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  Regular Board Meeting 
 Tuesday, February 7, 2017 
 
  

PRESENTATION REPORT   ITEM 4.2 

2016 BIKE TO SCHOOL WEEK AWARD  

PURPOSE: 

To recognize St. Joan of Arc Catholic Elementary School for their outstanding work in promoting active 
and sustainable travel in the Halton Region, and winning the first Bike to School Week Award. 

BACKGROUND: 

During the week of May 30, 2016 to June 3, 2016, the Halton Catholic District School Board (HCDSB) in 
collaboration with the Halton District School Board (HDSB) participated in Bike to School Week, an event 
organized by Metrolinx. New this year, Metrolinx has introduced the Bike to School Week Award, which 
acknowledged the work done by schools across the province in promoting active and sustainable school 
travel. 

The Halton Region this year had the highest proportion of English language schools participating in the 
event, amounting to 33% of schools. The Board had a total of 24 schools that participated in the event, 
and HDSB a total of 32 schools. Approximately 1,364 HCDSB students participated, tracking over 2,008 
bike trips to school. This represents a 6.0% mode share for cycling alone across the Board. 

After the event, the Bike to School Week Award was awarded to the school with the highest reported 
cycling mode share during the week (proportionally), measured by the data collected from each school.  
On November 25th, 2016, St. Joan of Arc Catholic Elementary School was announced the winner of the 
first Bike to School Week Award!  

CONCLUSION: 

We would like to recognize the students, parents, and staff of St. Joan of Arc Catholic Elementary School 
for their exemplary participation in the event. We would also like to congratulate all other participants in 
the event. 
 
REPORT PREPARED BY:  F. THIBEAULT 
  ADMINISTRATOR OF PLANNING SERVICES 

REPORT SUBMITTED BY:  TIM OVERHOLT 
  SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION 
 
  R. NEGOI 
  SUPERINTENDENT OF BUSINESS SERVICES AND TREASURER OF THE BOARD 
 

REPORT APPROVED BY:  P. DAWSON 
  DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION AND SECRETARY OF THE BOARD 
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  Regular Board Meeting 
 Tuesday, February 7, 2017 
 
  

STAFF REPORT   ITEM 9.1 

2017-18 BUDGET ESTIMATES SCHEDULE, OBJECTIVES AND UPDATES 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
To provide the Board of Trustees with the 2017-18 Budget Estimates schedule, objectives, 
challenges and priorities. 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 

1. Information Report 11.6 – 2017-18 Ministry Education Funding Consultation, presented at the 
December 6, 2016 Regular Board Meeting.    

 
COMMENTS: 
 
General  
 
During the Ministry consultation sessions on 2017-18 Education Funding, which took place on 
November 9 and 10, 2016, the Ministry confirmed their intention of continuing to build on the 
foundational changes they have already made to the Grants for Student Needs (GSN), since the 
regional consultations were initiated in 2013. The focus for 2017-18 is on the following priorities: 
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Over the past few years, the Ministry has focused on identifying opportunities for more efficiencies 
and reinvestment. Funding will continue to focus on making more effective use of school space and 
directing resources to classroom activities, which in turn means reductions in funding for 
underutilized schools. In 2017-18, the top up funding for underutilized schools will be fully phased 
out, with an annual impact expected to exceed $1.0 million. The new funding model for Special 
Education allocation and Board Administration and Governance grant will also be fully implemented in 
2017-18. The Board received additional funding in these areas over the last 3 years; in 2017-18 the 
increases are not expected to exceed our enrolment growth, as it has in the past few years.   
 
The Board of Trustees and Senior Staff continue to focus on the development of a balanced budget 
which provides for a reasonable reserve, while maximizing the allocation of resources directed to 
classroom activities and student achievement.   
 
1. Budget Schedule (Appendix A) 
 
Staff has provided a timeline for the development and approval of the Board’s Budget Estimates in 
Appendix A. The Budget Estimates process for 2017-18 has already started with the Ministry 
Education Funding consultation sessions held in November of 2016. Halton Catholic District School 
Board was represented by the Director of Education, Superintendent of Business Services, 
Superintendent of Special Education, Superintendent of Curriculum Services and delegates, at the 
November 9 and 10, 2016 Provincial Education event in Toronto. Details on the session were 
presented at the December 6, 2016 Regular Board Meeting, in Information Report 11.6 – 2017-18 
Ministry Education Funding Consultation.  
 
Staff have continued working on the 2017-18 Budget Estimates process, building on cost savings 
and revenue increase opportunities identified as part of last year’s budget estimates. A list of budget 
challenges and priorities has been outlined in section 3 of this report, and will form the foundation for 
the Budget Strategy Session with the Board of Trustees, scheduled for March 28, 2017. The session 
will include the following areas for discussion and input: 
 
 Provincial funding update  
 Budget Progress update, and  
 Discussion on 2017-18 Budget Challenges and Priorities. This section will include: 

o Areas of focus in identifying savings;  
o Areas of focus in identifying opportunities to attract more students and increase revenue; 

and 
o Review of feedback received from the February 22, 2017 Catholic School Council of 

Chairs Meeting. 
 
The other key steps in the development of the 2017-18 budget include: 
 
 The review of 2016-17 departmental (all non-salary/non-benefits) budgets and development of 

2017-18 departmental (all non-salary/non-benefits) budgets during February and March 2017 
 The review of 2016-17 salary and benefits budgets and development of 2017-18 salary and 

benefit budgets during April 2017 (based on the March 31, 2017 enrolment count date) 
 Regular meetings with Senior Staff, discussing the 2017-18 budget development; and 
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 Regular budget estimates updates provided to the Board of Trustees during April and May 2017, 

with the final Budget Estimates report submitted for the Board’s approval on June 20, 2017.  
 
The Budget Estimates for 2017-18 are due to the Ministry by June 30, 2017. The budget process 
and timelines have been updated on the public website under Board / Financial Reports, and can be 
accessed at http://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Financial/Pages/default.aspx. The school community, 
Catholic rate payers, staff and the public are encouraged to submit their suggestions to us for 
consideration.  

 
2. Budget Objectives (Appendices B and C) 
 
The Budget will be prepared with the following main considerations: 
 

1. A list of budget challenges and priorities has been developed. These are outlined in Section 3 
of this report and will need to be considered as part of the development of the Board’s 
Budget Estimates.  

 
2. A list of budget objectives has been previously developed and amended by staff and Trustees 

from time to time as appropriate. These are outlined in Appendix B.  
  

3. All of the items on the budget objectives list need to be considered as part of the 
development of the Board’s Budget Estimates. These objectives represent the guidelines for 
developing the 2017-18 Budget and allocating funds to the various expenditure categories 
based on identified needs.  

 
4. In accordance with the budget objectives, staff plans to set aside sufficient funds to achieve 

a Working Funds Reserve of 1% of budget over a 5 year period, to comply with the Ministry’s 
Risk Assessment Analysis of the Board.  The balance of this reserve as at August 31, 2016 
is $2.5 million. It is further projected that, as of August 31, 2017, an additional $0.8 million 
could be transferred to the reserve, with an estimating ending balance of $3.3 million at the 
end of 2016-17 fiscal year. As the Board achieves the 1% of provincial allocation target, it is 
advisable to continue to build the reserve. Maintaining a Working Funds Reserve is essential, 
as unforeseen circumstances may occur during the year, resulting in financial loss to the 
Board. Examples of such circumstances would be incurring punitive damages as a result of 
legal action; being sanctioned and fined as a result of noncompliance with Health and Safety 
legislation; and identifying improprieties of the Board’s assets.   
 

5. The Ministry’s Risk Assessment Analysis also identified the need for the Board to maintain a 
School Renewal (Old) Reserve Fund, and as a result, estimated revenues to be received from 
the use of facilities by child care centres and before and after care centres, will be 
transferred to the School Renewal (Old) Reserve Fund.  Typically these total $700,000 to 
$1,000,000 annually. This reserve is used to supplement school renewal/improvement 
projects that may not be covered by Ministry capital grants. As of August 31, 2016, this 
capital reserve is $5.4 million. 
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6. The Budget Estimates objectives and priorities must be aligned to the Board’s Strategic 

Directions for 2017-18, a snapshot of which has been included in Appendix C.   
 

7. The Ministry of Education has four renewed education goals, as outlined on their website, at 
http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/about/excellent.html. These need to be considered when 
developing the Board’s budget: 

 
 Achieving Excellence: Children and students of all ages will achieve high levels of 

academic performance, acquire valuable skills and demonstrate good citizenship. 
Educators will be supported in learning continuously and will be recognized as among the 
best in the world. 
 

 Ensuring Equity: All children and students will be inspired to reach their full potential, with 
access to rich learning experiences that begin at birth and continue into adulthood. 

 
 Promoting Well-Being: All children and students will develop enhanced mental and physical 

health, a positive sense of self and belonging, and the skills to make positive choices. 
 

 Enhancing Public Confidence: Ontarians will continue to have confidence in a publicly 
funded education system that helps develop new generations of confident, capable and 
caring citizens. 

 
3. 2016-17 Budget Challenges and Priorities (Preliminary) 
 
The top areas of impact on the budgeting process: 
 

1. Operating 
 Employee Benefits  

o Delays in transition to the Provincial Employee Life and Health Trusts (ELHTs) will 
result in increased premium costs under the current provider, with no additional 
funding 

o The current funding gap remains, and the 4% annual increase in premiums may not 
be fully funded, in addition, the Ministry will reduce funding to HCDSB to align with the 
provincial average 
 

 Enrolment Trends  
o Areas of growth in the North contrasted with areas of decline in the South 
o Additional schools and portables continue to be required in growth areas  
o Increased school administration and staffing costs per pupil for areas of decline 

enrolment, due to maintaining empty spaces and loss of top up funding  
 

 Facilities 
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o Increasing repair and maintenance cost for aging facilities and increasing utilities 
costs which are expected to exceed increase in GSN  

 
o Phase-out of the top up funding for underutilized schools, resulting in $1.3 million lost 

funding over 3 years (estimated $0.5 million reduction from 2016-17). 
 

 Faith Formation – funding shortfall, no direct funding 
 

 French Immersion Programs 
o Transportation for optional programs not funded 
o Smaller class sizes, resulting in additional staffing costs overall  
o Limited French teachers present a challenge in delivering the curriculum at all sites  

 
 Information Technology  

o Pressures to increase spending due to increasing need for IT resources and support.  
Network infrastructure is an ongoing challenge within current budget allocation 

o Ministry workgroup to look into metrics to use to determine efficient and effective 
investment in technology for the classroom, across the province  
 

 Labour Negotiations 
o Labour negotiations to begin as numerous labour contracts expire August 31, 2017. 

Contracts not ratified by GSN release will not be reflected by Estimates submission  
 

 Sick Leave Costs  
o Continued increasing trend of sick leave costs, with no corresponding funding 

  
 Special Education  

o Ongoing funding shortfall expected to continue 
o Continuing to invest in system resources that support student independence and 

building system capacity  
 

 Transportation:  
o Transportation for Special Programs (such as Early/Mid French Immersion and Gifted 

programs).  
o Ministry review of procurement practices and funding formula 
o Request for Proposal requirement for 70% of Boards’ routes.  Using past Provincial 

results as an estimate, forecasting a shortfall for 2017-18 
 

2. Capital 
 

 Joint Use/Collaboration between School Boards and funding relating to Pupil Accommodation 
Review decisions.  Shared services savings are actively pursued, but large upfront cost 
impact its effectiveness. 
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3. Cost Savings Initiatives 
 

 Competitive Bid Process – continue to see cost avoidance or reductions through competitive 
procurement 

 Visa Card Rebate – continue with gains from prior year to ensure rebate is maximized 
 Employee Assistance Program – opportunity to discuss reduction in operation cost 
 Review of staffing levels for staff not bound by Collective Agreements and realign staffing 

with current needs 
 School closures and consolidations to reduce empty spaces and improve student 

programming  
 

4. Revenue Generating Initiatives 

 Continued expansion of the International Student Program 
 Expansion of Advanced Placement (AP) program 
 Introducing Native Studies courses in Arts and English 
 Expansion of Continuing Education Day/Night/Summer programs 
 Expand Continuing Education Literacy and Numeracy evening programs for parents 

 
Next Steps  
 
The next steps in the budgeting process include: 
 

 While the Ministry confirmed that the consultation sessions on 2017-18 Education Funding 
have been completed, the review of the sessions is expected to be communicated to School 
Boards shortly.  
 

 Staff will review prior year budgets, staffing and enrolments during February and March, and 
identify budget pressures in light of the Education Funding consultation feedback. 

 
 Senior Staff will meet regularly to review the budget process.  

 
 Senior Staff will present budget challenges and priorities to Catholic School Council of Chairs 

at the February 22, 2017 meeting. 
 

 A Trustee/Senior staff budget strategy session has been scheduled for March 28, 2017 to 
discuss budget challenges and priorities.  
 

 The 2017-18 Grants for Student Needs (GSN) are expected to be released at the end of 
March, and a report to Trustees is expected to be presented at the April 4, 2017 Regular 
Board Meeting. 
 

 A budget presentation will be delivered to the Special Education Advisory Committee at the 
May 29, 2017 meeting. 
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 Budget update reports will be presented to Trustees during May and June, prior to passing 
the final budget estimates at the June 20, 2017 Regular Board Meeting. 

 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Staff have begun the 2017-18 Budget Estimates preparation process, in anticipation of the release 
of the GSN at the end of March 2017.  It is expected that further grant reductions and reallocations 
will make balancing the budget a challenge and staff will provide updates to the Board as new 
information becomes available.   
 
 
REPORT PREPARED BY:  A. LOFTS 
  SENIOR ADMINISTRATOR, FINANCIAL SERVICES 
 
REPORT SUBMITTED BY:  R. NEGOI 

SUPERINTENDENT OF BUSINESS SERVICES AND TREASURER OF THE BOARD 
 
REPORT APPROVED BY:  P. DAWSON  
  DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION AND SECRETARY OF THE BOARD 
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Date 
Complete

d
Item Description of Activity

September 20th   Ministry Memorandum 2016:SB28 District School Board Enrolment Projections for 2017-18 to 2020-21 memorandum issued

September 25th  ADM Memorandum, September 25, 2015 Ministry invitation to Education Funding consultation sessions

November 25th  Provincial Consultation (Regional 
Symposium)

Ministry consultation on 'Education Funding'

November 25th   Ministry Memorandum 2016:SB28 District School Board Enrolment Projections for 2017-18 to 2020-21 submitted to the Ministry.

December 6th  Budget Process - Provincial Consultation Information Report to Board regarding 2017-18 GSN Consultation Sessions

January 30th  Budget Estimates Schedule & Objectives Discuss 2017-18 Budget Estimates Schedule & Objectives at Administrative Council

February 7th Budget Estimates Schedule & Objectives Present 2017-18 Budget Estimates Schedule & Objectives to the Board

February 10th Budget Process Memorandum
Distribute the 2017-18 Budget Process Memorandum to Superintendents, Administrators, 
Managers

February 10th Departmental Budget Reviews Distribute Budget Input Package to Departments (by this date)

February 22nd Public Consultation 
At Catholic School Council of Chairs meeting, present Budget process to group with understanding 
that information presented will be brought to individual schools' Council meeting and discussed

February 24th Departmental Budget Reviews Receive Budget Submissions from Departments (by this date)

March 10th Departmental Budget Reviews Complete Budget Review Meetings with Departments (by this date)

 March 20th Budget Update Budget Estimates Update (Administrative Council) / Approval of Program Enhancements

EST:  March 23rd  Ministry Memorandum 2017:BXX Release of Grant for Student Needs (GSN)

 March 28th Trustee Budget Strategy Session
Trustee/Senior Staff Budget Strategy Session:  2017-18 Budget Challenges and Priorities (After 
Policy Meeting)

 March 28th Budget Consultation Budget Communication (Website)

 March 31st School Budgets Development of School Budgets Based on Forecasted Enrolment

March 31st Salary and Benefits Budget Salary and FTE staffing "snapshot" from HR/Payroll System (base for 2017-18 Budget)

April 3rd Budget Update Budget Estimates Update (Administrative Council)  / Prioritization of New Initiatives

April 4th  Ministry Memorandum 2017:BXX Board Report - Release of Grant for Student Needs (GSN)

April 7th Salary and Benefits Budget Send FTE staffing reports to Superintendents for review and confirmation

April 7th Salary and Benefits Budget Complete Review of Benefits Budget (Financial Services and Human Resources)

EST:  April 7th Release of EFIS 2.0 Forms Release of EFIS 2.0 Forms and Instructions

April 21st Salary and Benefits Budget Receive FTE staffing confirmations

EST:  April 27th Ministry Training Session Ministry Training on 2017-18 Estimates EFIS changes and 2017 March Report changes

April 28th Salary and Benefits Budget Complete Salary and Benefits Budget

May 1st Budget Update Budget Estimates Update (Administrative Council) 

May 2nd Budget Update Present the Board of Trustees with a Budget Update

May 8th Budget Update Budget Estimates Update (Administrative Council) 

May 16th Budget Update Present the Board of Trustees with a Budget Update

May 29th Budget Consultation Present Special Education Funding / Budget Challenges and Priorities  - SEAC

June 5th Budget Estimates Report (Draft) Budget Estimates Draft Report (Administrative Council)

June 6th Budget Estimates Report (Draft) Present Budget Estimates Draft Report to the Board (Draft #1)

June 12th Budget Estimates Report (Draft) Budget Estimates Draft Report (Administrative Council)

June 20th Budget Estimates Report (Final) Final Budget Estimates Report to the Board for Approval

June 23rd Budget Estimates Report (Final) Post Final Budget Report on Public Website

June 23rd  Ministry Memorandum 2017:BXX Submission of Budget Estimates to the Ministry (EFIS)

June 30th Budget Estimates Report (Final) Submission of Budget Estimates to OCSTA (EFIS)

Note 1:  Items in Italics are to be confirmed in term of date or title
Note 2:  Items highlighted in "green" are Board meetings

Halton Catholic District School Board

2017-18 Budget Estimates Schedule

Z:\4 - Administrative Assistant\Board, Admin, Policy Meetings\Board Reports\2016-2017\2017-02-07\9_X Staff 2017-2018 Budget Estimates Schedule and Budget Objectives\Appendix A - 2017-18 Budget Schedule (Feb 2)
2017-02-03  10:23 AM

Appendix A
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2017-18 Budget Objectives 

In aligning with Halton Catholic District School Board’s Strategic Plan of 
 
- Achieving:  Meeting the needs of all learners, 
- Believing:  Celebrating our Catholic faith and aspiring to be models of Christ, 
- Belonging:  Embracing relationships and sustaining safe, welcoming schools, 
- Foundational Elements:  Optimizing organizational effectives, 
 
the following are the Budget Objectives for the 2017/18 School Year: 
 

I. ACHIEVING 

1. To allocate resources so that all students have an equal educational opportunity, while 
implementing all programs funded by the Ministry of Education. 

Resources are allocated on an equitable basis, striving to provide equal opportunity. Funds will 
be allocated to implement and support programs funded by the Ministry of Education. 

2. To explore opportunities for efficiencies and re-allocate savings to front line-resources for 
students.  

Staff will present Trustees with options to reduce expenses so that savings can be focused on 
front line-resources for students. 

3.  To provide funds for professional development opportunities. 

Funds are provided for all staff, trustees and the members of the Catholic School Councils. 

4.  To continue the Adult and Continuing Education Programs. 

The Adult and Continuing Education programs will continue to be self-sustaining. 

II. BELIEVING 

5. To provide programs which instill a stronger sense of belonging and higher levels of 
spiritual engagement for all our students and staff.  

These programs include activities to promote the Home, School, Parish connections in our school 
communities, as well as a faith formation focus on staff, students and community through the 
Catholic Learning Environment, and the Catholic Curriculum.  These programs also include 
support for Faith formation, Religious Education Courses, Focus on Faith Initiatives, Chaplaincy 
services, student centered experiences, and Christ-centered staff development. 

6. To continue the development of partnerships and cost-sharing initiatives where these are 
consistent with our Catholic mandate and where such partnerships can be shown to make 
meaningful and cost-effective contributions towards our mission. 

This will be done in collaboration with other Boards, Municipalities and other agencies. 

III. BELONGING 

7. To provide a safe environment for all students and staff. 

Initiatives include school condition improvements and health and safety projects. 

8. To continue to emphasize the involvement of the school community. 

The Board will continue to encourage dialogue with its Catholic School Councils. 

9. To provide a range of placements for Special Education Students as required by the 
Ministry of Education.  

The Board will continue to review placement options for identified students and to provide those 
that are most suited to the needs of those students in accordance with legislative guidelines. 
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2017-18 Budget Objectives (Continued) 

IV. FOUNDATIONAL ELEMENTS 

10. To align the budget with the Board’s Vision Statement and Strategic Priorities. 

Funds are aligned with strategies and programs that will increase the sense of Achieving, 
Believing, Belonging for all of our students and staff, in accordance with the Board’s strategic 
plan. 

11. To increase the Board’s Working Funds Reserve to 1% of our budget, while achieving a 
balanced budget. 

The Board will set aside sufficient savings to achieve a Working Funds Reserve of 1% of budget 
over a 5 year period.     

12. To implement changes in employee compensation as approved by the Board. 

Appropriate adjustments are provided in accordance with legislation and collective agreements. 

13. To implement all capital projects approved by the Board. 

Staff will review the long term capital plan for all capital projects. 

14. To conform to budget restrictions in accordance with the Education Act and Regulations. 

This will include providing a balanced budget and ensuring that the enveloping provisions related 
to Special Education, Pupil Accommodation, as well as Governance and Administration, are 
complied with. 

15. To develop and maintain accountability frameworks as required by the Ministry of 
Education. 

This will be done in cooperation with the Ministry of Education to ensure that the Board meets or 
exceeds the requirements. 
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What’s New 
for Grade 4 

Appendix C
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Grade 4 Program Components

• Student Resource, print (288 pages) and eText
• Comprehensive Teacher Resource, print and eText

Student/
home

Teacher

Parish

Resource-rich 
student/home, 
teacher, and 
parish websites

5 Online Professional Development 
Modules:
• The Liturgical Year
• The New Evangelization
• Sacred Scripture
• The Creed
• The Six Tasks of Catechesis

38
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Updated Student Book and Student Website Designs 

DRAFT

39
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Grade 4 Digital Content
• No more DVDs and CDs (previously included in the Teacher Resource)
• Instead, teachers can download multi-media (currently found on DVDs: songs, line 

masters, front and back matter) from a secure website 

• Teacher Website includes all the content above, plus:
o Songs with instrumental tracks, lyrics, and scores
o Interactive activities
o Google Earth Faith Journeys
o Extended Image Gallery for projects
o Audio playback for the student resource
o Sacramental Content Chart, as well as “This Week in Your Schools”  
o Five online Professional Development modules
o Videos (additional videos will be uploaded from August to December 2017)

NOTE: CD/DVD content for Grades 1⎯3 will also be on the secure website. School boards can request Pearson’s assistance in 
uploading the content to a central server. 40
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Unit Inquiry Task

• A true summative task that students 
complete at the end of the unit to 
demonstrate their learning and to be 
evaluated for a mark (at primary grades 
often worked on the task throughout 
the unit and pulled together work they 
had done as part of their culminating 
task).
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Chapter Prompt Questions

Title is in the form of a 
question 

Chapter Prompt Questions: 
designed to prompt discussion, 
help students access prior 
knowledge and make personal 
connections 

Not new, but good 
to remember for 

inquiry-based 
learning!
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• 2-4 questions at the end of each section assess 
understanding of content and key concepts

• NOW include higher-order thinking questions that build 
knowledge and understanding that scaffold toward the 
inquiry task and support curriculum expectations

Puzzle Icon
Highlights learning 
and assessment-for-
learning opportunities 
that build toward the 
inquiry task 
(specifically in 
response to  
Checkpoint questions, 
Reflect and Connect 
questions after each 
lesson, and Growing 
in Faith questions at 
the end of each 
chapter)

CheckPoints
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Chapter Wrap Up: Growing in Faith

End-of-chapter questions:
• Focus (on the big idea of the chapter/key learning)
• Deepen Your Faith (relate the learning to deepening personal faith)

44



• Real-world stories about 
individuals or groups, 
such as Catholic children 
or organizations, involved 
in social justice projects

• NOW include a “Living 
Our Faith” question that 
focuses on what students 
can do and how they can 
be inspired 

Faith in Action
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Focus on Scripture 
• Scripture passages that relate to 

and deepen the discussion in the 
text; reflect the increased emphasis 
on scripture in the curriculum

• Allow students to examine 
scripture closely and relate it to 
their own lives, the world, and to 
their growing understanding of 
their faith

• Longer segments than the “We 
Read the Bible” features and more 
in-depth treatment

46
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Quotations from Holy People

“Words to Inspire” 
is a new margin 
feature of 2-4 line 
inspirational and 
relevant quotations 
from holy people

47
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Let Us Pray

A new short feature that prompts students to personally develop 
and reflect on their own prayer life and do something in prayer to 
be closer to God, for example:
• write a short prayer
• meditate on a scripture passage
• take a few moments to ask God to come into their hearts 

48



13

Increased use of media literacy text features: 
infographics, charts, diagrams, etc.

49
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Teacher Resource Features

Unit Introductions

• A new chart shows all of the Lesson Focus and Lesson Reflect and Connect 
questions as an overview for teachers

Lesson Focus Charts 

• Where lesson expectations are listed, there are “Students will” demonstration 
of learning statements, to support teacher assessment of these expectations. 

• These statements also appear on an “I Can” line master for students to support 
self-assessment. (in grades 1-3 the “Students will” statements were recast into 
student-friendly language on the line master, that is not necessary at grade 4 
and the statements are directly tied to a clear demonstration of learning that 
the teacher can assess.)

Combined grade support 
for 3/4 available

Aug. 2017
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Grade 4 Pricing

51



Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 1 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

52

http://elem.hcdsb.org/schoolplanning/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/10/Initial-Staff-Report-Oakville-Northeast-PAR.pdf
http://www.hcdsb.org/Board/LTCP/Documents/Long%20Term%20Capital%20Plan.pdf


Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 2 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

53

http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-10-12-ARC-Orientation-Minutes.pdf


Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 3 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

54

http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-10-25-ARC-Working-Meeting-1-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-11-03-ARC-Meeting-2-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-11-29-ARC-Working-Meeting-3-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-12-05-ARC-Working-Meeting-4-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/01/2016-12-14-ARC-Working-Meeting-5-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/2017-01-16-ARC-Meeting-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/2017-01-25-ARC-Meeting-Minutes.pdf


Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 4 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

55



Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 5 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

56

http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/Online-Survey-Results-Report-Nov.-29-2016.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/Online-Survey-Results-Report-Dec.-5-2016-Second-Analysis.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/CSC-Meeting-PAR-Survey-2.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/Open-House-2-PAR-Survey-3.pdf


Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 6 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

57



Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 7 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

58



Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 8 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

59



Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 9 of 25 
 

 
 

 

60



10 

 

 

 

 

 

61



Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 11 of 25 
 

 
 

 
62



Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 12 of 25 
 

 
 

 
63



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 13 of 25 
 

 
 

 









o

o

o

o











o

o

o

o

o





o

o

o









o

o 

64



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 14 of 25 
 

 
 

 





o

o

o













































65



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 15 of 25 
 

 
 

 





















66



Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 16 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

67



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 17 of 25 
 

 
 

 

     
 

              

     

      

68



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 18 of 25 
 

 
 

 

               
School 

 

  

  

 ↑

 

  

  

69



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 19 of 25 
 

 
 

 

70



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 20 of 25 
 

 
 

 

71



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 21 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

72



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 22 of 25 
 

 
 

 

73



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 23 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

74



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 24 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

75



 

Staff Report and Recommendation Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process Page 25 of 25 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

76



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Pupil Accommodation Review 

Interim Staff Report 
 
 
 
 

OAKVILLE NORTHEAST:  
Proposed School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

February 7, 2017

77



 
 

  

78



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

i 
 

Table of Contents: 
Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................. v 

1. Background Information .............................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 Halton Catholic District School Board Annual Review .............................................................. 1 

1.1.1 Long Term Capital Plan and Annual Facilities Accommodation Report .............................. 2 

1.1.2 Annual 15-Year Projection Update and Classroom Summary ........................................... 2 

1.1.3 Community Planning and Facility Partnerships ................................................................ 2 

1.1.4 Accommodation Review Area Enrolment Projections ....................................................... 3 

1.1.5 Facility Condition Index (FCI) .......................................................................................... 3 

1.1.6 Existing Facility Operating Costs ................................................................................... 4 

2. Initial Staff Report Summary & Modifications Summary .................................................................. 7 

2.1 Consultation Process and Timelines ...................................................................................... 8 

2.2 Option 1 Summary: Staff Preferred Accommodation Plan ....................................................... 9 

2.2.1 Option Summary ........................................................................................................ 10 

2.2.2 Rationale for Staff Preferred Classification of Option 1 .................................................. 11 

2.3 Option #2 Summary: Staff Alternate Accommodation Plan.................................................... 11 

2.3.1 Option Summary ........................................................................................................ 13 

3. Consultation Process ................................................................................................................ 14 

3.1 Accommodation Review Committee .................................................................................... 15 

3.2 School Staff Information Meetings ...................................................................................... 18 

3.3 Town of Oakville Information (November 3, 2016) ............................................................... 18 

3.4 Halton Region CMSM Information (November 7, 2016) ......................................................... 18 

3.5 Public Open House #1 (November 17, 2016) ...................................................................... 18 

3.5.1 Public Open House Survey Results .............................................................................. 19 

3.6 Ministry of Education Teleconference Meeting (December 21, 2016) .................................... 20 

3.7 Webinar Presentation and Pre-CSC Survey (December 23, 2016) ......................................... 20 

3.8 Catholic School Council Meetings ....................................................................................... 21 

3.8.1 CSC Meeting Survey Results ....................................................................................... 21 

3.9 Public Open House #2 (January 19, 2017) .......................................................................... 23 

4. Option Development Summary ................................................................................................... 24 

5. Interim Staff Report Recommendations ...................................................................................... 28 

5.1 Option 1A – Preferred Accommodation Plan ........................................................................ 28 

5.1.1 Preferred Option 1A Summary .................................................................................... 30 

79



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

ii 
 

5.1.2 Current vs. Proposed Capital Cost Savings .................................................................. 32 

5.1.3 Operating Cost Savings .............................................................................................. 33 

5.1.4 Option #1 Transition Plan............................................................................................ 34 

5.2 Option #12B – Alternate Scenario....................................................................................... 35 

5.2.1 Preferred Option 12B Summary .................................................................................. 38 

5.2.2 Current vs. Proposed Capital Cost Savings .................................................................. 41 

5.2.3 Operating Cost Savings .............................................................................................. 42 

5.2.4 Option #12B Transition Plan ....................................................................................... 43 

6. Funding Sources and Timelines .................................................................................................. 44 

6.1 School Closure and Consolidation (SCC) Funding ................................................................. 44 

6.2 Capital Priorities Funding.................................................................................................... 44 

7. Proposed Transition Plans & Timeline ......................................................................................... 45 

7.1 Communication Plan .......................................................................................................... 45 

7.2 Transition Planning ............................................................................................................ 45 

7.3 Next Steps ........................................................................................................................ 45 

 

List of Tables & Figures: 
Table 1: Facility Condition Index Summary ........................................................................................... 3 

Table 2: Annual Current Operating Costs ............................................................................................. 4 

Table 3: Projected Enrolment – CE04: Oakville Northeast North of QEW Review Area ............................. 5 

Table 4: Projected Enrolment – CEO5: Oakville Northeast North of QEW Review Area ............................. 6 

Table 5: Option 1 Projection –Oakville Northeast School (ONES) + Extended French ............................... 9 

Table 6: Option Development Criteria Summary – Option 1 ................................................................. 10 

Table 7: Option 2 Projection – New Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary School .............................. 12 

Table 8: Option Development Criteria Summary – Option 1 ................................................................. 13 

Table 9: Overview of Community Consultation .................................................................................... 14 

Table 10: Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Committee Members ......................................... 15 

Table 11: Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Committee Members ......................................... 16 

Table 12: Survey Responses by School ............................................................................................. 19 

Table 13: Option 1 Preference Responses by School ......................................................................... 19 

Table 14: Option 2 Preference Responses by School ......................................................................... 20 

Table 15: Catholic School Council Survey Responses by School .......................................................... 21 

Table 16: Catholic School Council Aggregated Option Preferences ...................................................... 22 

80



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

iii 
 

Table 17: Open House 2 - Survey Responses by School ..................................................................... 23 

Table 18: Open House 2 - Aggregated Option Preferences ................................................................. 23 

Table 19: Summary of Examined Accommodation Plan Options .......................................................... 25 

Table 20: Option 1A – 10 Year Enrolment Projections ........................................................................ 28 

Table 21: Option Development Criteria Summary – Preferred Option ................................................... 30 

Table 22: Option 1A - Capital Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation ...................................... 32 

Table 23: Annual Operational Cost Comparison Proposed Oakville Northeast ....................................... 33 

Table 24: Option 12B – 10 Year Enrolment Projections ...................................................................... 35 

Table 25: Option Development Criteria Summary – Alternate Option .................................................... 38 

Table 26: Option 12B - Capital Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation .................................... 41 

Table 27: Option 12B – Operational Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation ............................ 42 

Table 28: SCC Funding Approval Timeline .......................................................................................... 44 

Table 29: Capital Funding Approval Timeline ...................................................................................... 44 

 

Figure 1: CEO4 Review Area Projected Enrolment vs. Overall Utilization ................................................. 5 

Figure 2: CEO5 Review Area Projected Enrolment vs. Overall Utilization ................................................. 6 

Figure 3: Consultation Process and Timelines ...................................................................................... 8 

Figure 4: Option 1 – Staff’s Preferred Action Plan Boundaries ............................................................... 9 

Figure 5: Option 2 – Accommodation Plan Boundaries ........................................................................ 12 

Figure 6: CSC Survey Responses by Address Location ....................................................................... 22 

Figure 7: Option 1A Projection – Proposed Oakville Northeast School (St. Michael Site) ........................ 29 

Figure 8: Option 1A Accommodation Plan Attendance Boundaries ....................................................... 29 

Figure 9: Capital Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation ........................................................ 32 

Figure 10: Annual Operational Cost Comparison ................................................................................. 33 

Figure 11: Option 12B Projection – Proposed Oakville Northeast School (St. Michael Site) .................... 36 

Figure 12: Option 12B Projection – St. Marguerite d’Youville with permanent addition ........................... 36 

Figure 13: Option 12B Accommodation Plan Attendance Boundaries ................................................... 37 

Figure 14: Option 12B - Capital Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation ................................... 41 

Figure 15: Option 12B – Operational Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation ........................... 42 

 

  

81



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

iv 
 

List of Appendices: 
Appendix A Review Area and Accommodation Review Area 

Appendix B Excerpt of the LTCP – CEO4 and CEO5 Education Review Areas 

Appendix C Proposed Option Criteria to be Considered 

Appendix D Proposed Accommodation Plan – Option 1A 

Appendix E Proposed Accommodation Plan – Option 12B 

Appendix F PAR Communication Schedule 

Appendix G School Staff Comments 

Appendix H Open House 1 – Comment Cards 

Appendix I Open House 1 – PAR Survey #1 (Part A) 

Appendix J Open House 1 – PAR Survey #1 (Part B) 

Appendix K Open Mic Questionnaires Raised at CSC  

Appendix L Catholic School Council Meeting – PAR Survey #2 

Appendix M Open House 2 – PAR Survey #3 

Appendix N Reviewed Option Maps (Option 1 – Option 12B) 

Appendix O Transition Committee Terms of Reference 

 

 

 

 

  

82



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

v 
 

Executive Summary 

On October 4, 2016, at the Regular Meeting of the Board, Trustees approved through resolution #171/16 
to undertake a Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR) for the Oakville Northeast area, bounded by Dundas 
Street to the North, Winston Churchill Boulevard to the East (town limits), Queen Elizabeth Highway (QEW) 
to the South and generally Sixteen Mile Creek to the West.  

This accommodation review area is comprised of all six (6) Holy Trinity Catholic Secondary School Family 
of Schools, which includes: St. John, St. Michael, Holy Family Catholic Elementary Schools of the CEO4 
Education Review Area (ERA), and Our Lady of Peace, St. Andrew, and St. Marguerite d’Youville Catholic 
Elementary Schools of the CEO5 ERA.  

An accommodation review in this area was first contemplated in the 2013 Long Term Capital Plan (LTCP), 
which underlined continued student enrolment declines in CEO4 ERA, which resulted in a significant under-
utilization of 65% by 2025. To date, there are approximately 295 surplus pupil places in Oakville 
Northeast elementary schools, projected to grow to nearly 377 surplus pupil places by 2025.  As a 
result of this under-utilization, the LTCP identified the need to establish a Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR) 
process to remove empty, unfunded pupil places.   

Historic and Projected Enrolment Trends 

 

Based on the above information, Staff presented the Initial Staff Report to the Board, which included two (2) 
Accommodation Plan Options to address the under-utilization in the area. Option 1 was presented by staff 
as the preferred recommended plan, and Option 2 the alternate accommodation plan. 

Option 1 sought to undertake a minor boundary review to St. John School, by redirecting the area north of 
Upper Middle Road to Our Lady of Peace School, and consolidate the three (3) schools south of Upper 
Middle Road in the CEO4 ERA into one (1) newly constructed 550 pupil place facility. In addition, the 
Extended French program and the Structured Teaching Classroom would also be introduced at the new 
location. At that time, the preferred site was identified as St. Michael School. 

Option 2 was similar, where all three CEO4 schools where consolidated into a new facility on the St. Michael 
site, however no boundary reviews of additional programming was explored. 
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The Initial Staff Report included back data for the schools located within the Oakville Northeast 
Accommodation Review Area, and present accommodations plans that would specify the following matters 
as prescribed in Administrative Procedure VI-35: 

A. Where students would be accommodated 
B. Proposed program changes as a result of the proposed option 
C. Student transportation would be affected if changes take place 
D. Capital investment required, and funding mechanism 
E. Information obtained from municipalities and other community 
F. Timeline for implementation 

Following the October 4, 2016 Board approval to proceed with the Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation 
Review (PAR), staff proceeded to advised school communities and regional partners of the decision. 

Over the past four (4) months, the Accommodation Review Committee (ARC) met on eight (8) separate 
occasions for Orientation (1) and Working Meetings (2). On other occasions, the ARC was present at five 
(5) consultation meetings held throughout the process. Following the completion of these milestones, staff 
is presenting all the information gathered to the Board of Trustees through the Interim Staff Report. 

The intent of the Interim Staff Report is to provide an update on all consultation that has occurred following 
the presentation of the Initial Staff Report to the Board of Trustees, and present and summarize the feedback 
received from the community.  

The intent is also to present the updated accommodation plan(s) to the Board of Trustees, which were 
altered during the process upon review of ARC and community feedback. 

Staff is presenting to the Board of Trustees two (2) Accommodation Plans, comprised of one (1) Preferred 
Accommodation Plan Option and one (1) Alternate Accommodation Plan Option.  

This approached allows for a contingencies in the event Option 1A does not receive funding from the Ministry 
in the 2017 School Consolidation Capital round of funding. In that event, Option 12B would be pursued to 
address surplus spaces in the Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Area.  

This approach was determined to be of great importance following the latest discussion with the 
Ministry, which advised Board staff that School Consolidation Capital funding for consolidation 
projects is limited, given the number of critical facility needs in the provincial context. 
Accordingly, solutions must be cost effective.  

Following the presentation of the Interim Staff Report, at the February 21, 2017 Regular Meeting of the 
Board, delegations will be heard in accordance with Operating Policy I-09: School Accommodation Reviews 
– Consolidation Closure. This will provide Trustees with additional stakeholder feedback before making a 
final decision at the March 7, 2017, Regular Meeting of the Board. 

The hard work and dedication of the parent representatives of the Oakville Northeast Accommodation 
Review Committee were instrumental to this process. Each of the ARC members spent many hours attending 
ARC working meetings and community consultations, as well as their own personal time to review countless 
documents.  

ARC Members were instrumental in developing new options to bring forward to the Board of Trustees in the 
Interim Staff Report – an excellent example of parent and staff collaboration.  

84



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

1 
 

1. Background Information 

Between 2014 and 2015 the Provincial Government announced the development of a School Board 
Efficiencies and Modernization Strategy (SBEM) initiative. The Ministry later announced in May 2015 that it 
will be phasing out “top-up funding” grants over the next three years, no longer funding empty classroom 
spaces as of 2017-18, of which the Board historically received $1.0M. Phasing out “top-up” funding is a 
Ministry initiative that aims to invest in the child and not in empty classroom spaces.  

Accordingly, the Board has since initiated Pupil Accommodation Reviews across its jurisdiction to ensure 
the Board invest in the students, not in empty classrooms. This is the fifth PAR the Board has initiated since 
the inception of the SBEM. 

