps,

Stephen

w3 " J{ll Francis™ <jfrancis@ssrsb.ca> 04704711 10:27 AM ===

Hi Stephen: ' ‘
Thank you for the repty. Could you send me the section number in the Education Act that informs that interpratation?

Thanks
Jill

Jit Francis
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Mikmag Representative . i
South Shore Regional School Board }

ffrancis@ssr=b.ca

s> "Staphen Amirsull! <amirausbh@gov.rs.ca> AM2OTY B:AZ am >

Helio Everyone,

Section 16(4) of the Ministerial Education Act Regulations speaks 1o schnnols that have been identified and through Board
motion will be going through the reniew process &5 per legistation thus the timelines. Since no schools wilt ba reviewed
the imelines are a none issue. As the \derffication Reports were not received by the Board they are not public
documents . Hope this helps,

Have o great weekand!
Stephen
wn “Naney Pynch-Worthytake" =ppynch-worthylake@ssrsb.ca> 033111 10:53 AM =>=

Hi il and Others:

This iz & very important question. | drafied a long responss with options and interpretations, However, instead of hitting
sand | am sending this to Stephen Amirault by way of asiking for am iftterpredation of the regs.

Thanks far raising this, Jil.
- Nancy

wow Jill Francis 3/31/2011 9:07 AM >>>
Hi Nancy:. -

| have another question conseming the Minlsterial Education Act Regulations.

Under .18 (4) Ne later than Aprll 1 or, for the schoot review period cornmencing April 1, 2008, no later than April 30, &
=ehool board that has prepared an Identification Report must make the repor avaliabie 1o the public,

We were tald last night that becatise the: repotts were not tabled they did not exist and were not availshble te the public
Does that mean the «bove reguiation foes not apply?

Thank you for your reply,
Jilt
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Froms krainhanit@sssban

T franpa@Esso o3, npynehworthylaioe@resisb.ca
Suhfect Furt: Re; Reguiations - Scheol Ideniification Report
Deliver Data: n5-Apr-2011 24U

Attachments: TEXT.hen [Save] [Open)

I'd also like to ses it added, but why are we taking vt the recommendations? They are part of the reperts.

Karen

wos Jill Francis 4/5/2011 2:41 PM »>o

Hi Naney:

Just forwarding this to other School Bosd rmembers. | would like to see it put on the agenda. Perhaps other Board
members would also respond if they waotld Tike it placed on the agenda,

Thank you,
Jill
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From: keinhartfisssh.ca

To: fransE@eersh.c
Subjert: Re School Ids

Delimr Date: 11-ppezotd 0931
Atmchmerntx: TEXT.him [Save] [Open]

That's disappolnting, =h? 11l be interested in his response. UL he seeing him tommorravw at two accreditsion plague

cerampnies.

( s. 20 (1) )

Maybe we'll have time to chat at the work session. Are you =ble to come to that?

saa Jill Frands 4112011 927 AM =o=
Hi Karen:”

| spoke with Stepheﬁ pver the phane last week. P send his email repsonse (o you.
I dan't think fhat section | was lnoking into would make the SSRSB release the Scheol Id reports.

| hope all is well with the new job_ 1 can expand on this emzail when | see you in person.

Tukr Cars
Jili
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Froim: krainhardt@sersh.ca

Te: jfrancisfssmb.ca
Hupject Re: School 1d=

pretiver Date: 14-Apr2t 1 UeaE
Adtachmztde: FELT.hm [Seve] [Open]

wrote back t fast befors reading Siepher's etmnail. i still sounds like his intempratation. But, was thers & word or mora
* I B LS " .

| facing the sechon (16), that made it clearer? | don't have i right ie fhand, =o can't check right now.

p]‘E h

== Jill Francis AMA12041 9:27 AM ===
Hi Waren:

i st week, Pl send his email repsonse o you.
epole with Stephen over the phonz
lI dz't thirk that sechion | was looking into wollld make the SSRSE release the Schee! id reporte.

| hope all is well with the, new job, | can expand on this email when | ses you it person.

Take Care
Jill
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From: krstnhardifesmb.ca

To Jrancis@ssreb.ea
Subject Re: Sthoo! de

Daliyer Bate: 1 1=Apr-2011 1022
Abtacfmeits: TEXT htm [Save] fOpen]

sa, the |D report is part of the review procest, hut becausa it precedes the actual review decision, it does't fall within the
review perad? that's edd thinking, don't you think?

Andg, no, the (D reports are not on the agenda for wetnesday . | asked st the finance/ops mesting about putting the subject
on the agenda for the work sessfon, but didn't get any support.

wo JUll Francis 411172011 10:09 AM >>>

[ think | know what you are asking.. but | don't think so.

{ think it really revelves amund "school review period”. its ezsier in person to 2xplin the varisus interpratations...
if you get 2 chance | will be in the office today and tomorow until 5 pm. ‘

Take Care again

Jilk

> Karen Reinhardt D411 §:33 AM === .

i wrote hack to fast, before reading Stephen's emall. 1t st sounds ke His interpretaion. But, was them a word or more
prefacing the section (18}, thet made it clearar? | domt bave jtright to hand, so can't eheck right new.

swa Jill Francis 4112011 827 Al o=
Hi Karar:

| spoke with Stephen over the phone last week. Il zend his email repsonge to you.
1 don't think that section ! was looking inte would make the SSRER releass the School 1d repom

| hope all is wall with the new job. | can expand ot this email when | see you in parson.

