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Appendix Two: Terms of Reference

MANDATE

As approved by Executive Council, the mandate of the Disability Services Review Committee is:

1. To review the range of services now provided to persons with disabilities.

2. To consult the public and the community in support of persons with disabilities.

3. To advise government with respect to the following:

• the many components which impact inclusion, such as housing, employment,
income, transportation, recreation, etc.;

• the appropriate role of the individual, families, the community, business and
government in providing support to persons with disabilities;

• gaps in services or changes required to existing services, including a review of the
Disability Support Program (DSP) and its components;

• alternate structures or approaches which may be used;
• gaps in legislation;
• the role of the disability community in providing effective advice and input to

public policy; and 
• a long-term plan of action that responds to these issues.

PROCESS – COMPONENT ONE

To carry out this mandate, the work is divided into two components. 

Component One will include:

1. Establishment of Review Committee including the provision of background material as
required.

2. Endorsement of public consultation process by the Committee.  This process will
ensure opportunities for public input through a variety of mechanisms.  Input will be
obtained through both broad public consultations as well as by written submissions from
a variety of stakeholders such as the client population, family members, program staff,
other professionals, advocacy groups as well as the general public.

3. Documentation of public input including issues, concerns, strengths, inadequacies as
well as possible solutions and recommendations.

4. Drafting of the report on Component One, including an executive summary, and
finalizing with the Committee.
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PROCESS – COMPONENT TWO

Component Two will include:

6. An analysis of the information generated in Component One, including specific issues
as required.

7. Research into best practices in service delivery models.

8. Analysis of gaps between best practices models, their adaptability to the PEI context,
and the current service model.

9. Extensive discussions with the Review Committee, including the formulation of
recommendations back to government. 

10. A final report with specific and realistic recommendations, including an executive
summary, for Government consideration. 
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Appendix Four: List of Presentations and Submissions

Presentations

Wellington, February 26:

Simon Arsenault, spouse 
Debbie, consumer
Cecile Arsenault, parent
Lisa, sibling caregiver
Bernard Labelle, Canadian Association for Disabled Skiing
Rene and Alice Maddix, parents 

Montague, February 28:

Pauline Kelly, Voices for Choices
Martha MacLean, parent
Philippa Gordon, parent
Nancy MacCormac, Kings County Group Home
Cindy Sheppard, parent
Denise MacAusland, parent and sibling 
April Ennis, parent

Souris, March 4:

Bernard Jarvis, consumer
Anne MacPhee, consumer
Winnie Fraser-MacKay, Canadian Association of Pensioners, Seniors Secretariat
Sheryl O’Hanley, educator
Evelyn MacKenzie, sibling 
Barbara Bradley, parent
Judy Hennessey, Harbourfront Training Centre
Cathy Outhouse, parent

Summerside, March 6:

John Curtis, consumer
Annie-Lee MacDonald, Canadian Hard of Hearing Association, PEI Chapter
Ann Christopher, consumer
Frank Costa and Cathy Larkin, Community Connections
Brent Gallant and Laurie Martin, People’s Place
Ann DesRoches, sibling
Chris O’Hara, Public Service Alliance of Canada
Ray Mahar, consumer
Paula Smith, parent
Sally MacKinley, parent
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Bloomfield, March 11:

Corinda Gallant, parent
Ethel Ellsworth, Community Inclusions
Mary Whitehead, PEI Association for Community Living, West Prince Chapter
Heidi Mallet, People First
Edgar and Janet Dennis, parents
Janet Charchuk, self-advocate
Linda, parent
George Charchuk, parent
Robbie Henderson, elected official

Charlottetown, April 2:

      Day Session:
Guy Wallace-White, Queens County Parkinson’s Support Group
Eric Hammell and Faye Pound, PEI Seniors Federation
Daniel Cormier, consumer
Pat Coady, parent
Anne MacPhee, PEI Council of the Disabled
Stephen Pate, Disability Alert
Trisha Clarkin, consumer 
Joan McDonald, educator
Bill Lawlor, Queens County Residential Services
Michelle Pineau, Autism Society of PEI
Beverly Montgomery, spouse 
Michael Leclair, spouse 

      Evening Session:
Margaret Murphy, parent
Gerry MacPhee, PEI Association for Community Living, Queens County Chapter
Toni-Lynn Dehaan and Dan Keavny, PEI Citizen Advocacy
Carolyn Bateman, Stars for Life
Linda Rogerson and friends, self-advocates
Jamie Rodd and Zain Esseghaier, Island New Democrats
Tony Dolan, Canadian Paraplegic Association
Dawn Mitchell, Muscular Dystrophy Association, PEI Chapter
Kara Gallant and Meaghan Wilkie, students
Ashley Fraser and Fraser MacPhee, consumer
Jim and Jean Glover, parents

Charlottetown, April 10:

Partners for Change
People First 
Ministerial Advisory Council on Disability Issues
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Submissions and Letters

Organizations:

Community Inclusions Ltd.
Provincial Autism Staff
Lady Slipper Seniors Club, Mount Stewart 
Learning Disabilities Association of PEI
PEI Advisory Council on the Status of Women 
PEI Association for Community Living
PEI Public Transit Coalition
Special Education Standing Committee, Dept of Education 

Individuals:

Blair and Teresa Aitken and family
Stan Bailey 
Alan and Deborah Brown 
Dianne Corrigan
Stacey Dunn 
Karen Frizzell 
Sharon Gallant 
Tammy Gallant 
Shelly Gamble 
Melissa and Jonathan Good 
Joanie Hackett 
Lorraine MacCloskey 
Jo-ann MacInnis 
Allan and Tracy MacKenzie 
Margaret MacPhail 
Cathy MacPherson 
Richard Montigny 
Dawn Mitchell
Jeni Mutch 
Lurlean Palmer 
Ron and Fran Peterson 
Jean Profit 
Vivian Ramsay 
Donna Saulnier 
Bernie Wilson 
Kathryn Yule 

And unsigned letters and emails from five individuals
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Appendix Five: Evaluation Form and Results

Public Consultation Evaluation
Event Location 

Please take a few minutes to respond to the following questions by circling one number
only for each question.  Your views are very important and will help us to improve future
public consultation events. 

                                                                                             Please circle one answer

Overall, my satisfaction with the event was... Poor 1   2   3   4   5   6 Excellent

The opportunity for me to give input was... poor 1   2   3   4   5   6 Excellent

The location of the event was... poor 1   2   3   4   5   6 Excellent

The accessibility of the facility was... poor 1   2   3   4   5   6 Excellent

Overall, the advertising and promotion of the
Disability Services Review and events was...

poor 1   2   3   4   5   6 Excellent

The usefulness of the discussion document was... poor 1   2   3   4   5   6 Excellent

The usefulness of other information heard or
received at this event was...

poor 1   2   3   4   5   6 Excellent

Overall, your satisfaction with the time of day of
the event was...

poor 1   2   3   4   5   6 Excellent

How did you hear about this event ____________________________

Please list other suggestions or comments about this event:

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

Thank you! 

The Disability Services Review Committee
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Evaluation Results

As indicated by the form above, participants were asked to rate all aspects of the event on a scale
of 1 to 6, with 1 being poor and 6 being excellent.

Overall, 102 evaluations were returned, representing about one-third of participants.  In locations
outside Charlottetown, approximately half the participants filled out evaluations.  For the
Charlottetown events, fewer than one-fifth of participants returned evaluations.  

Overall Satisfaction with the Event

Province-wide, overall satisfaction with the
consultations averaged 4.9 out of a possible 6.0.  As
indicated in Chart 1 below, participants in
Evangeline, Montague, and Charlottetown were
more satisfied than average, while participants in
Souris, Summerside, and West Prince were less
satisfied.

Satisfaction with Opportunity for Input

As indicated, participants were relatively satisfied
with their opportunity for input, rating it 5.2
province-wide.  Satisfaction was higher in several of
the smaller gatherings, and slightly lower in Souris,
West Prince, and Charlottetown.

Satisfaction with Location of the Event

Generally, satisfaction was also high, at a 5.2
rating, with the locations of the events (elementary
and high schools in most locations, the hospital in
Souris, and the Murchison Centre, Charlottetown.) 
Some participants commented that the gym was
cold at Montague Intermediate, and that the room
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at Athena was noisy due to vending machines. 

Satisfaction with Accessibility of the Event

Satisfaction with the accessibility of the event
received the highest rating of any question,
averaging 5.3.  Satisfaction was slightly above
average in Charlottetown, with a 5.5 rating for the
Murchison Centre, and slightly below average in
Evangeline and Montague.

Satisfaction with Advertising and Promotion of
the Event

A lower level of satisfaction was reported for the
advertising and promotion of the event.  Overall,
satisfaction averaged 4.5 province-wide, with the
lowest ratings in West Prince and Souris.  In total,
89 of the 102 respondents named the source of their
information about the event, with a number naming
multiple sources.  Approximately half of those
respondents had heard of the event through various
organizations and stakeholders in the disability
sector.  As well, close to half the respondents
indicated that they had learned about the event

wholly or partly from newspapers.  About twenty respondents identified informal sources
including family members, friends, and neighbours. 