On October 4, 2016, at the Regular Meeting of the Board, Trustees approved through resolution #171/16 
to initiate a Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR) for the Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review 
Area. As depicted in Appendix A, the area is bound by Dundas Street to the North, Winston Churchill 
Boulevard to the East (town limits), Queen Elizabeth Highway (QEW) to the South and generally Sixteen Mile 
Creek to the West.  

This accommodation review area is comprised of two (2) Education Review Areas (ERA) and all six (6) Holy 
Trinity Catholic Secondary School Family of Schools. This included, respectively: The CEO4 ERA comprised 
of St. John (south of Upper Middle Road), St. Michael, Holy Family Catholic Elementary Schools, and the 
CEO5 Education Review Area, comprised of St. John (north of Upper Middle Road), Our Lady of Peace, 
St. Andrew, and St. Marguerite d’Youville Catholic Elementary Schools.  

An accommodation review in this area was first contemplated in the 2013 Long Term Capital Plan (LTCP), 
which underlined continued student enrolment declines projected in the CEO4 ERA, resulting in significant 
under-utilization of approximately 65% by 2025 – unsupported by “top-up” funding. To date, there are 
approximately 295 surplus pupil places as of 2015 in Oakville Northeast elementary schools, projected 
to grow to nearly 377 surplus pupil places by 2025.  As a result of this under-utilization, the Board 
recognized the need to establish a Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR) process to remove empty, unfunded 
pupil places.   

1.1 Halton Catholic District School Board Annual Review  

As was detailed in Section 2.0 of the Initial Staff Report presented on October 4, 2016, the Board’s Planning 
Services and Facility Management Services departments annually review school accommodations across 
the Board to identify areas of critical over and under-utilization and propose methods of addressing these 
imbalances.  

Solutions include identifying new schools in developing areas; boundary and program reviews to re-distribute 
enrolment; Pupil Accommodation Reviews to address enrolment imbalances in a given neighbourhood or 
review area; and community facility partnerships where feasible. The following is a brief overview of 
elements reviewed by both departments prior to initiating the Accommodation Review Committee (ARC). 
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1.1.1 Long Term Capital Plan and Annual Facilities Accommodation Report  

The Long Term Capital Plan (LTCP) is released on a five-year cycle for the entire Region of Halton, and was 
most recently updated in June 2013. The complete Plan, can be found on the Board’s website, or refer to 
the excerpted sections pertaining to CEO4 and CEO5 attached as Appendix B: 

http://www.hcdsb.org/Board/LTCP/Pages/default.aspx 

The 2013 Long Term Capital Plan identifies projected enrolment declines in CEO4 with a resultant surplus 
space utilization of 65% by 2025. As a result of this under-utilization, the LTCP identified the need to 
establish a PAR process to remove empty, unfunded pupil places.    

In addition to the LTCP, as part of the Board’s annual review for the 2015-16 school year, staff completed 
its Annual Facility Accommodation Report. The report was presented to community stakeholders on 
January 18, 2016, and to the Board of Trustees on January 19, 2016, as an information item. The Facility 
Accommodation Report recommended the following review area action: 

Establish Pupil Accommodation Review in CEO4: Oakville Northeast within two (2) years to 
consolidate school stock into more efficient building sizes of 500+ pupil places. This would include 
the Oakville Northeast CEO5 Review Area.  

1.1.2 Annual 15-Year Projection Update and Classroom Summary 

On December 20, 2016, staff presented to the Board its annual fifteen (15) year forecast of enrolment 
projections for the Region of Halton. In the context of the CEO4 Review Area, staff projected that enrolment 
would continue to decline over the next fifteen (15) year period, leaving the school facilities within the area 
consistently and significantly underutilized. This was consistent with the 2015 report. 

Enrolment projections used 2016 enrolment data as its base year. The Accommodation Review Committee 
(ARC) received the October 31, 2016 enrolment actuals as information once made available. 

1.1.3 Community Planning and Facility Partnerships 

Staff regularly liaise with municipal staff to discuss future needs within the target municipalities, and align 
future capital investments wherever feasible (i.e. park facilities, childcare, city services, etc.). As part of the 
PAR process, staff included the Town of Oakville and Region of Halton in facility accommodation discussions 
for the Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Areas.  

On January 18, 2016, the Board hosted its Annual Community Planning and Facility Partnership Meeting as 
required under Operating Policy I-37: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships. A physical and digital 
copy were also sent to both entities. 

On March 9, 2016, staff met with the Town of Oakville Staff to present the Annual Accommodation Report 
in person, which reviewed projects anticipated Board wide and the Town of Oakville Specifically. During this 
meeting, Board staff presented the upcoming Oakville Northeast project to the Town to determine if there 
was interest for a partnerships project. Town Staff did not indicate an interest in this area at that time. Town 
Staff confirmed the same at a later meeting on November 3, 2016 (discussed in Section 3.4). 
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The Board is also in continuous contact with the Consolidated Municipal Service Manager (CMSM) of the 
Region of Halton. Recently, staff met with the CMSM on January 18, 2016; February 26, 2016; June 9, 
2016; November 7, 2016; January 11, 2017; and January 17, 2017, where Board staff presented the 
Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Area project. The CSMS confirmed that adequate Child Care and 
Ontario Early Years Child and Family Centre spaces are available in the CEO4 and CEO5 ERA. 

1.1.4 Accommodation Review Area Enrolment Projections 

Under Board Operating Policy I-9, staff is required to outline the rationale for why alternate accommodation 
strategies (other than a pupil accommodation review) that support the Board’s guiding principles of student 
achievement, school board financial viability and sustainability, and student well-being could not be pursued 
to address the under-utilization identified in CEO4.  

Alternate strategies could include school boundary reviews and reallocation of programs to effectively fill 
pupil places, and/or right sizing existing facilities to remove underutilized pupil places. In reviewing long-
term enrolment trends as well as future development potential within the accommodation review area, it 
does not appear that the underutilized spaces will be filled, leaving facilities in CEO4 operating well below 
70% utilization.  

The entirety of the Accommodation Review Area has been experiencing enrolment decline over the last five 
(5) years and is expected to continue to decrease over the long-term as neighbourhoods continue to age 
as demonstrated in Table 3 & Table 4. 

1.1.5 Facility Condition Index (FCI) 

The average age of the three (3) facilities within the CEO4 Review Area is approximately 45 years of age. 
The school construction dates are 1964, 1969, and 1981.  

As shown in Table 1 below, the average Facility Condition Index (FCI) of the three (3) facilities in the CEO4 
Review Area is approximately 43%, with a total five (5) year renewal need of approximately $8.7M dollars 
and a replacement value of all three facilities of approximately $20.2M.  

Table 1: Facility Condition Index Summary 

SCHOOL NAME ORIGINAL 

CONSTRUCTION OTG 5 Year Renewal 
Needs (EDU) 

Replacement 
Value 

Facility 
Condition Index 

Holy Family CES 1981 317 $2,176,658 $7,126,138 30.54% 

St. John CES 1969 303 $2,180,594 $6,882,680 31.68% 

St. Michael CES 1964 268 $1,532,483 $6,161,186 24.87% 

CEO4 Total 1971 (avg.) 888 $5,889,735 $20,170,004 29.20% 

Our Lady of Peace CES 1993 490 $1,646,082 $9,843,544 16.72% 

St. Andrew CES 1999 585 $707,748 $11,602,936 6.10% 
St. Marguerite 
D’Youville CES 1993 539 $1,718,536 $10,690,568 16.08% 

CEO5 Total 1995 (Avg.) 1,614 $4,072,366 $32,137,048 12.67% 
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1.1.6 Existing Facility Operating Costs 

As part of the financial cost analysis to compare the status quo scenario and the proposed accommodation 
plan, staff reviews the following operating expenses:  

1. Maintenance costs 
2. Custodial costs 
3. Utilities (electric, gas, water) 
4. Portable classroom costs 
5. Transportation costs 

Staffing cost considerations have not been included at this current time, but will result in additional cost 
savings due to more efficient class size to staffing ratios and a reduction in administration staff and some 
support staff.  

Both proposed Accommodation Plan cost savings are presented in Section 5.1.3 for Option 1A and Section 
5.2.3 for Option 12B.  

Table 2: Annual Current Operating Costs 
  

2018 2022 2027 

CEO4 Operating 
Costs 
 

Operational Costs  $774,425   $774,425   $774,425  
Transportation Costs 1.  $360,750   $347,878   $346,516  
Portable Costs  $-     $-     $-    

Total CEO4  $1,135,175   $1,122,303   $1,120,941  

CEO5 Operating 
Costs 

Operational Costs  $1,347,102   $1,347,102   $1,347,102  
Transportation Costs 2.  $291,000   $275,892   $280,775  
Portable Costs  $154,000   $84,000   $42,000  
Total CEO5  $1,792,102   $1,706,994   $1,669,877  

Note 1: Transportation costs also include transportation needs for Extended French Students attending outside the CEO4 
and CEO5 boundaries to reach the St. Bernadette and St. Matthew Schools.  

Note 2: Transportation costs for CEO5 that pertain to the Regular Track program are not included in this analysis, and will 
be assumed to be 0, as changes proposed in Option 1 and Option 2 only have the effect of adding costs.
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Table 3: Projected Enrolment – CE04: Oakville Northeast North of QEW Review Area  

CEO4  
5 Year Historic Enrolment Current 5 year projection 10 year projection 

School Name OTG 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

Holy Family CES 317 
240 229 251 237 220 217 212 214 212 213 211 210 203 207 209 207 

76% 72% 79% 75% 69% 69% 67% 67% 67% 67% 67% 66% 64% 65% 66% 65% 

St. John (O) CES 303 
221 197 200 189 161 150 145 130 130 130 131 124 124 126 125 124 

73% 65% 66% 62% 53% 50% 48% 43% 43% 43% 43% 41% 41% 42% 41% 41% 

St. Michael CES 268 
219 240 224 205 212 208 194 186 182 180 180 177 178 179 177 181 

82% 90% 84% 76% 79% 78% 72% 69% 68% 67% 67% 66% 67% 67% 66% 67% 

Student Count 888 680 666 675 631 593 575 551 530 524 523 523 511 506 512 511 511 

Utilization (%) 77% 75% 76% 71% 67% 65% 62% 60% 59% 59% 59% 58% 57% 58% 58% 58% 

Surplus Pupil Space (+,-) 208 222 213 257 295 313 337 358 364 365 365 377 382 376 377 377 

 
 

Figure 1: CEO4 Review Area Projected Enrolment vs. Overall Utilization 
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Table 4: Projected Enrolment – CEO5: Oakville Northeast North of QEW Review Area  

CEO5  5 Year Historic Enrolment Current 5 year projection 10 year projection 

School Name OTG 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

Our Lady of Peace 
CES 490 

529 508 475 447 420 405 398 393 380 380 384 388 386 378 381 378 

108% 104% 97% 91% 86% 83% 81% 80% 78% 78% 78% 79% 79% 77% 78% 77% 

St. Andrew CES1 585 
708 731 763 789 775 769 754 743 719 711 694 666 656 639 629 618 

121% 125% 130% 135% 132% 131% 129% 127% 122% 121% 118% 113% 112% 109% 107% 105% 

St. Marguerite CES 539 
631 623 609 593 580 535 497 482 457 450 430 418 415 405 408 409 

117% 116% 113% 110% 108% 99% 92% 89% 85% 84% 80% 78% 77% 75% 76% 76% 

Student Count 1614 1868 1862 1847 1829 1775 1708 1648 1616 1555 1542 1507 1471 1456 1422 1417 1405 

Utilization (%) 116% 115% 114% 113% 110% 106% 102% 100% 96% 95% 93% 91% 90% 88% 88% 87% 

Surplus Pupil Space (+,-) (254) (248) (233) (215) (161) (94) (34) (2) 61 74 109 144 159 194 199 212 
 

Figure 2: CEO5 Review Area Projected Enrolment vs. Overall Utilization 

 

  

                                                           
1 St. Andrew CES is the only school in the Accommodation Review Area projected to gain students from new development. 
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2. Initial Staff Report Summary & Modifications Summary 

Staff presented the Initial Staff Report to the Board on October 4, 2016. The intent of the Initial Staff Report 
was to provide a rationale for initiating a Pupil Accommodation Review as a means to reduce excess pupil 
places in the affected area, and the proposed accommodation plan that would achieve this goal. The report 
also provided details on the explored alternatives to a PAR (e.g. boundary reviews), where none were 
determined to be feasible, and the criteria staff used in developing the options.  

Section 5.0 of the Initial Staff Report, presented two (2) Accommodation Plans. Option 1 was presented as 
the preferred and recommended plan; whereas Option 2 was presented as the alternate plan. 

Option 1, detailed in Section 2.2, proposes a minor boundary review to St. John School (redirecting the 
area north of Upper Middle Road to Our Lady of Peace School) and consolidate the three (3) schools south 
of Upper Middle Road in the CEO4 Education Review Area into one (1) newly constructed 550-pupil place 
facility. It further proposes the introduction of the Extended French program and the transfer of the 
Structured Teaching Classroom at the new school site – identified as St. Michael School Site. 

Option 2, detailed in Section 2.3, was similar to Option 1 in scope. All three CEO4 ERA schools where 
consolidated into a new 550-pupil place facility on the St. Michael site. No boundary reviews or additional 
programming is proposed. 

The following data supported the two (2) staff proposed options mentioned above: 

A. Where students would be accommodated 
B. Potential program changes as a result of the proposed option 
C. Student transportation would be affected if changes take place 
D. Capital investment required, and funding mechanism 
E. Information obtained from municipalities and other community 
F. Timeline for implementation 
G. School Information Profiles (SIP) 

The Initial Staff Report underlined the role of the Accommodation Review Committee (ARC) as an advisory 
role, acting as the official conduit of information for the community it represents. The ARC played a vital 
role in the consultation process, and contributed greatly to the development of numerous alternative options 
(presented in Section 4.0) that advanced the process to the present point. Ultimately, the ARC has more 
than fulfilled its role in providing staff with the vital community based information to develop and present an 
Interim and Final Recommendation to the Trustees for approval, and which best represents the whole of the 
community. 

The following provides a brief overview of the role of the ARC, the process undertaken thus far, and the 
preliminary options presented to the Board of Trustees at the October 4, 2016, Regular Meeting of the 
Board. For the full report, please visit the below link: 

http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/10/Initial-Staff-Report-
Oakville-Northeast-PAR.pdf 
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2.1 Consultation Process and Timelines 

As was outlined in Section 7 of the Initial Staff Report, a number of meetings were scheduled to undertake 
the full Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review process. All the meeting required under Schedule C 
of Administrative Procedure VI:35 were scheduled accordingly. As shown below in Figure 3, the process 
had numerous opportunities for consultation. 

However, since initiating the process, staff have added a number of additional meetings to further consult 
with the school communities where needed. Added meetings include the following milestones: 

1) Four (4) school staff meetings were held at the affected schools to explain the two Initial Staff 
Report Options presented to Board; 

2) Three (3) open-mic Joint Catholic School Council consultation meetings were held for the six (6) 
affected school in the CEO4 and CEO5 area to express their views on the options;  

3) Two (2) additional Accommodation Review Committee Working Meetings. 

Figure 3: Consultation Process and Timelines 
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2.2 Option 1 Summary: Staff Preferred Accommodation Plan 

The Preferred Accommodation Plan presented to the Board of Trustees on October 4, 2016, and to the 
community on November 19, 2016, proposed to consolidate three (3) schools into one (1) facility 
and introduce the Extended French program at a newly constructed 550-pupil place Oakville 
Northeast School (ONES) – on the St. Michael School Site 

If Option 1 were implemented, the following actions are required. See Figure 4 below for the Option 1 
attendance boundaries. 

1) Demolish the existing St. Michael School and construct a 550-pupil place elementary school facility 
on the existing St. Michael School site for the 2018-2019 school year. 

2) Close both Holy Family and St. John (O) Schools and re-direct the student populations as follows: 
a. Patches T21 and T25 from St. John (O) to Our Lady of Peace School. 
b. Patch T18 from St. John (O) School to the newly constructed ONES facility on the St. Michael 

school site.  
c. Redirect the entire Holy Family School boundary into the newly constructed facility on the St. 

Michael school site.  
d. Introduce Extended French Immersion (ExtFI) at the new Oakville Northeast School (ONES).  

The catchment area would also include St. Marguerite D’ Youville School Extended FI patches 
V19 and V20, St. Matthew School Extended FI patches T18, T19, T21 and T25 as well as St. 
Bernadette School Extended FI patches T20, T24, V17, U19 and U17.   

3) Re-direct the existing Essential Skills Classroom (ESC) Special Education program from Holy Family 
to Our Lady of Peace School 

4) Re-direct the existing Structured Teaching Classroom (STC) Special Education program from St. 
John (O) School to the new Oakville Northeast School.  

Table 5: Option 1 Projection –Oakville Northeast School (ONES) + Extended French 

  OPEN 5 YEAR PROJECTION 10 YEAR PROJECTION 

SCHOOLS OTG 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 

ONES 
 

550 
 

535 532 525 520 506 505 517 517 518 517 518 

97% 97% 95% 95% 92% 92% 94% 94% 94% 94% 94% 

OLPO 
 

490 
 

460 440 441 442 448 443 438 440 438 436 434 

94% 90% 90% 90% 91% 91% 89% 90% 89% 89% 89% 

ANDR 
 

585 
 

743 719 711 694 666 656 639 629 618 611 604 

127% 123% 122% 119% 114% 112% 109% 108% 106% 104% 103% 

MARG 
 

539 
 

478 445 436 412 399 398 387 389 391 387 382 

89% 83% 81% 76% 74% 74% 72% 72% 73% 72% 71% 

BERN 
 

539 
 

500 484 479 484 480 473 456 453 450 449 447 

93% 90% 89% 90% 89% 88% 85% 84% 84% 83% 83% 

MATT 
 

363 
 

432 422 418 414 398 376 366 361 357 352 350 

119% 116% 115% 114% 110% 104% 101% 100% 98% 97% 96% 

Student Count   3148 3042 3010 2966 2897 2851 2801 2789 2772 2752 2739 

Utilization (%) 103% 99% 98% 97% 94% 93% 91% 91% 90% 90% 89% 

Surplus Pupil Space (+,-)  -81 24 56 99 170 215 265 276 293 314 327 

Figure 4: Option 1 – Staff’s Preferred Action Plan Boundaries 
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2.2.1 Option Summary  

Appendix C outlines criteria used by staff to weigh potential options for addressing the Oakville Northeast 
accommodation review area. Based on these criteria, staff believes that the proposed Oakville Northeast 
School meets the criteria in full. Table 6 below provides a summary of the criteria.  

Table 6: Option Development Criteria Summary – Option 1 

CRITERIA OAKVILLE NORTHEAST SCHOOL (AT ST. MICHAEL SITE) 

Utilization Projected to be nearly 100% utilized from opening to 2028, well within the optimal 
range. 

Facility Size (OTG) 550 pupil places, meeting construction efficiencies and ideal for program delivery. 

Portables If needed, only few and temporary. 

Site and Facility 
Accessibility 

New Facility will be AODA compliant. 

Transportation  Within HSTS guidelines. 
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Distance to School 2.08 km average for Regular Track & 3.13 km average for Extended French (ExtFI) 

Site Size (Acres) 4 acres, below preferred site size for new schools. 

Adjacent Uses Church, Residential.  

Program Proposed to offer Regular Track, Extended French Immersion and the Structured 
Teaching Program. 

Site Limitations (If Any) Long Narrow site, reviewing feasibility with consultants and proposing a long narrow 
school to suit. 

2.2.2 Rationale for Staff Preferred Classification of Option 1 

Staff determined Option #1 to be the preferred option as the accommodation plan and introduction of 
additional programming would equally benefit the Holy Trinity Family of Schools in the following manner: 

1) Introduction of an Extended French Program, whereby students wishing to attend in the CEO4 
Review Area can now remain in their area, as opposed to travelling to schools in the St. Ignatius of 
Loyola Catholic Secondary School boundary. 

2) The plan directs Extended French elementary students to Holy Trinity Catholic Secondary School, 
as opposed to St. Ignatius of Loyola Catholic Secondary School, aligning the Extended French and 
Regular Track Family of Schools. 

3) Our Lady of Peace Catholic Elementary School receives additional students in close proximity to it, 
and within the CEO5 Review Area, thereby having a better school utilization rate over time.  

2.3 Option #2 Summary: Staff Alternate Accommodation Plan 

The Alternate Accommodation Plan presented to the Board of Trustees on October 4, 2016, and to the 
community on November 19, 2016, proposed to consolidate three (3) schools into one (1) facility 
and introduce the Extended French program at a newly constructed 550-pupil place Oakville 
Northeast School (ONES) – on the St. Michael School Site.  

No boundary reviews were contemplated for this option, therefore introducing the Extended French Program 
at Oakville Northeast School was not feasible. This option was reviewed by staff as an additional option that 
the Accommodation Review Committee could consider which may have less impact on the community.  

If Option #2 were implemented the following actions are be required for implementation. Refer to Figure 5 
for the proposed attendance boundaries.  

1) Demolish the existing St. Michael School and construct a 550 pupil place elementary facility on the 
existing St. Michael School site for the 2018-2019 school year, using a 21st Century Learning model 
as adopted in the Board’s most recent school project; 

2) Close both Holy Family School and St. John (O) Schools and re-direct their student populations as 
follows: 

a. The entire attendance boundary of Holy Family School and St. John School are directed into 
the new ONES school facility on the St. Michael School site.  

3) Re-direct the existing Essential Skills Classroom (ESC) Special Education program from Holy Family 
to Our Lady of Peace School 

4) Re-direct the existing Structured Teaching Classroom (STC) Special Education program from St. 
John (O) School to the new Oakville Northeast School.  
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Table 7: Option 2 Projection – New Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary School 

  
OPEN 5 year projection 10 year projection 

SCHOOLS OTG 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 

Oakville Northeast 
CES 550 

533 527 526 526 514 510 517 515 515 513 515 

97% 96% 96% 96% 93% 93% 94% 94% 94% 93% 94% 

Our Lady of Peace 
CES  490 

405 393 392 395 400 398 390 393 390 387 385 

80% 78% 78% 78% 79% 79% 77% 78% 77% 76% 76% 

St. Andrew CES 585 
743 719 711 694 666 656 639 629 618 611 604 

127% 123% 122% 119% 114% 112% 109% 107% 106% 104% 103% 

St. Marguerite 
D’Youville CES 539 

482 457 450 430 418 415 405 408 409 405 400 

89% 85% 84% 80% 78% 77% 75% 76% 76% 75% 74% 

Student Count   2164 2163 2095 2080 2045 1997 1979 1951 1944 1932 1915 1904 

Utilization (%) 99% 96% 96% 94% 92% 91% 90% 89% 89% 88% 87% 

Surplus Pupil Space (+,-)  13 82 96 131 179 197 225 232 244 261 272 

 

Figure 5: Option 2 – Accommodation Plan Boundaries 
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2.3.1 Option Summary  

Appendix C outlines criteria used by staff to weigh potential options for addressing the Oakville Northeast 
accommodation review area. Based on these criteria, staff believes that the proposed Oakville Northeast 
School meets the criteria in full. Table 8 below provides a summary of the criteria.  

Table 8: Option Development Criteria Summary – Option 1 

CRITERIA OAKVILLE NORTHEAST SCHOOL AT ST. MICHAEL SCHOOL SITE 

Utilization Projected to be nearly 100% utilized from opening to 2028, well within the 
optimal range. 

Facility Size (OTG) 550 pupil places, meeting construction efficiencies and ideal for program 
delivery. 

Portables If needed, only few and temporary. 

Site and Facility Accessibility New Facility will be AODA compliant. 

Transportation  Within HSTS guidelines. 

Distance to School 2.08 km average 

Site Size (Acres) 4 acres, below preferred site size for new schools. 

Adjacent Uses Church, Residential.  

Program Proposed to offer Regular Track and the Structured Teaching Program. 

Site Limitations (If Any) Long Narrow site, reviewing feasibility with consultants and proposing a 
long narrow school to suit. 
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3. Consultation Process 

Between October 5, 2016 and February 3, 2017, a number of key milestone dates and events took place 
to keep stakeholders informed on the Pupil Accommodation Review process, as well as gather feedback 
from community stakeholders used by the Accommodation Review Committee to guide the decision-making 
process. These consultation periods included Board Meetings, ARC Meetings, Staff Meetings, Catholic 
School Council (CSC) Meetings, and Public Meetings.  

Table 9 below provides the full list of community consultation dates undertaken since the Board approved 
the initiation of the process, as required under Operating Policy I-09: School Accommodation Review – 
Consolidation/Closures.  

This consultation included emailed communications to parents and staff in the six (6) school communities 
under review, school newsletter messages, correspondence with parishes, correspondence with Town of 
Oakville and Regional politicians, in-person meetings with school staff, two news releases, an online webinar, 
three (3) online surveys, and three community consultation meetings.   

Table 9: Overview of Community Consultation 

FORMAT DESCRIPTION TARGET 
AUDIENCE 

PARTICIPANTS 

Open House 
Information 
Session    
 
November 17, 2016 

Information stations on various topics related to the PAR 
including: maps and information about 2 initial staff 
recommended options; ARC Composition and mandate; 
Enrolment Projections; School Information Profiles; 
Timelines and Transition; Transportation; station with 
laptops so guests could provide feedback; and comment 
cards were collected. 

Parents 
 

School Staff 
 

Community 
Members 

155 

Webinar 
 
Posted December 
23 - January 16, 
2017 

Presentation posted online with background about the 
PAR process, and a detailed description of the 4 new 
options. A link to the webinar was posted on the PAR 
webpage and emailed to all parents and staff in the six 
school communities. 

Parents 
 

School Staff 
 

Community 
Members 

531 

Joint Catholic 
School Council 
Meetings 
 
January 9,  2017 
January 11, 2017 
January 12, 2017 

Presentation provided with background about the PAR 
process, and a description of the 4 new options. 

Question & Answer Period (open mic) at each Catholic 
School Council Meeting. 

Parents 
 

School Staff 
127 

Final Community 
Consultation 
Meeting  
 
January 19, 2017 

Brief presentation with overview of the PAR process, and 
description of the 2 final options. Information stations on 
various topics related to the PAR including: maps and 
information about 2 final recommended options; ARC 
Composition and mandate; programming description; 
timelines and transition; and transportation 
requirements. 

Parents 
 

School Staff 
 

Community 
Members 

65 
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In addition to the required milestones, Strategic Communications Services provided numerous notifications 
to the wider school communities and regional partners once the process began and progressed over time. 
Refer to Appendix F for the entire outreach strategy undertaken to notify our communities of the Oakville 
Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review, and its progress over time.  

3.1 Accommodation Review Committee 

As outlined within Policy I-09 and Administrative Procedure VI-35, once the Board approves the initiation 
of the process, an Accommodation Review Committee (ARC) is established thereafter. The 
Accommodation Review Committee is comprised of parent representatives and board staff. The goal 
of the ARC is to function as the official conduit to school communities; provide the local perspective of 
parents and members of the community impacted by a potential school consolidation and/or closure; 
and provide feedback on the accommodation options developed by staff and present alternative 
options for consideration  

Composition of the ARC 

Subsequent to Board approval to initiate the Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Process, 
on October 5, 2016 an email was sent to all parents in the six (6) school communities, inviting parent 
representation on the ARC. Each school was asked to submit two (2) parent representatives; preferably 
one (1) parent currently serving on the Catholic School Council, and one (1) parent at large Table 10 
below summarizes the full complement of the Oakville Northeast ARC (no optional members were required): 

Table 10: Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Committee Members 

MEMBERS CORE MEMBERS 
CORE RESOURCE 

MEMBERS 
STAFF RESOURCE 

MEMBERS 

ROLE & 
RESPONSIBILITY 

Members are expected to attend all working 
meetings regardless of topics 

Staff members that will 
attend every working 
meeting regardless of 

topic 

Staff called upon to 
attend as required 

pending the working 
meeting subject matter 

MEMBERSHIP 

Chair: Tim Overholt  

Family of School Superintendent: Toni 
Pinelli 

Two (2) parent representative:  

Our Lady of Peace: Debbie Kingsburgh & 
Stephanie Mitchel 

St. Andrew CES: Stefania Carone & Susan 
English 

St. Marguerite d’Youville CES:  Stacey 
Coscarella 

St. John CES: Ann Benson & Zrinjka Reeves 

St. Michael CES: Lisa Duncan & Monica 
Savitsky 

Holy Family CES: Kelly Field & Rita Juliao 
 

Superintendent of 
Facility Services 
Management (or 

designate) 
Giacomo Corbacio  

 
Administrator of 
Communications 

Services  
(or designate) 
Andrea Swinden  

 
Administrator of 

Planning Services (or 
designate) 

Frederick Thibeault  
 

Superintendent of 
Business Services (or 

designate) 
Roxana Negoi 

 
Executive Officer of 

Human Resources (or 
designate) 
Joe O’Hara 

 
School Principal or 

Vice-Principal 
 

Halton Student 
Transportation 
Services (HSTS) 
representative 
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The Accommodation Review Committee met on eight (8) formal occasions for an Orientation Session, 
followed by seven (7) Working Meetings. Each meeting, with the exception of January 16, 2017, took 
place between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. The meeting held on January 16th began at 6:00 p.m. and 
continued until 10:00 p.m.  

The minutes of the ARC meetings are posted online and are accessible through the hyperlinks on the 
meeting dates in Table 11 below. Note, if reading a paper version of the present report, please visit the 
School Planning website (schoolplanning.hcdsb.org) or contact the Planning Services Department for 
a copy of the requested documents. 

Table 11: Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Committee Members 

ARC MEETING DATES PURPOSE OF MEETING/SUMMARY OF WORK ACCOMPLISHED 

October 12, 2016 

Orientation Session  
- introductions  
- mandate and roles/responsibilities of ARC reviewed  
- established working framework 
- reviewed resource material/binder 
- brief overview of initial staff recommended accommodation options 
- Presentation (click here) 
- Minutes (click here) 

October 25, 2016 

 

ARC Working Meeting #1 
- reviewed enrolment projections and participated in group activity 
- received information about Facility Condition Index (FCI) and School Information 

Profiles (SIPs) and took part in group activity 
- went over in detail the two (2) staff recommended accommodation options and 

site options 
- Presentation (click here) 
- Minutes (click here) 

November 3, 2016 

 

ARC Working Meeting #2 
- learned about patch maps, scatter maps that show attendance boundaries, and 

reviewed the impact of specialized programming on school populations 
- reviewed site statistics for each of the three sites considered in the two 

recommended staff options (Holy Family, St. John, St. Michael) 
- began looking at new options 
- reviewed the format for the first public consultation meeting 
- Presentation (click here) 
- Minutes (click here) 

November 29, 2016 

ARC Working Meeting #3 
- reviewed feedback received from Open House Consultation Meeting 
- reviewed PAR Survey #1 results 
- reviewed transportation costs for looked at new options 1 and 2 
- looked at 7 new options – 2 options requiring a new school build; and 5 options 

requiring renovations/additions to an existing school 
- through a preliminary shortlisting, eliminated 3 options, leaving 6 options 
- Presentation (click here) 
- Minutes (click here) 
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http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-10-25-ARC-Working-Meeting-1-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/10/2016-10-25-Oakville-Northeast-PAR-ARC-Working-Meeting-1-Presentation.pdf.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-10-25-ARC-Working-Meeting-1-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-11-03-ARC-Meeting-2-Minutes.pdf
http://elem.hcdsb.org/schoolplanning/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/11/2016-11-03-Oakville-Northeast-PAR-ARC-Working-Meeting-2-Presentation.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-11-03-ARC-Meeting-2-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-11-29-ARC-Working-Meeting-3-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-11-29-ARC-Working-Meeting-3-Presenation.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-11-29-ARC-Working-Meeting-3-Minutes.pdf
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ARC MEETING DATES PURPOSE OF MEETING/SUMMARY OF WORK ACCOMPLISHED 

December 5, 2016 

 

ARC Working Meeting #4 
- meeting held at St. Gregory the Great Catholic Elementary School – tour of the 

new school provided to ARC members 
- considered 3 new options, in addition to the 6 remaining options (making 9 

options still on the table, and a total 12 options reviewed thus far) 
- eliminated 2 of the options, leaving 7 options still under consideration 
- Presentation (click here) 
- Minutes (click here) 
- Survey Results (click here)  

December 14, 2016 

 

ARC Working Meeting #5 
- reviewed the format for the Joint Catholic School Council Meetings to take place 

in early January 
- 5 new options were reviewed (making it 12 options still on the table, and a grand 

total of 17 options considered) 
- the options were shortlisted to 4 options: 2 options requiring a new school 

building; 2 options requiring renovations/additions to an existing school 
- it was determined that these 4 options – 1A, 4A, 11A and 12B, would be 

presented at the Joint CSC meetings in early January for further community 
consultation   

- Presentation (click here) 
- Minutes (click here) 

January 16, 2017 

 

ARC Working Meeting #6 
- reviewed feedback received through the online PAR Survey #2 
- shortlisted the options down to 2 – 1A and 12B – Option 1A requiring a new 

school build; and Option 12B requiring renovations/additions 
- considered the most appropriate site for Options 1A and 12B based on a number 

of criteria 
- determined by vote that both Option 1A and Option 12B should be on the St. 

Michael site 
- it was decided that these final 2 options and site selections –would be presented 

at the Final Community Consultation Meeting on January 19th for further 
community consultation  

- Agenda (click here) 
- Handout (click here) 
- Minutes (click here) 

January 25, 2017 

 

ARC Working Meeting #7 
- reviewed feedback received through online PAR Survey #3 
- determined that Option 1A would be Preferred Option to be submitted first for 

Ministry approval, and Option 12B would be the alternate option, in the event that 
the Board does not secure Ministry approval for 1A 

- both options will be presented to the Board of Trustees as the ARC’s  
recommended options 

- Agenda (click here) 
- Minutes (click here) 
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http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-12-05-ARC-Working-Meeting-4-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-12-05-ARC-Working-Meeting-4-Presentation.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-12-05-ARC-Working-Meeting-4-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/Online-Survey-Results-Report-Dec.-5-2016-Second-Analysis.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/01/2016-12-14-ARC-Working-Meeting-5-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2016/12/2016-12-14-ARC-Working-Meeting-5-Presentation.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/01/2016-12-14-ARC-Working-Meeting-5-Minutes.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/2017/02/accommodation-review-committee-arc-working-meeting-6-january-16-2017/
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/2017-01-16-ARC-Meeting-Agenda.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/2017-01-16-ARC-Working-Meeting-6-Handout.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/2017-01-16-ARC-Meeting-Minutes-DRAFT.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/2017/02/accommodation-review-committee-arc-working-meeting-7-january-25-2017/
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/2016-12-05-ARC-Meeting-Agenda.pdf
http://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/02/2017-01-25-ARC-Meeting-Minutes.pdf
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3.2 School Staff Information Meetings 

During the week of November 7-10, 2016, Board staff met with the school staff of Holy Family, St. John, 
St. Michael, and Our Lady of Peace school communities. Board staff presented information around the 
Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review, including implications of a potential school 
closure/consolidation for staff.  

School staff were encouraged to share their concerns through a voluntary activity left at each school. All 
feedback collected and collated from school staff is attached as Appendix G. The following are the dates 
board staff presented the proposal to school administrative and teaching staff: 

1) St. John (O) CES November 7, 2016 
2) Holy Family CES November 9, 2016 
3) Our Lady of Peace CES November 9, 2016 
4) St. Michael CES November 10, 2016 

3.3 Town of Oakville Information (November 3, 2016) 

On November 3, 2016, staff met with the Town of Oakville to review the Interim Staff Report of the Oakville 
Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review, and the Options presented to Board on October 4, 2016. In 
reviewing the proposal, staff also inquired whether town staff have new information regarding projects in 
this area that are different from their response on March 9, 2016.  From our discussions, there are no 
additional projects that could be coupled with the new 550-pupil place school proposal at this time.  

Staff were generally supportive of the presented accommodation plans. The Traffic Engineer for the Town 
noted that considering current high bussing demands in the area, and the potential increase in bussing, 
staging of bussing is important to consider in reducing transportation impacts.    

3.4 Halton Region CMSM Information (November 7, 2016)  

As previously mentioned, Board staff is in continuous communications with Regional Staff, and the 
Consolidated Municipal Service Manager (CMSM). That said, this tentative project was first introduced to 
the Region on January 18, 2016, and in later meetings.  

On November 7, 2016, staff met again with the Halton Region CMSM to discuss partnership opportunities 
within the Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review Area for any one of the four (4) remaining schools 
in the review area. Given the already high number of Child Care and Ontario Early Year Child and Family 
Centre within the CEO4 and CEO5 Education Review Areas, no additional spaces are required. 

3.5 Public Open House #1 (November 17, 2016) 

November 17, 2016, the Board hosted a Public Open House Community Information Meeting at Holy 
Trinity Catholic Secondary School. The purpose of this meeting was to present the information within the 
Initial Staff Report to the affected communities. Approximately 155 members of the community attended 
and registered for the night. 
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A number of stations were prepared that spoke to specific topics related to the following, which can also 
be accessed online (click here): 

1) Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Area Enrolment Trends 
2) School Information Profiles for all six (6) schools 
3) Proposed Accommodation Plan Options (1 & 2) 
4) Current Student Transportation Needs 
5) Times lines and Transition Committee Mandate 
6) Mandate of the ARC 
7) Commenting Stations 

3.5.1 Public Open House Survey Results 

Staff circulated an online survey to the community on the night of the Puplic Open House. The survey closed 
on December 5th, 2016. During that period, 283 individual surveys were completed, and provided their 
views on both options presented as well as concerns they may have on the current proposal. Table 11 
below provides a breakdown of the responses received by school:  

Table 12: Survey Responses by School 

School Completed Survey Overall Ratio 

St. John Catholic Elementary School 49 17.3% 

St. Michael Catholic Elementary School 33 11.7% 

Holy Family Catholic Elementary School 52 18.4% 

Our Lady of Peace Catholic Elementary School 54 19.1% 

St. Andrew Catholic Elementary School 41 14.5% 

St. Margeurite d’Youville Catholic Elementary School 54 19.1% 

Totals 283 100% 

Respondents provided their opinions on their sentiments of both Option 1 and Option 2, and provided their 
own views on what they “LIKED” and “DID NOT LIKE” with either accommodation plan. Table 13 and Table 
14 provide a breakdown of how the community viewed both options. See Appendix I and Appendix J for 
the full survey results, analysis, and written comments. 

Table 13: Option 1 Preference Responses by School 

School Strongly Dislike Dislike Neutral Like Strongly Like 

St. John  10 4 10 9 2 
St. Michael  1 3 9 8 10 
Holy Family  26 10 8 10 0 
Our Lady of Peace  5 5 10 16 18 
St. Andrew  2 5 18 11 5 
St. Margeurite 
d’Youville  

6 4 22 8 5 

Totals 50 31 77 62 40 
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Table 14: Option 2 Preference Responses by School 

School Strongly 
Dislike Dislike Neutral Like Strongly Like 

St. John 7 6 15 8 2 

St. Michael 5 4 11 10 2 

Holy Family 27 10 11 6 0 

Our Lady of Peace 11 7 17 12 5 

St. Andrew 3 9 25 1 0 

St. Margeurite d’Youville 2 4 24 11 2 

Totals 55 40 103 48 11 

All comments received from the initial Public Open House meeting were provided to the ARC as information. 
The data gathered from these surveys help guide the development of a number of new options that were 
more suited to the views of the community. 

3.6 Ministry of Education Teleconference Meeting  

Board Staff hosted a teleconference with the Ministry of Education to discuss the upcoming business case 
submission as part of the 2017 School Consolidation Capital Funding submissions.  

Staff presented the Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary School proposals to the Ministry as the potential 
option that staff would present as a business case in the 2017 School Consolidation Capital round of 
funding. As was the response for the 2016 Capital Priorities Submission on November 9, 2016, regarding 
the previously submitted School Consolidation Capital projects, the Ministry recommended that staff also 
explore cost effective solutions that don’t require a new school build.  

The ARC and staff continued to work collaboratively in developing two (2) plans: the “New School Option 
(Preferred)” and the “Existing School Option (Alternate)”.  

3.7 Webinar Presentation and Pre-CSC Survey (December 23, 2016) 

To give ample time to the community to review information prepared by the ARC, staff posted a webinar 
presentation and a preliminary survey for viewers on the school planning website. The content of the 
package included: a background about the PAR process; why the PAR was initiated; what has been 
completed through the process thus far; and a detailed description of the four (4) New Options that will be 
presented at the upcoming Catholic School Council meetings.  

Staff posted a link to the webinar on the School Planning webpage, and emailed the links to all parents and 
staff within the six (6) school communities. A total of 531 individuals that viewed the webinar, and 
approximately 213 individual completed the survey – four (4) did not specify their home school.  
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3.8 Catholic School Council Meetings 

Three (3) separate Joint Catholic School Council Meetings were held during the week of January 9 to January 
12, 2017. In total, 127 community members attended the meetings. At each consultation meetings (listed 
below) those in attendance received a presentation with detailed information about the options the ARC was 
considering.  