Take Care
Jill
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Eromm: jamintardiErEh.es ., .
d e ETE SYmpR TIAREYT Lr{HsETSDAR - afoste R, lorei :
T maym@aumgn?mn M%‘?&;‘: dl;-l? sun@mmhmﬁmmc%;umﬂ.ﬁ?ﬁg '"::E{"'fga‘
. rafusemiBssrsb.on, cradecd @ssh.ca
Srkject Supday aftermoon tes and cookles
Deliver Bates AR 2205
Affachments: “Textidm {Beve] [Oper]

rmp o karen's hotrse.doc {Bave] [Open)

Helio AlL,
I'd like to invite you for tea and cookies gt my houte on Sundzy aftemaon, from Z PM 4 P,

My ided ie that we could have & gond, free-wheeling discussicn about the 1D reports, in an informat and collegial
atmosphere, with no pressure. Only a mild structure, whalever ie needed to avoid chaos, and Herb has voluntesred to be
the light-handed raoderator. '

It's the only chance weli have for this Kind of discussion, before we go.public.

| know it's shortt nofics, and maybe nat everyone's cup of fea (no pun intende), but ;—.auld you please Iet ma know if you're
coming, pr if you're not coming, so | ean plan how miry conkies to hake.

Viveat{_ 5. 20 QB ©* Yapisattached.

oh, it you're coming, you'll have ta promize to make no judgemerts about the state of MY house or heuseieeping abilities
I'lt e whiat | can to maks sure everyone has @ ehair, but there's not snough time to spriuce up too much.




B7/21/2011 12:18 9827424628

DEPT OF EDUGATION PAGE 41/64

Fromi rafiorbimedans sympafico. o

i g L B R R e
rafusemfsarsboa, crnacleod@ssrsh.oa

Subject: RE: Bunday sftemoon fea and cookiss

Delivar Dat: 24 Mpr-2DT1 23:02

Attachmenis: TEXT him [Sewe] [Open]

MimeBz2  (exludad fmm axporf)

Hello Karen,

| had been out all day, with interviewing for French Coord., and other

things | hed o do.  fdo have another commitment for Sunday aftemooh, 50
doubt that [ would be able to be at your house. Have not even had a chance
o look yet at the IDReports. Must go as | nzed to get a message off to JD
pefore heading for ben.l..

Marg

From: Karen Reinhardt [mailto:krainhardt@ssrsb.m]

tent: March-24-11 10:17 PM

To: dawnpayzant@suracem.comm, kreinhar@ea.inter.net; nrescoach@hotmail.com,
raforbes@ns.sympalico.c; Alian Foster; Buich MacLeaod: Dian Hudson; Herbert
Saymour; il Frandis; Jabn Jenkins; Mustapha Mayrard; Maowell Rafu=e

subject: Sunday aftemoon tea and conkies

importance: High

Hello All,

1d fike fo invite you for tea and cookies at my house on Sunday aftemoon,
fram 2 PM to 4 PM.

My idea is that we could have a good, free-wheeling discussion about the 1D
repuris, in 8n informz! and coliegial atrnosphere, with No pressure. Only &
mitd structure, whatever is neaded o avold chaas, and Herb has volunteered
10 be the light-handed moderator.

s the only charice we'll have for this kind of discussion, before we go

public.

| low #t's short hntice, and maybe ot gveryone's oup of fea {no pun
intended), but could you please let me know if you're coming, or i you're
not coming, =6 1 ean plan how rmany cookies to bake.
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{Tve &t (L 5. 20 C)B )\Aap is attaf::had. |

Oh, i you're coming, yaulll have to proTm=e o make no judgerments about tha
otate of my hause or housekeeping abiliies. 1l do what [ can o malke sureE
everyone has a chair, bul frere's not encugh fime 1o spruce TIp too much.



B7/21/2811 12:18 9827424620

DEPT OF EDUCATION

PAGE

From: dawnprayEBnt AN rEEoT AT

Tur reinhardtiEsembes

Stibjects Tie: Buhtiay sftemenn e and cookies
Delivar Dabe 25 hsar20ri1 DAE2

Aitachments: TEXT.him [Save] [Oper)]

MimeB22  (axciuded from porpod)

Karer,

{ appreciate your inention, but mry meefing or gathering to discuss &
confidential document is inappropriate except atan in carmera hoard meeling.
Elfiatt

On Thu, Mar24, 2011 at 10:18 PM, Karen Reinhardt reintrardt@ssrsb,caswrotz:

= Mella All,

=5
=

= I'd like: fo invite you Tor tea and cockies at my house on Sunday afismoan,

» from 2 PM to 4 PM.

e

> My idea is that wa cauld have = good, free-wheeling discurssion about the 1D
= reports, inan inforrnat and coliegial atrosphere, with no pressure. Oy a

> mild struciure, whatever is needed tn aveid chaos, and Hett has volunteared
= 4o be the ight-handed moderator.

-

- 1¢s the only chance wa'll have for this kind of discussion, before we go

= public. : -

> | know it's short natice, ané maybe not everyone's cup of tea (no pun

> jrnsnded), but could you please let me know i you're coming, at it you're

= nat comning, sp 1 can plan how many cookies to hake.

b

> | live at(' 5700 Q \ )Map s attached.

o i .

» Oh, if you're coming, you'l have to proniise to mrake no judgements ahout

= the state of my house or housekeeping abilifies. [l do what [ can o make

» gure sveryone has a chair, hut there's not encugh fimes o spruce up too

= much.

vy oy ¥ v Vv

W
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Fram: ireintanBeintannet

T dawnpayZanhEeufs.com. com
Sitbject: Re- Eumisy aftasmoon tee and cooldax
Daliver Dates 25-Mar-2011 DB3E

Afefiment: Mime B22  ({exclutfed from axport)

Serry Elliot, and all, | didn’t realze that. Consider it cancellerd.