 
Satisfaction with Usefulness of the Discussion
Document

Satisfaction with the discussion document
(reproduced in Appendix Three) was lower than for
the other areas, being rated 4.4 province-wide. 
Ratings were very similar from one region to
another as indicated in Chart 6.  During the hearings,
several presenters raised questions on the paper,
including questions about the share of DSP monies
spent on categories of supports other than the top
five shown in the paper, and questions about the
funding shown as going to NGOs.  These questions
suggested a need for some additional explanatory
text.
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Satisfaction with Usefulness of Information at the
Event

Satisfaction with the usefulness of the information at
the event varied significantly across the province,
averaging 4.9 but ranging from a high of 5.7 in
Montague to lows of 4.5 in Summerside and 4.6 in
West Prince.

Satisfaction with Time of Day

The final question concerned satisfaction with time
of day, which was 6:30 to 8:30 pm in all locations
except for Charlottetown which offered both a
morning and an evening session.  Participants were
also fairly satisfied on this aspect, rating it 5.1
province-wide.  Ratings ranged from a high of 6 in
Evangeline, to a low of 4.9 in West Prince.  

Summary of Ratings

Summary of Written Comments 
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Approximately half of the respondents also included comments on their evaluation forms. Those
fell into several broad categories.  

• Over half of those who commented expressed positive views.  These included praise for
the process, the information and insights gained from other presenters, and the empathy
and supportiveness of the panel and facilitator.  A number of those respondents also
urged that action be taken to respond to the issues and concerns raised.

• A smaller number of presenters expressed doubts or scepticism about the review process
and its potential to make a difference.

• Some respondents praised the availability of sign language, and, in Evangeline,
simultaneous translation. Other respondents noted ways in which the events could have
been made yet more accessible:

• Respondents speaking for people with visual impairments noted that the
discussion document was not available in alternative formats.

• Respondents speaking for people with hearing impairments noted that sign
language, while appreciated, is used by those who are deaf.  Those with hearing
impairments rely on other aids such as real-time captioning. 

• Some respondents commented on the use of time, with some feeling that it would have
been better to give people more time to have their say and others feeling that some
presenters should have been asked to stay on topic. 

• A couple of respondents commented on the format, with one person noting that they
expected breakout groups and another indicating an expectation of formal presentations
with a powerpoint.
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Appendix Six: Proposed Vision and Milestones

Ministerial Advisory Committee on Disability Issues:

The following is a summary of the Committee’s ‘desired future’ for persons with disabilities on
PEI. 

Overarching Vision and Philosophy:

All persons living with a physical or intellectual disability
are residents of PEI first and foremost.

As such, they have a right to be respected and valued,
and to have access to all services and supports

that are available to any other citizen,
and any special services appropriate to their needs

 to allow them to live independently.

The government and the public generally understand and accept this value.

Future Success ‘Milestones’:

Members of the Ministerial Advisory Committee on Disability Issues indicated that future
success ‘milestones’ for Island residents with disabilities would include:

• Island residents living with disabilities have ‘arrived’; their needs, abilities and
contributions are always considered and included in any provincial and/or federal
government social and economic policy development initiative.

• There is a much broader and ‘deeper’ level of awareness and acceptance by members of
the public generally with regard to the value and importance of including Island residents
with disabilities in all facets of the social and economic life in Island communities.

• There is a solid person-centered philosophy in place, with well-developed vision, values,
and principles (e.g. the existing DSP philosophy is a good base to work from). A social
development focus is in place; ‘it’s not only about the dollars.’

• Government has committed itself (not just a Minister or interested civil servant) to this
philosophy, has developed clear implementation policies, and has committed the required
resources to achieve the policy objectives.  This commitment remains in place – no
matter which party is in government or who happens to be the minister.

• Government has developed, in collaboration with Island residents with disabilities and
the organizations that support and advocate for them, a long term strategic plan designed
to:
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• identify existing service gaps and future needs (recognizing the full spectrum of
disability – physical, mental illness, learning disabled, brain injured, etc); and 

• establish a series of developmental steps to address these gaps and needs, to
achieve the long term desired outcomes for residents with disabilities.

• There is a provincial ‘Disabilities Secretariat’ in place with a clear and visible mandate to
implement the strategic plan. This secretariat is complete with the necessary
infrastructure, staffing, policies, and program resources to achieve the outcomes of the
plan. The work of the secretariat ensures that policies and services are consistent across
the province.

• Island residents living with disabilities have access to a wide range of special needs
services and supports. Everyone is living in a safe, involved, supportive and inclusive
community; there are appropriate housing options available, and there are housing
standards, and supportive/assisted living standards in place. There are also
age-appropriate services in place that foster independence to help individuals live as
independently as possible.

• There are training and employment standards for workers and service providers. Anyone
who is employed to work with Island residents with disabilities must have and retain a
certain level of training, skill, and work qualifications.

• There are more collaborative and creative partnerships between and among organizations
and groups representing/advocating for residents with disabilities and other key
stakeholders; e.g. Association of Sector Councils, etc. These partnerships are helping to
broaden community understanding/perception of residents with disabilities as an
‘untapped resource’ within Island communities.