1) CSC #1: St. John (O) CES + Our Lady of Peace CES   January 9, 2017 
2) CSC #2: St. Michael CES + St. Andrew CES   January 11, 2017  
3) CSC #3: Holy Family CES + St. Marguerite d’Youville CES January 12, 2017 

Following the presentation, there was an opportunity to ask questions, or submit questions in writing for 
those who preferred to remain anonymous, and receive staff responses. The questions and comments 
received (verbally and in writing) during the Open Mic Question Period are attached as Appendix K. 

3.8.1 CSC Meeting Survey Results 

Attached as Appendix L, the completed Catholic School Council Survey Results provides four (4) analytical 
sections. They are as follow: 

1) Part A shows a basic descriptive statistics from the online survey about participation rates of each 
school community and which neighborhoods the voices came from.  

2) Part B explores the data broken down by the four final options presented for this PAR process. 
3) Part C shows results from the survey summarized from each school community.  
4) Part D discusses the issues around public consultation and gathering voices from the community.   

There were 213 completed feedback forms submitted following data cleansing. The latter consisted of 
removing responses that did not contain any information, or those individuals who logged in and only chose 
the school but did not finish the survey beyond the first question about role or school.  

Table 15 shows how many participants engaged with the final survey according to each school community. 
It should be noted that response rates to the survey were rather low in contrast to the number of students 
enrolled in each school, demonstrating that only a very small sample of community stakeholders have 
submitted their feedback. The vast majority is silent. 

Table 15: Catholic School Council Survey Responses by School 

School School Enrolment Responses Overall Ratio 

St. John 147 29 19.7% 

St. Michael 208 15 7.2% 

Holy Family 213 30 14.1% 

Our Lady of Peace 398 52 13.1% 

St. Andrew 779 39 5.0% 

St. Margeurite d’Youville 537 44 8.2% 

Not Specified n/a 4 N/A 

Totals 2,282 213 9.0% 
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Figure 6: CSC Survey Responses by Address Location 

 

As discussed in both Part B and Part C of Appendix L, school communities where given the opportunity to 
express how they perceived each of the four (4) options presented at the Catholic School Council Meetings. 
Table 16 below provides an aggregated breakdown of each options’ community preference level.  

Table 16: Catholic School Council Aggregated Option Preferences 

Options Strongly 
Dislike Dislike Neutral Like Strongly 

Like Totals 

Option 1A 
28 35 45 42 59 209 

13.4% 16.7% 21.5% 20.1% 28.2% 100% 

Option 4A 
41 45 46 38 39 209 

19.6% 21.5% 22.0% 18.2% 18.7% 100% 

Option 11A 
37 43 45 40 30 195 

19.0% 22.1% 23.1% 20.5% 15.4% 100% 

Option 12B 
41 35 27 51 46 200 

20.5% 17.5% 13.5% 25.5% 23.0% 100% 

When reviewing this information at the January 16, 2017, Working Meeting, the ARC reviewed which of the 
two (2) New School and the two (2) Existing School options were more acceptable by the school community.  
Based the below table, Option 1A and Option 12B were selected by the ARC as preferred options as both 
had the highest level of acceptance when combining Neutral, Like, and Strongly Like categories. 

Based on the selected options, the ARC later decided upon which site the schools are to be located in both 
Option 1A and Option 12B. This information was presented at the next Public Open House meeting. 
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3.9 Public Open House #2 (January 19, 2017) 

Based on the results of the January 16 2017, ARC Working Meeting, staff prepared materials to present 
both Option 1A and Option 12B to the community and inform the community that St. Michael is the preferred 
site. Materials prepared included a brief presentation that provided an overview of the PAR process and 
major milestones, and described the two (2) final options. Similar to the first Public Open House meeting in 
November, a number of stations were prepared that spoke to specific topics related to the following, which 
can are accessed online (click here): 

1) Oakville Northeast Accommodation Review Area Enrolment Trends 
2) Proposed Accommodation Plan Options (1A & 12B) 
3) Programming Options and Descriptions 
4) Composition and Mandate of the ARC 
5) Timelines and Transition 

In total, 65 community members attended the second open house meeting. A survey portal opened between 
January 20 and January 25, 2017, which accumulated 234 responses from the community. Refer to 
Appendix M for responses and results gathered from the community. This information was used to reach 
a final decision at the final ARC working meeting. Table 17 shows how many participants engaged with the 
survey according to each school community. Again, response rates were low in contrast to students enrolled 
in each school, where only a very small sample of community stakeholders have submitted their feedback, 
and the vast majority remain silent. 

Table 17: Open House 2 - Survey Responses by School 

School School Enrolment Responses Overall Ratio 

St. John 147 35 24.00% 

St. Michael 208 23 11.10% 

Holy Family 213 50 23.50% 

Our Lady of Peace 398 46 11.60% 

St. Andrew 779 38 5.00% 

St. Margeurite d’Youville 537 41 8.00% 

Not Specified n/a 1 0.00% 

Totals 2,282 234 10.25% 

As presented in Table 18 below, and discussed in both Part B and Part C of Appendix L, school 
communities where given the opportunity to express how they perceived each of the two (2) options 
presented at the second Public Open House Meeting.  All written feedback is also attached. 

Table 18: Open House 2 - Aggregated Option Preferences 

Options Strongly Dislike Dislike Neutral Like Strongly Like Totals 

Option 1A 
54 29 39 41 70 233 

23.2% 12.4% 16.7% 17.6% 30.0% 100% 

Option 12B 
62 39 36 43 54 234 

26.5% 16.7% 15.4% 18.4% 23.1% 100% 
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4. Option Development Summary 

Following a five-month Pupil Accommodation Review Process, which included a comprehensive community 
consultation, the Accommodation Review Committee met at the final ARC Meeting held on January 25, 
2017, and voted to submit two (2) recommendations for consideration by the Board of Trustees. 

Throughout the seven (7) working meetings of the ARC, in total, 17 accommodation options were 
developed, reviewed, and decided upon. Ultimately, two (2) recommended options are being 
brought forward for Trustee consideration and approval. For a visual map of each of the 17 
accommodation options, refer to Appendix N. 

The first, Option 1A, seeks Ministry funding for a new 550-pupil place school facility. The second, 
Option 12B, seeks minor Ministry funding for additions, and relies predominantly on existing infrastructure 
to accommodate student enrolment. 

Refer to Table 19 for the list of Accommodation Plan Options review by the ARC, and a brief overview on 
why and when they were removed (Note ARC WM = Accommodation Review Committee Working Meeting). 
As indicated in the Initial Staff Report, staff utilized Table 10 of the same report to develop and review 
accommodation plans – this Table is now presented as Appendix C: Proposed Option Criteria to be 
Considered.  

The ARC used these considerations as the basis of its review of the current situation and proposed options, 
and added upon them where necessary to complement their knowledge of their own community. It is worth 
noting that neither of the two (2) original staff options presented in the initial report approved on October 
4, 2016, are currently before Trustees as one of the final recommended options.  

Staff is presenting to the Board of Trustees the ARC and staff worked two (2) developed Accommodation 
Plans: the “New School Option (Preferred)” and the “Existing School Option (Alternate)”. This approached 
allows for a contingency plan in the event Option 1A does not receive funding from the Ministry.  

To ensure that staff would not need to re-initiate a PAR and return to the community for additional 
consultation if Ministry funding proved inaccessible, the alternative Option 12B would be available for 
implementation.  
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Table 19: Summary of Examined Accommodation Plan Options 

OPTION DESCRIPTION 
OPTION 

INTRODUCED OPTION STATUS 
REASON FOR 

REMOVAL 

OPTION 1 

Consolidate 3 schools into 1 facility and introduce the 
Extended French Immersion (ExtFI) program at the newly 
constructed 550 pupil place Oakville Northeast 
Elementary School (ONES) 

Initial Staff 
Report (Staff 
Preferred) 

Presented at 
Open House #1 

Removed ARC 
WM #5 

14-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

OPTION 2 

Consolidate 3 schools into 1 facility and introduce the 
Structured Teaching program at the newly constructed 
550 pupil place Oakville Northeast CES (ONES) 

Initial Staff 
Report (Alternate) 

Presented at 
Open House #1 

Removed ARC 
WM #4 

05-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

OPTION 3 – 3 INTO 1 SCHOOL + EXTENDED FRENCH 

Consolidate Holy Family, St. Michael, and St. John into 1 
facility and introduce the Extended French Program at the 
new facility, drawing from Oakville Northeast and Our 
Lady of Peace.  

ARC Developed 
for WM #3 

29-11-16 

Removed ARC 
WM #3 

29-11-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

Projected 
overutilization at 
new school not 

desired. 

OPTION 4 - 3 INTO 1 SCHOOL + EXTENDED FRENCH (OLPO) 

Consolidate Holy Family, St. Michael, and St. John into 1 
facility and introduce the Extended French Program at Our 
Lady of Peace, drawing from Oakville Northeast and Our 
Lady of Peace Boundaries. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #3 

29-11-16 

Removed 

ARC WM #5 
14-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

OPTION 5 -  2 INTO 1 SCHOOL 

Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility. 
Enhance both recipient facilities with renewal projects, 
with no new pupil spaces. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #3 

29-11-16 

Removed 

ARC WM #3 

29-11-16 

Did not address 
mandate of PAR. 

OPTION 6 - 3 INTO 2 SCHOOLS 

Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility. 
Enhance both recipient facilities with renewal projects, 
with no new pupil spaces. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #3 

29-11-16 

Removed 

ARC WM #3 

29-11-16 

Did not address 
mandate of PAR. 

OPTION 7 - 3 INTO 2 SCHOOLS + EXTENDED FRENCH + GIFT 

Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility, with 
boundary changes. Introduce Extended French at Our 
Lady of Peace, and redirect the Gifted Program to Holy 
Family. Enhance both recipient facilities with renewal 
projects, with no new pupil spaces. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #3 

29-11-16 

Removed 

ARC WM #4 

05-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 
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OPTION DESCRIPTION 
OPTION 

INTRODUCED 
OPTION STATUS REASON FOR 

REMOVAL 

OPTION 8 - 3 INTO 2 SCHOOLS + EXTENDED FRENCH + GIFT 

Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility. 
Introduce Extended French at Our Lady of Peace, and 
redirect the Gifted Program to Holy Family. Enhance both 
recipient facilities with renewal projects, with no new pupil 
spaces. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #3 

29-11-16 

Removed ARC WM 
#5 

14-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

OPTION 9 - 3 INTO 2 SCHOOLS + EXTENDED FRENCH + GIFT 

Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility, with 
boundary changes. Introduce Extended French at Our 
Lady of Peace, and redirect the Gifted Program to Holy 
Family. Enhance both recipient facilities with renewal 
projects, with no new pupil spaces. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #3 29-11-

16 

Removed ARC WM 
#5 14-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

OPTION 10 – 4 INTO 2 SCHOOLS 

Consolidate St. John with Our Lady of Peace, and 
consolidate both Holy Family and St. Michael into one 
facility. Enhance both recipient facilities with renewal 
projects, with no new pupil spaces. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #4 05-12-

16 

Removed ARC WM 
#5 14-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

Option 11 - 4 Into 2 Schools + EXTENDED FRENCH 

Consolidate St. John with Our Lady of Peace, and 
introduce Extended French to Our Lady of Peace. 
Consolidate both Holy Family and St. Michael into one 
facility. Enhance both recipientfacilities with renewal 
projects, with no new pupil spaces. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #4 05-12-

16 

Removed ARC WM 
#5 14-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

Option 12 - 4 Into 2 Schools + EXTENDED FRENCH 

Consolidate St. John and St. Michael into a facility. 
Consolidate Holy Family and St. Marguerite d’Youville. 
Introduce Extended French at Our Lady of Peace. 
Enhance recipient facilities with renewal projects, with no 
new pupil spaces. 

ARC Developed 
for WM #4 05-12-

16 

Removed ARC WM 
#5 14-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

Option 1A – 3 into 1 + EXTENDED FRENCH +GIFT   INTERIM STAFF REPORT OPTION 

 

 

 

Consolidate 3 schools into 1 facility and introduce the 
Extended French Immersion (ExtFI) program at the newly 
constructed 550 pupil place Oakville Northeast (ONES).  

 

 

 

 

ARC Developed 
for WM #5 14-12-

16 

Presented at 
Catholic School 

Council Meetings 
and Open House 

#2 

Recommended 
Option Interim 
Staff Report – 
07-02-2017 

n/a 

110



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

27 
 

OPTION DESCRIPTION 
OPTION 

INTRODUCED 
OPTION STATUS REASON FOR 

REMOVAL 

Option 4A – 3 into 1 + EXTENDED FRENCH + GIFT 

Consolidate 3 schools into 1 facility and introduce the 
Extended French Immersion (ExtFI) program at the newly 
constructed 550 pupil place Oakville Northeast (ONES) 

ARC Developed 
for WM #5 14-12-

16 

Presented at 
Catholic School 

Council Meetings 

Removed ARC WM 
#6  16-01-17 

Option 1A was 
preferred, as it 

better addressed 
criteria. 

Option 11A – 4 into 2 + EXTENDED FRENCH +GIFT 

Consolidate St. John with Our Lady of Peace, and 
introduce Extended French to Our Lady of Peace. 
Consolidate both Holy Family and St. Michael into one 
facility with an addition. Enhance both recipient facilities 
with renewal projects.  

ARC Developed 
for WM #5 14-12-

16 

Presented at 
Catholic School 

Council Meetings 

Removed ARC WM 
#6  16-01-17 

Option 12B was 
preferred, as it 

better addressed 
criteria and 

received more 
support in the 

Survey Results. 

Option 12A – 4 into 2 + EXTENDED FRENCH +GIFT 

 

Consolidate St. John and St. Michael into a facility, with 
boundary changes. Consolidate Holy Family and St. 
Marguerite d’Youville. Introduce Extended French at 
Oakville Northeast and Gifted at Our Lady of Peace. 
Enhance recipient facilities with renewal projects, with no 
new pupil spaces.   

 

ARC Developed 
for WM #5 14-12-

16 

Removed ARC WM 
#5 14-12-16 

Did not meet 
criteria. 

Option 12B – 4 into 2 + EXTENDED FRENCH INTERIM STAFF REPORT OPTION 

Consolidate St. John and St. Michael into a facility, with 
boundary changes. Consolidate Holy Family and St. 
Marguerite d’Youville. Introduce Extended French and 
Essential Skills at Our Lady of Peace. Enhance recipient 
facilities with renewal projects, with no new pupil spaces.    

ARC Developed 
for WM #5 14-12-

16 

Presented at 
Catholic School 

Council Meetings 
and Open House 

#2 

Recommended 
Option Interim 
Staff Report – 
07-02-2017 

n/a 
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5. Interim Staff Report Recommendations 

5.1 Option 1A – Preferred Accommodation Plan 

Staff anticipates presenting to the Board on March 7, 2017, the Preferred Accommodation Plan Option 1, 
that proposes to consolidate three (3) schools into one (1) facility and introduce the Extended 
French program at a newly constructed 550-pupil place Oakville Northeast School (ONES) – on 
the St. Michael School Site. The accommodation plan also addresses other programming needs to 
regulate other school enrolment pressures or underutilization. 

1) Consolidate Holy Family Catholic Elementary School, St. John Catholic Elementary School, and St. 
Michael Catholic Elementary School into one (1) facility on St. Michael’s current site, and undertake the 
following actions:  

a) Undertake Boundary Changes: re-direct areas T21 and T25 from St. John Catholic Elementary 
School towards Our Lady of Peace Catholic Elementary School. 

b) Grandfather all students residing within the T21 and T25 attendance areas currently enrolled 
at St. John Catholic Elementary School effective June 30, 2017, the option to attend the new 
Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary School, without transportation. 

2) Programming Options will be reviewed by Senior staff to look at the viability of the following: 
a) Introduction of an Extended French Program (Grade 5 entry) at the newly constructed 550-pupil 

place school. Re-direct Our Lady of Peace; Holy Family (former); St. John (former); St. Michael 
(former) to Oakville Northeast for Extended French. 

b) Structured teaching Class to be placed at the newly constructed 550 pupil place school. 
c) Introduction of the Gifted Program to Our Lady of Peace. 
d) Re-directing St. Andrew students to St. Marguerite d’Youville for Extended French. 
e) Re-directing the Essential Skills Program from Holy Family to St. Andrew. 

In the event that the Ministry does not approve funding for Option 1A as part of the 2017 School 
Consolidation Capital submission, the alternative accommodation plan, Option 12B will take effect. 

Table 20: Option 1A – 10 Year Enrolment Projections 

  OPEN 5 YEAR PROJECTION 10 YEAR PROJECTION 

SCHOOLS OTG 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 
Proposed 
ONES 

550 
478 493 503 519 506 506 517 516 517 515 515 
87% 90% 92% 94% 92% 92% 94% 94% 94% 94% 94% 

OLPO 490 
472 474 496 515 517 510 501 505 503 500 498 
96% 97% 101% 105% 106% 104% 102% 103% 103% 102% 102% 

ANDR 585 
731 685 656 621 597 589 574 565 554 548 542 

125% 117% 112% 106% 102% 101% 98% 97% 95% 94% 93% 

MARG 539 
486 459 456 437 422 421 409 410 411 406 401 
90% 85% 85% 81% 78% 78% 76% 76% 76% 75% 74% 

Student Count 2167 2111 2111 2093 2042 2026 2000 1995 1985 1969 1955 
Utilization (%) 100% 98% 98% 97% 94% 94% 92% 92% 92% 91% 90% 
Surplus Space (+,-) -3 53 53 71 122 138 164 169 179 195 209 
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Figure 7: Option 1A Projection – Proposed Oakville Northeast School (St. Michael Site) 

 

Figure 8: Option 1A Accommodation Plan Attendance Boundaries  
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5.1.1 Preferred Option 1A Summary  

Table 21 below provides a full summary of how the Option 1A Preferred Accommodation Plan addresses 
the Option Development Criteria, as described in Appendix C. Based on these criteria, staff believes that 
the proposed Oakville Northeast School meets the criteria to a very high degree and effectiveness.  

Table 21: Option Development Criteria Summary – Preferred Option  

OPTION 
DEVELOPMENT 
CRITERIA 

DESCRIPTION RATIONALE () 

Utilization 

Is the optimal facility 
utilization (90-125%) 

achieved in this 
option? 

Overall, the new Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary school will 
operate within the optimal utilization range over the next 10 years of 
projections. This is also true for Our Lady of Peace, which will operate 
slightly over 100 over a 10 year period. St. Marguerite d’Youville is still 
anticipated to operate below the 90% utilization rate over 10 years. 
Re-directing St. Andrews for Extended French to Marguerite d’Youville 
may further reduce pressures at St. Andrews by having a higher 
apportionment of Extended French transfers.. 

 

Facility Size 
(OTG) 

Is the proposed new 
facility within the 

optimal pupil place 
range of 527-671? 

The proposed facility size is 550 pupil places, meeting construction 
efficiencies and ideal for program delivery. As was discussed in the 
Initial Staff Report in Section 5.1.2, a facility of this size would typically 
allow for two full classrooms per grade, reducing the number of 
combined classrooms at a single school. 

 

Portables 

How are Portable 
Classroom needs 
addressed in this 

option? 

As the Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary School is located within 
an established neighbourhood, the enrolments projected are what staff 
believe to be the sustainable yield, meaning the enrolment will remain 
stable at 90-95%, with room for growth. As for St. Andrew and Our 
Lady of Peace, a small number of portables are anticipated – if their 
enrolments justify, future additions could be explored. 

 

Accessibility 
Is the proposed 

facility/site AODA 
compliant? 

The Oakville Northeast School will be AODA compliant. Necessary 
modifications to the site will be made to ensure they are equally 
compliant. The Board will continue to make enhancements to its 
existing school to make them AODA compliant by 2025.  

 

Facility 
Condition 
Index (FCI) 

Facility Condition 
Index (FCI) - What is 

it, and how do 
renewal needs 

apply? 

The average facility age of the three (3) current facilities within the 
CEO5 Education Review Area are between 18-24 years of age, and all 
have 5-year Facility Condition Indexes between 6% - 16%. They will 
continue to be maintained as part of the Board renewal program. Also 
note that any sale of lands generating Proceeds of Disposition (POD) 
can be used to fund renewal needs at schools. 

 

Transportation 

How are student 
transportation times 

impacted by the 
proposed option? 

The new Oakville Northeast school will have an increase of 
transportation needs for students that reside in the St. John and Holy 
Family attendance areas, as they are not within walking distance, 
going from 158 riders to 320 riders for the Regular Track program.  

Alternatively, overall, the total number of students bussed to school is 
reduced significantly, as students attending the Extended French 
program at St. Matthews or St. Bernadette can now walk to school, or 

 

114



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

31 
 

have greatly reduced transportation distances and times. Significant 
efficiencies are achieved in aligning the Extended French program 
boundaries.  

Distance to 
School 

How is the average 
distance to school 
impacted by the 
proposed option? 

2.08 km average ride distance for the Oakville Northeast Catholic 
Elementary School. The average distance is increased for the Regular 
Track program, however they are still within the general vicinity of their 
neighbourhood. Times are well within the HSTS policy requirements on 
maximum bus times. 

 

Site Size and 
Configuration 

Given the site 
configuration and 

size, is it suitable for 
the proposed 

project? 

The St. Michael School site has an acreage of 4.0, smaller by about 
1.0 acre of what the staff would preferable build on in a new 
construction area. That said, being located next to a church that 
shares a parking lot, additional efficiencies can be made on site 
whereby additional acreage is not necessarily required. Less parking 
needs to be constructed on site as sharing is possible.  

Furthermore, the site can have up to three (3) ingresses and egresses 
to manage traffic flows. 

Lastly, it is the most centrally situated of the three (3) elementary 
schools within CEO4 Education Review, reducing transportation times 
and needs. The site is also situated in proximity to existing students. 

The St. Michael School also has the fewest construction constraints, 
as it is relatively flat, with no physical limitation (e.g. flooding/drainage) 

 

Adjacent Uses 

Are the uses 
adjacent to the 

proposed school / 
site compatible with 

a school use? 

The site is located adjacent to the St. Michael Parish, allowing for 
sharing of lots. Also, it is situated in a residential neighbourhood. 

 

Program 

How are 
programming gaps 
addressed in the 
proposed option? 

Proposed to offer Regular Track at the new school, and introduce an 
additional Extended French Program within the Holy Trinity Family of 
Schools area.  

The introduction of an Extended French Program within the CEO4 
Review Area allows students to remain in their area, as opposed to 
travelling to schools Extended French schools at St. Ignatius of Loyola 
Catholic Secondary School. 

The plan aligns Extended French and Regular Track Families. 

The Special Education Programs, both the Structured Teaching 
Classroom (STC) and Essential Skills Classroom (ESC) programs are 
intended to continue to be offered within the Accommodation Review 
Area with the ESC program moving from Holy Family School to Our 
Lady of Peace School and STC program moving from St. John (O) 
School to the new Oakville Northeast School.  

 

Site 
Limitations    
(If Any) 

Is the site subject to 
any other unique 

factors, impacting 
its suitability for a 

new school? 

Long Narrow site. Feasibility Study with consultants completed, and 
would seek a double loaded corridor 2-storey school construction on 
relatively the same footprint of the existing school (see Appendix D). 

 
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5.1.2 Current vs. Proposed Capital Cost Savings 

The 5-year renewal needs for Holy Family, St. Michael and St. John Catholic Elementary Schools amounts 
to approximately $5.9M (Ministry), expected to rise to approximately $10.6M by the 10-year mark (Board).  

Furthermore, to meet Accessibility for Ontario with Disabilities Act (AODA) standards by 2025, the Board 
can anticipate spending approximately $1.6M prior to 2025 between the three (3) schools.  

As shown in Table 22, in 5 years this total amounts to 50% of the proposed Oakville Northeast School 
construction cost of $11.7M, and by 10 years, 93% of the construction and renewal costs of a new facility.  

Table 22: Option 1A - Capital Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation  

    RENEWAL NEEDS 

Existing Schools Code 5 Year (EDU) AODA Costs 10 Year 
(BOARD) 

15 Year 
(BOARD) 

St. John (O) CES JOHO $2,180,594 $832,004 $4,324,901 $4,388,101 
St. Michael CES MICH $1,532,483 $349,372 $3,864,093 $3,864,093 
Holy Family CES HLYF $2,176,658 $482,876 $2,404,666 $2,424,946 

Total CEO4 Review Area Cost ($)   $5,889,735   $1,664,252   $10,593,660   $10,677,140  

New Oakville South 
Central  School 

Capital  $11,427,716  $-  $11,427,716   $11,427,716  
Demo $331,528 $- $331,528 $331,528 

Renewal $- $-  $-     $1,000,000  

 Total Oakville Northeast Cost ($)   $11,759,244  $-  $11,759,244   $12,759,244  

Renewal needs would not account for any required investments to update existing facilities with current 
accessibility, LED lighting, natural Kindergarten playgrounds and other modernization improvements that 
this project would have the effect of introducing. 

Figure 9: Capital Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation  

  

116



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

33 
 

5.1.3 Operating Cost Savings 

As part of this analysis, operating expenses included in this study are as follows: custodial, utilities (electric, 
gas, water), portable costs, and transportation costs. Staffing considerations have not be made at this 
current time, but are anticipated to present even further savings (dropping from three (3) principals to one 
(1) principal and one (1) vice-principal; three (3) secretaries to one (1) secretary and one (1) office assistant; 
three (3) custodian crews to one (1) crew). 

Currently, the annual operating expenditure for Holy Family, St. John and St. Michael Catholic Elementary 
Schools is estimated at $774,425 (refer to Table 23  for a cost breakdown). The operating costs of the 
proposed solution utilizes St. Benedict costs, as it is the most recent build completed and operated by the 
Board.  

The table and graph below provide an overview which include the CE05 schools, showing annual savings of 
$556,175, and a cumulative savings of $5.3M over a 10-year period (2027).   

Table 23: Annual Operational Cost Comparison Proposed Oakville Northeast 

    2018 2022 2027 

Status Quo  

Operational Costs  $1,833,527   $1,833,527   $1,833,527  

Transportation Costs  $360,750   $347,878   $346,516  

Portable Classroom Costs  $154,000   $84,000   $42,000  

Total Status Quo  $2,348,277   $2,265,405   $2,222,043  

Proposed Option 

Operational Costs  $1,347,102   $1,347,102   $1,347,102  

Transportation Costs  $291,000   $308,937   $313,087  

Portable Classroom Costs  $154,000   $84,000   $42,000  

Total Proposed Option  $1,792,102   $1,740,039   $1,702,189  

Annual Savings   $556,175   $525,366   $519,855  

Cumulative Savings   $556,175   $2,687,834   $5,291,700  

Figure 10: Annual Operational Cost Comparison  
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5.1.4 Option #1 Transition Plan 

Under Section 1.11 of Administrative Procedure VI-35: School Accommodation Review – 
Closure/Consolidation, Staff is required to establish a Transition Committee once the Board of Trustees 
approves an accommodation plan for a Pupil Accommodation Review. The Terms of Reference for the 
Transition Committee are found in Appendix O of this report. 

If Option 1A, the preferred recommendation, is approved by the Board of Trustees, staff proposes the 
following tentative Accommodation Transition Plan once Ministry Funding is confirmed: 

 Re-locate all students residing in Patches T21 and T25 from St. John (O) School to Our Lady of Peace 
School.  This will be their final school. 
o Current students, as of June 30, 2017, wishing to remain with their cohort, Grandfathering 

without transportation will be provided to the full grade complement of Junior Kindergarten to 
Grade 8. 

 Re-locate all students enrolled in the Holy Family School Essential Skills Classroom (ESC) to St. Andrew 
School. This will be their final school. 

 Temporarily re-locate all St. Michael School students to St. John School until the construction of the 
new Oakville Northeast School facility is completed. All students, including St. Michael School students, 
will be provided transportation if they reside more than 1.6 kilometers from St. John (O) School. 
o Students being transferred from Patches T21 and T25 can be Grandfathered and permitted to 

attend St. John in holding. 
 All students that are enrolled at Holy Family School will remain at their school until construction of the 

new Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary School (ONES) is completed; and, 
 Upon completion of a new school facility on the St. Michael school site, all students at Holy Family 

School and St. John (O) School will be relocated to the new Oakville Northeast School in 2018/2019.  
 Upon completion of the Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary School, staff will review whether the 

Extended French can feasibly be introduced to the location. If so, it will begin in Grade 5, and will 
transition grade to grade over the next three (3) subsequent years. 

 Holy Family School and St. John (O) Schools would then close. 

Note that the Transition Committee could alter the above plan, and provide additional insight 
on identifying the best means of transitioning students in their new school. 
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5.2 Option #12B – Alternate Scenario 

As stated in Section 5.1, in the event the Ministry does not approve funding for Option 1A as part of the 
2017 School Consolidation Capital submission, the alternative accommodation plan, Option 12B will take 
effect.  

The Alternate Accommodation Plan Option 12B, proposes to consolidate four (4) schools into two (2) 
facilities and introduce the Extended French program in Our Lady of Peace. The accommodation 
plan also addresses other programming needs to regulate other school enrolment pressures or 
underutilization. 

PART A – Oakville Northeast School Consolidation 

1) Consolidate St. John and St. Michael into a renovated facility on St. Michael’s site, and undertake the 
following actions:  

a) Undertake Boundary Changes: re-direct areas T21 and T25 from St. John Catholic Elementary 
School towards Our Lady of Peace Catholic Elementary School. 

b) Grandfather all students residing within the T21 and T25 attendance areas currently enrolled 
at St. John Catholic Elementary School effective June 30, 2017, the option to attend the new 
Oakville Northeast Catholic Elementary School, without transportation. 

PART B – St. Marguerite d’Youville & Holy Family Consolidation 

2) Consolidate Holy Family Catholic Elementary School into St. Marguerite d’Youville Catholic Elementary 
School, effective the 2020/2021 school year, and undertake the following actions:  

a) Enhance recipient facilities with renewal projects, and construction of a permanent 
classroom addition to St. Marguerite d’Youville Catholic Elementary School that will 
effectively accommodate the sustainable projected student enrolment. 

Table 24: Option 12B – 10 Year Enrolment Projections 

  YR 1 5 YEAR PROJECTION 10 YEAR PROJECTION 12 YEAR 

SCHOOLS O
TG

 

20
18

 

20
19

 

20
20

 

20
21

 

20
22

 

20
23

 

20
24

 

20
25

 

20
26

 

20
27

 

20
28

 

20
29

 

20
30

 

ONES 550 
256 261 261 267 259 265 270 267 270 269 269 269 269 

97% 99% 99% 101% 98% 100% 102% 101% 102% 102% 102% 102% 102% 

HLYF 317 
214 212 

CLOSED AFTER 2020 – TRANSFERRED TO ST. MARGUERITE D’YOUVILLE 
67% 67% 

OLPO 490 
484 480 511 537 527 527 522 523 521 517 514 465 462 

99% 98% 104% 110% 108% 108% 107% 107% 106% 105% 105% 95% 94% 

ANDR 585 
743 719 711 695 666 656 639 629 618 611 605 604 596 

127% 123% 122% 119% 114% 112% 109% 108% 106% 104% 103% 103% 102% 

MARG 539 
482 457 652 629 616 607 600 605 604 599 595 573 570 

76% 72% 103% 100% 98% 96% 95% 96% 96% 95% 94% 91% 90% 

Student Count 2167 2183 2133 2139 2131 2072 2059 2035 2028 2017 2000 1986 1914 
Utilization (%) 100% 95% 93% 93% 93% 90% 90% 89% 89% 88% 87% 87% 84% 

Surplus Space (+,-) -3 108 158 152 160 219 232 256 263 274 291 305 377 
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PART C – Senior Staff Programming Review 

3) Programming Options will be reviewed by Senior staff to look at the viability of the following: 
a) Introduction of an Extended French Program (Grade 5 entry) at Our Lady of Peace, and re-direct 

St. John (former); St. Michael (former); and St. Andrew to the Our Lady of Peace Extended 
French Family of Schools. 

b) Structured teaching Class to be placed at the new St. Gregory Catholic Elementary School. 
c) Review Essential Skills Program in 2020 to determine the best location for the program. 

Figure 11: Option 12B Projection – Proposed Oakville Northeast School (St. Michael Site) 

 

Figure 12: Option 12B Projection – St. Marguerite d’Youville with permanent addition 
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Figure 13: Option 12B Accommodation Plan Attendance Boundaries 
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5.2.1 Preferred Option 12B Summary  

Table 25 below provides a full summary of how the Option 12B Alternate Accommodation Plan addresses 
the Option Development Criteria, as described in Appendix C. Based on these criteria, staff believes that 
the proposal meets the criteria to a high degree and effectiveness.  

Table 25: Option Development Criteria Summary – Alternate Option 

OPTION 
DEVELOPMENT 
CRITERIA 

DESCRIPTION RATIONALE () 

Utilization 

Is the optimal facility 
utilization (90-125%) 

achieved in this 
option? 

The remaining four (4) schools within the Oakville Northeast 
Accommodation Review Area, once consolidated, would operate 
between 90%-110% over a long-term 10-year period – this assuming 
that St. Marguerite d’Youville receive its classroom addition. If 
enrolment increases, there may be demand for introducing permanent 
classroom additions to the remaining schools. 

 

Facility Size 
(OTG) 

Is the proposed new 
facility within the 

optimal pupil place 
range of 527-671? 

Of the remaining four (4) schools, three (3) would have a capacity 
close to the 527 minimum construction benchmark (Our Lady of Peace 
would be slightly smaller). However, the Oakville Northeast Catholic 
Elementary School would have a capacity of 268 pupil places, and 
would operate at that level over the long-term. 

Albeit this is not an optimal school construction benchmark size (would 
be very difficult to construct a new school at this size), the number of 
pupil attending the school at least allow for a full classroom in each 
grade, reducing the number of combined classrooms. The new 
Oakville Northeast School on the St. Michael site meets the criteria 
well. 

 

Portables 

How are Portable 
Classroom needs 
addressed in this 

option? 

If the entire plan was implemented as of 2018, with additions, there 
would a need for portable accommodations over a short term period 
for St. Marguerite d’Youville Catholic Elementary School, and a 
portable accommodation need for the moderate term for Our Lady of 
Peace Catholic Elementary School. 

To address the concerns at St. Marguerite d’Youville, the transition 
plan to consolidate the school with Holy Family is delayed until 2020, 
which would remove portable needs (if there is a surplus, the forums 
could be temporarily used as a classroom). 

For Our Lady of Peace, one (1) to two (2) portables would be required 
over a 5 year period. If the Extended French Program proves 
successful in this school, staff may pursue a permanent addition to the 
school to remove portable needs, and reach the 527 pupil place 
benchmark for the school. 

 

Accessibility 
Is the proposed 

facility/site AODA 
compliant? 

The Oakville Northeast School will be renovated through renewal 
projects, and where needed, critical AODA upgrades will be explored 
for the school and the site will be made to ensure they are equally 
compliant.  

It should be noted that the St. Michael School had a total AODA 
compliance cost of $349,372, whereas St. John had a compliance 

 
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cost of $832,000 (need for an elevator). This played a part in 
selecting St. Michael as the preferred site. 

The Board will continue to make enhancements to its other school 
located in the CEO5 Education Review Area to reach AODA compliance 
by 2025.  

Facility 
Condition 
Index (FCI) 

Facility Condition 
Index (FCI) - What is 

it, and how do 
renewal needs 

apply? 

The average facility age of the three (3) current facilities within the 
CEO4 Education Review Area (ERA) are between 36-53 years of age, 
and have facility condition indices of 25% - 32%. Of the three (3), as 
per Ministry of Education 5-year renewal needs, St. Michaels was in 
the best condition. This played a role in selecting St. Michaels as the 
preferred site for the consolidation option with St. John. 

As for the (3) current facilities within the CEO5 ERA, they are between 
18-24 years of age, and all have 5-year Facility Condition Indexes 
between 6% - 16%. They will continue to be maintained as part of the 
Board renewal program. Also note that any sale of lands generating 
Proceeds of Disposition (POD) can be used to fund renewal needs at 
schools.  

For St. Marguerite d’Youville, renewal projects will be undertaken in 
tandem with the construction of the permanent classroom addition. 

 

Transportation 

How are student 
transportation times 

impacted by the 
proposed option? 

The new Oakville Northeast located at the St. Michael site will have a 
minor increase of transportation needs for students that reside in the 
St. John attendance areas, as they are not within walking distance, 
going from 158 riders to 213 riders for the Regular Track program. 

As for the consolidation of Holy Family to St. Marguerite d’Youville, the 
increase will go from 2 riders to 212 riders within the Holy Family 
area.  

Alternatively, overall, the total number of students bussed to school is 
reduced significantly, as students attending the Extended French 
program at St. Matthews or St. Bernadette can now walk to school, or 
have greatly reduced transportation distances and times. Significant 
efficiencies are achieved in aligning the Extended French program 
boundaries.  

 

Distance to 
School 

How is the average 
distance to school 
impacted by the 
proposed option? 

1.36 km average ride distance for the Oakville Northeast Catholic 
Elementary School; 1.68 km average ride distance for St. Marguerite 
d’Youville; and 0.87 km average ride distance for Our Lady of Peace. 

The average distance is increased for the Regular Track program, 
however they are still within very close proximity of their former 
neighbourhood schools. Times are well within the HSTS policy 
requirements on maximum bus times. 

 

Site Size and 
Configuration 

Given the site 
configuration and 

size, is it suitable for 
the proposed 

project? 

The existing St. Michael School site has an acreage of 4.0, smaller by 
about 2.0 acres of the existing St. John School site, measured at 6.0 
acres.  

That said, St. Michael is located next to a church that shares a parking 
lot, where additional efficiencies can be made on site for parking 
needs, reducing total site acreage needs.  

 
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Furthermore, the site can have up to three (3) ingresses and egresses 
to manage traffic flows, whereas St. John only has one access, and 
very limited street frontage and street presence. 

Lastly, the St. Michael site is located in closer proximity to the 
students in which it will seek to serve if the approval moves forward. 

The sum of the parts of site characteristics at St. Michael School 
made this site the preferred location. 

Adjacent Uses 

Are the uses 
adjacent to the 

proposed school / 
site compatible with 

a school use? 

The site is located adjacent to the St. Michael Parish, allowing for 
sharing of lots, and a more visible connection to the Parish. Also, it is 
situated in a residential neighbourhood. 

 

Program 

How are 
programming gaps 
addressed in the 
proposed option? 

Proposed to offer Regular Track Our Lady of Peace, and introduce an 
additional Extended French Program within the Holy Trinity Family of 
Schools area.  

The introduction of an Extended French Program within the CEO4 
Review Area allows students to remain in their area, as opposed to 
travelling to schools Extended French schools at St. Ignatius of Loyola 
Catholic Secondary School. 

The plan aligns Extended French and Regular Track Families. 

The Special Education Programs, both the Structured Teaching 
Classroom (STC) and Essential Skills Classroom (ESC) programs are 
intended to continue to be offered within the Accommodation Review 
Area with the ESC program moving from Holy Family School to Our 
Lady of Peace School and STC program moving from St. John (O) 
School to the new St. Gregory Catholic Elementary School.  

 

Site 
Limitations    
(If Any) 

Is the site subject to 
any other unique 

factors, impacting 
its suitability for a 

new school? 

Long Narrow site – no significant constraints.  
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5.2.2 Current vs. Proposed Capital Cost Savings 

The 5-year renewal needs for Holy Family, St. Michael, St. John, and St. Marguerite d’Youville Catholic 
Elementary Schools amounts to approximately $7.6M (Ministry), expected to rise to approximately $14.5M 
by the 10-year mark (Board). Furthermore, to meet AODA standards by 2025, the Board can anticipate 
spending approximately $2.4M prior to 2025. 

As shown in Table 26, in 5 years this total amounts to 111% of the proposed alternative accommodation 
plan stipulated in Option 12B for an addition construction cost, upgrading deferred AODA needs, and 
completing 5-year renewal works all estimated at $6.8M. By 10 years, the ratio rises to 128% of the status 
quo expenditures versus proposed expenditures.  

Table 26: Option 12B - Capital Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation  

    RENEWAL NEEDS 

Existing Schools Code 5 Year (EDU) AODA Costs 10 Year (BOARD) 15 Year (BOARD) 

St. John (O) CES JOHO $2,180,594 $832,004 $4,324,901 $4,388,101 

St. Michael CES MICH $1,532,483 $349,372 $3,235,797 $3,864,093 

Holy Family CES HLYF $2,176,658 $482,876 $2,404,666 $2,424,946 

St. Marguerite D’Youville 
CES MARG $1,718,536 $735,562 $4,493,574 $6,308,207 

Total CEO4 Review Area Cost ($) $7,608,271 $2,399,814 $14,458,938 $16,985,347 

St. Margueritte d'Youville 
Addition and Retrofits 

Capital $2,504,470 $- $2,504,470 $2,504,470 

AODA $735,562 $- $735,562 $735,562 

Renewal $1,718,536 $- $4,493,574 $6,308,207 

St. Michael CES Retrofits 

Capital $0 $- $0 $0 

AODA $349,372 $- $349,372 $349,372 

Renewal $1,532,483 $- $3,235,797 $3,864,093 

Total Oakville Northeast Cost ($) $6,840,423 $- $11,318,775 $13,716,704 

Renewal needs would not account for any required investments to update existing facilities with current 
accessibility, LED lighting, natural Kindergarten playgrounds and other modernization improvements that 
this project would have the effect of introducing. 