Clucting Webmail dewnpayzant <dawmpayzant@auraeom.coms:

> l{afzn,
> | appreciafe your intention, but any meefing or gathering ta discuss 2
» confidential document is inappropriats pxcapt at an in carnem board meeting.
> Tiliott
>
» On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 10:16 PM, Karen Reinhardi <krsinhardi@sssb.cawrote:
5
, == Hello All,
B .
= ' tike to invite you for tea and cookies at my house on Sunday aftemoon,
== from 2 PM 1o 4 PM.
B
=> My idea js that we could have a good, fres-wheeling discussion about the 1D
w reports, In an informal and collegial atmosphers, with Rty prassurs. Dnly a
== mild strusture, whatever is needed to svolt chaos, and Herb has volunteerad
> 1o be the light-fianded moderator.
o ’ .
»> [P's the only chance we'll have for this kind of discugsion, before we go
o> public.
L
s | kenow it's shert notice, and mayhe not everyone's cup of tea {na pun
= intended), but could you please fet e know ¥ youlre coming, or ff you'rs ¢
== not caming, sb | can plan how many caokies to bake,
e
s 1 live at 450 Watermills Road, in New Cumbetland. Map i attached.
PrS '
== Oh, If you're coming, you'll have to promice 1o make no judgemeants about
= the state of my house or housekeeping ahflities. I'l do what | can to make
> sure gveryone has a chair, but there's ot enough fme to spruce up tea
> mueh.

i
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ben ) .
oo madmd@@mm LR i r@zarsh.oa, kreinhandiessh.ca, ainste wmh.C,
T:m mi:mm > ke &mmm ¥ Dc‘i's@ssrsb.m dhudson@szsb.cn, nmg@mm[mm_
) mHanmeantern T ; N

jjsnldrs'g;srshm. rafueemidrsrehca
subject Re: Siumday afternaon tez and cookies
peliver Date? 25 Mar-2011 08:37
Atachments: TET.hm [Eave] [Gpen]

| have a prior commitment at 4 prm, S0 Pl have to Ieave around 3,30 for that, bt [

he thers.
Butch
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Frots: krelinher@eainternet

Tex cmacod@Estsh oS

Subject: Re: Bunday femoon fen and cookles
Dettver Dater 25-Mar-2011 DB42

Aftachments: MimedzZ  (exclded from axpari)

Hi Buteh,

glad you ware gnihg tn be able to come, but as we now knowe, ffs nota
goad idea. too bad. we'll hzve to have a tea paity this summesr
"sometime, at my cotfage.

karen

Ousting Butch MaclLend <cmacieod@sersb.oa™!

» | have @ phior commitment at 4 pm, so Ml have o leave around 3.30
= for that, but ')

y = be thers.

" »Butch

-
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Erom: cmaciepdE@ssreb.oa

Tot tefusem@sstsb.ca

Suhjact Ve Sunday sftempon tea and cockies
Deliver Dats: 25-Mar20{] 18:05

Attachmsnis: TEXT.Hm [Save] [Open]

hey Max

We all knew we couldn't discuss rhese things.
I just wanted fo oookies =)
Butch

s Migxwell Rafuse 2572011 1248 PM »=
Good Moming Karen,

Your "tea patly” is inapproptiate. The free: flow of information and open discussion without The restricfion of time and
regulation must ba stopped at all cost. s totally in appropriate. After ail, one might =ee behind the " et

Regards,

Pl

{ong five the Coloneli

srs Webrnail dawrtpayzant edawnpayzanti@auracom.com™> F2512001 B33 AM ==

Karen,

| appteciate your intention, but any meafing or gathering to discuss a confidential document is inapprapriate except st an

in camera board meeting-
Elliott

O Th, Mar 24, 2011 at 1016 PM, Karen Reinhardt <keinhardti@ssmsb.ca> wrote:!

Helle All,

I'd fike to invite you for tea and cookies at my house oh Sunday afternoan, from 2 PM fo 4 PM.

My idea i that we could have = good, free-wheeling dizrussion sbout the 1D reports, in an informal and coliagial
atmosphere, with ro pressure. Only 5 mild structure, whatever is heeded to avoid chaos, and Herb has volunteered 1o be
the lighi-mandsd rmoderalor. '

It's the only chance we'll have for this kind of discussion, before we go pibfic.

1 know It's shart notice, and mayhe et everyone's cip of iex (o pun intended), but could you please lel me know if you're
coming, o if you're nat coming, so [ can plan bow many coaldes to bake.



1 . 2 2 5

g3

| ive at( 520 O> Wap is attached.
1l heve to promise fo make o judgesrnerts about the state of My Rouse or.housekeeping abilfties

O, ff you're coming, Yo
char, bt there's not enough time to sprice Lp too ruch,

I do whiat [ can to make sture Everyone has
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From: crraclend@swEh.ee :
To: rafusamidssrsb.oy }
Subjatt: Re: Sunday aftempon tea 2md eogkies

paliver Date: 2E-Mar-2011 12:08

Attarhmimrts: TEC bt [Save) (0pen]

st

| knvow whiat you mearn.
Butch

s Maxwell Rafuse 4o5rz011 §:29 PM =
Hi Rutch, '

| was being sarcastic. Why can't we discuss what we want withourt the watrhiul eyes that fimits what is said? Also | wanted

the cockies.
may

wa- Butch Macleod g/o512011 5:05 PM >

hey Max
We all knew we couldn’t discuss rhese things.

1 just wanted to cookies -)
Botch

i Mesowell Rafuse 3!25!2(]1_1 12:48 Pl =
Good Moming Karen, '

Your "tza pany” is inappropriate. The free flow of informztiom and open discussion without The restriction of ime aﬁd
reguiation must be stopped at ali cost, itis totally in appropriate. After ali, one might see behind the ™ curtzin”

Regards,

Ma.

Long live the Colonell

> Webmall dawnpayzant <dawnpayzant@auracom.carm= 372512011 5:33 AM >>>

Karen,

| appreciate your intention, hut any meeting ot gathering to discuss 2 corfideniial document is inappropriate except at

in carmera board meeting. preatan

Ellioit

On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 10:16 PM, Karen Refnhardt <kreinhardt@ssrsb.oca> wiote: )
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) "} Hello All,

I fikes to invite you for tea and cookles at my house on Sundary aftemonn, from 2 PM o 4 P,

My idea is that we could have a good, frae-wheeling discussicn about the ID reports, in s irfomal and colegial

atmpesphere, with no pressue. Only & rmild stuctiire, whatevet is needed to avoid chaos, @tnd Herb has volunieered 1o be
the light-handed moderator.