Figure 14: Option 12B - Capital Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation 
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5.2.3 Operating Cost Savings 

As part of this analysis, operating expenses included in this study are as follows: custodial, utilities (electric, 
gas, water), portable costs, and transportation costs. Staffing considerations have not be made at this 
current time, but are anticipated to present even further savings (dropping from three (3) principals to one 
(1) principal and one (1) vice-principal; three (3) secretaries to one (1) secretary and one (1) office assistant; 
three (3) custodian crews to one (1) crew). 

Currently, the annual operating expenditure for the six (6) schools are $2,348,277 (refer to Table 27  for a 
cost breakdown). The operating costs of the proposed solution assumes the implementation timelines of 
2018 and 2020, and utilizes existing school operating costs.  

The table and graph below provide an overview, showing annual savings of approximately $269,175 after 
St. John is closed (prior to 2020), and $438,893 after Holy Family is closed (post 2020). This represents 
a cumulative savings of $4.1M over a 10-year period (2027).   

Table 27: Option 12B – Operational Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation 

    2018 2022 2027 

Status Quo  

Operational Costs  $1,833,527   $1,833,527   $1,833,527  

Transportation Costs  $360,750   $347,878   $346,516  

Portable Classroom Costs  $154,000   $84,000   $42,000  

Total Status Quo  $2,348,277   $2,265,405   $2,222,043  

Proposed Option 

Operational Costs  $1,731,248   $1,405,575   $1,363,575  

Transportation Costs  $194,000   $308,937   $313,087  

Portable Classroom Costs  $154,000   $112,000   $70,000  

Total Proposed Option  $2,079,248   $1,826,512   $1,746,662  

Annual Savings   $269,029   $438,893   $475,382  

Cumulative Savings   $269,029   $1,826,123   $4,123,624  

Figure 15: Option 12B – Operational Cost Comparison for Alternate Accommodation  
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5.2.4 Option #12B Transition Plan 

Under Section 1.11 of Administrative Procedure VI-35: School Accommodation Review – 
Closure/Consolidation, Staff is required to establish a Transition Committee once the Board of Trustees 
approves an accommodation plan for a Pupil Accommodation Review. The Terms of Reference for the 
Transition Committee are found in Appendix O of this report. 

If Option 12B, the preferred recommendation, is approved by the Board of Trustees, staff proposes the 
following tentative Accommodation Transition Plan once Ministry Funding is confirmed: 

 Re-locate all students residing in Patches T21 and T25 from St. John (O) School to Our Lady of Peace 
School.  This will be their final school. 

o Current students, as of June 30, 2017, wishing to remain with their cohort, Grandfathering 
without transportation will be provided to the full grade complement of Junior Kindergarten 
to Grade 8. 

 Temporarily re-locate all St. John School to the Oakville Northeast School facility (on St. Michael Site) 
once updates are completed.  

 Staff will review whether the Extended French can feasibly be introduced at Our Lady of Peace. If so, 
it will begin in Grade 5, and will transition grade to grade over the next three (3) subsequent years. 

 In 2020, re-locate all students all enrolled at Holy Family School to St. Marguerite d’Youville Catholic 
Elementary School 

 In 2020, re-locate all students enrolled in the Holy Family School Essential Skills Classroom (ESC) to 
the most suitable school at that time. 

Note that the Transition Committee could alter the above plan, and provide additional insight 
on identifying the best means of transitioning students in their new school. 
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6. Funding Sources and Timelines 

6.1 School Closure and Consolidation (SCC) Funding 

As mentioned in Section 1.1, the Ministry of Education intends to phase out ‘top-up’ funding for empty 
classroom spaces. According to past Ministry Memoranda, the Ministry’s School Closure and Consolidation 
(SCC) program serves as the primary funding mechanism to fund projects that consolidate two (or more) 
schools into a new facility, or proposes to build an addition and/or undertaking a major renovation to an 
existing school to accommodate enrolment from other schools that the Board has made a decision to close. 
Staff will continue to submit the Business Cases to the Ministry of Education for funding approval.  

Anticipating a May release of the successful business case submission of the 2017 School Consolidation 
Capital round, the project could proceed with the new school in time for a 2018-2019 opening. The following 
are anticipated timelines: 

Table 28: SCC Funding Approval Timeline 

 Completion of the Pupil Accommodation Review 
 School Consolidation and Closure Grant Funding 

Application Process with the Ministry of Education 
 Pre-construction: 

 Architect selection and design phase  
 Municipal Approvals  

 Facility Construction 
 Occupancy 

March 2017 
May 2017 

 
March 2017 – August 2017 

 
 

September 2017 – September 2018 
2018-19 school year 

6.2 Capital Priorities Funding 

If the Board is not successful in acquiring funding for the Preferred Accommodation Plan Option 1A, the 
Alternate Accommodation Plan will take effect. 

Staff will submit this project for the Ministry’s Capital Priorities Funding Program to construct an addition to 
St. Marguerite d’Youville Catholic Elementary School. The business case would be submitted in the summer 
of 2017 round of Capital Priorities funding. Announcements for Capital Priorities would not be expected until 
late 2017. However, given the 2020 implementation date, this is not an issue. The following are anticipated 
timelines for the St. Marguerite project: 

Table 29: Capital Funding Approval Timeline 

 Completion of the Pupil Accommodation Review 
 School Consolidation and Closure Grant Funding 

Application Process with the Ministry of Education 
 Pre-construction: 

 Architect selection and design phase  
 Municipal Approvals  

 Facility Construction 
 Occupancy 

March 2017 
November 2017 

 
March 2017 – February 2019 

 
 

March 2019 – August 2020 
2020 school year 
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7. Proposed Transition Plans & Timeline 

As per Administrative Procedure VI:35: School Accommodation Review – Closure/Consolidation, there are 
requirements that guide the number and types of meetings to be undertaken during the PAR process; 
communication requirements; and the requirement to establish a transition committee if the Board of 
Trustees approves the present pupil accommodation review as presented.  

7.1 Communication Plan 

Following the approval of the PAR, the following communication items will be implemented as part of the 
process: 

 Establish dedicated Oakville Northeast PAR website, to be updated over the course of the review; 
 Communicate with Catholic School Council in Open Mic format, and set meeting dates; 
 Deliver notice of the PAR to Accommodation Review Area neighbours (500m radius of schools); 
 Notify parents of updates via email, website updates, school newsletters if needed; 
 Connect with Deanery/Local Parishes; 
 Host Public Information Open House and Public Consultation Meetings to review recommended 

options; and, 
 Develop online survey to solicit feedback on preferred options. 

7.2 Transition Planning 

Under Section 1.11 of Administrative Procedure VI-35: School Accommodation Review – 
Closure/Consolidation, Staff is required to establish a transition committee after the Board of Trustees 
approves the pupil accommodation review – preferred to wait until Ministry provide funding to ensure 
members participating are those impacted. 

The composition of the transition committee and its roles and responsibilities are outlined in the Transition 
Committee Terms of Reference attached as Appendix O.  

7.3 Next Steps 

Following the presentation of the Interim Staff Report, at the February 21, 2017 Regular Meeting of the 
Board, delegations will be heard in accordance with Operating Policy I-09: School Accommodation Reviews 
– Consolidation Closure. This will provide Trustees with additional stakeholder feedback before making a 
final decision. 

It is staff’s intention to bring forward the final motions forward for Trustee consideration and decision at the 
March 7, 2017 Regular Meeting of the Board. 

129



 Pupil Accommodation Review 
Interim Staff Report   

OAKVILLE NORTHEAST

APPENDIX A 

130



131



132



133



134



H
IS

TO
R

IC
 E

N
R

O
LM

EN
T 

&
 P

R
O

JE
C

TI
O

N
 v

s.
 L

O
N

G
 T

ER
M

 C
AP

IT
AL

 P
LA

N
 C

O
M

PA
R

IS
O

N

C
EO

4
C

ur

Sc
ho

ol
 N

am
e

O
TG

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

20
18

20
19

20
20

20
21

20
22

20
23

20
24

20
25

20
26

20
27

20
28

AC
T/

PR
O

J
25

1
23

7
22

0
21

7
21

2
21

4
21

2
21

3
21

1
21

0
20

3
20

7
20

9
20

7
20

7
20

7

LT
AP

22
2

21
3

19
9

19
2

19
0

18
3

17
9

17
5

17
6

17
9

17
6

17
6

17
7

17
8

17
9

17
9

AC
T/

PR
O

J
20

0
18

9
16

1
15

0
14

5
13

0
13

0
13

0
13

1
12

4
12

4
12

6
12

5
12

4
12

3
12

3

LT
AP

19
3

18
8

18
0

17
6

17
7

17
0

16
9

16
9

17
3

16
8

16
6

16
6

16
7

16
8

16
5

16
5

AC
T/

PR
O

J
22

4
20

5
21

2
20

8
19

4
18

6
18

2
18

0
18

0
17

7
17

8
17

9
17

7
18

1
17

9
17

9

LT
AP

24
3

24
4

24
2

24
2

23
5

23
0

22
5

22
6

22
8

22
3

22
4

22
8

23
2

23
7

22
7

22
7

AC
T/

PR
O

J
67

5
63

1
59

3
57

5
55

1
53

0
52

4
52

3
52

3
51

1
50

6
51

2
51

1
51

1
50

9
50

9

LT
AP

65
8

64
5

62
1

61
0

60
2

58
3

57
3

57
0

57
7

57
0

56
6

57
0

57
6

58
3

57
1

57
1

17
-1

4
-2

8
-3

5
-5

1
-5

3
-4

9
-4

7
-5

4
-5

9
-6

0
-5

8
-6

5
-7

2
-6

2
-6

2

C
EO

5
C

ur

Sc
ho

ol
 N

am
e

O
TG

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

20
18

20
19

20
20

20
21

20
22

20
23

20
24

20
25

20
26

20
27

20
28

AC
T/

PR
O

J
47

5
44

7
42

0
40

5
39

8
39

3
38

0
38

0
38

4
38

8
38

6
37

8
38

1
37

8
37

5
37

3

LT
AP

47
6

46
0

43
8

43
6

43
6

44
0

44
0

45
3

45
2

45
6

45
2

45
0

44
9

44
9

44
9

44
9

AC
T/

PR
O

J
76

3
78

9
77

5
76

8
75

3
74

1
71

7
70

9
69

2
66

4
65

4
63

7
62

7
61

6
60

8
60

1

LT
AP

73
5

72
3

70
6

68
7

67
9

66
0

64
5

65
9

65
7

64
8

65
4

66
3

67
3

68
4

69
4

69
4

AC
T/

PR
O

J
60

9
59

3
58

0
53

5
49

7
48

2
45

7
45

0
43

0
41

8
41

5
40

5
40

8
40

9
40

4
40

0

LT
AP

60
5

57
0

55
7

52
4

48
9

48
0

45
6

45
0

43
7

43
2

42
7

42
5

42
4

42
4

42
4

42
4

AC
T/

PR
O

J
18

47
18

29
17

75
17

08
16

48
16

16
15

53
15

40
15

05
14

70
14

55
14

20
14

15
14

02
13

87
13

74

LT
AP

18
16

17
53

17
01

16
47

16
04

15
80

15
41

15
62

15
46

15
36

15
33

15
38

15
46

15
57

15
67

15
67

31
76

74
61

44
36

12
-2

2
-4

1
-6

6
-7

8
-1

18
-1

31
-1

55
-1

80
-1

93

O
AK

VI
LL

E 
N

O
R

TH
EA

ST
C

ur

AC
T/

PR
O

J
25

22
24

60
23

68
22

84
21

99
21

46
20

77
20

63
20

28
19

80
19

61
19

32
19

26
19

13
18

96
18

82

LT
AP

24
74

23
98

23
22

22
57

22
06

21
63

21
14

21
32

21
23

21
06

20
99

21
08

21
22

21
40

21
38

21
38

48
62

46
27

-7
-1

7
-3

7
-6

9
-9

5
-1

26
-1

38
-1

76
-1

96
-2

27
-2

42
-2

56

H
is

to
ri

c 
En

ro
lm

en
t

5 
ye

ar
 p

ro
je

ct
io

n
10

 y
ea

r 
pr

oj
ec

tio
n

10
+ 

ye
ar

 p
ro

je
ct

io
n

D
iff

er
en

ce
 in

 S
tu

de
nt

 C
ou

nt

Th
e 

ta
bl

e 
be

lo
w

 p
ro

vi
de

 a
 s

um
m

ar
y 

of
 th

e 
hi

st
or

ic
 e

nr
ol

m
en

t f
ro

m
 2

01
3 

to
 2

01
6 

in
 c

om
pa

ris
on

 to
 th

e 
Lo

ng
 T

er
m

 C
ap

ita
l P

la
n 

(L
TC

P)
 p

ro
je

ct
io

ns
 - 

th
e 

hi
st

or
ic

 s
tu

de
nt

 c
ou

nt
s 

ar
e 

di
sp

la
ye

d 
in

 r
ed

. T
he

 ta
bl

e 
be

lo
w

 a
ls

o 
co

m
pa

re
s 

pl
an

ni
ng

 s
er

vi
ce

s 
pr

oj
ec

tio
ns

 v
er

su
s 

th
e 

Lo
ng

 T
er

m
 C

ap
ita

l P
la

n.
 T

he
 in

te
nt

 o
f t

he
 ta

bl
e 

is
 to

 c
on

fir
m

 th
e 

de
cl

in
es

 p
ro

je
ct

ed
 in

 b
ot

h 
sc

en
ar

io
s,

 a
nd

 in
 s

om
e 

in
st

an
ce

s,
 m

or
e 

so
 th

at
 p

re
vi

ou
sl

y 
pr

oj
ec

te
d 

in
 th

e 
LT

CP
. O

ve
ra

ll,
 a

s 
of

 2
01

6 
th

er
e 

is
 a

 n
et

 d
iff

er
en

tia
l o

f o
nl

y 
27

 s
tu

de
nt

s 
m

or
e 

th
an

 w
ha

t w
as

 p
ro

je
ct

ed
 b

et
w

ee
n 

th
e 

tw
o 

Re
vi

ew
 A

re
as

 - 
a 

1.
2%

 d
iff

er
en

ce
.

TO
TA

L 
AR

EA
 

EN
R

O
LM

EN
T 

C
O

U
N

T
25

02

D
iff

er
en

ce
 in

 S
tu

de
nt

 C
ou

nt

D
iff

er
en

ce
 in

 S
tu

de
nt

 C
ou

nt

H
is

to
ri

c 
En

ro
lm

en
t

5 
ye

ar
 p

ro
je

ct
io

n
10

 y
ea

r 
pr

oj
ec

tio
n

10
+ 

ye
ar

 p
ro

je
ct

io
n

Ho
ly

 F
am

ily
 C

ES
31

7

88
8

TO
TA

L 
AR

EA
 C

O
U

N
T

St
. J

oh
n 

(O
) C

ES
30

3

St
. M

ic
ha

el
 C

ES
26

8

H
is

to
ri

c 
En

ro
lm

en
t

5 
ye

ar
 p

ro
je

ct
io

n
10

 y
ea

r 
pr

oj
ec

tio
n

10
+ 

ye
ar

 p
ro

je
ct

io
n

O
ur

 L
ad

y 
of

 P
ea

ce
 C

ES
49

0

St
. A

nd
re

w
 C

ES
58

5

St
. M

ar
gu

er
ite

 C
ES

53
9

TO
TA

L 
AR

EA
 C

O
U

N
T

16
14

135



 Pupil Accommodation Review 
Interim Staff Report   

OAKVILLE NORTHEAST

APPENDIX B 

136



137



 Pupil Accommodation Review 
Interim Staff Report   

OAKVILLE NORTHEAST

APPENDIX C 

138



Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

Appendix C: Proposed Option Criteria to be considered 
SHORT NAME EXPLANATION OF CONSIDERATION 

UTILIZATION Is the optimal facility utilization (90-125%) achieved in the option? 

 The optimal utilization for a school facility is between 90-125% to ensure that operational 
funding (both in terms of the staffing and facility costs) is maximized on a per pupil basis.  

Utilization rates above 100% are sometimes deemed acceptable as they tend to result from 
building to a sustainable enrolment level rather than building to peak enrolment. Building to 
peak enrolment is considered over-building and will result in further future 
consolidation/closures. 

FACILITY SIZE Is the proposed new facility within the optimal pupil place range of 527-671? 

 In keeping with Ministry Benchmarks and past Board construction experience, the optimal 
size for a facility’s capacity is between 527-671 pupil places. This size of school ensures 
that a wide range of programs, special needs, and extra-curricular options are available to 
the students as well as a larger staff team. 

PORTABLES How are Portable Classroom needs addressed in this option? 

 The Board supports the use of Portable Classrooms where needed. Portable Classrooms 
are installed at schools as a temporary accommodation solution in situations where peak 
student enrolment surpasses the built capacity.  

Portable classrooms are utilized to avoid overbuilding the permanent facility. In option 
development, staff must consider whether portables are being eliminated from the system 
where significant and ongoing overcrowding is projected. In cases where consolidation of 
pupil places is being proposed, staff must consider whether Portable Classrooms are being 
overly depended upon for the long term; portables are a temporary solution.  

ACCESSIBILITY Is the proposed facility/site AODA compliant? 

 To ensure that a facility is compliant with Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities (AODA) 
standards, staff must consider the accessibility constraints of proposed facilities if it is 
comprised of a major addition or renovation. 

FCI Facility Condition Index (FCI) - What is it, and how do renewal needs apply? 

 Schools with high renewal needs are very costly to the board. The Board has more school 
renewal needs than funding allocated by the Ministry. Therefore, the Board must be judicious 
in the allocation of these limited resources across the system in an equitable manner. 

The Facility Condition Index (FCI) is a metric used to rate the overall condition of a facility 
through an analysis of the useful lifespan of system components (i.e. roofs, boilers, millwork) 
prior to needing replacement or repair. The total cost of repairing or replacing all system 
components in a school which have five (5) or fewer years in remaining service life is known 
as 5-year renewal needs. 

Using a 5-year renewal needs, an FCI can be calculated. This represents the ratio of 5-year 
renewal costs to the estimated replacement value of the school facility. To calculate the FCI, 
divide the total estimated 5-year renewal needs by the estimated replacement value, which 
generates a percentage.  

TRANSPORTATION How are student transportation times impacted by the proposed option? 
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 Staff must review the current transportation times and distances with the intent to maintain 

or improve service to students where possible in proposed options. With regards to a 
proposed consolidation, it is understood that more students may qualify for transportation 
than under the status quo scenario.  

For more information, maximum travel times and distances can be found in Halton Student 
Transportation Services (HSTS) Operating Procedure HS-3-004. 

DISTANCE TO 

SCHOOL 
How is the average distance to school impacted by the proposed option? 

 Board staff seek to situate proposed schools in central locations with the intent of achieving 
a low average distance to school.  With regards to a proposed consolidation, it is understood 
that some students will be negatively impacted compared to the status quo, the intent by 
staff is to mitigate this negative impact by situating the proposed new school centrally. 

 

SITE SIZE & 

CONFIGURATION 
Given the site configuration and size, is it suitable for the proposed project? 

 Based on board best practices, a school site of approximately six (6) or more acres and 
regular in shape is typically adequate to provide student play space, parking, pick up/drop 
off, bus loops and any other necessary exterior accommodations.  

In some cases where consolidations are being proposed, less acreage may be available in 
existing Board holdings. That said, staff will need to present how the project design can 
meet the requirements of a properly operating school facility.  

This said, although the size can determine viability of a specific project on the site, not 
meeting the preferred acreage does not preclude a project to be viable. In certain 
circumstances, adjacent land uses (such as parks, parishes, and roads) can be explored to 
determine if on-site elements (such as a bus laybys, parks, etc.) can be safely located off 
site.  

Further to the site’s context, the configuration of the site should also be considered. At 
times, a site may have the preferred acreage but could be limited by its shape and 
topography. In these cases, portions of a site that cannot be used should be removed from 
the net acreage. This is often the case with irregular shaped lots.  

Site feasibilities concepts are often developed to demonstrate whether a project can be 
made viable on a site or not. 

ADJACENT USES Are the uses adjacent to the proposed school / site compatible with a school use? 

 Consideration must be given to adjacent uses as some uses are more synergistic to a 
school’s daily operation needs than others (i.e. park spaces vs. commercial plazas), and 
could sometimes be used to decentralize on site uses (see Site Size) 

PROGRAM How are programming gaps addressed in the proposed option? 

 Staff must consider the breadth of programming available to students in the status quo (no 
change) option and ensure that service provided is on par or better than what is available 
now, in the proposed option.  

Typically, when looking at consolidations, having a larger school population provides 
additional opportunities to introduce additional programs without the risk of affecting other 
schools that are not as well utilized. 
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SITE LIMITATIONS Is the site subject to any other unique factors, impacting its suitability for a new 

school? 

 Staff must consider any additional factors that may uniquely impact the feasibility of locating 
a new school on a given site. 
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Action Channel Target Audience 
Date/Frequency/ 
Timing 

Presentation outlining the rationale and timelines for 
the Oakville Northeast PAR provided at staff meetings 
held at: 

 Holy Family CES 
 Our Lady of Peace CES 
 St. John (Oakville) CES 
 St. Michael CES 

In Person 

Staff working in 
schools impacted by 
potential school 
closures/consolidatio
ns 

November 7-10, 2016 

Feedback charts left at each school to gather staff 
input on the Pupil Accommodation Process. 

Written 

Staff working in 
schools impacted by 
potential school 
closures/consolidatio
ns 

November 7-17, 2016 

Invitation to parents and staff to attend Open House 
Public Consultation Meeting.  Email  

Parents  
Staff November 8, 2016 

Reminders to register to attend Open House Public 
Consultation Meeting. 

Email 
 
Agenda 
Labels 

Parents 
 
Staff 

November 14, 2016 

Open House Public Consultation Meeting  In Person 
Parents and Students 
Staff 
Community Members 

November 17, 2016 

PAR Survey #1 Released Online 
Parents and Students 
Staff 
Community Members 

November 17, 2016 

Follow-up sent to parents and staff in the six 
communities to thank them for attending the Open 
House and invite them to respond to online survey. 

Email 
Parents 
Staff November 18, 2016 

Reminder message sent to parents in the six 
communities to provide their input on initial options 
through the online survey. 

Email Parents November 23, 2016 

Webinar posted on the Board’s website with detailed 
information about four (4) new options developed by 
ARC.  
Link to respond to PAR Survey #2 provided at the end 
of the presentation.  

Online 
Parents 
Staff 
Community Members  

December 23, 2016 

Message sent to parents and staff to invite them to 
watch the webinar and respond to PAR Survey #2. 
Also provided details around the second consultation 
meeting - Joint Catholic School Council Meetings in 
early January 

Email 
Parents 
Staff December 23, 2016 

News release to announce final Public Consultation 
Meeting  
 

Traditional 
Media & 
Social 
Media 

Media  
 
Community Members  

January 5, 2017 

Reminder message to parents and staff to register to 
attend the Joint CSC Meetings  
 

Email Parents 
Staff January 5, 2017 

Consultation Meeting #2 - Joint CSC  
St. John/OLP  In person  Parents 

Staff January 9, 2017 

Follow-up message to thank parents and staff for 
attending CSC mtg and remind them to complete 
Online Survey #2 

Email Parents 
Staff January 10, 2017 
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Action Channel Target Audience 
Date/Frequency/ 
Timing 

Consultation Meeting #2-Joint CSC  
St. Andrew/St. Michael  
 

In person  
Parents 
Staff January 11, 2017 

Follow-up message to thank parents and staff for 
attending CSC mtg and remind them to complete 
Online Survey #2 

Email Parents 
Staff January 11, 2017 

Consultation Meeting #2 - Joint CSC  
Holy Family/St. Marguerite d’Youville  In person  

Parents 

Staff 
January 12, 2017 

Follow-up message to thank parents and staff for 
attending CSC mtg and remind them to complete 
Online Survey #2 

Email 
Parents 

Staff 
January 12, 2017 

Invitation to parents and staff to attend Final 
Community Consultation Meeting. Email 

Parents  

Staff 
January 13, 2017 

Reminder message to parents and staff to register to 
attend Final Community Consultation Meeting. 

Email 
 
Agenda 
labels 

Parents 

Staff 
January 17, 2017 

Final Community Consultation Meeting In person 
Parents  

Staff 
January 19, 2017 

Follow-up message sent to parents and staff to thank 
them for attending Community Consultation, providing 
a link to the presentation for those who did not 
attend, and an invitation to provide feedback through 
PAR Survey #3. 
This message also provided information about the 
delegation process. 

Email 
Parents 

Staff 
January 20, 2017 

Reminder message to complete PAR Survey #3 so 
that feedback collated could be provided to ARC as 
they decide on their final recommendation. 

Email 
Parents 

Staff 
January 24, 2017 

Message sent to all parents and staff in the six (6) 
school communities involved in the Oakville Northeast 
PAR to inform them that the Staff Report with 
Recommendations posted online.  
The message also contains reminder of process for 
presenting delegations to the Board on February 21st.  

Email Parents 

Staff 
February 3, 2017 
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Appendix G: School Staff Comments 
North East Oakville PAR Staff Meeting Responses – “Parking Lot” Questions 

Green: Do you have any worries, concerns, or questions about the PAR process and the information 
provided so far? 

Blue: Are there things you like about the options presented so far in the PAR review? 

Holy Family CES Staff Responses – Concerns:  

 

 

 

 Could we have the gifted program here? 
 Cost of bussing our school 
 We would like St. Mike’s and St. John’s to join instead 
 Redundancies 

o SERTS 
o New(er) teachers 
o Secretaries 
o EA’s 

 Students will go to the public schools in their own neighbourhood rather than being bussed for 30 
minutes plus. 

 The neighbourhood will likely regenerate and grow.  Will a new school be needed then… 
 Our school isn’t old and is not falling apart 
 Loss of a tight knit community that work very well together and support one another 
 Possible loss of valued staff: 

o secretary 
o SERT 
o principals 
o French teacher 
o PTM 

 Our parents will send our students to the 2 public schools in our backyard, rather than have them 
bussed far away 

 Make cuts/savings in other areas that do not directly affect students, aka: 
o printing full colour, thick stock for in-services - go paperless 
o hiring 3rd parties to fix a cupboard or clean spray paint 
o buying the license to software like P2L that is not user friendly, researched or used by 

teachers 
 Small schools provide close relationships with all students.  Each teacher knows every child.  Each 

child feels safe and important 
 Relocate gifted from the over capacity St. Andrew’s school to Holy Family as they are bussed 

anyways and many students come from our school. 
 Restructure our boundary so we can relieve St. Marguerite 
 Our JK #s increased this year 

o gifted and French Immersion take a lot of our gr. 5s 
o bring gifted program to our school to reduce St. Andrew’s overflow  parents already are 

committed an bus their children - it will not be an inconvenience or uprooting of students. 
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St. John CES Staff Responses: 

 

 

St. Michael CES Staff Responses: 

 

 Board cares about the bottom line rather than students - make cuts that do not directly affect our 
students 

 Big schools 
o students are just a number 
o staff do not know each other 
o admin spends most of their time dealing with behaviour because of 3s a lack of relationship 

 Our board, city of Oakville and region of Halton are financially sound and possibly the wealthiest in 
Ontario - why are we making cuts? 

 I like the option of Holy Family being a new school? 
 Would be nice to have a church next door 
 new school 
 new staff 

 Outdoor classroom? (for Primary, Junior, Intermediate students!) 
 Does each room have natural light coming in? (In this new design) 
 some feel our voices have no power 
 how much notice will we be given to ask for a transfer? 

 New facility and playground options 
 the staff feel very well informed about this process 
 I like the 2 different models for the school design 

 Will the custodial staff be contracted out 
 We have concerns about being surplus - we would first like the option to stay at our “new” school 
 Would love to be informed at each step - and the timelines of the process 
 How are teaching positions assigned?  will it be based on seniority? 
 Would love to have the process successful as a new larger school has many benefits! 
 Worried that one school might have a more vocal community than another which will influence board 

decisions as to which site school will be built? 
 Worried about losing the church and having to pay for bussing when attending Mass 
 What will happen to resources of merging schools 
 My concern is the placement of support staff and .5 staff during the transitional year 
 I want to be able to stay in the grade that I am presently teaching. 
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 Would love to have the church beside us at the St. Michael site option 
 My hope is that this process is successful! There are many advantages to having a larger student 

and staff population in a school built to reflect 21st century learning 
 Would love to see the process successful as a new bigger school is beneficial in many ways 
 Please with the options presented!  I hope proximity to a Catholic church will be considered when 

selecting a site.  The Church is the foundation of our Catholic Education system and integral in 
everything that we do.  We are very fortunate at St. Michael to have our church next door. 

 It would be great to work with other teachers teaching the same grade! (i.e. more support, 
resources, sharing of ideas, etc.) 

 Cost saving associated with proximity to the church is a big advantage for building site at St. 
Michael 

 It is very important to keep close ties with church, school, community.  Having the church on site is 
a definite asset! 

 I like that regardless we will still hold a position.  Great that we get to keep the church if we build on 
our site. 

 Accessibility of parking and access at the St. Michael’s site is an advantage. 
 Like that the PAR process gives all stakeholders many opportunities to have their voices heard. 
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Open House Consultation Meeting - Nov 17, 2016  Comment Card Feedback 

     
Question 1: Which Information Stations Did You Visit? 

Question 2: Did you get the information 
you were looking for? 

School Parent Student Staff 

Parish or 
Community 
Member 

Station 
1 

Station 
2 

Station 
3 

Station 
4 

Station 
5 

Station 
6 

Station 
7 no, not at all 

yes, somewhat 
- but I still have 
some 
questions. 

yes, I got all 
the 
information I 
needed 

HLYF 17 1 1 0 16 17 16 16 15 16 12 2 14 2 

OLPO 12 0 0 0 11 10 10 7 4 9 8 0 1 11 

ANDR 11 0 0 0 8 8 10 4 2 2 3 0 3 7 

JOHO 17 0 0 0 14 12 15 10 11 9 8 0 11 4 

MARG 4 0 0 0 3 3 4 2 3 3 3 0 0 4 

MICH 19 0 0 1 17 19 18 15 16 15 14 0 14 5 

NONE of the 
above 

                            

page 1 not 
complete 

1       1 1 1 1 1 1 1   1   

page 1 not 
complete 

1       1 1 1 1 1 1     1   

TOTAL 82 1 1 1 71 71 75 56 53 56 49 2 45 33 
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School 

Question 3: 
What 
Questions or 
concerns do 
you still 
have?  

Having to bus kids farther away + busing to get to a church n/a 

Considerations need to be given to smaller community of St. john where kids have been together for years and splitting the boundary will create anxiety and 
disruption to kids learning.  Green space/activities are important to consider when transitioning kids. 

n/a 

Which option will impact current gifted program at St. Andrew ANDR 

Just pending on other options that may come up along the process ANDR 

Would like to see other options.  Rerouting kids to HF from St. Andrews and St. Michael are over enrolled HLYF 

I feel that you are treating this situation as a “business”.  You must take in consideration the wellbeing of our children, community sense, closeness to 
school (walking distance) and quality of the existing school communities. I really feel that these two options are far from offering a better future for our 
children. 

HLYF 

How can this be solved with no closures HLYF 

·  Gifted program to Holy Family HLYF 

·  FE early – bring ½ from St. Marys to St. Johns HLYF 

What are more options HLYF 

Will there be other options proposed? Can Holy Family be consolidated with St. Marguerite school? HLYF 

If you close our school it will not guarantee me sending my children to the new school. I will go with what is closest even if it means public! And I know other 
parents feel the same! 

HLYF 

Why don’t we just change boundaries HLYF 

There needs to be more options HLYF 

1. Changing current boundaries to ↑ students at holy Family from Marguerite Duville HLYF 

2. Students from Holy Family could go to public schools  

·  Why not change boundaries of larger schools with great enrollment and placing those students at holy family, st. michaels HLYF 

·  What other options did the board explore  
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Is there an option for holy family to remain open and have more children enrolled? HLYF 

At this point I support both sides the consolidation as well as staying in the school we have our children currently enrolled in.  My main concern is that if the 
school consolidation happens how bumpy the transition would be for the students and how it could potentially set them back academically. 

HLYF 

As a former student, finding out that my childhood school is being demolished for no REAL reason is absurd.  I attended this school and received nothing but 
nurture, respect and a good education, the same which my sisters are receiving. If you go through with this, know you have ruined a community. 

HLYF 

Andrew – 135% over capacity 

Move U20 and U21 to St. Johns 

Change boundaries 

JOHO 

Do not want students North of Upper Middle separated from St. John Community JOHO 

In the event the ministry does not approve recommended plan what happened to the schools that are @ 50% capacity requiring further financing.  Will 
school consolidations happen sooner rather than later and would it take effect for 2017-2018? 

JOHO 

Do not want to split to St. John’s school up JOHO 

My concern is the boundaries.  I would like St. John to remain altogether. JOHO 

If they had offered French Immersion in St. John’s maybe there be no need for all this to happen JOHO 

Pls don’t move kids apart JOHO 

Why not St. John’s school for the school its had over 500 pupil in the past, and it worked JOHO 

It looks like the decision has been made. On the survey there was no options for me to say my opinion about St. john JOHO 

Everything was about St. Michael school JOHO 

I like small schools. Should keep it as it is, we taxpayers are the ones that give out the funds so it should be what we taxpayers want JOHO 

Found this forum very chaotic 

Not all questions answered 

Left with more questions 

JOHO 

It sounds like an option has been chosen already and that this meeting is a sham JOHO 
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I’m going to email them! JOHO 

Well organized and speakers @ station were friendly and informative, thank you MARG 

St. Michael’s has history 

It’s central 

It’s the better choice 

MICH 

I believe French Immersion has limited value. MICH 

Resources would be more effective if directed toward content in other areas MICH 

Is the school consolidation 100% happening MICH 

Hopefully it is considered that having a church close to a Catholic School brings a great benefit MICH 

The size of classes teacher/student ratio MICH 

The options were not very clear.  I suggest to work on the way they are outlined 

What would happen in those cases were the child is doing cross boundaries 

I do not have very clear the transition process.  I understand there will be planned in advance, but my concern is related to the capacity of the facilities of 
the school that will be housing the students in transition 

MICH 

Once construction begins will parents have the ability to choose where children are sent in the interim? MICH 

About the changes to the French immersion programs MICH 

My questions are directed towards a go forward decision in terms of the types of support/education that will be provided to parents with positive growth 
mindset strategies in supporting a seamless transition.  E.g. events, workshops, additional CYC etc… 

MICH 

Transition – keeping classmates together especially when child has speech issues.  Concern of bullying, and non-acceptance at transitional school. MICH 

My grandson stays w/ his classmates if they get to change school.  A change of school is enough stress for them. MICH 

I think most parents don’t want the change it will disrupt the kids MICH 

This project is new to me, not familiar with the idea MICH 

OLP – what is the plan in accommodating (ie portables/PortPacs) OLPO 
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If we institute option 1, what sort of preparation will the school community (OLP) get to accept and welcome the new special skills cohort of students?  Will 
parents and students get any sort of sensitivity training? 

OLPO 

Enrolment increase in our school – will it require portables added to our school? 

Gifted program moving to OLP? 
OLPO 

A presentation first would have been good – with a Q&A everyone could hear, then an hour ½ of visiting the booths OLPO 

 

Key: 

Station 1 - Enrollment Projections 

Station 2 - School Information Profiles (SIPS) 

Station 3 - Options 1 & 2 (with maps) 

Station 4 - Transportation 

Station 5 - Transition Plan 

Station 6 - Accommodation Review Committee (ARC) Mandate & Process 

Station 7 - Meet the ARC and Provide Feedback 
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Pupil Accommodation Review – Survey Results Following Public Consultation on 
November 17, 2016  

  
Second Analysis – December 5, 2016 
 
Since November 22nd, there were 128 completed surveys. Except for 1 student and 2 staff, all 
respondents identified themselves as parents. The survey also gave respondents an opportunity 
to provide open-ended feedback if they had any suggestions about the options, or if they had a 
solution to present themselves. Table 1 provides a breakdown of how many respondents 
answered the survey by school community, and how many open-ended comments were 
provided. No thematic analysis was done since there was only 27 comments, and they can be 
viewed in Appendix A.  
 
Participants were asked to review each option in the survey and rate how much they liked and 
the two options provided to them. Figure 1 compares the likeability of the two options side by 
side. Table 3 lists what respondents liked about the options, and Table 4 lists what respondents 
did not like about the options according to each school community. Figure 2 shows what 
respondents liked in a summary of all schools combined, and Figure 3 shows what respondents 
didn’t like in an overall summary with all schools combined.  
 
Table 1. Responses by School Community. 
 

School 
Finished 
Survey 

Provided Comments 

St. Michael 12 3 
St. Marguerite d’Youville 26 3 
St. John 13 3 

St. Andrew 26 2 
Our Lady of Peace 31 5 
Holy Family 20 11 
Totals 128 27 

 

Table 2. How Much Respondents Liked Option 1. 
 

Option 1: School 
Strongly 
Dislike 

Dislike Neutral Like 
Strongly 

Like 

St. Michael (n = 12) 0 0 3 4 4 
St. Marguerite d’Youville (n = 26) 3 3 11 4 4 
St. John (n = 13) 4 1 4 1 1 
St. Andrew (n = 26) 2 5 11 6 2 
Our Lady of Peace (n = 31) 3 2 5 12 9 
Holy Family (n = 20) 7 3 4 6 0 
ALL 19 14 38 33 20 
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Table 3, How Much Respondents Liked Option 2.  
 

Option 2: School 
Strongly 
Dislike 

Dislike Neutral Like 
Strongly 

Like 

St. Michael (n = 12) 1 1 3 4 1 
St. Marguerite d’Youville (n = 26) 2 4 12 6 1 
St. John (n = 13) 3 2 7 1 0 
St. Andrew (n = 26) 3 7 12 1 0 
Our Lady of Peace (n = 31) 3 5 11 9 2 
Holy Family (n = 20) 7 5 4 4 0 
ALL 19 24 49 25 4 
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Figure 1. Likeability of Option 1 and Option 2 Compared.  
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Table 4. What Respondents Liked about the Options. 
 

School 
Community  

My child will get to 
stay with his or her 

friends 

New, 
modern 
school 

New 
school 
will be 

beside a 
parish 

Increased 
before/after 

school 
activities 

Larger school 
community  

School 
will be 

associated 
with two 
parishes 

St. Michael 
 (n = 12) 

8 2 8 4 3 1 

St. Marguerite 
d’Youville 
 (n = 26) 

8 20 4 4 8 1 

St. John 
 (n = 13) 

5 10 4 5 4 0 

St. Andrew  
(n = 26) 

5 15 0 4 8 1 

Our Lady of 
Peace  
(n = 31) 

11 15 7 5 10 2 

Holy Family  
(n = 20) 

9 11 2 6 6 2 

TOTAL 46 73 25 28 39 7 

 
 
Figure 2. What Respondents Liked about the Proposed Options – All Schools.  
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Table 5. What Respondents Did NOT Like about the Proposed Options.  
 

School 
Community  

New school 
may not be 

next to a 
parish or 2 

parishes 

Potential 
traffic 

congestion 

Prefer a 
smaller 
school 

Transportation 
bussing 

Construction 

Transitions 
to a new 
school 

Not 
completed 

on time 

St. Michael 
 (n = 12) 

3 2 3 0 5 2 0 

St. 
Marguerite 
d’Youville 
 (n = 26) 

2 7 11 11 5 6 0 

St. John 
 (n = 13) 

7 7 11 11 7 6 0 

St. Andrew  
(n = 26) 

2 12 7 9 7 7 0 

Our Lady of 
Peace  
(n = 31) 

1 7 9 5 2 3 0 

Holy Family  
(n = 20) 

2 7 13 13 5 11 0 

TOTAL 17 42 54 49 31 35 0 

 

 

Figure 4. What Respondents Did NOT like about the Proposed Options – All Schools 
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Appendix - Open Ended Comments  
 

SCHOOL COMMENT 

Our Lady of Peace No - I would have expected consolidation would be required for those three 
schools. I think based on all the options presented, Option 1 probably makes the 
most sense. While I like that fact that OLP has less pupils (and therefore smaller 
class sizes for the most part), the influx of students with the new catchment area 
doesn't seem to be a significant increase and will still fit the school. Makes much 
more sense for some of the kids in those neighbourhoods to go to OLP then the 
new school on the St. Michael's site, especially with Upper Middle seemingly being 
the north-south boundary. With the French program at the new school as well, it's 
a closer proximity to our neighbourhood than St. Bernadette's is as well. 

Our Lady of Peace It would be good to know how many students would be directed to OLP under 
Option 1. Would this mean adding portables to OLP or are there enough existing 
classrooms? 

Our Lady of Peace Have you considered keeping the smaller schools open and adding French to them 
to bring g up their enrollment. 

Our Lady of Peace I think we should allocate budget to technology labs not extended French as these 
are the skills kids will need when they enter the workforce. French is a nice to have 
however the reality is that kids who take the programs are not fluent. 

Our Lady of Peace Declining school numbers have a direct impact on the learning environment and 
the overall outcomes . Split classes, declining programs due to lack of resources 
requires a consolidation of schools. We cannot keep building new schools, when 
reasonably equipped existing schools are underutilized. Building new wastes $ that 
could be invested directly into more teachers, programs etc 

St. Michael Temporary relocation options are not clear 

192



 8 

St. Michael The sense of attachment, history, belonging and memories for the children, 
families and community. Elementary schools provide our first relationships outside 
of our immediate family, tying community and parish together. The building itself 
is a touchstone, a physical structure that houses our memories of fond days of 
innocence, when the world was a better place. Smaller schools, provide an 
intimacy that cannot be paralleld by large schools. Young children need the 
connection, intimacy, warmth, close quarters that a small school provides. 
Preserving them would foster a greater sense of community, parish and family. It's 
a big world outside and soon our children will be in it. Let's leave them a small 
place that holds their memories. Bricks and mortar. A place that they can bring 
their children to and show them pictures on the walls of when they were their 
children's age. 

St. Michael Cross boundaries. What would happen if we are doing cross boundary attendance. 
We are very happy with the School and the community. I have concern for the 
transition stage as well as the final stage. Thank you. 

St. Marguerite d'Youville How will the other schools (like St. Marguerite d'Youville) continue to receive 
funding to be improved and modernized so they can keep up to the standards of 
the newly built ONES school if the project proceeds? 

St. Marguerite d'Youville With respect to introducing an extended French program at the new school (option 
#1), how will this impact existing extended French programs at the various other 
schools ? I understand that resources to serve existing French programs are scarce 
and that the board is undertaking a review of French programs in light of this. 
Wouldn't the introduction of another extended French program put additional 
strain on the system and introduce additional competition for teachers making it 
even more challenging to service the needs of students in the extended french 
programs? 
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St. Marguerite d'Youville Very confusing to read and difficult to understand. In essence I just want to know if 
my school ( St marguerite) is closing or not. It is a wonderful school with the 
absolute best staff and teachers in Oakville and we are so very thankful that both 
of our children have been part of this wonderful community. 

St. John Yes, building the new school on the st john lot. 

St. John My big concern with option 1 is that my daughter would be the only one of her 
friends redirected to Our Lady of Peace, while everyone else would attend the new 
school. If option 1 is chosen, could there not be an exemption made for students 
who will be in their last two years to remain with their peers and attend the new 
school? I know that she wants to have her Confirmation and final year of grade 
school with her friends. She will refuse to attend school if she is separated from 
her friends. 

St. John Keep our school open. 

Holy Family The number of pupils you will lose because parents will simply switch them to 
public school rather than dealing with bussing or driving their child to a new 
location. Should Holy Family be closed, I will be switching my child to the public 
school in the neighbourhood simply because the potential location of the new 
school is inconvenient for my morning routine. 

HLYF It appears a decision has been made and this PAR is to fulfill all righteousness 

HLYF I will very much dislike seeing my kids in split grade classes like the way they are 
and have been attending to school for over the last 2-3 years. That model is 
inefficient and in detriment of the kids. 

HLYF How about the staff? will it be familiar for our kids or will it be completely new? I 
would like it to be familiar for them. This will make transition easier. 
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HLYF Holy Family has the largest population of children and walking children....extend 
(build second level if structure is sound to existing bldg) or take down existing 
school and build new school on this site. I love this community school and moved 
here 3.5 years ago so my children would not have to walk. We will strongly 
consider the public system where our children can walk/attend a local community 
school that does not have them on a bus travelling on major roads and congested 
with traffic. 

HLYF This is not the first time Holy Family School, it's students and parents have been 
disregarded. The HCDSB does not put much thought into how they deal with our 
school. It is clear, this is due to the fact that we are a small community and the 
Board won't have to answer for their bad decisions to too many parents. I 
understand there is declining enrollment at the school and there is a cost 
associated with that. I understand that consolidating schools is a viable solution. 
Why Holy Family students would be bused to St. Michael's is beyond my 
comprehension. St. Marguerite D'Youville is walking distance for most families. A 
couple of years ago the Board thought it was a good idea to bus the Holy Family 
students to STA versus Holy Trinity. Over 10 km versus 4km. 80 % of the students 
opted to go to the public high school. Poor planning, minimal consideration for 
smaller school communities will further result in students moving to the public 
schools. What are you thinking? Stop failing our school. Stop failing our kids. Stop 
failing our community. (I'm sure you noticed when the boundries were changed 
last year most of the grade 8s went to the Catholic highschool) 

HLYF The gradual introduction of new families into the community as the older 
population moves out. Also the loss of students to the public board in the areas 
affected as there are schools within walking distance of Holy Family. Small schools 
can be beneficial to social development of children, as well as allowing closer 
relationships between staff and students. 
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HLYF Why hasn't the board considered changing the boundries and moving some of the 
students from over crowded St. Andrew's to St. Marguerite d'Youville. And 
changing the boundries so that students who live closer to Holy Family would move 
from St. Marguerite d'Youville to Holy Family. Merging St. John's and St. Michael's 
makes sense. Holy Famliy students commuting that distance does not make any 
sense. I predict you will lose many students to the public schools in the 
commumity. 

HLYF Hard to fill out as my chld is in grade 8 

HLYF Holy Family is a small community school which makes it more comfortable and less 
scary for small children. It is within walking distance from our home, which is 
important for parents, it gives us that special time each day to walk our children to 
and from school. Having a small school near our home with that neighbourhood 
feel and the opportunity to know the other parents and teachers/staff better was a 
huge selling feature for us when we were looking for our home. It would be a great 
disappointment to lose this school that has been here for so long. The idea of 
sending our children to a larger school with more students, farther away from our 
home is something we are not at all comfortable with and would be very unhappy 
with. 

HLYF Holy Family school currently has empty classrooms and good resources (including 
large field, track, baseball diamond, new kindergarten playground). It is not an old 
school. Why not bring programming to this school i.e. french immersion, gifted 
rather than closing the school? This neighbourhood is turning over. New families 
are moving in. In a few years' time, enrollment will increase and the board will 
regret their decision to close this school. 

St. Andrew Thousands of homes are being built north of Dundas Street. If you close schools 
what will happen to all of these families who move in and need schooling for their 
children? You may potentially be faced with a situation of overcrowding and not 
having enough space in your schools. With all of the expansion and new building 
going on in Oakville is the board considering its decisions from a long-term 
perspective? 

St. Andrew Over population 
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Oakville Northeast Pupil Accommodation Review:  
School Closure & Consolidation Project 

 

Appendix K: CSC Meeting Open Mic Questions 
St. John & Our Lady of Peace CES - January 9, 2017 

1. How will the overcapacity in Options 11A and 12B be addressed at Our Lady of Peace? 
2. How to make an informed decision if not all the information regarding site location has been 

determined? 
3. Grandfathering of all current St. John students? 
4. What is the plan for special needs students? Board providing therapy needed? 
5. Process for submission - Are they looking at the new build first and then if not approved by the 

ministry will they would look at the renovation?  Do Trustees vote on all four? 
6. When do they make the decision on the site? Before the Board presentation? 
7. When it goes to a vote at the Board can the Trustees come up with a fifth option? 
8. Extended French Program – where are the students coming from – option 12B? 
9. Option 12B – is it possible include a French Immersion program in the renovated school? 
10. Clarify Essential Skills program? Integrated in regular classroom? 
11. Picking the site – what is the criteria? What is the criteria for transportation? 
12. Do you take a look at all the schools in the neighbourhood? 
13. How are the criteria characteristics weighted? 
14. Will we have an opportunity to know the site before the survey after this evening? 
15. How much weight is put in the survey results to decide on the final option the board will be 

recommended? 
16. Comment about crossing Trafalgar – preference of site.- question inaudible 
17. Has the committee thought about all the development on the Glen Abbey site? Consider 

Extended French Immersion at St. John? 
18. Explain sustainability of numbers in French Immersion program in our board? 
19. What will happen to the teachers currently at the schools, if the schools are rebuilt vs. built 

new?  If St. John is not the chosen site for a new build site will that be a transition school, and 
the during the transition period will there be the same teachers or new teachers? 

20. Given that families have raised concerns in past surveys – does presenting Options 1A and 4B 
still make sense – or will ARC look at other similar options which fit the small school capacity 
comments? 

21. If the schools have been dropping for such a long time why are you still allowing cross 
boundaries? 

22. If the option of grandfather is not an option can we apply for cross boundary? If overcapacity in 
school what happens to cross boundary students? 

23. Would we run the risk of going through a boundary review following this process? 
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St. Andrew & St. Michael CES - January 11, 2016 
 

1. From education perspective will renovations provide same advantages as a new modern 
facility? 

2. Is the ministry funding available for both new and renovation and is it the same for both? 
3. What would happen to St. Michael students during the build/construction?  
4. Would St. Michael school students stay together during the transition? 
5. How long construction period? 
6. What happens to the teachers from St. Michael? 
7. Cost differentials between all four options? 
8. When will the decision of new site location be made? 
9. Before and after school program during the transition and at the “new”school? 
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Holy Family & St. Marguerite CES - January 12, 2016 
 

1. Reasoning for the reduction of options from 12 to 4? 
2. Where did you get the data to come up with these projections for the population change? 
3. 12B option – what type of additions referring to? Portables or addition to the building? 
4. Allocate funding between the two schools being renovate? 
5. Is St. Michael’s still the preferred site based on original option proposal? 
6. When will the option be decided? 
7. Time line for new builds or renovations? 
8. Designs/permits already done? 
9. Changes pending on funding from Ministry? 
10. If no funding would you still have consolidations Holy Family at St. Marguerite d’Youville? Has 

to be an addition for 12B? 
11. How many boards are vying for funding? 
12. Renovations options – is there a cost benefit analysis that can be provided to us? Break even 

date for it to start making sense? 
13. Going to cost the same to run a large school compared to a small school? 
14. Have you done a cost benefit analysis and have you ranked the four proposals according to 

the cost benefits to close or modify the schools? 
15. If ministry is going to decide will they lean more towards a renovation or consider a new 

build? 
16. Link for survey – where does that information go and how do we make our voice count – can 

deadline be extended? How does the vote rank? 
17.  Renovation option – will the renovations be done during the school year? 
18. Aren’t you concerned that families will pull students from Catholic school and go to Public 

school instead? 
19. Has there been any analysis on past school closings what percentage of students leave to 

the public school board? Or is there any analysis as to closing one school and other would 
people be less likely to leave to the public board? 

20. If it is a new build what will happen to the students at the site that’s chosen? 
21. Would the whole school go to one site? 
22. Option 11A – is there one of those schools that is in better conditions? Feasibility to additions 

to site(s)? 
23. Keep all schools as they are and switch those boundaries around to add capacity? 
24. Gifted/Spec Ed. Programs choices/interactions 
25. Option 11A – moving kids from gifted to FI to St. Marguerite d’Youville – additions required at 

school? 
26. Rational for combination of schools? 
27. Reallocation of special needs programs and boundary changes without major changes to 

buildings – has there been a study? 
28. Rebalance of students North down to south schools? (hard to here – called out from 

audience) 
29. Any indication of how this board is somehow going to manage to grow? Business model? 

Repeat in 5 years? What’s the good news? 
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30. Have you asked the question, “Will you send your school to this new school if it’s created”? 

Why not? 
31. French Immersion program (Holy Family, St. Michael, St. John) combine group and go to 

MARG for French immersion? Creating another program at that site? 
32. Taxes – push to educate people about clicking a box? 
33. If you don’t get the funding is there a possibility of staying status quo? 

 

Written questions submitted at open mic session: 

1. What is the essential skills program? 
2. What is the structured teaching program? 
3. For children who get emerged in French School, how mandatory is it to take these language 

courses in the school they move to? 
4. What is going to happen to the buildings being closed? 
5. If schools are closed what will happen to staff? 
6. How are projections developed? 
7. Since Holy Family is a walking school, won’t the board be spending more money on 

transportation by consolidating Holy family into another school? 
8. Has safety been considered in consolidating Holy Family and St. Michael (crossing Trafalgar 

is a major concern)? 
9. What was the rationale for merging Holy Family and St. Michael? It makes more sense to 

consolidate Holy Family and St. Marguerite because they share a parish. 
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2016-2017 Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR) – North 
Oakville 

 
Prior to and following the individual Community Consultation Meetings parents and students from 
the six (6) elementary schools included in the PAR, as well as staff, community and parish 
members were provided with an opportunity to submit their feedback about the proposed Pupil 
Accommodation Reviews via HCDSB’s online survey system.  The online feedback collection form 
remained open for parent responses from December 23, 2016 until January 13, 2017. This report 
provides a summary of the online responses received. 
 
This report is divided into four parts. Part A will show basic descriptive statistics from the online 
survey about participation rates of each school community and which neighborhoods the voices 
came from. Part B will explore the data broken down by the four final options presented for this 
PAR process. Part C will show results from the survey summarized from each school community. 
Part D will discuss the issues around public consultation and gathering voices from the community.   
 

Online Pupil Accommodation Review Survey Response Breakdown 
 
There were 213 completed feedback forms were received after data cleaning. Data cleaning 
consisted of removing responses that did not contain any information, or those individuals who 
logged in and only chose the school but did not finish the survey beyond the first question about 
role or school. 210 of the 213, or 96% of survey respondents identified themselves as parents. 
Table 1 shows how many participants engaged with the final survey according to each school 
community. It is interesting to note that response rates to the survey are rather low in contrast to 
the number of students enrolled in each school. We urge readers to interpret the results with 
caution that only a very small sample of community stakeholders have submitted their feedback. 
The vast majority is silent.  
 
 
Table 1. School Registrations and School Community Participation.  
 

School Community 

Number of 
Registrations 

in School 
(i.e., Number 
of students 
Registered) 

Frequency 

Percent of 
School 

Population 
that 

Participated 
in the Survey 

Not Specified n/a 4 n/a 

Holy Family 213 30 14% 

Our Lady of Peace 398 52 13% 

St. Andrew 779 39 5% 

St. John 147 29 20% 

St. Marguerite d'Youville 537 44 8% 

St. Michael 208 15 7% 

Total 2282 209 n/a 
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Figure 1. Survey Results by Geographical Area 
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Table 2. Overall Approval Rating for Option 1A.  
 

How Much Do You Like 
Option 1A? 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Dislike Very Much 1 36.0 16.9 

Dislike 37 17.4 17.4 

Neutral 44 20.7 20.7 

Like 41 19.2 19.2 

Like Very Much 55 25.8 25.8 

Total 213 100% 100% 

 

Table 3. Overall Approval Rating for Option 4A.  
 

How Much Do You Like 
Option 4A? 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Dislike Very Much  1 41.0 19.2 

Dislike 45 21.1 21.1 

Neutral 48 22.5 22.5 

Like 39 18.3 18.3 

Like Very Much 40 18.8 18.8 

Total 213 100% 100% 

 
Table 4. Overall Approval Rating for Option 11A.  
 

How Much Do You Like 
Option 11A? 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Dislike Very Much  1 37 17.4 

Dislike 52 24.4 25.0 

Neutral 47 22.1 22.6 

Like 41 19.2 19.7 

Like Very Much 31 14.6 14.9 

Total 208 97.7 
 

Missing 5 5.0 
 

Total 213 100% 100% 
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Table 5. Overall Approval Rating for Option 12B. 
 

How Much Do You Like 
Option 12B? 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Dislike Very Much  1 41 19.2 

Dislike 39 18.3 18.8 

Neutral 29 13.6 13.9 

Like 52 24.4 25 

Like Very Much 47 22.1 22.6 

Total 208 97.7 
 

Missing 5 5 
 

Total 213 100% 100% 
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PART B: Results Option Presented and by School Community1  
 
Table 6. Approval of Option 1A by School Community. 

How Much 
Do You 
Like Option 
1A? 

Holy Family 
Our Lady of 

Peace 
St. Andrew St. John 

St. 
Margeurite 
d'Youville 

St. Michael 

Dislike Very 
Much 

0 4 11 7 3 3 

Dislike 8 8 9 2 5 3 

Neutral 10 11 7 5 10 2 

Like 7 9 5 9 10 2 

Like Very 
Much 

5 20 7 6 16 5 

 
Table 7. Approval of Option 4A by School Community. 

How Much 
Do You 
Like Option 
4A?  

Holy Family 
Our Lady of 

Peace 
St. Andrew St. John 

St. 
Margeurite 
d'Youville 

St. Michael 

Dislike Very 
Much 

9 12 9 6 3 2 

Dislike 10 7 8 5 10 5 

Neutral 7 7 9 7 12 4 

Like 4 7 9 7 10 1 

Like Very 
Much 

0 19 4 4 9 3 

 
Table 8. Approval of Option 11A by School Community  

How Much 
Do You 
Like Option 
11A?  

Holy Family 
Our Lady of 

Peace 
St. Andrew St. John 

St. 
Margeurite 
d'Youville 

St. Michael 

Dislike Very 
Much 

5 11 8 5 4 4 

Dislike 7 15 1 11 6 3 

Neutral 10 11 10 6 7 1 

Like 4 7 4 3 19 3 

Like Very 
Much 

2 6 6 4 8 4 

 
 

                                                 
1 Due to low response rates, percentages were not used.  
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Table 9. Approval of Option 12B by School Community. 
 

How Much 
Do You 
Like Option 
12B?  

Holy Family 
Our Lady of 

Peace 
St. Andrew St. John 

St. 
Margeurite 
d'Youville 

St. Michael 

Dislike Very 
Much 

3 8 9 5 15 1 

Dislike 0 7 4 5 10 9 

Neutral 4 3 6 8 6 0 

Like 6 23 6 7 7 2 

Like Very 
Much 

11 9 13 4 6 3 

 
 
 
  

209



8 
 

PART C: Preferences of Options Presented by School 
Community 
The following five figures and charts demonstrate the survey results according 
to each school community. On the survey, respondents were given a choice to 
select “Dislike Very Much”, “Dislike”, “Neither Like or Dislike”, “Like”, “Like, or 
Like Very Much” about each of the four final choices. For clarity, the “Like Very 
Much” and “Like” are combined, as was the “Dislike” and “Dislike Very Much”.  
 
Figure 2. Holy Family Preferred Options 
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Table 10. Holy Family Open Ended Comments 
 

Type of 
Comment 

Example 

Boundaries 
(n = 6) 

“If boundary changes are going to be made, I don't see why the option of changing existing 
boundaries so that new incoming students with no siblings in margarette douville be 
directed to holy family to increase population in holy family.” 

Proximity to 
Parish (n =5) 

“I'm not sure how the Parish Boundaries would work under some of the options, particularly 
with things like confirmation.  While my preference is to continue to be part of the Mary 
Mother of God Parish, my son attends services at both schools and was baptized at St. 
Mike's and had his first communion at Mary Mother of God, so this is the least of my 
concerns.” 

Programs 
(n = 6) 

“ I think french immersion should be separated as it creates silos that are difficult to 
overcome.” 

School Size 
(n = 8) 

“I support any action taken to increase the school size at Holy Family as I see the benefits of 
a larger student population outweigh some of the negative aspects of losing a local 
community school. That being said, Holy Family has an excellent school community, with 
supportive parents and teachers and is a truly wonderful and special environment. The issue 
becomes the class sizes for grades 5-8 when there is typically a significant decline in 
enrollment.” 

Transitions 
(n = 5) 

“Whatever option is choosen, I would expect support services for the students and extra 
effort put forth to bring the children together in a cohesive & supporting manner.” 

Transportation 
(n = 9) 

“I currently walk my son to HF every morning and love it, as does he.  I would hate to lose 
this but at the same time don't like the class sizes at HF after grade 5.  In the grade 7 class 
and grade 5 class there are 4 girls. That is not ideal either. I love having a community school 
and have made many great friends as a result. I find the community very supportive.” 

Other 
(n = 7) 

“will there be any portables at the renovated school option?” 
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Figure 3. Our Lady of Peace Preferred Options 

 

 

 
  

29

26

13

32

11

7

11

3

12

19

26

15

Option 1A Option 4A Option 11A Option 12B

Our Lady of Peace

Like Very Much + Like Neutral Dislike Very Much + Dislike

212



11 
 

Table 11. Our Lady of Peace Open Ended Comments 

 
Type of 

Comment 
Example 

Boundaries 
(n = 9) 

“I feel that T21 and T25 are natural boundaries to OLP. They should have never been split as 
such. I'm sorry if this splits a community but in long-range planning, it belongs with OLP.”  

Proximity to 
Parish (n= 6) 

“I don't think this is an issue at all, we have a parish closer to us that would make more 
sense but we're at another because we're supposed to be. I don't think the parish should 
matter.” 

Programs 
(n = 14) 

“Strongly disagree with the introduction of French Immersion introduced at Our Lady of 
Peace as I have concerns about dual track English/French schools where the English track 
can suffer in enrolment and affect the balance of English and French.   My oldest daughter 
attended a dual track school and have experienced first hand the divide and the dynamics of 
it all (e.g smart kids go to Fr Imm and "trouble kids stay in English track" silliness.  We are an 
English board and do not feel we need to grow Fr Immersion. Some of the new options show 
projected enrolment Our Lady of Peace being over capacity, whereas the original options did 
not show any of the schools over-capacity.  It appears the new options show an increase of 
program redirection and it appears it is just shifting the St Andrew's overcapacity to Our 
Lady of Peace.   The original public feedback of moving programs around was to boost 
enrolment in the southern schools and prevent a Holy Family closure“ 

School Size 
(n = 12) 

“More information needs to be provided to parents on what a renovation or extension if a 
school is to become over capacity with the current structure. Don't give us general terms like 
"a renovation or addition may be possible." Sounds like the school board doesn't want to 
make a commitment, which isn't reassuring.” 

Transitions 
(n =5) 

“The grandfathering of senior students is a good idea” 

Transportation 
(n = 7) 

"Ensure there is not too many buses going to particular school as it creates congestion at 
bell times.”  

Other 
(n = 4) 

“The cost to build a large school should be considered vs cost of renovating - if equal , 
maintain in the existing building 9 look at repairs & maintenance and cost of running) 
Overall the above factors are fine to consider , but more cost in the building means less 
$$ available for teachers and students. Minimize costs , an inconvenience with 
transportation is a small price to pay for having enough qualified teachers and NO split 
classes and adequate resources in the school ie French, gifted etc” 
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Figure 4. St. Andrew Preferred Options 
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Table 12. St. Andrew Open Ended Comments 

 
Type of 

Comment 
Example 

Boundaries 
(n =7) 

“i have 3 kids at St Andrews.  If boundaries change we should ensure all 3 kids either stay or 
all 3 kids can move as too difficult to have our kids at two different schools.   Also consider 
grandfathering current students if boundaries change so they are not uprouted part way 
through their elementary school education” 

Proximity to 
Parish (n = 6) 

“Mary Mother of God” 

Programs 
(n = 14) 

“As long as our children do not loose out on their education it doesn't matter where they 
go.”  

School Size 
(n = 10) 

“Like option 4A 10 year outlook for all schools keeps all schools closer to their capacities 
(option 1A St. Marguerite sees more significant drop with time); option 11A & 12B has 
schools over capacity in renovated spaces - not great for 21st C learning” 

Transitions 
(n = 4) 

“When is all this to happen?” 
 

Transportation 
(n = 3) 

“Busing from SW Oakville to a far NE Oakville school is a very long bus ride for the children. 
The gifted program would be best housed in a school more centrally located.” 
 

Other 
(n = 3) 

“Addition of classes to St. Marguerite - school already has portables, not a great space for 
21st Century learning; not sure about OLP portables and additional classes in option 11A 
HOWEVER, with additions, will 'play' space be sacrificed??  please be mindful of the space 
created outside around the schools for kids to exercise their bodies as well as their minds, 
green space not just asphalt!” 
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Figure 5. St. John Preferred Options 
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Table 13. St. John Open Ended Comments 
 

Type of 
Comment 

Example 

Boundaries 
(n = 19) 

“I do not like the idea of boundary changes. Seeing how small St.John's school is why not just 
keep them altogether? Or at least accomadate the existing children and change the 
boundaries for the following years?” 

Proximity to 
Parish (n =11) 

“The proximity to the parish is a non-issue for me. Our family is very involved at St. Michael's 
Parish and the kids attend mass with the school via walking. I would be VERY DISAPPOINTED 
if the 1A option ended up at St. Michael's. The school and playground are MUCH smaller 
than St. John. Parents are more than willing to fund buses (and we have for YEARS) to get 
kids to mass...but to have a bigger and better location. “ 

Programs 
(n =17) 

“Would like to see programs added to the schools. French option has been causing decline in 
our numbers. Would like to see it offered in our own school.” 

School Size 
(n = 15) 

“We came from a school with 846 kids so the size of school is not a concern for me; I think it 
is beneficial for the students to have more kids to socialize with and for extra curricular 
activities. I am happy with an estimate of 550 students.” 

Transitions 
(n = 8) 

“Oh.. this is close to my heart.  If changes happen, I think we really need to focus on the 
impact to the students, teachers, and communities.  We have some very special communities 
and it would be awesome (and I believe possible with some thinking and planning) to create 
a new school community that leverages the spirit of each of the schools' students and 
teachers.” 

Transportation 
(n = 16) 

“We are worried about how our kid is going to get to school. My kid is currently attending St. 
John school and we live five minutes walking and it's very easy to get to school.” 

Other 
(n = 10) 

“The community dies when the school is torn down. The school is the pillar of the 
community.“ 
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Figure 6. St. Margeurite d’Youville Preferred Options 

 

 
 
  

26

19

27

13

10
12

7 6
8

13

10

25

Option 1A Option 4A Option 11A Option 12B

St. Marguerite d'Youville

Like Very Much + Like Neutral Dislike Very Much + Dislike

218



17 
 

Table 14. St. Margeurite d’Youville Open Ended Comments  

 
Type of 

Comment 
Example 

Boundaries 
(n = 4) 

“I like the options that keep students east and west of Trafalgar together as this is a big 
dividing line between communities. Much bigger than Upper Middle. Those west of 
Trafalgar currently share Upper Middle Plaza and the same Parish and therefore feel like a 
more logical community to come together.” 

Proximity to 
Parish (n =3) 

“I like that St. Marguerite is in walking distance to the parish.” 

Programs 
(n = 9) 

“I think Having St.Andrews french program go to St.Marguerite would give it a stronger 
french support which I consider positive for my kids as I would think they would benefit from 
more french support” 

School Size 
(n = 10) 

“I'm concerned that option 12B will have impact on kids at St. Marguerite, during 
construction phase of the addition.  Not only that, this option will put more pressure on St. 
Marguerite, which already has several portables and large class sizes.” 

Transitions 
(n = 2) 

“I think this very important. I very much dislike the idea of renovations being done during the 
school year when students are at school.” 

Transportation 
(n =4) 

“Proximity and size of boundary too large in some options which would increase logistical 
issues and bus issues.  Weather issues and traffic.” 

Other 
(n = 6) 

“Trafalgar is a very busy street.  Would only support HF moving there if it was for a brand 
new school.  To move there for a renovated St.Michael's, I would consider putting my child 
somewhere else. However, would love to see Holy Family keep it's local school.  It's is a 
gem... albeit currently, too small of a gem.” 
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Figure 7. St. Michael Preferred Options 
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Figure 15. St. Michael Open Ended Comments 

 
Type of 

Comment 
Example 

Boundaries 
(n = 3) 

“Lack of bussing due to shortage of transportation both to new location and French/gifted 
programs. Nolonger safe walking distance for local families.” 

Proximity to 
Parish (n =2) 

“This is important, but not critical, because the parish is not very far from any of the three 
sites under consideration for a renovation or a new school.”   

Programs 
(n = 7) 

“ I strongly believe that French Immersion and the Gifted program should be in one school 
and not mixed into a regular school.  I am open to the Essential Skills and the Structured 
Teaching Class in any school.  This does not affect my children, but I do like that special 
needs children interact as much as possible with regular classes.”   

School Size 
(n = 4) 

“Ideally, to me the school should accommodate at the most, 550 pupils.  Class sizes should 
not be above 25 students in any grade.  If the school becomes too large, discipline behaviors 
do not get dealt with properly and the children who do behave suffer.”   

Transitions 
(n = 5) 

“If the plan is to proceed with a newly built school, when would this construction begin and 
how long with this construction take?” 

Transportation 
(n =6) 

“How long with the bus rides be. My understanding is there are already issues with having 
enough bus drivers” 

Other 
(n =6) 

“Would really like to see a new school built for the children with additional students and 
programs. I feel a small school is limiting to the students as they are not receiving the 
funding for programs as larger schools are. Also feel a larger school will bring More diversity 
and options for children to make additional friends.”  
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PART D: Sampling and Non-response  

It is important to note that a very small sample of parents, community members, staff and students 
participated in the final survey with respect to making the decisions. The minority of these 
respondents do not represent the silent majority.  
 
The online feedback form, or survey, allowed for the equal opportunity for all interested parties, 
regardless of opinion to participate in and provide their concerns – meaning it was fair and open to 
all. This means that the vast majority of individuals who had an opportunity to weigh in on the 
survey did not participate in the survey when they had the opportunity to do so. The non-response 
rate does demonstrate a bias, in that, parties who were upset or disagreed with the proposal 
tended to respond. and this reflects the reality that the majority of people did not disagree or have 
an issue with the proposal. The survey, by its very nature, attracted the voice of the individuals 
who are in disagreement with the proposal. If the small sample that responded, demonstrated a 
more evenly distributed opinion, then a larger sample would be required. The fact that in some 
schools/communities it was almost entirely skewed towards a negative opinion means that the 
survey was only of interest to that particular party. A larger sample would not provide a more 
"balanced view" because the nature of the survey itself.  
 
According to Groves (2006, p. 664), "...positive or negative affect toward the sponsor of the survey 
may be related to the survey variables measured. In at least some surveys, these influences on 
survey participation are correlated with the variables of interest in the survey” (emphasis added).2 
The practitioner must decide whether this is likely to be the case and whether, therefore, 
differential effort should be assigned to the groups with low base propensities."  
 
Thus, the those who responded had a high affective motivation for responding. Those that did not 
respond are likely (and we cannot say for certain in any circumstance) did not have an interest in 
the survey or the questions. You could extrapolate from this that the low and negative response 
rate reflected the population interest, and the majority of people were not interested the survey or 
the issue. Therefore, it may be the case that the non-respondents are at the least neutral, 
unaffected or detached from the issue (i.e., not against it).  
 
 

                                                 
2 Groves, R. M. (2006). Nonresponse rates and nonresponsive bias in household surveys. Public Opinion 
Quarterly, 70(5), 646-675.  
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 Pupil Accommodation Review 
Interim Staff Report   
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Default Report – January 16, 2017 

NE PAR 2016 

January 16th 2017, 1:51 pm EST 

 

Q2 ‐ Which school community do you belong to? 

 

#  Answer  %  Count 

1  Holy Family  16.28%  42 

2  Our Lady of Peace  22.87%  59 

3  St. Andrew  19.38%  50 

4  St. John  13.57%  35 

5  St. Marguerite d'Youville  20.54%  53 

6  St. Michael  7.36%  19 

  Total  100%  258 

 

 

 

#  Answer  %  Count 

1  Holy Family  16.28%  42 

2  Our Lady of Peace  22.87%  59 

3  St. Andrew  19.38%  50 

4  St. John  13.57%  35 

5  St. Marguerite d'Youville  20.54%  53 

6  St. Michael  7.36%  19 

  Total  100%  258 
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Q6 ‐ Having reviewed Option 1A, in your opinion, how much do you like this option? 

 

 

#  Answer  %  Count 

1  I strongly dislike  18.55%  41 

2  I dislike  16.74%  37 

3  I am neutral  20.36%  45 

4  I like it  18.55%  41 

5  I strongly like it  25.79%  57 

  Total  100%  221 
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Q7 ‐ Having reviewed Option 4A, in your opinion, how much do you like this option? 

 

 

#  Answer  %  Count 

1  I strongly dislike  19.91%  44 

2  I dislike  21.27%  47 

3  I am neutral  21.72%  48 

4  I like it  18.10%  40 

5  I strongly like it  19.00%  42 

  Total  100%  221 

   

226



Q9 ‐ Having reviewed Option 11A, in your opinion, how much do you like this option? 

 

 

#  Answer  %  Count 

1  I strongly dislike  19.44%  42 

2  I dislike  24.07%  52 

3  I am neutral  22.22%  48 

4  I like it  18.98%  41 

5  I strongly like it  15.28%  33 

  Total  100%  216 
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Q10 ‐ Having reviewed Option 12B, in your opinion, how much do you like this option? 

 

 

#  Answer  %  Count 

1  I strongly dislike  20.83%  45 

2  I dislike  18.52%  40 

3  I am neutral  13.43%  29 

4  I like it  24.54%  53 

5  I strongly like it  22.69%  49 

  Total  100%  216 
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Q12 ‐ Boundary Changes (if options involve some families being redirected to new school) 

Holy Family 

Boundary Changes (if options involve some families being redirected to new... 

I prefer 12B to 11A because it keeps all the kids east of Trafalgar together. Joshua Creek and Falgarwood are more 
adjacent communities than Falgarwood & College Park. I fear that with option 11A there would be more 
segregation in the communities. 

My preference is for Holy Family to remain in a smaller school environment, such as consolidate with just one 
other school, preferably St. Michael's, instead of with two other schools. 

If boundary changes are going to be made, I don't see why the option of changing existing boundaries so that new 
incoming students with no siblings in margarette douville be directed to holy family to increase population in holy 
family. 

would be helpful to indicate where the new school or renovated school would be located. 

The board is always reminding us to promote our Catholic Education ‐ if Holy Family students are redirected to a 
school outside our community I am afraid that the Falgarwood Catholic community will disappear ‐ Parents have 
bought homes in this area so their children could walk to school (there is a public school right in our backyard and 
one 1 block away)  Having had the convenience of walking many parents might not be willing to send their 
children on the bus (past history indicates this from our gr 8 graduating students when HT was our boundary 90% 
went there and only a few went to Iroquois (public school in walking distance)‐ when changed to STA 90% went to 
the public school and only a few went to STA ‐ now its back to HT the majority went there and not l)  Parents will 
probably make the promise to attend church weekly and opt for the convenience of the school around the corner 
(waiting for a bus, worried if it will be late adds a lot of extra stress on an already busy life) 

I am concerned about the distance our daughter will need to travel to the new school, and the busy intersections 
she will be required to cross to get there. I am fully aware that many other students travel further to get to there 
school, but this was likely known when they purchased their homes. One of the reasons we purchased our house 
is the proximity to Holy Family, and so that when it comes time for her to commute on her own, we will feel 
comfortable that she does not have to cross any major roads. This was the prime reason for our purchase. I also 
feel the Holy family is a close knit community due to the size of the school as well as the boundary. This fosters an 
excellent learning environment for the students, while being large enough to socialize them. 

It would be temporary.  Holy Family School needs to be updated.  It's very outdated 

I strongly dislike the location of the new school to be built.  My child will have no option but to be driven to school 
every day and the traffic in that area is very bad 

 

 

Our Lady of Peace 

Boundary Changes (if options involve some families being redirected to new... 

I feel that T21 and T25 are natural boundaries to OLP. They should have never been split as such. I'm sorry if this 
splits a community but in long‐range planning, it belongs with OLP. 

St John is so close ‐ many families in the past have wanted to come to OLP from St. Johns 

na 

Walking proximity might be an issue for some families, busy streets etc., busing may be needed. 
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Worried about over capacity at Our Lady of Peace with all options,except for 4a.  In particular I am concerned 
about 11A. 

Think that the new OLP boundary in 1A makes the most geographical sense 

Agree with portion of St Johns going to our lady of peace.  It makes sense geographically. 

We are currently driving our children so the impact to us is minimal 

You need to maintain a sense of community , which is lost with a larger school. Ther emay be still be some 
students that need to take the bus and that is better than having underutilized schools or worse SPLIT classes 

Since the school board needs to make fundamental adjustments to the existing elementary school set‐up based 
on current and future enrollment, this is something that should be expedited. 

 

 

St. Andrew 

Boundary Changes (if options involve some families being redirected to new... 

Combining communities sounds more cost effective than building a new school or adding to existing schools. 

Moving gifted out from st. Andrew is not feasible for us as my kids walk to school & this disrupts the life by them 
taking a bus now. 

No real concerns for us. 

i have 3 kids at St Andrews.  If boundaries change we should ensure all 3 kids either stay or all 3 kids can move as 
too difficult to have our kids at two different schools.   Also consider grandfathering current students if 
boundaries change so they are not uprouted part way through their elementary school education 

I do not believe that the boundaries will change for St. Andrew.  We would like to continue to attend the school 
for regular programing. 

Do not like how some of St John students split option 1A & 12B when have other good options to keep them 
together 

What happens to the boundaries for each option?  Why is this being considered? 

xdfghjk 

 

 

St. John 

Boundary Changes (if options involve some families being redirected to new... 

all four options left us in Lady of Peace school,meaning we must change our ST john school. My prior suggestion 
was to change boundaries for ST Andrew and st john.  ST Andrew overloaded, ST john can use more kids. However 
if there is no other way, than I prefer Lady of peace school to have french and gifted program. So my oldest can be 
close to home and siblings can be schooled together. 

Existing family should should be accommodated and allowed to stay with their current cohorts. 

If the option is chosen which involves boundary changes for St. John students, I feel the board should grandfather 
the current students in the higher grades, and allow them to remain with their friends and not be moved to Our 
Lady of Peace.  My daughter is currently in grade 5 and she is the only one of her friends living north of Upper 
Middle.  She does not want to be separated from all her friends in her last few years of elementary school.  She 
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would like to have her Confirmation and graduate with all her friends.  My vote goes for either option that keeps 
all thestudents of St. John together and does not involve boundary changes. 

I think option 1A is the best option with the current students already attending St. Johns to be grandfathered into 
the boundaries as it is not a high number of students and less impact to the students as it is a small community 
and would be a large adjustment if separated. 

I have a son at St. Matthews (Extended French) and a daughter at St. John. We have applied to get into St. 
Matthews for my daughter (cross‐boundary) and been rejected. I do NOT want my kids at two different schools. 
My daughter will go to EF in the 2018‐2019 year (currently in grade 3). Would students who are at St. Matthews 
be able to continue there? Would siblings be able to join them to keep families together? 

Our older son goes to St. John and without knowing where the renovated (or new) school will be, it is hard to 
comment. What I don't want is for his school to be so far away.  Our younger son will be starting school by the 
time this is decided, so the idea of him taking the bus to get to school is not ideal. 

Grandfather existing students to new ie. current St. John students don't go to OLOP but can opt to go to new 
school...where ever that might be :(  St. John's is such a small school, to move existing students away from their 
friends doesn't seem like the right thing to do.  My son would be devastated ‐ 2 of his 3 best friends would be 
affected by this change 

St. Bohn' s is a small and very close cummunity. I think all the students showed remain together because must of 
the kids have been together since JK and have very strong freindships. If they were to make the bounderies 
change from above Upper Middle, it would affect many kids mental health do to there social lifes being changed. 
There will already be alot of change and anxiety do to the changes so them all being together is the best thing 
fornthe kids. 

I think all students from St. John's should be kept together.  St. John's is small and I don't see why the students 
would be separated. 

I have concerns with respect to Boundary changes because of the following reasons:  • Each of the 3 Schools bring 
with it a strong identity and set of values, which make us different from our peer Schools.    • This is an intangible 
asset which is unique to all 3 Schools. A 3 into 1 or 2 into 1 School consolidation must aim to further strengthen or 
solidify this uniqueness.  • Our small School has weathered many storms since discussions about a School Closure 
over the past few years.  • At St. John, our  families, Staff and School principal take pride in who we are. Because 
of this sense of Community our School doors are still open.  Looking at the 4 options presented, 2 of the 4 options 
will fragment the St. John Community. Families living in T21 and T25  will be diverting to OLP if boundary changes 
are approved.   St. Michaels and Holy family student families are not impacted by either of the 4 options, keeping 
each of their School communities intact. 

We live north of Upper Middle and I have no problem with being moved to OLP if that option goes through. That 
location makes more sense as we are geographically closer to that school than to St. Mike's. 

I do not like the idea of boundary changes. Seeing how small St.John's school is why not just keep them 
altogether? Or at least accomadate the existing children and change the boundaries for the following years? 

Boundary changes means double the travel for our family 

Boundaries in 12B allow for smaller zones and smaller classroom sizes. However the lack of extended French is a 
drawback. 