[t's the only chanee we'll have for this kind of discussion, befors we go public.

| ¥mowt it's short notice, =rnid aybe not everyone's cup of f220 (ho pun intended), but could you please et me knew if vou're
coming, or if yeu're nat coming, so | can plan how many cooicies to bake,

| tive at( S, 20 UB )Vlap ke aitfached. I'

{3, if you're corning, you'll have: ip promise io make no judg ements about the state of mY houss or housekeeping ahifties
'l do what | £an to make sure everyone has & char, but there's nat gnough time to sprice uptes much. i
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From: cmaceod@sstsb.oi

Fas - yreinhargaEintetnet

Suhbject: Re. Stndey aftemoon tes and cuokies
Dallver Date: 25-Mar-2011 1512 )
Attachmoents: TEOT i (Seve] [Cpatl]

J——

i was kind of being sarcastic too, Karn.

I guess ihe watchful eyes are averywhere.
e

B, 1 QeSS WE 1i8B 1o fsten fo fhe boss.

That' why | wanted to cookies. Waorld famatis.

Bufch

> <kreinhan@ca.inter.net> 251011 1141 PM >
Il have: you krnow that ry chocolats chip cookies ars warld fampus.
And why carn't we discuss what we warit?

Quoting Maxwell Rafuse <mfusemissrsh.ca>;

)

= Hi Butch,
-

= | was being sarcastic. Why can't we discuss what we want withou the

- watchful ayes that limits what is said? Alse | wanted the cookies.
e e T

> max

=

i Butch MacLeod 3/25/2011 6:06 PM ==

> hey Max

> We all knew we couldp't discuss shese thinds.

>  just wanted to cookies =y

= Butch

>

aaa> Maxwell Rafuse 37252011 1248 PM »>>

> Good Marning Karen,

-

> Your “tea parly” is inappropriate. The frae flow of information and
> apen discussion without The restriction of tirme and reguiation fmust
> be stopped at all sost. itis totally in appropriate. After all, ane

> might sae behind the " curtain” '

=

> Regards,

-

> Max
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» Long Ive the Colorell

-

s> Webmail dawnpayzant <dawnpayzant@aturacom.cam- B2ELN11 8:33 AM >
= Karet,

> | appreciate your intertion, but any meeling or gathering to cliscuss
- & eotfidential document is inappropriate ecrpt &f an in carrers

> heard meeting.

> Elliott

o

> Dn Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 10716 PM, Karen Reintardt .

> <lreinhardt@ssreh = wmie

=

=

= Hello All,

-

= I'd like to invite you for tes antt cotkies at my house on Sunday

= gftermoon, from 2 PM io 4 PM.

-

= My Idea Is that we could have a good, free-wheefing discitss=ion about
» fhe ID reports, it an informal and collegial atmesphere, with no

= pressure. Only a mild structure, whatever is nesded o avoid chacs,
= und Herh has volunteered o be ihe fight-handed moderator,

-

= t's the only chance we'll have for this Kind of discussion, before

. »we gn public.

>

> [ know it's shott natice, and maybe not everyons's cup of tea (no
> pun in’:ended}, bt couid you please lef me know if you're coming, or
» if you're not coming, so | can plan how many cookizs fon ake.

-
= live at (. 6) e (_l B )Map- is mtached,
g

» Oh, if you're coming, you'll have to promisa fo make no judgements :
+ ahout the state of my house or housekeeping abiities. I'l do what

= | can to make sure evenyane has a chair, hut there's not encugh time

> to spruce up oo much.

T A

W

PAGE

52/64

w1
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- From! cmadeod @sersh.ca . k
T kmhhm@minter.net
Sulbjjact: Rz Sunday efiernoon tea and conkies
Deliver Date: 2g-Mara01 16835
Attrchmernts: TEXT.Im [Save] [Open]

i1l falk to the three of them.

o ckreinhar@ea . imternets 3/26/2011 4:.04 PM >>>
IV bring some with me, maybe on Wed., for the in-camera part.

Would you have the timefinciination o talk to Alleo, Mustapha, and/or
Jil, to see how they would feest about the motion we talked aboot?

Clusting Butch Matleod «cmactecd@ssrsb.ea™:

= | was kind of being samastic ioo, Karen.

= | guess the watchful eyes are everywhere.

= But, | guess wa have o listen fo the boss.

= That' why ! wanted 1o covkies, World famous.

> |utch

=

P <lereinhar@ca.inter.net= 372502011 11:41 PM ===

= [l have: you know that my chocolate rhip cookles are warig farnous,
» And why can't we discuss what we want?

-

>

e

> Quoking Maxwell Rafuse zrafusem@ssrsh.ca>’

g _

== Hi Butch,

P

== | was being sarcastic. Why can't we digeiss what we want without the .
»2 watchiul eyaé shat fimits what is said? Also | warted the: cookies. A
him

- AX

e

swes Rutch Macleod 3{25/2011 6:05 PM ===

> hey Max

== e gl knew we coulgnt dizcuss rhese things._

»» | just wanted 1o sockles )

== Butch
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seebs Maxwell Rafuse 3/26/2011 12:48 PM >>>

»= {Gopd Marning Karen,

ELs .

> Your “ea party” is inappropriate. The free flow of informetion and
> open discussion without The restriction of §me and raguiztion must
== be stopped &t all cost. I{ i totally in appropiiate. After all; one

== might see behind the ™ curtain®,

o

> Regaris,

e

== Max

> _

== Long live the Colone!

-8 '

sxrs Wabmail dawnpayzant <dawnpayzznt@auracom.cnm> 3/25/2011 §:33 AM =o>
= Karen,

=> | apprediate your intention, but any meeting or gathering 1o discuss
s> confidential document s ineppropriate except at anin camera
.>== hpard meefing. '

== Ellioft

s

»» On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 10:18 PM, Karen Reinhardt

»> <krelnhardi@ssreb.car>- winte:

e

g _

>> Mello Al,

>

== 1'd fike to invite you for tes and cookies at my house on Sunday
»> afternoan, from 2 PMio 4 PM.