I have a concern with potential boundary changes for St. John students.  I do not want my daughter to be 
separated from her classmates and be moved to a new school when everyone else in her class would stay 
together.  I would like her to finish her last couple of years of elementary school with her friends.  If the school 
closes, moving to a new school will be less traumatic for her as long as her friends  are with her.  My preferred 
option keeps the students of St. John together.  If the chosen option involves boundary changes, I would like to 
have the option of keeping my daughter with her friends.  I think students in grades six to eights should be 
allowed to finish off their years with their peers at St. John's. 

As my son is in the structured teaching classroom , i don't think this will affect him 

Option 12 B seems to make the most logical logistical sense for boundary changes 
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I would be fine with boundary changes, if those changes grandfathered in the existing population of children, so 
that the current students would have the opportunity to remain among the friends they have grown with. Moving 
schools has an impact on children, and is made worse when they have no choice but to split with friends because 
of boundary changes. 

As a family at St. John living north of UMR I have no problem being redirected to OLOP. My only concern is where 
does St. John and OLOP go for French? 

 

 

St. Marguerite d'Youville 

Boundary Changes (if options involve some families being redirected to new... 

I like the options that keep students east and west of Trafalgar together as this is a big dividing line between 
communities. Much bigger than Upper Middle. Those west of Trafalgar currently share Upper Middle Plaza and 
the same Parish and therefore feel like a more logical community to come together. 

Would like to see how many students are affected in each of these options. Just we thru this at our old school and 
it's extremely disruptive. A goal should be to affect the least number of students 

No comments 

St. Marguerite is already very large.  I think it might be a good idea to keep the smaller schools. 

Boundary changes under 12 B are problematic and put St. Marguerite, St. Andrew and Our Lady of Peace 
significantly over capacity. This is not in the best interest of the children.  Option 1 A is least disruptive to St. 
Andrew and St. Marguerite and makes sense since St. Marguerite already has an extended French program.  Both 
schools will not be over capacity under this option which is desirable.  It makes sense to consolidate the three 
older schools into one new school which will save the Board costs of maintaining the older schools in the long run.  
The geographical boundaries under option 1A also make the most sense.  I also liked the two original options 
which did not have any significant impact on St. Marguerite.  Options 11A and 4 A are less desirable as they put 
too much pressure on St. Marguerite at once (adding gifted and extended French children from St. Andrew). 

 

 

St. Michael 

Boundary Changes (if options involve some families being redirected to new... 

Why cross a major road like Trafalgar Road.  Both schools in College Park area. 

This does not affect our children. 

Lack of bussing due to shortage of transportation both to new location and French/gifted programs. Nolonger safe 
walking distance for local families. 

   

232



Q13 ‐ Parish Boundaries and/or proximity of Parish to School 

 

Parish Boundaries and/or proximity of Parish to School 

no issue 

Our Lady of Peace should be part of the St Mary's parish to be consistent with the parish of Holy Trinity and 
proximity. 

I do not feel that the parish proximity to schools should matter ie school location. 

All is welcome. 

Mary Mother of God 

No real concern. 

I do not feel St. Johns is located far from the Parish; this is not a concern. 

The combining of Holy Family and St Marguerite should be considered as it keeps the Parish community together. 

The proximity to the parish is a non‐issue for me. Our family is very involved at St. Michael's Parish and the kids 
attend mass with the school via walking. I would be VERY DISAPPOINTED if the 1A option ended up at St. 
Michael's. The school and playground are MUCH smaller than St. John. Parents are more than willing to fund 
buses (and we have for YEARS) to get kids to mass...but to have a bigger and better location. 

I don't think parish boundaries have relevance to school education.  The students link to the faith will be as strong 
regardless of the parish the school belongs too 

I'm not sure how the Parish Boundaries would work under some of the options, particularly with things like 
confirmation.  While my preference is to continue to be part of the Mary Mother of God Parish, my son attends 
services at both schools and was baptized at St. Mike's and had his first communion at Mary Mother of God, so 
this is the least of my concerns. 

This is important 

The proximity of the school to the parish is not a huge concern. It would be ideal to be near the parish, but as long 
as there are buses to take the children to and from the church, this would work. 

if new location for Holy Family is at St. Michael's property that would be outside our parish 

n/a 

This isn't a concern to me. 

This is important, but not critical, because the parish is not very far from any of the three sites under 
consideration for a renovation or a new school. 

This is not really important to me because the kids can be bused or have a beatiful walk to go to church. Also they 
have mass every month in the school and also they have the rosery oposals in school every month also. Are 
teacher are also great at teaching the catholic religion to our kids. Unfortunatly St. Micheal's church is in a very 
high  traffic area do to the all the schools on McCraney. Its a very dangerous area for walkers to walk in that area 
and so much trafic for parents to go through. 

I have not comment. 

No comments 

When you look at the last 2 online survey results posted, these were the issues raised by respondents:  • 
Transportation and bussing arrangement – 94% • Strong preference for Small Schools – 82% • Traffic congestion – 
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79% • Transition and Emotional well being of kids– 71%  Being within proximity of the church was low on the list 
of priorities, which means the proposed School site (2 of 4 options) does not need to be at St, Michaels.  Our 
School children visit the parish for opening and closing School year masses and during preparation of their 
sacraments. Other times of the year, the parish priest/s visit the Schools.  While being besides the Church is ideal, 
it certainly was not an important factor for majority of the families that responded to the survey from each of the 
3 Schools.  Being a Catholic education system, majority of our Schools have been named after Saints. Oakville 
NorthEast is not reflective of our Catholic patronage 

This is not a major concern for us. 

I don't think where the parish is located really make a difference to where the school is located. 

na 

I don't think this is an issue at all, we have a parish closer to us that would make more sense but we're at another 
because we're supposed to be. I don't think the parish should matter. 

we would rather be closer to our parish than father away 

Would have been nice to see these highlighted on maps 

It does not make sense to build a new school in the north east when St. Mike's could be renovated to 
accommodate the St. John's pupils. I think it is important to keep the school close to a parish. 

I think the school should be close to aParish since it is a catholic school and some of the teachings are of religion 
and done within the church 

Our school (Our Lady of Peace) isn't aligned to our parish (Mary Mother of God) so this isn't a significant issue for 
our family. 

Not a concern if they school is far from the parish, and the board provides transportation (i.e. school buses) to 
mass. This was the case at my children's previous school as the parish was too far to walk to. 

I like that St. Marguerite is in walking distance to the parish. 

The proximity of the parish does not influence my decision 

Ideally the school should be close to the parish but realistically with real estate prices the way they are now and a 
lack of available land that may not happen. 

A school beside a Church is not a priority.  I attended a parish school that was at least a km from the church.  I 
think a big issue for locating the ONES school beside the Church, though in theory sounds right, is that traffic in 
that area will be highly congested.  Especially so if students are not bused to the school.  Regardless though, there 
will be many neighbourhood children crossing busy streets (Sixth Line, McCraney,and Montclair) because there 
are also, presently, two elementary schools and two high schools within a stone's throw of the church. I think we 
need to consider this in deciding the best for our children and our neighbourhoods. 

Not as important a factor, since most families attend the church only once a week.  The school enrollment 
boundaries are much more important in everyone's day to day life. 

as 
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Q14 ‐ Programs (e.g. French Immersion, Gifted, Essential Skills, Structured Teaching Class) 

 

Programs (e.g. French Immersion, Gifted, Essential Skills, Structured Teach... 

Essential skills program would be most suited moving to Our Lady of Peace as the school student body already has 
some pupils with disabilities and the staff, students and parents feel that everyone is a part of the community and 
would be very sad and disheartened if the program was moved. There are a few students that are in the current 
program that already know students at OLP and would find the transition an easy one. 

I do not believe in segregating kids based on their levels. They should all be together. If they are smarter then they 
can be role models and help their classmates. 

French immersion is the most important factor to our family at this time. 

I believe that St. Andrew should keep at least one the extra "program" 12B it optimal in my opinion, stripping a 
school of all of its incremental benefits is self‐fulfilling to make a less than optimal choice in the future 

boundary changes will lead us to Our lady of Peace school, i would prefer to have more options at this school‐ 
french, gifted program. 

Many of the Holy Family kids already go to St.Marguerite for French Immersion, hence the preference for 12B. If 
the option is to build a new school, it would be ideal to add the FI program to the school, ie. preference for 1A. 
The kids will already be going through a transition to a new school, therefore keeping them at the school in grade 
5 when they start FI would be least disruptive 

St. John School students will have the benefit to apply for any school that are offering French Immersion? once it 
get emerged with another school or whatever the finally decision has been taken (new construction, renovate or 
emerge). 

I think french immersion should be separated as it creates silos that are difficult to overcome. 

Would like to see programs added to the schools. French option has been causing decline in our numbers. Would 
like to see it offered in our own school. 

As long as our children do not loose out on their education it doesn't matter where they go. 

Gifted program should remain in St. Andrew 

I would like to keep the Gifted Program at St Andrews.  This is a wonderful and very successful school ‐ I really 
hope it stays as is. 

I recently moved from Waterloo to Oakville and the school was a big focus; we moved onto Royal Albert Court as 
it was a walk to St. Johns and the school community was appealing. I would have put the kids into Sunningdale for 
the French immersion option, however they did not take kindergartens and I did not want to split the kids. If the 
option is to put the schools together with no French immersion, I will be moving the kids to another school next 
year. If the option is to build on Holy Family property, I will also be taking the kids out as this is too far from our 
home and not ideal for our family. 

I think it is very important to offer extended French close to home schools rather than sending students all the 
way to St. Matthew 

Think French and gifted st one school offers synergies fir transportation 

While my son is not in any of these programs; his close friend and neighbour is in the Essential Skills class, so I like 
the option that keeps this class with the Holy Family students as a whole (11A).  Perhaps these classes could be 
grandfathered in, like the Gifted classes, so that the few kids in the Essential Skills class are not separated from 
the rest of their school and friends under some of the other options. 

I would prefer that the French Immersion program not be at OLP. 
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I would very much like to see the extended French program at Our Lady of Peace as both my children could 
benefit without having to take a long bus ride. 

I strongly disagree with joining French Immersion . 

In an ideal world, we would like our school to offer all of the above programs. 

I like that option from French immersion 

like the idea of having Essential skills together with regular classroom teaching.  French and Gifted as specialized is 
great to have together but not essential. 

No comment. 

Interested in seeing a French immersion emerge out of all of this.  St. John's loses so many kids to Sunningdale.  In 
fact, a number of families didn't attend the presentation at Holy Trinity because their kids are moving to 
Sunningdale to attend French immersion. 

I feel the board needs to spread the wealth of these programs to balance school populations. It should be part of 
their planning in the future to avoid future situations such as this consolidations. You have the capabilities to 
make the projections, now use the data for better planning in the future. 

None of the options provide an English school with English gifted school combination 

I strongly believe that French Immersion and the Gifted program should be in one school and not mixed into a 
regular school.  I am open to the Essential Skills and the Structured Teaching Class in any school.  This does not 
affect my children, but I do like that special needs children interact as much as possible with regular classes. 

We are not interested in French Immersion but would prefer to have our children attend St. Marguerite if they are 
deemed gifted in the future 

I really wish there was an option for early French immersion at OLP. St. Mary's is too far and I'd prefer to have my 
kids stay in a neighbourhood school. Extended French in grade 5 is better than no French immersion at all. Thanks 
for adding this as an option for OLP. 

Speciality programs, i.e. French Immersion and Gifted, at St. Marguerite would portray a specialty school.  I call for 
those programs at one location. 

I have 2 children attending St. Andrew in the gifted program. We live in SW Oakville.  The bus ride is long and a 
parent driving children to the other side of Oakville also takes long for drop off and pick up.  Technically none to 
the options affect my children. I am providing this feedback for other children who will attend the gifted program 
in the future.  I feel that moving the program to a further corner of Oakville is not ideal.  Ideally a more central 
location would be best for the children as far as busing goes.  1A option offers the most central location for the 
gifted program? Shorter bus ride? 

Gifted school too far for west Oakville 

Currently it is a lottery system for extended French.   I don't see how any of these options address the need of the 
community's demand for French immersion and therefore need for additional high quality French teachers and 
capacity.  Seems all the options consider the amount of extended French students as 'status quo' 

I like all programs and would love any of them in our school. 

I have not comment 

No comments 

Whether you consider a 3 into 1(option 1A) or 2 into 1 School consolidation (11A and 12B), offer FRENCH 
PROGRAMMING, as the 3 affected School families will benefit when :  1) Merged with another large School within 
reasonable geographical distance  AND  2) If consolidated at the new School site  Looking at the 10 year 
projections for OLP (options 1A and 4A), it seems ideal to keep OLP only with the gifted program, as the School 
will be at full capacity in Option 1A.  Keep the STC class with St. John, as it is part of the St. John community  Keep 
the essential skills with St. Andrew 
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French is key at this point for many St. John families as we have been losing a large number of kids steadily to St. 
Matthew since 2014 as well as those that switch to Sunningdale. 

I think you should offer the french immersion to option #4 A otherwise children will be leaving to attend a school 
where it is offered and then you will have the same declining numbers as we do now. If it is offered at new school 
then children will stay there. 

na 

I don't really understand what the Essential Skills and |Structured Teaching Classes are about but i do know that i 
do not want French Immersion in my school. 

ESSENTIAL ‐ our children are together in one school right now. One has special needs. I DO NOT want them 
separated. 

Concerned that the current students at OLP will be eligible to join the French Immersion track. 

Like the French from St Andrew going to St Marguerite with MMOG in middle 

Option 1A is the ideal option because the changes allow for Extended French to our catholic school however the 
boundary is quite large and we worry how far our the school will be. For example, it may be too far to walk but 
also too close to qualify for a bus. 

I like option 12B best as each school would receive a program so no school is left without 

I don't understand this programs. 

don't want him to loose any facilities that he has available to him at the st john location of the structured 
teACHING CLASSROOM. however if they were able to improve on them without loosing anything i.e., kitchen, 
washer/dryer, lower sinks to practice kitchen skills etc I would be happy with that 

Main priority for my children would be at have French emmersion at our lady of peace. 

Gifted program to OLP would be well received 

I like the idea of French Immersion being brought to our area since we are losing students to the public and 
French‐language schools in the area for those families wishing for their children to attend French Immersion and 
be able to walk to school. 

Strongly disagree with the introduction of French Immersion introduced at Our Lady of Peace as I have concerns 
about dual track English/French schools where the English track can suffer in enrolment and affect the balance of 
English and French.   My oldest daughter attended a dual track school and have experienced first hand the divide 
and the dynamics of it all (e.g smart kids go to Fr Imm and "trouble kids stay in English track" silliness.  We are an 
English board and do not feel we need to grow Fr Immersion. Some of the new options show projected enrolment 
Our Lady of Peace being over capacity, whereas the original options did not show any of the schools over‐
capacity.  It appears the new options show an increase of program redirection and it appears it is just shifting the 
St Andrew's overcapacity to Our Lady of Peace.   The original public feedback of moving programs around was to 
boost enrolment in the southern schools and prevent a Holy Family closure. 

Lack of bussing, current options are very poor  as it is. 

I would really like to see Our Lady of Peace with additional options (especially French Immersion and/or the Gifted 
program).  In fact, I wasn't even aware there was a gifted program option available! 

There is no need to take away French or Gifted from St. Andrew's.  Let this school have some programs. 

I think Having St.Andrews french program go to St.Marguerite would give it a stronger french support which I 
consider positive for my kids as I would think they would benefit from more french support 

I would not mind seeing the gifted program from St Andrew go to another school like St Marguerite which has 
fewer pupils. 

Are the assigned gifted program schools only for the students who are deemed gifted? 
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French immersion, Structured Teaching Class 

To many specialized programs in 1 school is not a good plan. 1 per building in enough 

I would really like to see the FR program implemented. 

I'd like a definition of these programs. 

I like the potential for gifted classes at St. Marguerite. 

This does not influence my decision 

French immersion is extremely important to me. 

I have really appreciated having the STC at St John's, but I think what is best for the STC children is most 
important. I think  having French Immersion in the neighbourhood would be great and bring more children into 
the Separate system. 

These programs are important, and should remain.  Option 1A provides the cleanest and most practical solution. 

As noted above, St. Marguerite already has extended French so it makes sense to maintain that. 

Very interest in French Immersion at OLP.  I think it will provide opportunities to students who would not benefit 
from the program due to long busing etc. 

Want French at home achool 

I would like French immersion at my home school 

sa 
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Q15 ‐ School Size 

 

School Size 

I am only in favour of seeing enrolment go down at St Andrew. In all scenarios provided St.Andrew is the only 
school OVER CAPACITY. Gifted student numbers mean students within the boundaries are unfairly put in 
portables. My son was in a portable for 3 straight years, while the special gifted kids (who come from out of 
boundary) were in their nice cozy classrooms. The kids in boundary deserve priority. Move gifted immediately. 

Increase teacher...so that classroom or not oversize or remove that community aspect and feel that is presently 
encouraged. 

prefer small schools 

smaller school are better, more family oriented. I would prefer smaller school. 

I support any action taken to increase the school size at Holy Family as I see the benefits of a larger student 
population outweigh some of the negative aspects of losing a local community school. That being said, Holy 
Family has an excellent school community, with supportive parents and teachers and is a truly wonderful and 
special environment. The issue becomes the class sizes for grades 5‐8 when there is typically a significant decline 
in enrollment. 

It seems that 12B allows for the maximum use of all of our schools resources and it takes into account the 
boundaries of current schools, making it more convenient for parents to get their children to school. I would hope 
that the school site to be renovated would be St. Mikes since the church is so close and allows for closer school‐
parish relationships. 

What about the quality of teaching since it get emerge with a big school? 

Smaller size class 

The School size at St. Andrew's is extremely large relative to other schools.  It's a shame there are so many class 
portables outside.  Please consider an extension to the building which would allow more students & teachers to 
be housed inside. 

If any options for OLP involve overcapacity it should secure funding for a school building extension NOT portables. 

~500 students is ideal 

Student/teacher ratio with a larger school (eg: going with plan 1A)? 

Very important. Smaller is better 

I'm concerned that option 12B will have impact on kids at St. Marguerite, during construction phase of the 
addition.  Not only that, this option will put more pressure on St. Marguerite, which already has several portables 
and large class sizes. 

As long as each student gets the attention and guidance they need. 20 students per class seems to be working 
very well. Anything after 20 I think students will be left out. 

No real concerns.  I can see the advantages either way. 

The sizes being shown look good. 550 pupils. 

We came from a school with 846 kids so the size of school is not a concern for me; I think it is beneficial for the 
students to have more kids to socialize with and for extra curricular activities. I am happy with an estimate of 550 
students. 

Options where one school gets too big would not be preferred 
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MANY of our students at St. John have been given cross‐boundary permission to go to other schools. We know 5 
families on 2 streets in this situation. Why has this been allowed??? If students were sent back to St. John (where 
they belong) our school numbers would be healthy! Please consider counting these students before changing our 
school...and, most importantly, our location!  ALSO, we will be receiving more and more students from the public 
system because of the change to French Immersion (now full French in grade 2). We know many families who are 
planning to come to St. John as a result of this decision. Have these numbers been considered in these plans? 

12b combined st marguerite school is to large.  Where would an addition fit on the promptly? 

Olp size and its ability to accommodate more children 

I like the smaller school sizes, although see the value in having a slightly larger school so that there are less split 
classes.  I would still prefer to see my son in a smaller school environment (400‐500) versus the larger size of 500‐
600 students. 

Not very happy if class sizes explode. A smaller teacher to student ratio is highly preferred. 

Any option that involves adding French Immersion to Our Lady of Peace makes that school over‐capacity, while 
adding French Immersion to other schools keeps the students at a reasonable (under‐capacity) number. 

Already portables at the school. More students with no space 

this is a concern 

what is anticipated school size for the renovated school options? 

The current school size is too small. If the changes can do away with split classes, this is best. I feel that the split 
classes has impacted on the teacher's ability to teach and ultimately the learning of the children. 

my children attended Holy Family and had nothing but a positive experience ‐ I have worked in the larger schools 
and i felt many students got left behind ‐ at the smaller schools its more of a large family and everyone is looking 
out for each other and knows each other 

I support a larger school for my children.  A smaller school as mentioned in the presentation does have a lot of 
disadvantages and I don't feel it will prepare my children for high school and/or life.  However, I am not in support 
of portables! 

More information needs to be provided to parents on what a renovation or extension if a school is to become 
over capacity with the current structure. Don't give us general terms like "a renovation or addition may be 
possible." Sounds like the school board doesn't want to make a commitment, which isn't reassuring. 

Ideally, to me the school should accommodate at the most, 550 pupils.  Class sizes should not be above 25 
students in any grade.  If the school becomes too large, discipline behaviors do not get dealt with properly and the 
children who do behave suffer. 

St. Andrew does have too many portables and hopefully removing the gifted program will assist in reduction of 
the student population 

I want growth at OLP to be managed so that students are not in portables or class sizes too big. 

Options that are keep the enrolment closer to capacity will defer an ARC for the near future.  For example the St. 
Marguerite enrolment for option 1A hovers around 400 students.  At what point would the Board close the school 
and redirect, considering moderate enrolment. 

I love our small school, but would not mind having a bit more kids. But i worry about 550 kids in one school 
especially if it does not have large yards fir children to play. I came from a big school that the yard was not large 
enought and evry week kids left by ambulance do to injury. 

I like the small school size. 

in option 11A I am concern about the number of students per sqft in the playground area. Same concern also for 
ST. Marguerite, however I think that school has a little bit more outside space. 

Our school ‐ St Marguerite ‐ seems to be at the high end of student to teacher ratio. 
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From the last 2 surveys, each of the 3 Schools have voiced their opinions favouring a small School size, for more 
personalized and better quality of instruction for our kids.  From the Ministry's point of view, funding will only be 
available if the proposed School consolidation offers a new School site offering a 500 students space School   It is 
very clear the Board is interested in availing this funding for a brand new School site, however, it is important to 
recognize that each of the 3 Schools are already in established neighbourhoods.   Putting up a 500 pupil School 
site at any of the School sites endangers the Community through increased school zone trafffic and concerns 
about safety of School walkers.  All of the 3 Schools are bound by some limitation ‐ park, narrow frontage etc.  
Combining 2 Schools which are within reasonable goegraphical distance will certainly help increase overall 
student capacity at a School site and put less stress on the surrounding community. 

We prefer a smaller school for our daughter. 

We love the small school feeling however being at 150 is very small and believe something needs to change. 
500ish students I feel is still a great size. 

na 

I think you should be maximizing your current schools instead of building new ones. Think outside of the box, why 
not turn a tiny school into a Gr.7 an 8 school. (Middle School) 

ESSENTIAL ‐ The children are thriving in the smaller school environment. 

I do not wish to increase any of the schools sizes to the point where classes are too large or portables need to be 
built. 

Like option 4A 10 year outlook for all schools keeps all schools closer to their capacities (option 1A St. Marguerite 
sees more significant drop with time); option 11A & 12B has schools over capacity in renovated spaces ‐ not great 
for 21st C learning 

I strongly support combining the three schools in CE04 to create a large school.  This will create a modern facility 
with the staff number to offer less split classrooms and more extra‐curricular activities.  This is by far the best 
option for providing an enriching and educational environment for our children. 

prefer a smaller school community for my son with special needs. 

Am concerned about over capacity at our lady of peace particularly in 11a option. 

School size is definitely a factor. Our kids were going to Our Lady of Peace but we moved just the other side of 
Sixth Line so technically should be at St. Andrew's. But we liked the smaller classroom sizes at Our Lady of Peace 
(the lack of portables as well) and uniforms so we requested to remain there (thankfully we were 
accommodated). I worry about large classroom sizes impacting learning. 

See above comment 

We moved cities to specifically have our children enrolled in Halton Catholic school board, and more so a smaller 
school. Our previous school had 800+ students and both my children were struggling even though my daughter 
had been recommended for both French immersion and full time gifted programs. They have both flourished at 
St. John and they're success is attributed to a smaller school, where everyone knows everyone and a true sense of 
community is developed, nourished and embodied by all. 

St Andrew school size is way to big, would like to see a decrease in the number of students in the next few years 

What size of classrooms will our kids be in? 

I do not like a new "super size" school and I think it will be more expensive than renovations of the current 
schools. 

I am very unhappy with the idea of a 550 student school. One of the best things about holy family is the size. The 
teachers know all of the students and there is very much a "family"  feel to the school 

I imagine filling a school would be a benefit to students, teachers, administrators, and for programming.  I am 
concerned that each school's spirit and personality would need to be managed as we make any transition.  I 
strongly feel renaming the school is essential to that process... either a new name or a compilation of the names 
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(even if the site is beside the church).  The high school I attended was a dual name (by the time I enrolled) and it 
was a reminder of our strong history (Michael Power/St Joseph's) ‐ My mother was a grad of St Joe's, and it was 
nice to keep that family history. 

Only option 1A really limits any over crowding of the proposals. 

The schools are not large enough or equipped to handle the over capacity which will result in option 12 B.  St. 
Marguerite and St. Andrew can handle Option 1A without going over capacity. 

sa 
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Q16 ‐ Transition Plans 

 

Transition Plans 

All other schools are below capacity. Move the gifted program out of St Andrew immediately. No grandfathering. 

important 

Whatever option is choosen, I would expect support services for the students and extra effort put forth to bring 
the children together in a cohesive & supporting manner. 

If any of the St. John's boundary students relocate to OLP they should need to have uniforms immediately to 
maintain a unified culture at OLP and not be able to identify "new students" as different during the transition. 

If the plan is to proceed with a newly built school, when would this construction begin and how long with this 
construction take? 

I like the Grandfathering idea re: gifted students. 

Closer to area in general Collage Park.  12 B 

I think this very important. I very much dislike the idea of renovations being done during the school year when 
students are  at school. 

I gather that any option would be implemented for the 2018/2019 school year.  I would hope any construction or 
renovation would be minimized. 

We would assume if renovations are being done at St Marguerite, that the bulk of the construction would be 
outside of school hours where possible and that the safety of the children would be of the utmost importance. 

less transition is better 

I hope that the whatever schools need to be closed, they are done so AFTER the new building is created. 

Must be mindful of all aspects of the move.  Would love to be part of this committee! 

What is the timing for the consolidation? 

As the schools are integrated, all schools should remain together.  Meaning all the students of St. Michael's should 
remain together.  As well as the staff if possible.  This makes it easier on the kids. 

I am thankful the children in the gifted program will not have to change school at this time. The grade 5 transition 
for these children is enough. Thank you! 

All kids will need transition plan do to the anxiety. But i hope the board is putting alot of extra preparation into 
the children with special needs. I am the mom of a special needs child and every time we have something as small 
as a EA change or a freind move i have to fight for therapy for my child to deal with it. It is usually 3 months or 
more of therapy. I sure hope that the school board will be providing alot of therapy before this transitions will 
happen because it is the parents that have to deal with the behaviour brought on by the changes and then we 
wait months to get help. 

Where would the students be transferred during potential renovations? 

No comments 

The final public consultation takes place next week, but the final physical site/s has not been determined (for 
either of the 4 options).   In the absence of this vital piece of information, neither can families nor ARC discuss the 
process of transition. The transition year and communication about it needs to be communicated so families are 
able to think about the changes that will impact them at a personal level, a school level and the Community and 
neighbourhoods at large.  Some Schools have uniforms, if 2 Schools are combined (non‐uniform with uniform 
School), will all of the student families be forced to wear uniforms 
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na 

What transition plans, at the end of the day you'll do what you want to do regardless of public opinion. I have no 
faith in the community voice truly being used as a guideline, you hear us but that's it, it goes in one ear and out 
the other. 

We have a child with special needs. We just spent months transitioning from another school board. Now we will 
need to transition to another school? No thank you. 

Concerned with where the students in transition will go and how they will be integrated within the school they 
are transitioned to 

I don't like the idea that, were renovation to be considered, my son will have to be redirected to a new site while 
construction takes place. Hopefully if an entire new structure is to be built, that process would begin after he 
graduates. He is currently in Gr.6. 

The grandfathering of senior students is a good idea 

I think the board has done a good job of outlining this well in advance, lots of community consultation, etc. I am 
confident any transitions will be handled well. 

The biggest concern for me again, is the splitting up of children from their peers and friends if boundary changes 
came into effect. 

When is all this to happen? 

N/A 

Oh.. this is close to my heart.  If changes happen, I think we really need to focus on the impact to the students, 
teachers, and communities.  We have some very special communities and it would be awesome (and I believe 
possible with some thinking and planning) to create a new school community that leverages the spirit of each of 
the schools' students and teachers. 

Grandfathering in existing students that wish to continue in their current schools makes sense. 

as 
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Q17 ‐ Transportation 

 

Transportation 

I do not want to bus my kids. We moved to this area because the schools were walking distance. If our school 
closes, we are pulling both our children to send them to falgarwood school. 

important 

I currently walk my son to HF every morning and love it, as does he.  I would hate to lose this but at the same time 
don't like the class sizes at HF after grade 5.  In the grade 7 class and grade 5 class there are 4 girls. That is not 
ideal either. I love having a community school and have made many great friends as a result. I find the community 
very supportive. 

What about the transportation services for those student that re in St John School?  As a parent Do we have to 
absorb that cost ? 

Busing locations need to be considered. The current locations in Oakville have not been thought out well. 

If a new school is built at the st Michael location. Kids should not have to cross 6th line which is very busy in the 
morning to get to school. Bussing should be offered. 

During the transition period of construction has there been consideration for buses to encompass students in the 
temporary geographical boundary? 

Keep bus rides short 

I would like just two schools put together rather then 3 or 4 

We bus ‐ it could mean my child is on the bus longer. 

Not as far to travel. Plus doesn't add more volume of traffic.  Basically in same area College Park. 

We walk to St. Johns but if the location is moved to St. Michaels or Holy Family, we will need to make the decision 
at that time. I am concerned about the traffic at St. Michaels as I have driven by a number of times and it is very 
congested and will only get worse when the new high school opens. If the location is Holy Family, we will not 
require transportation as the kids will be changing schools as it is too far. 

Proximity and size of boundary too large in some options which would increase logistical issues and bus issues.  
Weather issues and traffic. 

Since my son is in before & after care he is driven to school, however, by the time the consolidation takes place he 
may be too old for this program, so I'm assuming he would be bused or if he has to walk, that there will be plenty 
of crossing guards at the larger and busier streets that have to be crossed, such as Trafalgar or Upper Middle, 
depending on what option is chosen. 

The school can not handle the traffic as it is. More studentspecifically doesn't make sense 

Would like transportation for students studying in Our Lady of Peace 

Walkable neighbourhood schools are very important in fostering healthy communities, healthy relationships with 
peers. 

traffic is a concern 

are buses available for everyone? 

Ideally, walking would be the best way to get to school. Hopefully, buses will be provided. 
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busing is fine IF the family starts off buying in the area and that is the choice and there isn't a public school around 
the corner BUT when you have the convenience of walking and then have the inconvenience of the bus it may 
cause problems 

I AM NOT IN SUPPORT TO MOVING TO HOLY FAMILY!  Way too far from our home, don't want my children on a 
bus for that long and extending the school day to be sitting on a bus for that long.  It is not well supervised, this is 
where bullying starts/continues, there are no seat belts, drivers are not reliable (just had an innocent girl in our 
area run over by bus driver), bad weather often leads to cancelled buses ‐ can't afford to not go to work or have 
my children go to school,    My parents live down the street as well from St. John's and my father is the primary 
picker‐upper after school.  I AM  NOT IN SUPPORT OF MOVING TO HOLY FAMILY. 

School bus transportation should be provided. 

Busing from SW Oakville to a far NE Oakville school is a very long bus ride for the children. The gifted program 
would be best housed in a school more centrally located. 

Very far for gifted program 

I am concerned that my son would have to be busses. I enjoy walking my son to school and he also enjoys it.  I am 
concerned about him being in a bus do to his special needs and would not want him in a special bus by him self do 
to his needs because i would not want him to be isulated from his freinds that have taken years to form 
relationships with. I also worry about the amount of time they would be spending in a bus. 

My only concern is that my kids get bused to the school if it will be on St. Mike's property.  I am at Oxford & 
McCraney and it would be very very difficult for me if my kids were not bused to the new school. My kids walk 
now to St. John's and it is amazing.  My oldest is 12 next year and she would be able to take care of my other two 
and I would not have to pay for before and after school care.  I am a single mom and I am banking on my kids 
being able to get to school on their own/or by bus. 

I haven't used school bussing services until now, how would that work? Is this additional cost for a family? 

No comments 

• If boundary changes are approved and residents of T21 and T25 are diverted to OLP (Options 1A and 12B), 
bussing arrangements must be provided, as residents of T20 currently do not get bussed to OLP  • Allow student 
families currently at St. John from T21 and T25 to be grandfathered to the new School site (Option 1A) with 
bussing arrangements provided, as is currently offered to their home school i.e. St. John  • Assuming St. Michael is 
the proposed site, there are 2 high Schools (White Oaks Secondary Schools) and Montclair public schools which 
are within close proximity. A 550 School site endangers the neighbourhood through increased flow of vehicular 
traffic, concerns about safety of School walkers, even forcing some families to use bylanes in the neighbourhood 
for parking to avoid school rush congestion. 

We will not be able to rely on on transportation due to our work schedules. 

If option #12B is considered will the students south of upper middle be bused? 

na 

Walking to a school is nice, helps to teach our kids independence. Buses are bad! 

Again, special needs, with seizure disorder! cannot place my child on a bus un‐chaperoned 

Will the 3km rule apply or will exceptions be made based on some of these boundaries being so large? 

we are worried about how our kid is going to get to school. My kid is currently attending St. John school and we 
live five minutes walking and it's very easy to get to school. 

he already travels a distance to get to st john, I don't want the distance to be further 

How long with the bus rides be. My understanding is there are already issues with having enough bus drivers 
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Ensure there is not too many buses going to particular school as it creates congestion at bell times. 

Shortages and risks associated with the increase to exposure on the road for children. (Safety) cancelations also 
due to weather again direct impact to students. 

N/A ‐ we drive our kids to school currently 

Minimize yellow busing to ensure child safety 

Transportation should be considered before closing the smaller schools. 

Discussed above 

I have always appreciated that my children could walk to school. And as I understand they would still be required 
to do so... this worries me a bit if the location for the neighbourhood students changes. They would need to pass 
busy streets to get to school.  Being from St John's, if the location changes to the St Michael site, the students 
would be crossing Sixth Line and/or McCraney and navigating the cars/buses getting students to school at two 
highschools and two other elementary schools (not even taking into account Munn's).  This traffic would be 
extremely challenging.   Some ideas have sprung up that if the location ends up being at St John's that our small 
driveway could be an issue ‐ I recognize it would require some problem solving but I know we managed it years 
ago (15 ish) before OLP was open. 

To be reviewed once the school boundaries / school programs are confirmed. 

I would like to easily drive my kids to school 

sa 

2222222 
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Q18 ‐ Other Considerations 

Holy Family 

Parish Boundaries and/or proximity of Parish to School 

The combining of Holy Family and St Marguerite should be considered as it keeps the Parish community together. 

I'm not sure how the Parish Boundaries would work under some of the options, particularly with things like 
confirmation.  While my preference is to continue to be part of the Mary Mother of God Parish, my son attends 
services at both schools and was baptized at St. Mike's and had his first communion at Mary Mother of God, so 
this is the least of my concerns. 

if new location for Holy Family is at St. Michael's property that would be outside our parish 

This is not a major concern for us. 

The proximity of the parish does not influence my decision 

 

 

Our Lady of Peace 

Parish Boundaries and/or proximity of Parish to School 

Our Lady of Peace should be part of the St Mary's parish to be consistent with the parish of Holy Trinity and 
proximity. 

This isn't a concern to me. 

na 

I don't think this is an issue at all, we have a parish closer to us that would make more sense but we're at another 
because we're supposed to be. I don't think the parish should matter. 

Our school (Our Lady of Peace) isn't aligned to our parish (Mary Mother of God) so this isn't a significant issue for 
our family. 

Not as important a factor, since most families attend the church only once a week.  The school enrollment 
boundaries are much more important in everyone's day to day life. 

 

 

St. Andrew 

Parish Boundaries and/or proximity of Parish to School 

no issue 

All is welcome. 

Mary Mother of God 

No real concern. 
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Would have been nice to see these highlighted on maps 

It does not make sense to build a new school in the north east when St. Mike's could be renovated to 
accommodate the St. John's pupils. I think it is important to keep the school close to a parish. 

 

 

St. John 

Parish Boundaries and/or proximity of Parish to School 

I do not feel that the parish proximity to schools should matter ie school location. 

I do not feel St. Johns is located far from the Parish; this is not a concern. 

The proximity to the parish is a non‐issue for me. Our family is very involved at St. Michael's Parish and the kids 
attend mass with the school via walking. I would be VERY DISAPPOINTED if the 1A option ended up at St. 
Michael's. The school and playground are MUCH smaller than St. John. Parents are more than willing to fund 
buses (and we have for YEARS) to get kids to mass...but to have a bigger and better location. 

The proximity of the school to the parish is not a huge concern. It would be ideal to be near the parish, but as long 
as there are buses to take the children to and from the church, this would work. 

n/a 

This is not really important to me because the kids can be bused or have a beatiful walk to go to church. Also they 
have mass every month in the school and also they have the rosery oposals in school every month also. Are 
teacher are also great at teaching the catholic religion to our kids. Unfortunatly St. Micheal's church is in a very 
high  traffic area do to the all the schools on McCraney. Its a very dangerous area for walkers to walk in that area 
and so much trafic for parents to go through. 

I have not comment. 

When you look at the last 2 online survey results posted, these were the issues raised by respondents:  • 
Transportation and bussing arrangement – 94% • Strong preference for Small Schools – 82% • Traffic congestion – 
79% • Transition and Emotional well being of kids– 71%  Being within proximity of the church was low on the list 
of priorities, which means the proposed School site (2 of 4 options) does not need to be at St, Michaels.  Our 
School children visit the parish for opening and closing School year masses and during preparation of their 
sacraments. Other times of the year, the parish priest/s visit the Schools.  While being besides the Church is ideal, 
it certainly was not an important factor for majority of the families that responded to the survey from each of the 
3 Schools.  Being a Catholic education system, majority of our Schools have been named after Saints. Oakville 
NorthEast is not reflective of our Catholic patronage 

I don't think where the parish is located really make a difference to where the school is located. 

we would rather be closer to our parish than father away 

Not a concern if they school is far from the parish, and the board provides transportation (i.e. school buses) to 
mass. This was the case at my children's previous school as the parish was too far to walk to. 

Ideally the school should be close to the parish but realistically with real estate prices the way they are now and a 
lack of available land that may not happen. 

A school beside a Church is not a priority.  I attended a parish school that was at least a km from the church.  I 
think a big issue for locating the ONES school beside the Church, though in theory sounds right, is that traffic in 
that area will be highly congested.  Especially so if students are not bused to the school.  Regardless though, there 
will be many neighbourhood children crossing busy streets (Sixth Line, McCraney,and Montclair) because there 
are also, presently, two elementary schools and two high schools within a stone's throw of the church. I think we 
need to consider this in deciding the best for our children and our neighbourhoods. 
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St. Marguerite d'Youville 

Parish Boundaries and/or proximity of Parish to School 

I don't think parish boundaries have relevance to school education.  The students link to the faith will be as strong 
regardless of the parish the school belongs too 

This is important 

No comments 

I like that St. Marguerite is in walking distance to the parish. 

 

 

St. Michael 

Parish Boundaries and/or proximity of Parish to School 

This is important, but not critical, because the parish is not very far from any of the three sites under 
consideration for a renovation or a new school. 

I think the school should be close to aParish since it is a catholic school and some of the teachings are of religion 
and done within the church 
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2016-2017 Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR) – North 
Oakville 

 
Survey 3 Analysis 
 
 
This report is divided into four parts. Part A will show basic descriptive statistics from the online 
survey about participation rates of each school community and which neighborhoods the voices 
came from. Part B will explore the data broken down by the two final options presented for this 
PAR process. Part C will show results from the survey summarized from each school community. 
Part D will show all the comments from this PAR divided up by school community.    
 

Online Pupil Accommodation Review Survey Response Breakdown 
 
There were 234 completed feedback forms after data cleaning. Data cleaning consisted of 
removing responses that did not contain any information, or those individuals who logged in and 
only chose the school but did not finish the survey beyond the first question about role or school. 
211 (94.4%) survey respondents identified themselves as parents, 1 parish or community member, 
8 (3. 4%) staff, and 4 (1.8%) students.  Table 1 shows how many participants engaged with the 
final survey according to each school community. It is interesting to note that response rates to the 
survey are rather low in contrast to the number of students enrolled in each school. We urge 
readers to interpret the results with caution that only a very small sample of community 
stakeholders have submitted their feedback. The vast majority is silent.  
 
 
Table 1. School Registrations and School Community Participation.  
 