>

= My idea is that we could have a gond, free-wheeling discussion about
>> the 1D reports, in an informal and collegial atmosphere, with no

>» prassure. Only 8 mild structurs, whatever iz needed ib avoid chaos,
s wnd Herb has volunteered to be the light-handed moderator.

=

= It's the: only charce we'll have for this kind of dlscussion, before
»> we go public,

>

> | know If's short notice, and maybe not sveryone's cup of tea (no
~ pur intended)y, but could you please let e know if you're coming, or
>> if yoU're not coming, so | can plan how many eonkies to bake.

o

b4/ 64
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= | five at[ 5 , 2O ( h }Map is: aftached.

oo

. == Oh, if youfre coming, you'll have to promise to make no judigements
w2 ghout the state of my house or housekseping abiltties. I dowimat
w | an o trake sune everyone has a chair, but there's not enough fime
>4 {n sproce up oo rmuch. |
i
e
F
gt
FE

L

=

FAGE 55764
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Fromt jfmnﬁs@mh.m

Tt " graintardt@sssh.oa
Sul)ect: Re; Behoo! Id=-

Deffver Date: 14-Apr-2011 108
Attaehments: Taxtim [Bave] [Open]

[ think 1 know what you are asking.. but | dor't think se.
[ think it reafly revolves around nechool review period”. It's easier in person to eomiain the various interprefafions...
if you get a chance | wil be in the effice tnday and tomorow until 5 pm.

Take Care again
Jilt

>>> Karen Reinhandt 047411 9:33 Al == _
| wrote back to fast, befars reading Stephen's email. it =l sounds ke his Interpratetion. But, was there a word or mare
prefacing the suction (18), that made it clearer? | don't haves Ttright to hand, so can't check right now,

s 1 Francis 41112011 8:.27 AM >>=
Hi Karan:

| spoke with Stephen over the phone fzst week. I'l send iz email repsonse 1o you.
| dort think that section | was looking into would make the S5RSBE release the Schoo! 1d reporis.

[ hope all is well with the new jab. | can expand on fhis amail when | see you in person.

Take Care
il
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From: mmaynardesrsh.ca
Toi ireinhan@eaineenet
Subject: far We did good]
Defiver Date: 01-Apr-2011 DB:51
Attachmerds: Tapthtm (Save] [Lpen]
Hi Karen

Feels good to know we did the right thing for our stakeholders, but what really concems me with the future budget, is what
we can do to protect the clags room teachers. | aleo feel our staff needs to do a better job at educafing the public with the
whole review process. as the word closure is what the public: only sees. Justiew thoughts: lve been having, but! do
appreciate your input and opiniobs atways. lis funny you said that about poker, cause 've been told that before, at times
Irts hard to read '

Mugtapha Maynzrd

Afican Nova Seotinn Representative

South Shore Regional School Board

Emzll: mmaynard@sarsh.ca

== Karen Reinbardt 03/30/11 10:08 PM =>>
#li Murstapha,

tm proud of us tanight. | think it was clear that we did the right thing, at least with our
wetakeholders”. Thanks for coming onh board, [ don't want tor piay poker with you.

karsn
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From hepymaur@ssmi.es

T juelnhar@ioa inter nel, miusem@asreb.ca
Sub)act: Re: Thanks, piys

Duoliver Date: 20-War2011 23:56

Karen,

What do you mean you will see me on Friday. The Transfer Appeal Committee meets al 3 p.m. on Thursday,

Mareh 31, 2011. :

| am ylad that we didrt put schools under review but we do have information snd we can start looking at other ways we
can mprove the education sysfem in the area that the board sefves.

Herbert

Herbert Seyrnour

SSRSE Board Member

Digtrict &

>»> Karen Reinhardt <kreinhar@eca.inter.net> 3/30f2011 9:50 PM &= .

Well, it actually warket!! Thanks for all your hard work and support for a mofion that we know
was the ight thing to do, Without you twa t© stick with if, | wouldn't have had the courage to
condire. :

Facetiook is ringing with relief and cheers.
Enjoy B day without a phone call from me, and na lefters, phone calls, or iohbying.
Herh, see you Friday, you have a day off from me.

max, vou als have a day off from me, unless you want fo chiortie. can you send me a opy of
your speach?

Marg sakd that Gary told her he wasn't running next time, We kﬁw that already, but she zaid
he gidn't mention councl this flme. '

Effiot sait he aimost supported it. Maybe he didrt want {o leave Gary out in feft figld,

Anyway, good night.
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=5 Informationaion confidential matiers Wiit the decisions on school
== raview be based on

s> information, the public willnot aliowed fo know?

e

> Karen, Should 1 send this guestior: to Naney and the other Boatd
~> Members or ask itir the public

»» gesgion on the 23th?

e

N |

»>» Alsn, my wife pointed out | have no choice but support Petie. The
w5 remsnn is so strong that my

== suppott for Petite in now carved in stone.

-

»» | poking forward o your answer b0 rmy quesiion.

-3

= Max

L I

e

=5

-

= When they closed Blandford Sehoal, | said nothing. Biandford iz not
== rny communify and those

> are not my kids. So 5 year olds, who use 1o walk {o sehoaol now

»= travel an hour on a bus,

£ . .

=> When they closed Lunenburg High, | said nuthing. | dor't five in
= | unenburg and those are not my

»> kids. So those studerts are bused to Bridgewater.

-5

=> When they closed Riverpart, | said hothing. Riverporl is not my
== commuptty and those are st my

s kids., So those kids are bused out of their home cormmunity.

e

=5 Now they want to close my school! Who wil speak for me!

R

=> Maxwel Rafuse:

»> SBREE Boeard Member

> District 10

. »= Chagter & Aspotogan

e »e> <kreinhar@ca.inter.net> 3MTR011 12211 PM =5

>> This paragraph is in the Candidate's Guide fo Mumicipal and School
»> Board Elections, propared for the 2008 slections, It's on page 12, |
> dont know what segtion of the act it applies to, but will fry to

FAaGe. b/ ba

a2
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From: lawinhar@eainternet

To: rafisemifisersb.ca

Subject: Res residangy requirments
‘Diliver Date: 17-Mar20t1 16:12
Attachments: Mima g2z (oxchad from expor]

Il fave to pester you about that in person,

Duoting Maxwell Rafuse <rafusem@ssrsb.ca>’

= Hi Karen,

- ) .
> The reason for supporfing Petite s based on my perscnal .phiinsnphy
> of life and youl will probably tell me to get over it

N .

» Regards,

-

> Max

-

=3

ssa> Karan Reinhardt <kmeinhar@ca.inter.net> 3M7/2011 2:13 PM > )
> Ask everyone know, so they have fime to think about it, and fhen
= bring it up again at the
> meeting.
-
"> What iss the compeiling reasen for supporting Petite, that s now
= written in stone?
=
> How can we find out if Maitiand Bridge was actually anhexed? Looking
= furward to what Wade
> finds out about the financial aspect

i

vowW Y

== H! Karen,

ES

>> This is most interesting.

E

»> Cuestion? Why is there an hour and half in camera session before the
== School Review Board

>> Mesfing?Will all discusston be done in secrel? | thought in camera

= was for personal matters or
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Erom: nrescosch@hoimall.com

To: krefnhat@e.intennet, raforbes@ne.sympaico.ca, npynchworthyiake@sarsh.c, mitserni@nsTsh.ca
Subjeck Re; Rule changestil

DPeliver Dake: 29.Mars2011 14:47

Attachmenis: TEXT him Save] [Open]

Wit BR2  feecladed from exper)

Max, | want to ist you and nthers know | take full responsibility on the prozedure of the mEeting last night. It was my
f‘meeting to chair last night and if there: were questions of clarification | couid have aliowed them. | do want io point out thiz

4 meeting wasn't an official part of the identification process and therafore not a place o defbate why or why not a scheol

. shoulid be placed under raview. Once again | take full responaibiltty if the m

eefing was ot hald In the manner that Boamd
Members expected. Repards, '

 Gary Mailman

REALTOR®

Exit Realty Inter Lake
(902)543-7642 office
{502)527-9037 home

winw.exitinteriake.com

w—~Original Message—

From: "Maxwell Rafuse" <rafusem@ssrsb.ca> '

Date: Tue, 29 Mar 2011 10:34:07

To: <kreinhar@ca.inter.net>; eprescoach@natmall.com®; mmary forbes-raforbes@ns.sympatico.cas Nancy Pynch-
Worthyl'akeﬂnpynch-worthylake@ssrsh.ca‘?

subject: Rule changesHlli

Good Marning Elliot, :

| arm disappointed and annayed that it was announced al the mesting last night that there would not be any questions and
answers. At the last Board rneeting | specifically ask you If guestions would be allowed. | thought you said yes. When the
agenda came oul, it appeared there was time for a 10 minute presentalion and 3 minutes to ask & guestion or 2. | do hot

bizme Gary, 2s he was only following instructions. | spent an hour and fiteen roinutes driving to a meeting whare | was
remd to for an hour and thirty minttes.

This canstant shanging of rules bothers me. Am 1 missing something? s there somathing going on | am of which not
aware? | plan to bring up this shanging of rule at the special meeting on Wednesday.
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in |

»> checl.

~> ™You do not need ta reside in the electorsl disfrict of the school
»%= board in which

w5 yolt wish to seek election, as long &s you meet the residency
»» reguirement of &

s months i the SCHOOL REGION” {My capital [elters).

e

»

e

v
L'

v oy ¥
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From: rafusemEesrsb,ca \
Te: hgeymouriDesns.ca, kesinhar@ea.inter_het

Subject Re: Thanks, guy=

Detivar Date: A0-Mar-2011 2302

Adtmchinents: TEXT htm [Save] [Opard

Hi Karen,

My speech is hand written. ) will photecopy it for.

L am so giad fie over. You can o2l TTe tomorrow if you watat i chrorte. ftis through your hard work that the small school

are saved.

Max

s> Karert Reinhardi ckreinhar@eainter.net> 3/30/2011 S50 PM ===

Waell, it actually worked! Thanks for afl your hard work and support fur a motion that we Know
was the right thing fo do. Without you two ta stick with i, 1 vwouldn't have had the courage to
-pontinue.

Facebook is ringing with relief and chesrs.

Enjoy a day without a phone call fram me, and no letters, phone calls, or lobhving.

Herb, sez you Friday, you have a day off from me.

(vax, you als have a day off from e, uniess you want o chortle. can you send me a copy of
your speec?

Marg said that Gary told her he wasn't running next time. We knew that already, but she sald
he didn't mention coundil this fme.

Ejiict zaid! he almost supported it. Maybe he didr't want fo leave Gary outin ieft field.

Arryway, good night.
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From: rafuzemi@esish.oa

To: ¥enhanfcainkenet

subject (Fwd) mror in your arficls re; SSREE
Deliver Dats: © AtMarZiH 1532

Attachmentes e [Save] TOpen

PAGE bB4/64

945

Good girl. it bothered me ©o. Even it | didn't have your courage to yote with youn.
Regards,

bax
(Only sornetimas a rubber stamp.)

o Karen Reinhardt <kreinhar@ea.inter.net> 3/31 2071 3214 PM ==
Trought you'd fike to know that, in all cockiness, | sent this shot aver Gary's bow.