School Community 

Number of 
Registrations 

in School 
(i.e., Number 
of students 
Registered) 

Frequency 

Percent of 
School 

Population 
that 

Participated 
in the Survey 

Not Specified n/a 1 n/a 

Holy Family 213 50 23.5% 

Our Lady of Peace 398 46 11.6% 

St. Andrew 779 38 5.0% 

St. John 147 35 24.0% 

St. Marguerite d'Youville 537 41 8.0% 

St. Michael 208 23 11.1% 

Total 2282 234 n/a 
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Table 2. Overall Approval Rating for Option 1A1.  
 

How Much Do You Like 
Option 1A? 

Frequency Percent 

Dislike Very Much 54 23.1% 

Dislike 29 12.4% 

Neutral 40 17.1% 

Like 41 17.5% 

Like Very Much 70 30.0% 

Total 234 100% 

 

Table 3. Overall Approval Rating for Option.  
 

How Much Do You Like 
Option 12B? 

Frequency Percent 

Dislike Very Much  62 26.5% 

Dislike 39 16.7% 

Neutral 37 16.0% 

Like 42 18.0% 

Like Very Much 54 23.1% 

Total 234 100% 
 

 
 
  

                                                 
1 Percentages may not add up to 100.0% due to rounding.  
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PART B: Results Option Presented and by School Community2  
 
Table 4. Approval of Option 1A by School Community. 
 

How Much 
Do You 
Like Option 
1A? 

Holy Family 
Our Lady of 

Peace 
St. Andrew St. John 

St. 
Margeurite 
d'Youville 

St. Michael 

Dislike Very 
Much 

24 3 14 9 3 1 

Dislike 6 5 4 6 3 5 

Neutral 7 12 8 4 7 1 

Like 5 8 5 5 11 7 

Like Very 
Much 

8 18 7 11 17 9 

 
 
 
Table 5. Approval of Option 12B by School Community. 
 

How Much 
Do You 
Like Option 
12B?  

Holy Family 
Our Lady of 

Peace 
St. Andrew St. John 

St. 
Margeurite 
d'Youville 

St. Michael 

Dislike Very 
Much 

14 9 4 18 15 2 

Dislike 11 3 5 8 7 5 

Neutral 7 11 4 5 6 3 

Like 8 4 11 3 10 7 

Like Very 
Much 

10 19 14 1 4 6 

 

  

                                                 
2 Due to low response rates, percentages were not used.  
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PART C: Preferences of Options Presented by School 
Community 
 
The following five figures and charts demonstrate the survey results according 
to each school community. On the survey, respondents were given a choice to 
select “Dislike Very Much”, “Dislike”, “Neutral”, “Like”, “Like, or Like Very 
Much” about each of the four final choices. For clarity, the “Like Very Much” 
and “Like” are combined, as was the “Dislike” and “Dislike Very Much”.  
 
Figure 1. Holy Family Preferred Options 
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Figure 2. Our Lady of Peace Preferred Options 
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Figure 3. St. Andrew Preferred Options 
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Figure 4. St. John Preferred Options 
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Figure 5. St. Margeurite d’Youville Preferred Options 
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Figure 6. St. Michael Preferred Options 
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PART D: Comments by School Community (N = 113) 
 
Table 6. Open Ended Comments – Holy Family (n = 29) 
 

I really hope the right decision is made for the students and the community.  It seems as though the school board has 
taken into consideration the feedback given.  Thank you for listening. 

Nothing....  If the school closes, unfortunately we will be taking the kids out and registering them with the public school 
board. (Falgarwood) 

Crossing a major road like trafalgar not reassuring. 
Doubling the students at StMarguerite might not be best for kid/teacher relationship. 
Walking to school is such an important activity. 
We're going to Falgarwood  Public School so that we're still a part of the Falgarwood Community. 

Less money in renovation than building a brand new school and closer school to our area in Oakville. 

The community at Holy Family School will be the most affected in this exercise. Both options are really far away but 
we have no choice. 

Holy Family school is a wonderful community to learn and work in. We are small but all truly care for one another. 
Consolidating or closing this school would be a detriment for our community. students and staff travel from other 
communities just to be part of holy family. Our school is beloved and it would be a shame to close it. Every student is 
known and looked after by all staff and our staff is truly a family.  

If option 1A is selected, we will definitely move both our children to the local public school, which is within walking 
distance, like Holy Family currently is.  There is a natural border of Trafalgar road that we won't send our kids across.  
If option 12B is selected, we will still consider the same since Upper Middle Road has a similar effect as Trafalgar 
road, although not quite as strong.     
 
We would instead prefer to have the gifted program move to Holy Family to keep enrolment high enough to keep the 
school open.  We hope the province does not grant the board sufficient funds for either option 1A or 12B and the 
operating budget is used to focus on closing St John's but leaving the local families at Holy Family.    

Keep my school open. I want to keep walking to school with mommy and daddy. My little sister will start JK in 
September and I want to walk to school with her too.  Please Don't close the school.  

I must admit, after speaking with other parents at the school, a large majority of parents will be pulling their children 
out of the Catholic School Board and will be enrolling our children into the local public schools close to Holy Family.  It 
is due to the convenience of walking to school.  Most of us are not a fan of our children being bused to school and this 
was one of the strong influences that made us purchase our homes in this area. 

Either of these changes will disrupt my familys life. 
There is no need to change anything.  
Focus on St. Michael and St. John and leave Holy Family alone. 
Most if not ALL children presently walk to school. 
 
By making either of these changes myself and many other parents will leave the Catholic School system and move 
our children to Falgarwood P.S. 
Not an ideal decision but best option. 

Option #1A is an unreasonable ask for the Holy Family community.  The majority of us are within a 5 minute walking 
distance to the school.  Option 1A will result in bus service and early wake-up times for our children.  If we choose to 
commute we would have to deal with a ravine that restricts our driving access to the proposed new school and is also 
in the wrong direction for our commute to work.  I suspect we would leave the Catholic school board and transfer to 
the public school board and avoid the early wake-ups and morning transportation issues that we would endure with 
option 1A. I would strongly urge the Trustees to explore and fully understand how many other families in the Holy 
Family community would make the same decision to leave the Catholic board.  In my conversations with other parents 
it would be well over 50% of students would transfer to the public board which would seriously impact the current 
forecasts supporting the new school 1A option  

My child goes to Holy Family school and as much as I would like a new school for my child to attend to (option 1A) 
having to cross Trafalgar Road in rush hours to take or pick up mu son from schools is very hard, plus there is no 
direct public transit from our area to the other side of Trafalgar. That is mainly why we prefer option 1B, the school is 
located on the east side of Trafalgar and the accessibility to the school is much better. We are very interested in the 
Extended French program 

Our daughter is currently in the Essential Skills Class at Holy Family. 
We feel that our daughter will thrive better in the smaller school setting of St. Andrew. 
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She attended St. Marguerite in the past and had many social issues at this school. 
We would prefer that she does not go back to St. Marguerite. 

I don't see an immediate need to consolidate Holy Family. I think this decision is born out of both the need to do 
something with St. John as well as a desire to participate in the Ministry's funding provisions. It seems clear to me that 
there are many boards in much more need of this particular funding than the Halton Catholic School Board. I believe 
acquiring this funding is extremely unlikely, and the building of the new school will not be feasible. Therefore merging 
St John and St Michael will solve the St. John problem. Moving Holy Family to St Maguerite can always be an option 
for the future. 

We are willing to move our child to Falgarwood P.S. in order to stay at a school in our neighbourhood and have our 
child NOT be bused. 

I feel the board has already made it's decision and that the input of parents is moot.  However, it is not in either mine 
or my child's best interest to move them from their neighborhood school, within walking distance, to a school which 
they would then need to be bused to.  Noting as well that the access to St. Michael's is treacherous (narrow roads for 
buses and parents driving their children).  Of the two options I feel St. Marguerite is the "better" option, though of 
course I would prefer for Holy Family to remain open. 

Plan 1A - I feel your plan to move the Essential Skills to St. Andrew's would be a terrible transition for these students - 
you'd be throwing them into an ocean 
I feel the Gifted students have a hard time at a large school 
Both the gifted and essential skills students would benefit from a small school environment and blend in with the 
school community  
My biggest concern is the the Falgarwood Catholic community!  I'm afraid that it will disappear - many parents are 
voicing their plans of sending their children to the public school in our backyard over the inconvenience of a bus - they 
have bought in this community for the school in walking distance 
 
Plan 12B - our school population is stabilized - if St. Marguerite's population is slowly declining why make the 
renovations now when in a few years the schools could merge without the extra expense and with our changing 
neighbourhood from retirees to new families I believe the Holy Family population will increase - Falgarwood is a 
unique neighbourhood that needs their Catholic school to stay! 

I think students in the current Holy Family Essential Skills class should be grandfathered in and not transferred to a 
different school, as the class is pretty small. 

I would much prefer to have my 2 children remain in their community school of Holy Family where they can walk to 
school as they get older. This school has wonderful, caring and dedicated teachers who know all students by name 
and will be missed. We moved to this area wanting our children to attend a school they could walk to and have been 
happy with Holy Family and a smaller school community these past 4 years.  
It's a shame that this school will be closed.  

The transition from Holy family to St.Marguerite would make so much more sense proximity wise. My kids would be 
able to walk to school. 

Considering future demographics I strongly believe that option 12B will be more successful when we will look at the 
execution timeframe and easier transition for the kids and teachers. Kids will continue to attend school masses at the 
same Parish.  

I prefer option 12B, as I think this option is least disruptive for my family.  Overall if we could avoid consolidation, that 
will be better. 

I believe either constructing new 'super' school or renovating/amalgamating will be waste of taxpayers money. Also, 
the options don't seem to take into consideration a proximity of the existing school to many families' residences and 
thus its convenience. Also, the current school (Holy Family) provide a safe and family like environment for its 
students, whos identify will be lost if they are forced to move to larger school. New principal of the Holy Family School 
is doing so far an amazing job with school's further faith like and academic development and things can only go better 
from now. Both projects don't seem to take into any consideration ties that pupils already have with the existing 
school, friendships and faith values being already established and communicated there. I would wish for my son to 
remain at the Holy Family School. I don't believe enrollments will improve with these tow new proposals, as there are 
many public schools in Falgarwood area, and parents will most likely moved their kids there, due to convenience. It's 
a shame that catholic education will suffer because of that. 
Joanna Szewczyk (mom od Darian Smazyk, grade 1, Holy Family School) 

We live in Falgarwood but attend St Marguerite for French. I don't mind either option as long as my child who attends 
St Marguerite for French Immersion be allowed to complete her grade 8 year at St Marguerite, just as those gifted 
kids are at St Andrew. 

At the few meetings I've been to with regards to the PAR, myself and a few other parents were somewhat concerned 
with the assertions that it only take 13 months to complete a new building with regards to option 1A. As Project 
Managers in the construction industry, we find it highly unlikely that this assertion would hold valid, given our 
collective knowledge of the process...and feel that having kids crammed into portables for over 1.5 years (realistically 
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closer to 2) would a detriment overall (even though I prefer a new school over renovating an older one). 
 
Truthfully, neither option is preferred, given that the students at Holy Family (and parents) are a tight knit community 
who feel that closing the school is a shame, and a terrible thing to the teachers we've come to know and trust. 

It is highly likely that I will be moving my children to the local public school (Falgarwood/Sheridan) if Holy Family is 
closed, and a number of parents I've been speaking with during the walk to school, and in the play yard have 
mentioned the same thing.  In fact, the community of parents, and the strength of the "family" at Holy Family has been 
driven by the parents meeting each morning and evening to drop off and pick up kids.  We schedule play dates for our 
kids then, have much better relationships with the teachers and staff, hear more about activities in the community, 
and provide emotional and spiritual support to each other during challenging times in our lives from these regular 
interactions.  If 1A is selected, we will change boards.  If 12B is selected, there is a very good chance we will change 
boards.  

If my children will need to be bussed to a new school, my strong preference is for Option 1A for the following reasons: 
- Our children are entitled to a new facility that will offer modern amenities and facilities designed to handle the 
capacity 
- Adding an additional  Extended French offering Oakville north will also enable us to stay competitive as a board and 
encourage growth in French language (so that children don't have to choose to leave their current school\friends in 
order to join the program). 
- Having an adjacent parish is a blessing for our children - to have every liturgy in the church is such a benefit 
Although option 12B is likely the most economical and likely attractive to the board, added 4-5 classrooms will not 
have bearing to the fact that the facilities were not designed for the capacity for at least the first 4 years...library, gym, 
bathrooms, etc. Also in my experience, renovations at school often carry throughout school year, are disruptive their 
learning and results in a mish-mash esthetic. 

We prefer option 1A 
 
Thanks 

 

 

 

 

  

264



14 
 

Table 7. Open Ended Comments – Our Lady of Peace (n = 13) 

I'd like to put my daughter in a French program when the time comes but didn't want to have my kids in 2 different schools 
or possible one in the Public system. I would love to see the extended French program at OLP.  
I don't want OLP to become a french program school.  Please do not force my children to leave their school community if 
they can't adapt to this new program.  If I wanted them in a french speaking school, I would have enrolled them in one. 
I have 2 sons that will be affected by this consolidation.My one son has special needs and will probably go to the structured 
teaching program in grade 5. He is still in SK and will have many years to consider this it`s primarily up to the board to decide 
on the best course of action and funds allocation for this consolidation.  
Both options are very suitable for us, i appreciate having the opportunity to participate in this decision  
I like the idea of moving the Holy Family students to St. Marguerite d'Youville as it keeps them with their parish family and it 
is the less expensive option. It doesn't seem right to tear down St. Michael's as it has undergone renovations in the recent 
past. 
Under Option 12B Our Lady of Peace enrolment will be over capacity for the entire time of the report which is projected for 
10 years. The school will be put under too much pressure for that extended period of time. Option 1A is best as it properly 
divides out the enrolment so that no school exceeds its capacity. I don't want to  portables used at an elementary school. 
Don't like how option 12B overcrowds OLP. Option 1A makes a lot of sense. 
I think it would be great to have French immersion at OLP not only as an option for families but it will also keep more girls at 
OLP and the classes will be a better balance of girls and boys. 
The idea of having to use portables after 2020 in Our Lady of Peace is bothering me a lot. I believe portables don't offer the 
proper learning conditions for kids and I wouldn't want my kids to be in them. I hope the board can make accommodations 
to avoid portables in Our Lady of Peace. 
I am in favour of option 1A because it brings the gifted program to the school. My family may not benefit from this program, 
but will definitely not benefit from the addition of French in option 1B 
I worry that the transition will not be smooth. It doesn't seem like this would be viable for the 2017/18 year, as it seems like 
it's taking a long time to just make this decision. Are you really taking in our suggestions or just making sure you can say at 
the end of the day that you have allowed us to have our voices heard. 
My greatest concern is overcapacity at Our Lady of Peace. I would like to see a French program at OLP. 
If you implement either option funding should be secured for OLP school renovations which does not include having 
permanent portables to handle the overcapacity at this site.   
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Table 8. Open Ended Comments – St. Andrew (n = 19) 

Don't waste government money renovating old schools with unsafe gyms. Instead build a new one and sell the old schools 
property to help pay for the new school. Also build beside St Michaels church for a better parish school relation. 
More cost effective approach that meets all needs of the community 
Out of the two options that have been left, I prefer and think that option 2 (renovated school) makes more sense.  However, 
I feel it important to note that the approach to this exercise in my opinion ignores the fact that boundaries in Oakville 
needed to be addressed.  I am walking distance to St. Marguerite School.  In fact, when I stand with my children at their bus 
stop (which takes them across Trafalgar Rd to St. Andrew), I am staring at another Catholic elementary school that I can 
clearly walk to.  Instead necessary money is being spent on buses.  Children who live along Trafalgar road, are going to St. 
Marguerite even though they actually live much closer to St. Andrew than I do.  Please understand that I have no issues with 
St. Andrew school whatsoever, but my children going there makes little to no sense at all.  What I really wish is that the 
school board would look at the costs of bus transportation and the common sense of having elementary aged children 
attend a school that is within their community.   
I believe option 12B is more cost efficient, would provide a solution to the registration projections across all 6 schools and 
offer more education options to the community given the additional extended French program.   
Going from holy family to st Mike's changed the boundaries too significantly 
In my opinion it is always better to renovate than building a new school. 
I would like to see the St Andrew number of students size decrease, way too big.  If we have to go to another school for 
extended french, that is acceptable. 
Please keep the gifted program at St. Andrew and introduce French immersion. 
It is disappointing that St. Andrew loses the Gifted program 
I prefer option 12B if it means St. Andrews will accommodate both regular and gifted students.  
St. Andrew already has over-crowding.  Adding essential skills as noted in 1A will cause and increase in the population of the 
school.  We should consider using current building before we decide to tear down and build a new school.  That is why I 
support 12B 
Thank you for putting together a comprehensive set of public consultation documents.  Both short listed options seem 
achievable and benefit both the students and the community.  I am not a parent of children considered 'gifted'.  The 
evaluation did not consider a very important budget impact which is an oversight.  Renovations and small additions are 
unquestionably far more economical than a large brand new building.  For this reason I support Option 12B and not 1A. 
The best option would be with whichever eliminates the need for portables. Neither plan mentioned this, but I hope it was 
considered in both options. 
I prefer the first option given two disatisfatory options. 
Honestly i think you have made the worst possible recommendations.  Clearly St Andrew is getting the worst by continuing to 
be overcrowded. You have done a poor job of dealing with this issue. Gifted students should have been directed to an under 
capacity school in the first place. You bring them in from out of boundary areas, put them in warm, cozy classrooms at the 
expense of local in-border children who end up in portables. Is that fair? I had to complain after my son was in a portable for 
3 straight years. Finally I had to demand that my son be placed in the school this year.  
 
Second you have no numbers on costs of building a new school vs renovating and adding classrooms. Asking for input 
without providing these details is ridiculous.  
A very thorough process!  High praise for the committees and those involved. The graphics were extremely helpful. 
We moved closer to St. Andrew for gifted program. 
- Due to proximity of our home school (Holy Family), option 12B, (St. Marguerite) makes much more sense in terms of 
proximity and community. The Joshua Creek community is close knit and the impact of changing schools for these young 
children is minimized. 

I would like to see St.Andrew keep the gifted program as I believe it adds value to the school community. 
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Table 9. Open Ended Comments – St. John (n = 27) 

I am not happy with the location do to the trafic on McCraney and Sewel. It is dangerous for children walking and 
also hard for parents driving.  
I feel like the xhoice for the site was never a choice. Bexause from the first meeting St. Micheals was already the 
prefered site.  
St. John's is the only school being split and there is no buses being provided. That is not fair to the children or 
the parents that have been a tigh community since JK. Grandfathering is great but they need transportation.  

Option 12B shows that the population of children still remains low. Under 300 students. This option still doesn't 
offer the school any special programs..i.e no french immersion, gifted program, etc. Therefore, numbers will drop 
just as it did now at St.Johns. 

I think option 1A is ridiculous. Having such a large number of kids in one school seems like a recipe for disaster. 
More bullying, larger classrooms which means teachers arent really involved with the children. Some children will 
get lost in the shuffle. With option 12B at least there will not be as many children there.  I am still for a small knit 
school but it seems that Either way St. John will close. I really hope that Mr. Melanson will he the new principal at 
St. Michaels. He is awesome and is all for the kids and parents.  

What is the point of having these meetings and collecting options when the committee is not listening to what 
parents are saying?  
1) many participating parents had indicated that option 12B should have French language component. Has this 
been heard? No 
2) many people objected to the selected site. Has this concern been heard? No 
What particular parent/community concerns have been incorporated into the two options that have been 
selected? Zero 
 
It seems that a preemptive decision has been made prior to the first meeting, and the rest of it is just a dog & 
pony show. This entire process is disrespectful to the parents and volunteers who participate in the "process", to 
the children who's future is under review, and to the entire community. Such a wast of time, energy and 
resources!  

This is a farce. From the start you had your mind made up and decided to close St John. All those consultations 
and hearings meant nothing. You are going to merge St John with a slightly updated St Michael. All the other so-
called alternatives were never seriously considered. Just smoke and mirrors, dog and pony show. That was the 
plan from the beginning. And please do not lie to us that you are considering building anew s tate of the art 
school, none believes you anyway.  
 
So after all that you're asking us for feedback? Here is my feedback: take a plugged in toaster and use it as a 
bath toy.  

Yes, option 12B is not a good option for St John. For years, as you are well aware, the numbers have been 
declining considerably at St John. This is predominantly due to children leaving for other programs at different 
schools, namely French immersion. I feel that if option 12B was decided, the school will be having the exact 
same issue. The predicted population numbers, are still considerably low (under 300) and will only continue to 
decline. We will continue to have the exact same issue. This problem will never leave us. 
I feel there is absolutely no benefit to option 12B, but I am highly in favour of option 1A. 

We are neutral in our decision making as our children, regardless of choice, will have to go to OLOP. We are 
disappointed that St. John students had to be split between north and south Upper Middle zones. 
If we had to choose, we would have preferred a new school building over the renovated one, as the renovated 
school is still an old building with new tweaks. 

I dislike Option 12B because the renovated school for St Michael and St John communities appears to do 
nothing but put the students in the same building.  There is no programming being offered to create a sustaining 
student body, let alone create an opportunity for new or returning students to our Separate school.  We have lost 
students to the private school system and the public board, so adding something (e.g. the Gifted program or if 
possible, Extended French) would help fill the school and sustain it for many years to come.   I'm not convinced 
just renovating is going to make a difference.   
 
If renovating the school is truly believed to be the best solution for the St John/St Michael's students, I would like 
you to reconsider the location of the school.  The Sunningdale (St John's site) neighbourhood is a wonderful 
environment for a school...there are surrounding parks, natural pathways (for DPA walks and Cross Country 
training and fundraising walks/runs (like the Terry Fox initiative), and neighbourhood homes. The concern I've 
heard about this site is the access points. I'm surprised that this is not an opportunity for creativity.  Yes there is 
only one driveway into the school grounds but in the past  we've worked through this (in the mid 1990s, if I 
recall).  Also, there is path access on McCraney, why not have school buses drop the children there or 
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encourage parents to drop off there (Sunningdale parents do likewise at the path on McCraney closer to 
Sunningdale).  
 
I think picking the St Michael site may have been a convenient decision (perhaps the right one for the 3-1 build, 
so quickly surmised to be the right one for the 2 -1). 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to voice my thoughts. 

I don't think it's a good move to only merge St. John's and st michaels especially into the existing school.   
I would rather go into our lady of peace.  
 
It would be more beneficial for the kids to have the three schools combined and the French immersion.   

Option 1A : New Build Option 
 
Favourable aspects: 
â€¢ School communities are consolidated into a new facility 
â€¢ School families will benefit through Catholic education and Extended French education at one site, unlike 
current situation 
â€¢ Grandfathering current students from T21 and T25 who hold School programming paramount over School 
proximity will benefit from their childâ€™s emotional well being and relationships with existing St. John families, 
receiving their sacraments with their peers etc.. 
â€¢ Families in T21 and T25 that want a shorter commute (not significant in terms of time saved) to school, will 
be offered bussing to OLP 
Unfavourable aspects: 
â€¢ Increased traffic and congestion on Sixth Line, as there are 2 public schools and 1 Public High School within 
proximity of Sixth Line/McCraney. With the morning rush hour, Sixth Line is already a busy route for School drop 
offs. For others headed to the city, Sixth Line is an alternate route to the GO station, avoiding the ever-busy 
Trafalgar route. 
â€¢ The new 550 proposed School site at Sewell drive will further compound the gridlock, making it unsafe and 
dangerous for families that will be â€œSchool Walkersâ€ � from       
School site. 
â€¢ Grandfathered families in T21 and T25 that are considering a French curriculum in the future have to 
transition twice. Once to OLP where they are consolidated and then second time for French program in Grade 5. 
This transition may take place within a couple of years for existing students with St. John. An emotional setback 
changing schools, making friends etc.. 
â€¢ Grandfathered families in T21 and T25 are not offered bussing to St. Michaels. As per current transportation 
stats, 67 students (from T21 and T25) and 1 Cross boundary student are currently bussed to St. John. These 
same students will need bussing to go to OLP and if eligible for French, will be offered bussing to St. Michaels 
(for French immersion program).  
â€¢ Why not combine bus routes for student families (grandfathered students and new French curriculum) to St. 
Michaels, as they are already in the system. Halton Transportation is not saving on costs, if they are bussed to 
OLP or to St. Michaels for French programming. 
â€¢ Although OLP will benefit through the gifted program, this is only advantageous if your child is â€œidentified 
as giftedâ€ �. However, a French and reg         ws more families to have 
their children educated in a 2nd language, if the family makes that decision.  
â€¢ Specific to Holy Family School, only 22 students out of 214 (5%) avail of bussing to attend School. 95% of 
their School population are within walking distance or do not opt for Halton Transport. This is a big concern, 
when merging the population of this School at a site that requires families to travel across a major thoroughfare 
i.e. Trafalgar. Besides, there are 2 public Schools (Falgarwood and Joshua Creek public School) alongwith St. 
Marguerite that will hold great appeal if this consolidation of 3 schools is passed. 
â€¢ HCDSB will lose Catholic and tax paying families to the Public Board and once you lose them, it is hard to 
win them back.  
 
Option 12B: Renovated School Option 
 
Favourable aspects: 
â€¢ Based on geographical spread, Schools within proximity of each other are combined, making Trafalgar the 
divide when consolidating more than one School  
â€¢ Residents of T21 and T25 gain a few advantages through the consolidation at OLP: 
o Bussing to a School closer to home (not very significant in terms of time) 
o Catholic education and Extended French curriculum in Gr 5 
o Students that are currently attending a public School in these zones, with one parent that is a practicing 
Catholic, may decide on a French program at Gr 5 in the Catholic education system.  
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â€¢ Grandfathering current T21 and T25 students will help childâ€™s emotional well being and relationships 
with existing St. John families, receiving sacraments with the grade etc.. 
 
Unfavourable aspects: 
â€¢ Increased traffic and congestion on Sixth Line, as there are 2 public schools and 1 Public High School within 
proximity of Sixth Line/McCraney. With the morning rush hour, Sixth Line is already a busy route for School drop 
offs. For others headed to the city, Sixth Line is an alternate route to the GO station, avoiding the ever-busy 
Trafalgar route. 
â€¢ Looking at the 10 year enrollment projections, St. Michael is not an ideal site as the renovated School will 
max out its capacity. St. John has an on-the-ground(OTG) capacity of 300 student spaces which will easily 
accommodate St. John, STC and St. Michael student families. The 10 year graph indicates the School will still 
have room. i.e. 273 students in 2028. 
â€¢ Even with the St. John and St. Michael merger, the systemic problem arising from lack of new programming 
will continue to plague the Schoolâ€™s enrollment numbers. St. John loses students at Gr 1 and Gr 5 to French 
curriculum. This exodus will continue at Gr 1/Gr 2 to Sunningdale and Gr 5 to Our Lady of peace. 
â€¢ OLPâ€™s enrollment numbers will far exceed its OTG capacity with introduction of French curriculum, 
Essential skills and gifted programming. Students potentially may have to be accommodated in portables. 
â€¢ Student families living in T21 and T25, whose kids are currently in SK at St. John, will likely move their kids 
to OLP in Sept 2017, to integrate their kids from Gr 1 with their future school and minimize any school transition 
during this consolidation process. 
â€¢ The timing of French curriculum introduction at OLP is unknown. Likewise, transition of Essential skills and 
gifted program to OLP is also not clear. 
â€¢ Holy family gain through merger with St. Marguerite and French, Our Lady of Peace benefits with addition of 
3 new programs. St. John and St. Michael will attract no new families to the merged School, because of lack of 
any new programs.  
â€¢ However, if you look around in the neighbourhood of these 2 Schools, empty nesters are selling their homes 
to younger families OR families are demolishing old structures with newer builds for better sustainability. Lack of 
any good program at the School will not attract these families. 

Having reviewed Option 1 (New build), I am not in favour of a 3-in-1 School site at St. Michaels. 
 
Having personally driven there myself during peak morning rush, Sixth Line is already a traffic nightmare, and 
with an additional school holding 550 pupils, being built at Sewell Drive, it will be an arduous commute not only 
for School families but other members living in those communities surrounding these Schools. Given where I 
live, what is otherwise a 7 mins drive to St. Mike will be a very long drive, not forgetting the bus route and student 
pickup along the way before you get to School. 
 
I am in favour of a 2-in 1 or 3 -in 1 at St. John School site. The narrow frontage to the School has always been 
there, long before St. John School poplulation was split  and some of it diverted to OLP (which was the new 
School) being built. 
 
Further when you consider St. John and St. Mikes communities, the population is a lot smaller. Lots of families 
will be within the 1.6 km distance and those outside of this min distance will be bussed, but the number of 
bussed students and buses needed will be much fewer. Currently, there are 2 large buses and a mini to bring the 
students to St. John from T21 and T25. With St. Mikes perhaps 1or 2 more, but certainly not 7-8 buses which will 
be needed for a 3-in-1 School site at St. Michaels. 
 
Having reviewed the results of the last 2 surveys, it was evident through parents feedback that being within 
proximity of the Church is not critical. However, it seems like the HCDSB Trustees are not listening. Despite 
feedback, both the renovated and new build option are favouring St. Michaels as a proposed School site. And I 
strong dislike that the well being and safety of our students is not given the attention it deserves by suggesting 
St. Mikes.  
 
Perhaps disposal of the Asset besides St, Michaels church can be addressed by the Diocese and let it not be an 
Agenda item for the ARC. A community club such as YMCA or a Retirement home for the Priests could be 
among many possibilities. 
 
Grandfathered kids are not provided bussing, even though they are currently bussed to their home 
school.Whether they are bussed to OLP or the combined school should hardly make a difference, as there is no 
cost savings to Halton Transportation. Bus routes can be combined for T21 and T25 residents, as they are at the 
present time on the return home from School 
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Option 12B : Renovated Building 
What does not hold appeal about this option is the lack of French programming, Even introducing Gifted 
programming will be insufficient, as not every family can consider " a gifted program" but almost all families can 
give "French Curriculum" a strong consideration, if they choose to put their child/ren through the program. 
 
The absence of any programming with combined St. John and St. Milkes will be no different than the current 
situation at St. John. Families will continue to move out at Gr1 to Sunningdale and Gr 5 to OLP. The transfer out 
of families at these 2 grade levels has time and again being overlooked by HCDSB and failure to acknowledge 
this loss over the years, has resulted in declining enrollment at St. John. 
 
Further, the renovated site at St. John is an overall better School site because: 
- its offers 6 acres plot, with an exsiting large School offering 300 spaces 
- in a few years, St, Mike will max out its capacity when the 2 Schools and STC are all combined 
- St. John offers  potential for portables all around its periphery if the need arises 
- The students will enjoy ample playground space at the front and back of the School 
- Because of its unique location, it offers privacy and safety for our children without the fear of external traffic and 
congestion 
- Our Special need students will emotionally be at ease, as they do not have to adjust to a new location, new 
routines etc.. 
 
Grandfathered kids are not provided bussing, even though they are currently bussed to their home 
school.Whether they are bussed to OLP or the combined school should hardly make a difference, as there is no 
cost savings to Halton Transportation. Bus routes can be combined for T21 and T25 residents, as they are at the 
present time on the return home from School 

I dislike option #1A; I dislike the location proposed for the new school. Students will have less space for recess 
and for sports. The community will be put to the test with extraordinary traffic demands. There are several 
schools in the area, another school is being build right now, and adding one more school will be too much for the 
community to handle. Children from St. John will have to be bused to school. Most of the current students are 
walkers and bad weather does not have an impact on their attendance, which means they do not miss their 
lessons, they don't have to catch up on material, and their parents can go to work with out frantically finding an 
alternative arrangements for the day. Walking to St. Michael would not be safe in the middle of high traffic.   
 
I dislike option #12B;  
1) Site location is not acceptable. Same as the point above.  
2) The renovated school does not offer French immersion. This means that children from St. John will not have 
any benefit of being moved to a new location (old school, cramped conditions, less outdoor space, no attractive 
programs to keep them at the school). This also means that the school will be subject to high attrition rate as it 
will continue to loose enrollments to schools that do offer French immersion. The new school will be plugged with 
the same problems as the they have been thus far. Under the proposed conditions in otopion 12B there will be 
no capacity utilization 
 
SOLUTION:  
1) The best alternative is to offer option #12 B at the site of St. John and offer French immersion. In this 
scenario:  
a) all students would fit into the current building and there would be no portables. Based on the preexisting 
capacity rates, St. John can handle the new/merged school, while St Michael's would have to be expended or 
would need portables. At the end of the day, the cost of upgrades would be comparable at both sites.  
b) St John is a community school not a school of communities.  
c) students in the structured teaching program would remain in the same school. Any changes, even the 
smallest, are challenging for children with special needs. If the site of St. John would be selected, these students 
would remain in familiar environment. St Michael does not currently have a structured teaching and thus, would 
not be affected by moving to St. John site.  
d) offering French immersion would ensure that there would be no/very little attrition to the public school system 
or to grade 5 Catholic French Immersion schools.  
e) St. John site has more land than St Michael's site and it can accommodate a larger enrollment rate.   
f) St John was built to (and at some point did) accommodate over 300 students and the entrance to the school 
has not been an issue. Any issues that might emerge as a result of proposition #12B can be overcome. If there is 
a will, there is a way. Have faith!  
      

I like the new proposed boundary change in order for Our Lady of Peace to be our home school. Its a lot closer 
than St. John's. 

Like new boundaries. 

270



20 
 

The new school proposal is the best option I feel.  

Both options of amalgamating st .johns with st mikes do not give the option of using the existing st john building 
and site, which is larger than st mikes. additionally, st john is already equipped with an elevator and accessible, 
which means modifications to the school would be minimal. 
additionally, no extra programs are being offered at the proposed new school/site. for the sake of keeping kids at 
the school, the new amalgamated school should offer French so that there is at least one option for students 
south of upper middle. 

I have concerns as to when a new building will be ready for students.  I feel the class sizes are too small at St. 
John's currently and as a parent I would not wait around for 4 years before a new school is built/renovated.  In 
my opinion, I would recommend the option that is more likely to succeed at the board of trustee level and will 
expedite the process.  Enrollment levels have been a problem for a number of years and it should not take 
another 4 years before the problem is solved. 

Adding French Immersion to the new school (as in Option 1A) will be a big draw and easier to sell to parents. 

Both plans have merit and I feel comfortable with either selection. I think the biggest problem at this point is what 
the province will actually approve for funding. They have already shown once in the past by refusing to pay to 
renovate current schools when closing others. They were only willing to offer funds to school boards for new 
schools only. If that is the case, we are all stuck with option A1. Do we take the chance that they will actually 
accept the final proposal that the committee puts forward and risk that the province refuses to fund what we want 
and have to start all over again with a new proposal?  This will only delay the whole process again and we need 
to get this resolved sooner rather than later. 
 
In terms of the parents and students, I think the toughest decision falls on the community of Holy Family.  They 
will have to decide if crossing a busy Upper Middle Rd is better than crossing a busy Trafalgar Rd. I grew up in 
the area and at time all the Falgarwood students used to go to St. John's for 1-6 and St. Michaels' for 7-8 and it 
seemed to work fine to me (having been a student) but everyone has their own comfort level and they will be 
effected the most with the final decision. Either way, the children will have to bused. 

I wish they would consider alternate locations. St Mike's has so many traffic issues and isn't as protected as St. 
John's  

I would prefer that St John would be the site for option 12B.   
It is a larger facility and would easily house both schools. 
The Extended French Program should be located south of Upper Middle, I am concerned that OLP may need to 
have portables if the French Program moves there. 
Having the parish adjacent to the school is not an important issue for the St. John community. 
The Structured Teaching Class would have an easier transition if the site for 12A is at St. John 

I believe the whole pricess of moving kids out of their habitual school, and spending so much  

1. It seems to me that the only reason why St. Michael's site was chosen is do to the fact that there is a Parish 
on the site!  
Why not use St. John's site as it is much larger which would benefit kids greatly and  the extra space and  how 
secluded the area is. 
We have enough room at St. John's that we could have kids learning program how to grow vegetables ect. as we 
already have the wooden boxes for that on the school site, which would benefit kids tremendously with their 
learning plus spending more time outdoors (health benefits). Something to be  consider.  
2. Also there was an argument about the entrance to St. John's school being to small and that this would affect 
the bus /parents traffic. However by merging the 2 schools together at the St. John's site that would not be an 
issue anymore as the numbers would be much lower then 550 so there wouldn't be as many buses.  
3. Also by merging the 2 schools together still doesn't give as much higher numbers, why not introduce new 
program for eg. extended French. We have been loosing our student to the Sunningdale Public school for that 
one reason and the families who are currently there would return to St. John if we would have the extended 
French program! 
4 .Has anyone from the committee actually drove through the area of St. Michael's site to see how the traffic is? 
I'm sure no one did it is all the time busy as people are seeking quickess root to Trafalgar Rd. and that's not 
mentioning all off the school in that zone! 
5. Not only the  parents at the St. John's are devastated, but also the whole community! 
6. Why can't we have the St. John's site and have St. Michael merge with us? 
7. We at St. John's are not only a school, but a whole family community. 
8. I personally  do not  believe that this decision was made in the best interest for our kids and I am not the only 
parent who strongly feels this way! 

St. John's has been the backbone to raising all three of our kids now aged 21 15 and 6.  The school community 
has helped my children in ways that are unimaginable the SERT team is fenominal and the staff Truely cares 
about its students.  The smaller classrooms that the children have and are accustom too proves that smaller 
classrooms help teach kids!   It would be crime to scatter the children in a huge mix of students which they are 
not accustom too.   The neighbourhood is changing with all the renovations in the neighbourhood it's just a 
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matter of before the numbers start to increase again.   The amount of money in bussing the kids to st Micheal's 
will be costly to accommodation the new recommendations and with the driver shortages the companies has 
parents who rely on busing will endure longer wait times at bus stops and anxiety of when the bus will show up .   
It is irresponsible of the board to push for French programs they can't find teachers for. Let's please keep this 
gem of a school intact!  Maybe changing the boundaries would help. 

I was unable to attend the latest meetings, so I'm not sure if the reasoning had been explained in further detail at 
that time.  The presentation states that St. Michaels was chosen over St. Johns because of traffic flow, parking 
spaces and proximity to the parish, as well as the cost of meeting the AODA.  I appreciate that traffic is a safety 
concern, however, this plan seems to promote the use of vehicles, adding more cars to the road rather than 
promoting walking, cycling or other means of getting our children to school.  Additional parking creates the same 
problem, promoting more vehicles.  When I look at the two sites, especially from the curb side, all I see at St. 
Michaels is parking spaces.  At St. Johns there seems to be ample room to expand or build a new school in the 
approximate footprint of the existing building, as well as maintain open green space that's open and accessible 
to the community.  The baseball diamond has been used for little league baseball in the past and the soccer field 
and open areas are used year round by people of all ages in the neighborhood.  Haven spoken to people who 
have attended the meetings, and gone over the literature provided on the websites, I don't feel like I'm providing 
an uninformed opinion.  I comes across to me and to others that the reasoning provided for choosing St. 
Michaels as the site to consolidate the schools is more for the benefit of adults being able to drive and have 
room to park their cars rather than for reasons that would benefit our children, like open outdoor spaces, 
baseball diamonds, soccer fields and a large outdoor play area.  Outdoor play and activities have been proven to 
be extremely important to the growth and health of our children.  I've lived in the neighborhood for 6 years, and 
have been a part of the St. Johns community for three.  More and more young families are moving into the area 
all the time and I think it's a shame to close down a great school on a very good site, especially when things that 
are really important, like quality green space (either school can be renovated or a new one built in its place) are 
the focus of the decision making process, not parking spaces and the proximity to the church. 

We are in the T21 area and are unhappy with the disruption and stress this will inevitably cause our child.   
My child is currently in grade 2 and has been moved already - having recently moved to Oakville.  At the time of 
registering a new school, we requested Our Lady Of Peace as it is in closer proximity to our home.  We filled out 
all necessary boundary forms, etc.,  and were denied.  Not having a choice, we enrolled at St. John.  My child is 
very happy there, has been there 2 years and loves it.  Having to move now again to a new school will cause 
unnecessary stress and anxiety.  If we were permitted to attend OLP from the start, this would have been 
avoided.  I wish to have my child continue his education with the relationships developed with friends at St. John 
and feel we may be a very small, minority group to be shuffled to OLP.  It is a very unfortunate circumstance for 
us.  However, we do not have any options.  Being in T21, we are to move schools with any of the options 
presented.  

I have noted that I dislike both; and that's because its the details of the options that I am not happy with: 
 
Question/something to think about:  
 - Curious how are the numbers are weighted? As St Johnâ€™s have the smallest number in population â€“ but 
we seem to be one of the schools most affected. If everything is by sere numbers (majority wins) - then we have 
already lost and this is extremely unfortunate.  
 