Forwarded message ollows
From: Karen Reinhardt <kreinhar@ca.i nter.net-
To: ( = ‘I}'C:{_j\) )

Subjest: error i your arficte re: SSRE0

Copieslo:  nroscoach@hetmail.com

Date sent Ty, 31 Mar2011 160054 DA00

Good day(_ ') $. 2000

| didn't get a chanee to point it out last pight, but the boaret did
NOT unanimously vote to

roview the twelve schools, 2s you reported. Although Tt waus stated by
the Vice-Chalir that the

earfier vote wags unanimous, i was a recorded vofe atthe Feb 23
meating. The vote was 11~ :

1, with miy vote being the only vote against. . -

{ did nut fke being put in that category, and it gave the pubiic a
somewhat aronects

impression. Probably rot worth comrecting, given the final decision,
but | would like you to

know.

Thanks,
Karen Reinhardt

— . End of forwarded message




Appendix B — Defining SSRSB’s

responsibilities

The purpose of this Appendix is to provide a concise summary of the responsibilities of the South Shore
Regional School Board, with reference to the source of its authority and resulting implications.

Defining Authority

Education Act and Associated Regulations

Legislation in NS provides specific direction to school boards
about their responsibilities (Section 64), and is the source of the
Board’s Authority.

For example, the Board must “meet the education program,
service and performance standards established by the Minister”
- Section 64 (6). The Board's powers are limited in certain
respects by the Act.

The Minister has the authority to appoint an individual to replace
the Board under certain conditions - Section 68 (2).

Implications

Board members need to be very familiar with the
extent and limitations of their powers, and of the
responsibilities as defined in the Act. This will take
some effort and collaboration on the part of the
members and the Superintendent to ensure
appropriate compliance.

Directives from the Minister
The Board is required by legislation to follow the directives of
the Minister - Section 68 (1).

Directives to the SSRSB are communicated to the
Superintendent and the Board Chair who have
responsibility to communicate the directive to the rest
of the Board. Failure to follow directives can result in
censure, or in removal of a member of the Board.

Bylaws

Bylaws are intended to govern the conduct of meetings and
decisions. The bylaws also include provisions for a Code of
Ethics and conduct for individual members. They define
guidelines regarding conflict of interest.

Bylaws (Code of Ethics, Section r), place boundaries around
Board scope of responsibilities: by committing to “confine Board
action to policymaking, planning, public relations, system
evaluation and deciding appeals as required by the Education
Act and policy. Board members will recognize that the
Superintendent is responsible for day-to-day administration of
the school system and the principal is responsible for the
administration of the school.”™’

The Code of Ethics for the Board is detailed and provides good
guidelines for the Board members.

SSRSB's bylaws are wide-ranging and are a useful
tool for guiding the effective functioning of the Board.
Overall, we found the content of the Board'’s bylaws to
be consistent with sound practice, and largely
adequate to support effective decision-making by the
Board. We note that the bylaws of SSRSB are
consistent with the themes suggested by a 2009
report on School Board Governance in Ontario.™®

It should be noted that bylaws are generally
considered to be rules, not guidelines. No Board
member should knowingly be in violation of bylaws,
and it is the responsibility of other Board members,
particularly of the Chair, to help manage compliance.

Board Policies

The SSRSB defines policies as: “broad guidelines that create a
framework within which the Superintendent and his/her staff can
discharge their assigned duties with positive direction. Policies
are statements of what is valued, intended action, acceptable
practices, or expectations that must be met by all organizational
members under the jurisdiction of a school Board.™

One of the most significant responsibilities of the
Board is to establish and monitor adherence to
policies for the matters within their authority.

Y From bylaws dated December 8, 2010. These are the bylaws currently in force. The bylaws on the Board website have been
agpproved by the Board, but not by the Minister, and therefore are not yet in force.
¢ School Board Governance: A Focus on Achievement, April 2009: http://news.ontario.ca/edu/en/2009/12/school-Board-

overnance-in-ontario-1.html
° From SSRSB Policy on Policy: POLICY # 100, October 28, 2009.
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Number of Respondents

Appendix C: Analysis of Board Self-
Assessment

Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire

e The Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire provided the Board members with an opportunity to reflect
on their individual and group performance.
e The Assessment focused on the following key areas:

— Functioning as a Group

— Working toward Board Improvement
— Acting Strategically

— Making Decisions

— Exercising Authority

— Connecting to the Community

¢ The questionnaire used by SSRB asks the Board members to assess their effectiveness in certain
sound governance practice.

Board Self-Assessment Results - 2011

e There was an overall decrease in the Board Member Self-Assessment results in 2011 when compared
to those of 2009 and 2010.

e The data below show board members divided in their opinions about their effectiveness, but in many
cases, a significant percentage, and sometimes a majority of board members’ responses point to
serious gaps with sound governance practice in each of the areas mentioned above.

Functioning as a group

5

4 4 4 4
4
3 3 3
3
2 2
2_
1 1
1_
0 - : . .

There have been occasions  The Board has adopted some | am able to speak my mind on  Once a decision is made, all
where the Board itself has acted explicit goals for itself, distinct key issues without fear that | will Board members work together
in ways inconsistent with the ~ from goals it has for the total be ostracized by some to see that it is accepted and

region's deepest values. school region. members of this Board. carried out.

m Strongly Agree Agree mDisagree mStrongly Disagree

e Over 56% of respondents report that there have been occasions where the Board itself has acted in
ways inconsistent with the region's deepest values.

o About 44% of respondents report that the Board has adopted some explicit goals for itself, distinct from
goals it has for the total school region.
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Number of Respondents

o About 56% of respondents report they are not able to speak on key issues without fear that they will be
ostracized by some members of the Board.

e Only 44% Board members feel that once a decision is made, all Board members work together to see
that it is accepted and carried out.

i

SO P N W b~ 01 O N

Members of this Board are Board members don't say one
sometimes disrespectful in their thing in private and another thing in
comments to other Board public.
members.

m Strongly Agree Agree mDisagree B Strongly Disagree

e Over 78% of respondent feel that members of this Board are sometimes disrespectful in their comments
to other Board members.

¢ Half who respondent reported that the Board members do not say one thing in private and another thing
in public; the other half reported a direct opposing view.

Working toward Board improvement

7 6 6
6 5
5 Z
4
3 2 2 2
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
o M  EE =
0 - T T
| have never received Most people on this Board tend At least once every two years, | have participated in Board
feedback on my performance  to rely on observation and our Board has a retreat or discussions about the
as a member of this Board.  informal discussions to learn special session to examine our effectiveness of our
about their roles and performance, how well we are performance.
responsibilties. doing as a Board.
m Strongly Agree = Agree mDisagree mStrongly Disagree

o Nearly 90% of respondents have never received feedback on their performance.

e Over 85% of respondents report that most Board members tend to rely on observation and informal
discussion to learn about their roles and responsibilities.

o About 63% of respondents report that at least once every two years their Board has a retreat or special
session to examine their performance.

o Nearly 67% report that they have participated in Board discussions about the effectiveness of their
performance.
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Acting strategically

6 5 5

S Z Z

4 3 3 3

3 2 2 2 2

2 .

1 _3

O a T T T
This Board delays action until  Our Board meetings tend to  This Board has on occasion  This Board often discusses
an issue becomes urgent or focus more on current evaded responsibility for some  where the school region

critical. concerns than on preparing for important issue facing the  should be headed five or more
the future. school region. years into the future.

m Strongly Agree Agree mDisagree mStrongly Disagree

e Over 55% of respondents feel the Board delays action until an issue becomes urgent or critical.

o Nearly 68% of Board members believe the Board meetings tend to focus more on current concerns
than on preparing for the future.

e The same proportion of respondents (68%) report that the Board has on occasion evaded responsibility
for some important issue facing the school region.

¢ Only about 20% of respondents report that the Board often discusses where the school region should
be headed five or more years into the future.

Making decisions

6

OFR N WHMOIO N

This Board works to reach consensus A certain group of Board members  All Board members support majority
on important matters. will usually vote together for or decisions.
against particular issues.

m Strongly Agree Agree mDisagree ®Strongly Disagree

¢ Nearly 68% of respondents feel that the Board works to reach consensus on important matters.

e About 57% of respondents report that all Board members support majority decision.

* However, more than 40% believe that a certain group of Board members will usually vote together for or
against particular issues.
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| have been in Board meetings where it seemed that the subtleties of the
issues we dealt with escaped the awareness of a number of the
members.

m Strongly Agree  mAgree mDisagree Strongly Disagree

o Nearly 68% of respondents of the questionnaire reported that they have been in Board a meeting where
it seemed that the subtleties of the uses the Board dealt with escaped the awareness of a number of
the members.

o About 33% of respondents report a direct opposing view.

Exercising authority

6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Usually the Board and Recommendations from The Board is outspoken
superintendent advocate the administration are in its views about
the same actions. usually accepted with programs.

little questioning.

mStrongly Agree  mAgree mDisagree mStrongly Disagree

o Nearly 55% of respondents believe that the Board and Superintendent usually do not advocate the
same action.

e The same proportion of respondents (55%) feel the Board is not outspoken in the views about
programs.

o About 43% of Board members report that recommendations from the administration are usually
accepted without questioning.
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Connecting to the community

) )

_— Zz Z Zl Zz Z

A written report including the  This Board is as attentive to | have been in Board meetings At times this Board has
Board's activities is periodically how it reaches conclusions as where explicit attention was appeared unaware of the
prepared and distributed it is to what is decided. given to the concerns of the impact its decisions will have
publically. community. within our service community.

OFRL NWM~OIIO
1

m Strongly Agree Agree mDisagree mStrongly Disagree

e Over 66% of respondents report that a written report including the Board's activities is periodically
prepared and distributed publically.

¢ Half of respondents believe the Board is as attentive to how it reaches conclusions as it is to what is
decided and the other half report a directly opposing view.

« Only about 30% of respondents have been in Board meetings where explicit attention was given to the
concerns of the community.

o About 45% of respondents report that at times their Board has appeared unaware of the impact its
decisions will have within their service community.
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Appendix D: Detail of bylaw revisions

Section

Conflict of Interest
e Board Members will:

Clause

Consider it unethical to pursue any
procedure calculated to embarrass
another Board Member or to disrupt
the effective functioning of the Board.

Draft Bylaws
May 2, 2011

Not addressed

Approved Bylaws
June 22, 2011

Clause was removed

Committees of the
Board

¢ Standing Committees

Board Members assigned to
committee shall present as having no
actual or perceived bias and/or no
actual or perceived conflict of interest.

Clause was added

Clause was removed
following a motion by
Board member
Reinhardt and
seconded by Board
member Rafuse during
the Board meeting of
22" June, 2011

Committees of the
Board
e General

Board Members assigned to
additional duties shall present as
having no actual or perceived bias
and/or no actual or perceived conflict
of interest.

Clause was added

Clause was removed
following a motion by
Board member
Reinhardt and
seconded by Board
member Rafuse during
the Board meeting of
22" June, 2011

Breach of the Code of A Board Member who has breached Clause was Clause remained
Ethics the confidentiality of privileged removed removed
¢ Breach of information shall be subject to
Confidentiality removal from In-Camera sessions
and from receiving confidential
material for such length of time as the
Board determines.
Rules of Order A motion to suspend a Rule of Order Clause was Clause remained
e Motion to Suspend a shall take precedence over all removed removed
Rule of Order motions, except a motion to adjourn.
No Rule of Order shall be suspended,
except upon unanimous vote of the
Board Members present.
Suspension of aBylaw  Unless otherwise specified in a Clause was Clause remained
particular Bylaw, a specific Bylaw can  removed removed

be suspended for any part of a
meeting by a majority of the Members
present. (See Section 67 of the
Education Act).

The P-12 Governance
Framework

Section was added

Section remained as
added

Terms of Reference for
each Standing
committee

Section was
removed

Clause remained
removed
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