Renovated option: 
â€¢ Does not state what type of renovations are part of this option (bigger gym perhaps??); as I notice it will no 
longer be an addition for St Johns/St Michaels. 
â€¢ This option brings all school at and/or over capacity. 
o St Andrews will still continue to be very over capacity.  
o OLP will be over capacity 
o St Marguerite will be over capacity (for the first couple of years) 
o The renovated school at St Michaelâ€™s site will be at and/or over capacity. 
â€¢ This does not seem like the best option! But St Johnâ€™s has more capacity than the proposed St Michaels 
site and this will allow them to take a program. This will help another school to get from over capacity to at 
capacity.  
â€¢ I feel that St Johnâ€™s will be a better fit to host the renovation school.  
â€¢ This combined school requires a program (preferably French) â€“ to compete with Sunnydale and to 
maintain sustainability. Without this program; you will see the gradual decrease over the years â€“ and will be 
back at the same boat with low enrollment.   
o Moving this site to St Johnâ€™s (with more capacity) will allow for this additional program. 
ï‚§ St Johnâ€™s has a larger building with more capacity. St Michaelâ€™s will be at capacity with no additional 
programing. 
ï‚§ St Johnâ€™s has a much larger property will allow for greater flexibility in regards to outdoor space/usage. 
ï‚§ St Johnâ€™s has been at and over capacity over the years and the concern of the bottleneck seemed not to 
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be was not an issue. 
ï‚§ St Johnâ€™s is built surrounded by a wonderful community. 
ï‚§ I do not know the numbers for this â€“ but the special needs students in the structured learning program at St 
Johnâ€™s will have an extremely different time with change and transition. 
ï‚§ I understand the political nature of St Michaels â€“ as it is currently beside a Church; but I strongly urge you to 
consider St Johnâ€™s site as the choice for the renovated school.  
ï‚§ St Michaelâ€™s is surrounding by other schools; and this makes it extremely busy before and after schools. I 
understand that you will coordinate the bell times â€“ but will still be a zoo within the area. 
ï‚§ Sixth line is a single lane (with no stop sign or lights â€“ at the intersection when trying to turn â€“ especially 
left). By adding St Johnâ€™s population into the mix â€“ the traffic congestion will be terrible. Plus, commuters 
use sixth line and these side streets to avoid the congestion on Trafalgar. Mornings will be chaotic! 
o In Conclusion â€“ I vote for St Johnâ€™s to be the site of choice for the Renovation option. 
â€¢ If moving the site to St Johnâ€™s is not an option and will stay at St Michaelsl: 
ï‚§ We reside in the T25 area and will only consider going to the St  Michaels site if transportation is provided. 
This will be a shame for my kids as they have created some wonderful friends. 
ï‚§ In addition to the above point - if my kids will have to change schools and be without their friends anyways;  
we are heavily considering leaving the Catholic Board and sending the kids to River Oaks (which is closer to our 
home). 
 
New Building 
- Transportation is not available for the grandfathered students (T21 and T25); but you will have a bus for the 
extended French students; why not allow these grandfathered kids in these areas to take the same bus?  
o Same point as in the renovation option â€“ as we reside in the T25 area. I will only consider sending my child 
to the new build on St Michaelâ€™s if transportation is required.  If not we may consider sending my kids to 
River Oaks (public Board). 
- Holy Family is on the other side of Trafalgar; it is a far way for them to travel. Only 5% of kids currently take the 
bus to Holy Family; and I feel that the Catholic Board will lose a lot of these families (will switch to the public 
board). 
- Providing the extended French is a great option and will attract enrollment and keep the enrollment from 
declining. 
- This will bring the St Andrewâ€™s from over capacity to at capacity over the next 4 years. 
- Unfortunately, St Marguerite will still be under capacity. 
- The same points of the gridlock of traffic and schools around the school (same points as in the renovation 
option). This will bring even more families into the area; and I do not feel it can accommodate all these extra 
families safely.  This will also be extremely dangerous for school walkers in the area. 
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Table 10. Open Ended Comments – St. Margeurite d’Youville (n = 14).  

Combining school communities is much more difficult than starting a new space together.  St Marguerite will be 
even more crowded and it will make pick up and drop off procedures have to be changed!  

1)  option 1A keeps all schools in the area around the same size which is fair.  In 12B, St Andrews and St 
Marguerite are both larger that the recommended school size of 500 (over 650 students at each) and the newly 
combined school at St Michaels site is less than 300.  This is not equitable.   

Option 12B leaves all of the affected schools well over capacity. 
I'm not sure how this benefits students OR faculty. 

Re 12B ...All the schools would be overcapacity. Why would the Board even consider this option?  

Based on conversations at the last meeting around Option 12B and St. Marguerite school, it seems that it has 
not been considered into the plan the increased car and bus traffic around the school, which has narrow streets, 
nor additional parking, bus lanes and other infrastructure required to accommodate more students at the school. 

the schools are not of equal size in 12 B.  why should one school community be small and 2 others be so large?  
it is not a fair distribution of students in the area.   
holy family students in either option are being forced to give up their walk to school in favour of bussing.  this is a 
negative in terms of physical activity.    

As we can clearly see, there is a major expansion and development that is happening within our surrounding 
area.  I feel as though a new build is an eventual reality. If the new build does not happen now, it will have to in 
the very near future in order to accommodate the number of students. If our goal is minimize change and 
transition, as well as to prevent future changes and confusion especially for students I feel as though the new 
build should happen now. Why do things multiple times and band aid the situation.  Why continue to revisit this 
area. Why try and find new solutions again in a few years from now, when it can be managed now with a new 
build.  

Too many changes to St Marguerite  

As a parent, my main concern is low teacher to student ratio (i.e. class sizes below 20). Whatever solution best 
brings this about, I am happy to support. 

I feel that it would be best for Holy Family to move to St. Marguerite as that school is a wonderful part of Mary 
Mother of God Parish community. Another reason is that  kids from Holy Family can still walk or ride their bike to  
St. Marguerite School safely.  Holy Family has been part of the Mary Mother of God  Parish since it's inception.  
To move all of those kids by bus all the way over to St. Michael's seems very unfair to their community.  It will be 
difficult enough to have their school close much less have to travel all the way to St. Michael's location.  I believe 
enrolment would decline as it did when their students were sent to St. Thomas Aquinas a few short years ago 
instead of Holy Trinity.    

unfortunately there was no statement of the cost of each of the options.  I would like to know if there is any 
impact to the families who have children in schools outlined in both options.  for example, how will the new 
school or additions/renos be funded?  if it is ultimately the community members who pay for it, and if there is a 
material difference between the 2 options, then my choice is to proceed with 12B 

New school facility makes sense instead of renovating an older site 

Both are viable options but i am concerned about the return of multiple portable classrooms at St. Marguerite if 
Option 12B is selected. The Board needs to ensure this isn't going to happen there. 

My concern is that current St.Marguerite students may be resistant to having new kids join their classroom. I've 
already heard one child express that they don't want Holy Family kids coming to their school. It's really about 
dealing with change, as new students disrupt the status quo. I encourage any that any integration of kids (either 
with Option 1A or 12B) is accompanied with support services to explain the transition, the importance of 
inclusion, and how change can bring about new experiences and is a constant element in life. 
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Table 11. Open Ended Comments – St. Michael (n = 12).  

I like the fact that it is a new school and there is early french however wish it was starting at grade 1. 

Happy to see that the ARC came to a great solution and met the needs and what is best for all school 
communities   Hope to see a new school 

I have been actively participating in this process as a parent.  Thank you for conducting a torough, fair, and 
transparent process.  
 
I fully support the options presented.  A new build is the clear best opportunity for our children to receive all the 
benefits of moden education best practices.   
 
Should it be deemed that our best chance at getting provincial funding be the renovation option, i would also 
support that decision.  
 
The site selection by the ARC is an excellent option. I strongly support the choice to have the parish attached to 
the school.  We have found this to be invaluable to our family and community at St. Michaels.  In a time where  
Catholic school enrollment is down, we need to strengthen our children's connection to the church to help foster 
future generations of students.  

I wanted to make sure either way during transition time, students study and activities will not be interrupted. 

I feel that introducing the Extended French option in this community is more favourable than the other option 
because it allows us to offer this programming to families in the area rather than students having to be bused to 
schools in other communities that offer the programming. Also, many community residents are placing their 
children in the public and French first-language schools that are already in this area and this would allow our 
Board to retain its students rather than losing them to other Boards. 

Option 12B will allow a smoother transition while still keeping the school at a lower student population. The 
thought of having two mega schools is not appealing. St.Michael's and St.John's already share the same parish 
and engage in functions together. I am assuming 12B is a lot less expensive option therefore more likely to be 
approved. I just hope that 12B will still bring on more funding for more programs.  

Status quo is always my first choice, as any type of move will disrupt a lot of families.  If I had to choose which is 
best, I would choose the new school option, followed by the consolidation of school option.   I know that a lot of 
thought and effort has been put into the process of choosing what is best for everyone.  Wishing you wisdom in 
your choices.  God bless you all. 

a new school allows for it to be built in a new location and not affect the school during a renovation. 

I think both of the remaining options are logical, given the relative central location of the school, parish next door, 
etc.  We slightly prefer the second option as it would keep the number of students at St. Michaels smaller, but 
again, we are happy with both options and are thrilled St. Michaels will continue to exist, in some form.  Thank 
you! 

The students should not have cross Trafalgar Road to get to school ( Holy Family)   Falgarwood should have its 
own school area and College Park have its own area. Plus the traffic would be way to heavy on Sewell Drive.  
Better for the children to have friends within walking distance.   

Our child has just started JK this month.  We were unable to attend the latest events as the transition was 
staggered.  The material provided online is not clear on key aspects of the discussion and options.  Minutes are 
missing.   
 
I would have liked in particular to appreciate the impact under both options for St. Michael families, and what our 
representative's position has been on this very important matter.  French Immersion being offered in a new 
school facility at St. Michael's is not an important factor for our family.   
 
We live in walking distance to the school, and the noise of a much larger school population would be significant.  
Our child will also have to cope with a disruption, and return to such a large elementary school.  These are 
factors in disliking Option 1A. 

The options will address the school and community's needs. It would great to have the possibility to have the 
possibility to have either the extended French immersion at the new facility for those students that will be going to 
another school during the transition period as they will able to come back to the known environment (friends, 
siblings & community) to the next school cycle (eg 6th grade). Thanks 
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PART D: Sampling and Non-response  

It is important to note that a very small sample of parents, community members, staff and students 
participated in the final survey with respect to making the decisions. The minority of these 
respondents do not represent the silent majority.  
 
The online feedback form, or survey, allowed for the equal opportunity for all interested parties, 
regardless of opinion to participate in and provide their concerns – meaning it was fair and open to 
all. This means that the vast majority of individuals who had an opportunity to weigh in on the 
survey did not participate in the survey when they had the opportunity to do so. The non-response 
rate does demonstrate a bias, in that, parties who were upset or disagreed with the proposal 
tended to respond. and this reflects the reality that the majority of people did not disagree or have 
an issue with the proposal. The survey, by its very nature, attracted the voice of the individuals 
who are in disagreement with the proposal. If the small sample that responded, demonstrated a 
more evenly distributed opinion, then a larger sample would be required. The fact that in some 
schools/communities it was almost entirely skewed towards a negative opinion means that the 
survey was only of interest to that particular party. A larger sample would not provide a more 
"balanced view" because the nature of the survey itself.  
 
According to Groves (2006, p. 664), "...positive or negative affect toward the sponsor of the survey 
may be related to the survey variables measured. In at least some surveys, these influences on 
survey participation are correlated with the variables of interest in the survey” (emphasis added).3 
The practitioner must decide whether this is likely to be the case and whether, therefore, 
differential effort should be assigned to the groups with low base propensities."  
 
Thus, the those who responded had a high affective motivation for responding. Those that did not 
respond are likely (and we cannot say for certain in any circumstance) did not have an interest in 
the survey or the questions. You could extrapolate from this that the low and negative response 
rate reflected the population interest, and the majority of people were not interested the survey or 
the issue. Therefore, it may be the case that the non-respondents are at the least neutral, 
unaffected or detached from the issue (i.e., not against it).  
 
 

                                                 
3 Groves, R. M. (2006). Nonresponse rates and nonresponsive bias in household surveys. Public Opinion 
Quarterly, 70(5), 646-675.  
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ONES Extended French

Option 1: 3 Into 1 School + Extended French
Consolidate 3 schools into 1 facility and introduce the Extended French Immersion 

(ExtFI) program at the newly constructed 550 pupil place Oakville Northeast 

Elementary School (ONES)

T25 TO OLPO

T21 TO OLPO
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ONES Extended French

Option 1A: 3 into 1 + ExtFI + Gifted
Consolidate 3 schools into 1 facility and introduce the Extended French Immersion 

(ExtFI) program at the newly constructed 550 pupil place Oakville Northeast 
Elementary School (ONES)

T21 TO OLPO
ANDR

Essential Skills

T25 TO OLPO

ONES 
Structure Teaching

GIFT TO OLPO
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Consolidate 3 schools into 1 facility and introduce the Structured Teaching program 

at the newly constructed 550 pupil place Oakville Northeast CES (ONES)

Option 2: 3 Into 1 School 
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Consolidate Holy Family, St. Michael, and St. John into 1 facility and introduce the 

Extended French Program at the new facility, drawing from Oakville Northeast and 

Our Lady of Peace.

Option 3: 3 Into 1 School + Extended
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Consolidate Holy Family, St. Michael, and St. John into 1 facility and introduce the 

Extended French Program at Our Lady of Peace, drawing from Oakville Northeast 

and Our Lady of Peace Boundaries.

.

Option 4: 3 Into 1 School + Extended

OLPO Extended French

282



29

OLPO Extended French

Option 4A: 3 into 1 + ExtFI + Gifted
Consolidate 3 schools into 1 facility and introduce the Extended French Immersion 

(ExtFI) program at the newly constructed 550 pupil place Oakville Northeast 
Elementary School (ONES)

OLPO
Essential Skills

ONES 
Structure Teaching

MARG Extended 
French

GIFT TO MARG
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Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility. Enhance both recipient 

facilities with renewal projects, with no new pupil spaces.

Option 5: 2 School Into 1
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Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility, with boundary 

changes. Enhance both recipient facilities with renewal projects, with no 

new pupil spaces.

V17 TO HLYF

T25 TO OLPO

Option 6: 3 Schools Into 2 
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Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility, with boundary 

changes. Introduce Extended French at Our Lady of Peace, and redirect 

the Gifted Program to Holy Family. Enhance both recipient facilities with 

renewal projects, with no new pupil spaces.

V17 TO HLYF

T25 TO OLPO

OLPO Extended French MARG Extended French

GIFTED PROGRAM TO 
HLYF

Option 7: 3 Into 2 Schools + ExtFI + GIFT
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Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility, with boundary 

changes. Introduce Extended French at Our Lady of Peace, and redirect 

the Gifted Program to Holy Family. Enhance both recipient facilities with 

renewal projects, with no new pupil spaces.

OLPO Extended French MARG Extended French

GIFTED PROGRAM TO 
HLYF

Option 8: 3 Into 2 Schools + ExtFI + GIFT
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Consolidate St. Michael and St. John into 1 facility, with boundary 

changes. Introduce Extended French at Our Lady of Peace, and redirect 

the Gifted Program to Holy Family. Enhance both recipient facilities with 

renewal projects, with no new pupil spaces.

T25 TO OLPO

OLPO Extended French MARG Extended French

GIFTED PROGRAM TO 
HLYF

T21 TO OLPO

Option 9: 3 Into 2 Schools + ExtFI + GIFT

288



49

Consolidate St. John with Our Lady of Peace, and consolidate both Holy 

Family and St. Michael into one facility. Enhance both recipient facilities 

with renewal projects, with no new pupil spaces.

MARG Extended French

Option 10: 4 Into 2 Schools

TO OLPO
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Consolidate St. John with Our Lady of Peace, and introduce Extended 

French to Our Lady of Peace. Consolidate both Holy Family and St. Michael 

into one facility. Enhance both recipient facilities with renewal projects, 

with no new pupil spaces.

MARG Extended French

Option 11: 4 Into 2 Schools + ExtFI

TO OLPO

OLPO Extended French
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Consolidate St. John with Our Lady of Peace, and introduce Extended 
French to Our Lady of Peace. Consolidate both Holy Family and St. Michael 

into one facility with an addition. Enhance both recipient facilities with 
renewal projects.

Option 11A: 4 Into 2 Schools + ExtFI + GIFT

TO OLPO

ONES Extended French

MARG Extended French

GIFT TO MARG

ONES 
Essential Skills

OLPO
Structure Teaching
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Consolidate St. John and St. Michael into a facility. Consolidate Holy 

Family and St. Marguerite d’Youville. Introduce Extended French at Our 

Lady of Peace. Enhance recipient facilities with renewal projects, with no 

new pupil spaces.

MARG Extended French

Option 12: 4 Into 2 Schools + ExtFI

TO MARG

OLPO Extended French
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Consolidate St. John and St. Michael into a facility, with boundary changes. Consolidate Holy 
Family and St. Marguerite d’Youville. Introduce Extended French at Oakville Northeast and Gifted 

at Our Lady of Peace. Enhance recipient facilities with renewal projects, with no new pupil 
spaces.

MARG Extended French

Option 12A: 4 Into 2 Schools + ExtFI + GIFT

TO MARG

ONES Extended French

MARG
Essential Skills

T25 TO OLPOT21 TO OLPO

ONES
Structure 
Teaching

GIFT TO OLPO
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Consolidate St. John and St. Michael into a facility, with boundary changes. Consolidate Holy 
Family and St. Marguerite d’Youville. Introduce Extended French and Essential Skills at Our Lady 

of Peace. Enhance recipient facilities with renewal projects, with no new pupil spaces.

MARG Extended French

Option 12B: 4 Into 2 Schools + ExtFI

TO MARG

OLPO 
Essential Skills and ExtFI

T25 TO OLPOT21 TO OLPO

ONES
Structure 
Teaching
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 Pupil Accommodation Review 
Interim Staff Report   

OAKVILLE NORTHEAST

APPENDIX O
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TEMPLATE TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR TRANSITION COMMITTEE 

Background 

The Board is responsible for fostering student achievement and well-being and ensuring effective 
stewardship of the Board’s resources.  In this regard, the Board is responsible for deciding the most 
appropriate pupil accommodation arrangements for the delivery of elementary and secondary programs.  

Following the approval of the [ENTRE NAME OF THE APPROVED PUPIL ACCOMMODATION REVIEW], 
as a requirement of Administrative Procedure VI-35: School Accommodation Review – 
Closure/Consolidation, a transition committee shall be established to manage the implementation of the 
Accommodation Plan approved by the Board of Trustees on [ENTRE DATE OF APPROVAL].  

These are the terms of reference applicable to the Transition Committee established for the [ENTRE NAME 
OF THE APPROVED PUPIL ACCOMMODATION REVIEW]. 

1.0 Definition 

1.1 Initial Transition Accommodation Plan: Staff will draft the preliminary report that will encompass all 
items presented in Section 2.2 of the Terms of Reference, and present this information to the 
established Transition Committee member, identified in Section 3.0, as information to solicit 
feedback and answer questions.  

1.2 Final Transition Accommodation Plan: Having regard for the Transition Committee feedback on the 
Initial Transition Accommodation Plan, staff will finalize the report that will encompass all items 
presented in Section 2.2 of the Terms of Reference. In addition, the Final Transition Accommodation 
Plan will also include all matters itemized in Section 2.3 of the Terms of Reference that were 
recommended by the Transition Committee and approved by the Chair. This will function as the 
implementation plan for the project. 

2.0 Mandate 

2.1 The Transition Committee holds an advisory role, and is established by the School Superintendent. 
Members shall represent the school(s) involved in the approved pupil accommodation review and 
will act as the official conduit for information shared between the Board and the communities 
involved. 

2.2 The Transition Committee is tasked in receiving information and providing feedback with respect to 
staff’s Initial Transition Accommodation Plan. The plan would include as a minimum (but is not limited 
to) the following: 

2.2.1 Holding School Transition Plan (if required): 

2.2.1.1 Information on the timing of the transition plan 

2.2.1.2 Information on selected holding school (if required) 

2.2.1.3 Information on portable classroom needs (if required) 

2.2.1.4 Information on proposed school organizational structure and class 
composition (solution dependent upon timing of Ministry funding) 

2.2.1.5 Information on School transportation needs and bell times 

296



 

2.2.1.6 Information on moving logistics to holding school  

2.2.1.7 Strategies for student integration with new school community 

2.2.1.8 Dynamics of home to school parish connections 

2.2.2 Ultimate School Transition Plan: 

2.2.2.1 Information on the timing of the transition plan 

2.2.2.2 Information on portable classroom needs (if required) 

2.2.2.3 Information on proposed class compositions 

2.2.2.4 Information on School transportation needs and bell times 

2.2.2.5 Strategies for student Integration with new school community 

2.2.2.6 School finances, purchased equipment, and future purchases 

2.2.2.7 Information on moving logistics to ultimate school 

2.2.2.8 Dynamics of home to school parish connections 

2.3 The Transition Committee will be tasked with taking a lead role in providing recommendations to 
the Chair to the matters listed below: 

2.3.1 Community building and transition activities 

2.3.2 School closing event(s) – in collaboration with staff 

2.3.3 Selecting the new school name (in accordance with Board policy and procedure) 

2.3.4 School uniform and logo (in accordance with Board policy and procedure) 

2.3.5 Coordination of school academic resources distribution (if required)  

2.3.6 Teams, clubs, and extra-curricular activities during transition year 

2.3.7 Recommendations for School Generated Funds (SGF) purchases for new school (in 
accordance with Board policy and procedure) 

2.3.8 Other items as identified by the Transition Committee 

2.4 The purpose of the Transition Committee is to provide the local perspective of stakeholders of the 
consolidation schools, and to provide constructive feedback on behalf of the community to the 
designated School Superintendent regarding the proposed Initial Transition Accommodation Plan. 

2.5 The final decision regarding the final implementation of the Final Transition Accommodation Plan 
rests with the designated School Superintendent. 

2.6 This Transition Committee is formed with respect to the following school(s): 

[ENTER SCHOOL NAMES HERE] 

3.0 Membership of the Transition Committee  

3.1 The Chair of the Transition Committee will be the designated School Superintendent of the affected 
school community, which shall be appointed by the Director of Education. 
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3.2 Core Members of the Transition Committee, which are expected to attend every working meeting 
regardless of topic, will include: 

3.2.1 at least two (2) parents / guardian representatives and one (1) alternate from each school 
involved in the decision, chosen by the school community;  

3.2.2 at least one (1) elected parent School Council representatives and one (1) alternate from 
each School Council involved in the decision, chosen by the School Council at the time of 
Ministry Approvals;  

3.2.3 at least two (2) teacher representatives and one (1) alternate from each school involved in 
the decision, chosen by the Family of School Superintendent;  

3.2.4 the Principal of each school involved in the decision; 

3.2.5 one support staff member of each school involved in the decision, appointed by the 
Principal; 

3.2.6 for approved pupil accommodation reviews involving secondary schools, at least two (2) 
student representative from each school under review and one alternate, recommended by 
the Principal and approved by the Family of School Superintendent; 

3.2.7 Such other persons as appointed by the Director of Education. 

3.3 Core Resource Members of the Transition Committee, which comprise of Board staff that shall 
attend every working meeting of the committee regardless of topic, will include: 

3.3.1 Administrative assistant to the School Superintendent acting as chair; and, 

3.3.2 Superintendent of Facility Services Management or designate. 

3.4 Staff Resource Members of the Transition Committee, which comprise of staff called upon to attend 
as required, may include: 

3.4.1 Administrator, Planning Services or designate. 

3.4.2 Superintendent of Business Services or designate; 

3.4.3 Administrator, Strategic Communications or designate; 

3.4.4 Executive Officer, Human Resources or designate; 

3.4.5 Senior Administrator, Information Technology or designate; and, 

3.4.6 Halton Student Transportation Services (HSTS) representative. 

3.5 Optional Members of the Transition Committee, which comprise of individuals invited to participate 
as required, may include: 

3.5.1 for approved pupil accommodation reviews involving elementary schools, at least one (1) 
and a maximum of two (2) Grade 6 to Grade 7 student representatives from each school 
under review and one alternate, recommended by the Principal and approved by the Family 
of School Superintendent; 
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3.5.2 at least one (1) Priest or one (1) Pastoral Minister of each parish involved in the decision; 

3.5.3 the School Council parish representatives from each School Council involved in the decision, 
chosen by the School Council at the time of Ministry Approvals; 

3.5.4 representative of a Child Care Providers involved in the decision; 

3.5.5 Community representatives (i.e. not-for-profit organizations); and, 

3.5.6 Municipal Planning staff from the applicable municipality. 

3.5.7 Region of Halton staff 

4.0 Roles and Responsibilities of the Transition Committee 

4.1 The Chair of the Transition Committee, appointed by the Director of Education, will facilitate the 
Transition Committee proceeding and will ensure that all decisions and processes are consistent 
with the Board’s Policies and Procedures.  

4.2 Transition Committee members are expected to attend working meetings and participate in the 
process 

4.2.1 Transition Committee members are also expected to attend an orientation session.  At the 
orientation session, members will learn about their mandate, roles and responsibilities and 
procedures of the committee, and will have the opportunity to review to complete the final 
Term of Reference. 

4.3 Transition Committee member are expected to provide feedback on the Initial Transition 
Accommodation Plan, and items listed in (but not limited to) Section 1.2 of the present Terms of 
Reference. 

4.4 Transition Committee member are to provide recommendations to the chair of the committee on 
the lead items listed in (but not limited to) Section 1.3 of the present Terms of Reference, which 
the final outcome will be added to the Final Transition Accommodation Plan.  

5.0 Roles and Responsibilities of Resources to the Transition Committee  

5.1 Board Staff from various areas of responsibility will assist as required with answering questions, 
providing clarification, gathering feedback and will compile feedback to inform the Final Transition 
Accommodation Plan. 

5.2 Staff will provide the Transition Committee with copies of the Initial Transition Accommodation Plan. 

5.2.1 The Transition Committee will review the Initial Transition Accommodation Plan and will seek 
clarification, ask questions, and provide feedback as necessary. 

5.2.1.1 The Initial Transition Accommodation Plan is drafted by Board staff.  It identifies 
the matters identified in, but not limited to, Section 2.2, which covers the plan 
to temporary accommodate students in an interim location (if applicable); the 
operations of the interim holding school; and the transition to the final school 
location. 

299



 

5.2.1.2 The Final Transition Accommodation Plan is drafted by Board staff. It will 
identify all matters identified in, but not limited to, Section 2.2 and 2.3 of the 
Terms of Reference, and will include all feedback, modifications, and proposed 
plans approved by the Chair. 

5.3 Transition Committee members are encouraged, but not required, to reach consensus with respect 
to the comments and feedback that will be provided to Board staff in completing the Final Transition 
Accommodation Plan. 

5.4 Following the completion and presentation of the Final Transition Accommodation Plan to the 
Transition Committee, the plan is to be widely communicated through a range of media to the 
community involved in the decision and plan. 

6.0 Meetings of the Transition Committee 

6.1 The Transition Committee will hold at least three (3) working meetings (not including the orientation 
meeting) to discuss matters relating to the Initial Transition Accommodation Plan. The Transition 
Committee may choose to hold additional working meetings as deemed necessary within the 
timelines established by the Transition Committee Chair. Timelines will be determined by the Chair, 
while having regard to construction and project timelines. The Transition Committee will review the 
materials presented to it by School Board staff at the working meetings.  

6.2 Staff will hold one (1) final meeting to present the Final Transition Accommodation Plan to the 
Transition Committee prior to communicating the plan to the wider community. 

6.3 Transition Committee working meetings will be deemed to be properly constituted even if all 
members are not in attendance.  There is no quorum required for a Transition Committee working 
meeting.   

6.4 The Transition Committee will be deemed to be properly constituted even if one or more members 
resign or do not attend working meetings of the Transition Committee.   

6.5 Meeting notes of Transition Committee working meetings will be prepared and distributed to all 
members at Working Meetings. 

6.6 Transition Committee working meeting dates will be established by the Chair in consultation with 
the member of the Transition Committee. 

 

[INSERT WORKING GROUP MEETING DATES] 
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 

 

19. (1) In addition to its other obligations to solicit the views of school councils under the Act, every 

board shall solicit the views of the school councils established by the board with respect to the following 
matters: 

1. The establishment or amendment of board policies and guidelines that relate to pupil achievement 

or to the accountability of the education system to parents, including, 

i. policies and guidelines established under subsection 302 (1) of the Act with respect to the 

conduct of persons in schools within the board’s jurisdiction, 

ii. policies and guidelines established under subsection 302 (5) of the Act respecting appropriate 

dress for pupils in schools within the board’s jurisdiction, 

iii. policies and guidelines respecting the allocation of funding by the board to school councils, 

iv. policies and guidelines respecting the fundraising activities of school councils, 

v. policies and guidelines respecting conflict resolution processes for internal school council 
disputes, and 

vi. policies and guidelines respecting reimbursement by the board of expenses incurred by 

members and officers of school councils. [emphasis added] 

2. The development of implementation plans for new education initiatives that relate to pupil 

achievement or to the accountability of the education system to parents, including, 

i. implementation plans for policies and guidelines established under subsection 302 (1) of the 
Act with respect to the conduct of persons in schools within the board’s jurisdiction, and 

ii. implementation plans for policies and guidelines established under subsection 302 (5) of the 
Act respecting appropriate dress for pupils in schools within the board’s jurisdiction. 

[emphasis added] 
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19. (1) In addition to its other obligations to solicit the views of school councils under the 

Act, every board shall solicit the views of the school councils established by the board 

with respect to the following matters: 

1. The establishment or amendment of board policies and guidelines that relate to 

pupil achievement or to the accountability of the education system to parents, 

including, 

i. policies and guidelines established under subsection 302 (1) of the Act with 

respect to the conduct of persons in schools within the board’s 

jurisdiction, 

ii. policies and guidelines established under subsection 302 (5) of the Act 

respecting appropriate dress for pupils in schools within the board’s 

jurisdiction, 

iii. policies and guidelines respecting the allocation of funding by the board 

to school councils, 

iv. policies and guidelines respecting the fundraising activities of school 

councils, 

v. policies and guidelines respecting conflict resolution processes for internal 

school council disputes, and 

vi. policies and guidelines respecting reimbursement by the board of 

expenses incurred by members and officers of school councils. 

2. The development of implementation plans for new education initiatives that 

relate to pupil achievement or to the accountability of the education system to 

parents, including, 

i. implementation plans for policies and guidelines established under 

subsection 302 (1) of the Act with respect to the conduct of persons in 

schools within the board’s jurisdiction, and 

ii. implementation plans for policies and guidelines established under 

subsection 302 (5) of the Act respecting appropriate dress for pupils in 

schools within the board’s jurisdiction. 

 

 
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  Regular Board Meeting 
 Tuesday, February 7, 2017 
 
  

INFORMATION REPORT   ITEM 10.5 

UPDATE ON NORTHEAST BURLINGTON 
SCHOOL BOUNDARY REVIEW 

PURPOSE:  

To update the Board on the Northeast Burlington Elementary Schools Boundary Review process and identify 
upcoming milestones.  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

1. Information Report 9.1 “Burlington Rural & Alton Community School Boundary Review”, from the 
May 17, 2016 Regular Meeting of the Board. 

2. Action Report 8.2 “Burlington Rural & Alton Community School Boundary Review”, from the June 7, 
2016 Regular Meeting of the Board. 

COMMENTS: 

The Northeast Burlington Elementary Schools Boundary Review seeks to address growing enrolment pressures 
at St. Anne Catholic Elementary School, which is projected to exceed maximum capacity with portables as a 
result of future residential development in the Sundial and the Evergreen Secondary Plan communities. Further, 
this review includes rural attendees and homeschool considerations. On June 7, 2016, through Board 
resolution #130/16, it was: 

“RESOLVED, that the Halton Catholic District School Board initiate a school boundary review 
process to address future student enrolment pressures at St. Anne Catholic Elementary School and 
to review rural boundary assignments in Burlington.“ 

On October 3, 2016 an Advisory School Boundary Review Committee (SBRC) meeting was held at St. Anne 
Catholic Elementary School with parent representation from each of the schools in the Boundary Review (see 
Appendix A for the complete committee membership list).  

Staff presented four options developed to address the over-utilization at St. Anne CES and explore the potential 
re-direction of rural patches. In discussing the options, the committee reached consensus about directing the 
Evergreen area (patch I36, Appendix B) to St. Christopher CES. This was the case in all of the options. 

Regarding the Sundial community (patch I39, Appendix B) there was discussion as to whether the patch should 
be directed to the Notre Dame or Corpus Christi Family of Schools. St. Anne CES is within the Corpus Christi 
Family of Schools and as such there seemed to be a preference for keeping the Sundial community in the 
Corpus Christi Family of Schools as well.  
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The committee expressed a preference for keeping the rural patches in a Notre Dame Family of Schools. The 
Committee agreed to remove options 1 and 3, leaving options 2 and 4 on the table for future discussion.  

On November 7, 2016 the Advisory SBRC had its second working meeting at Sacred Heart of Jesus Catholic 
Elementary School. In addition to reviewing Options 2 and 4, staff presented Option 5, which would direct rural 
patches I37 and K38 to St. Gabriel Catholic Elementary School. Transportation times and distances were 
discussed.  

On Tuesday January 10, 2017 the Advisory SBRC had its third working meeting at St. Elizabeth Seton Catholic 
Elementary School; Options 2, 4 and 5 from the November 7 meeting were reviewed. Option 4A was presented 
as Staff’s preferred option, as it was the most effective in addressing the critical over-utilization projected for 
St. Anne Catholic Elementary School, and was the most effective in distributing student enrolment to schools 
that were most in need for utilization and/or programming needs.  

The committee supported Option 4A. There were discussion regarding staff’s decision to not re-direct rural 
patches, and it was explained that there were no additional benefits (time especially) in doing so. Please refer 
to Appendix B for more information on Option 4A.  

On January 31, 2017 the Board hosted a Community Information Night at St. Mark Catholic Elementary School. 
Notice of the meeting was emailed to affected school communities and a news release was posted on the 
Board’s webpage. In total, ten (10) parents pre-registered for the event. Staff provided a brief presentation 
(available online) detailing the process, the Advisory School Boundary Review Committee, and the process in 
which staff arrived to Option 4A. There was an opportunity for questions and answers, and attendees were 
advised on how to submit feedback and delegate the Board if they wished.  

The deadlines for submitting feedback is February 10, 2017. It will be summarized and presented to the 
Advisory SBRC at the final committee meeting, to be held on February 16, 2017.   

The Advisory SBRC Final Report and Recommendation will be presented at the March 7, 2017, Regular Meeting 
of the Board. The recommendations are expected to be given final consideration and potential approval at the 
March 21, 2017, Regular Meeting of the Board, where the community will be given the opportunity to provide 
delegations to the Board. All supporting materials that relate to the Northeast Burlington Elementary Boundary 
Review are posted on the Board’s public website; 

www.hcdsb.org/Schools/BoundaryReviews/northeast-burlington-elementary-schools/Pages/default.aspx  

Instructions on delegating the Board are always available online and have been circulated as part of the 
communication plan for this review.  

http://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Documents/2016-07-Delegation-to-Board-General.pdf 
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SCHOOL BOUNDARY REVIEW MILESTONES: 

Completed Tasks: 

Board Approves Northeast Burlington Catholic Schools Boundary Review Process 

Inaugural School Boundary Review Committee Meeting 

Secondary Advisory Boundary Review Committee Meeting  

Interim Report posted online Community Information Meeting 

Community Information Meeting 

June 7, 2016

October 3, 2016 

November 7, 2016 

January 20, 2017 

January 31, 2017 

Upcoming Steps: 

SBRC Final Meeting 

Staff Report to Board with SBRC Recommendations 

Action Report to Board with SBRC Recommendations 

Implementation 

February 16, 2017

March 7, 2017 

March 21, 2017 

September 1, 2017 

 

CONCLUSION: 

The Northeast Burlington Elementary Schools Boundary Review is progressing as scheduled. It is anticipated 
that the final recommendation will be brought forward to the Board in March for review and approval with 
implementation for September 2017. 

 
REPORT PREPARED &  C. MCGILLICUDDY 
SUBMITTED BY:   SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION 

  L. NAAR 
    SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION 

  G. CORBACIO 
    SUPERINTENDENT OF FACILITY MANAGEMENT SERVICES  

  F. THIBEAULT 
  ADMINISTRATOR OF PLANNING SERVICES, BUSINESS SERVICES  

  S. GALLIHER 
  PLANNING OFFICER, PLANNING SERVICES 

R. NEGOI  
SUPERINTENDENT OF BUSINESS SERVICES AND TREASURER OF THE BOARD 

 
REPORT APPROVED BY:  P. DAWSON 
  DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION AND SECRETARY OF THE BOARD 
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APPENDIX A - Advisory School Boundary Review Committee 
Canadian Martyrs Catholic Elementary School
Michelle Brooks
Vincenzina Sottile (alternate)

Sacred Heat of Jesus Catholic Elementary School
Krystal Towns
Angela Chartier (alternate)

St. Anne Catholic Elementary School
Jennifer Commisso
Lisa Fedor-Gould (alternate)

St. Christopher Catholic Elementary School
Athena Rasile
Spiezana Cukina (alternate)

Board Staff

Lorrie Naar			  Superintendent of Education

Colin McGillicuddy		 Superintendent of Education

Giacomo Corbacio		 Superintendent, Facility Management Services

Ryan Merrick			  Senior Administrator, Facility Management Services

Frederick Thibeault		 Administrator, Planning Services

Sarah Galliher			 Planning Officer, Planning Services

St. Timothy Catholic Elementary School
Jenna Staskovich
Luke Lillicrop (alternate)

Corpus Christi Catholic Secondary School
Bernie DeOre
Lisa Shannon (alternate)

Notre Dame Catholic Secondary School
David Barton
Michelle Gregory-Brooks (alternate)
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APPENDIX B Staff's Preferred Option 4a 
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Toronto, Ontario M4R 1K8 

 T. 416.932.9460  F. 416.932.9459 
 ocsta@ocsta.on.ca   www.ocsta.on.ca 
 
 Patrick Daly, President 
 Beverley Eckensweiler, Vice President 
 Nick Milanetti, Executive Director 
 

P R O M O T I N G   A N D   P R O T E C T I N G   C A T H O L I C   E D U C A T I O N 

 

January 23, 2017 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Chairpersons and Directors of Education 

- All Catholic District School Boards 
 
FROM: Stephen Andrews, Director of Legislative and Political Affairs 
 
SUBJECT: Bill 68 Modernizing Municipal Legislation—Submission to Standing Committee 
 
 
Further to the President’s report at our recent trustee seminar, Municipal Affairs has introduced  
Bill 68—Modernizing Municipal Legislation Act, 2016 (bill 68). Second reading debate started on 
December 1, 2016. The legislation will likely pass into law during the first quarter of 2017. This 
package of reforms proposes to amend certain acts including the Municipal Act, the City of Toronto 
Act, and the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act. 
 
Bill 68 proposes to amend the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act in ways that will impact all school 
boards. Schedule 3 of the Bill proposes the following changes: 
 

• Require trustee’s to declare any financial interest at any meeting that may conflict with his 
or her duties and file a written statement of the members financial interest at that meeting or 
as soon as possible after the meeting. 
 

• Require boards to establish a “registry” of statements and declarations of interests of trustees 
that would be available for public inspection. 
 

• Prohibit a trustee from using his or her office to influence a decision or recommendation 
being considered by board staff, if the member has financial interest in the outcome of the 
decision or recommendation. 
 

• Municipal Conflict of Interest Act Penalties: if a judge determines that a contravention of 
the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act has occurred (that is the trustee did not disclose a 
financial interest in a matter at a meeting) then the judge may reprimand the trustee, suspend 
the trustee’s pay for up to 90 days, declare the seat vacant, disqualify the trustee during a 
period of up to seven years and/or require the trustee to make restitution.  
 

• Proposed amendments to the Municipal Elections Act, 1996. The term of office is proposed 
to change from December 1 to November 15 in the year of a regular election. This is to 
address the lag time from election dates (third week of October) to start date of the term of 
office.
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OCSTA is in the process of developing a submission to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and the 
Standing Committee of the Legislature that will outline our concerns with the bill. A preliminary 
review has been conducted and the following issues have been identified as concerns for our school 
boards: 
 

1. Changing the start date from December 1 to November 15 in an election year for school 
boards will impose disruptive changes onto its schedule of meetings and various 
administrative functions. December 1 has been the start date for municipal and school board 
terms of office for decades and the change seems unnecessary. 

 
2. The proposed amendments to the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act that will require trustees 

to file written conflict of interest statements for each board meeting, where the trustee 
declares his or her financial interest, will impose a significant administrative burden on 
trustees. We are proposing a quarterly written statement for each financial conflict of a 
trustee that would be posted on the new registry. This reduces the burden on drafting written 
statements for each school board meeting.  

 
If you require further information please contact Steve Andrews at sandrews@ocsta.on.ca. 
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