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Good evening Chairman and members of the Board.  My name is Cynthia Giczey-Blenkin, a Mother of 2 boys at St. Joan of Arc in Oakville 

and a Parent Council member.  Like many others, I only heard about the Sanctity of Life motion through the media and couldn’t get my 

head around the concept that a Catholic School Board wanted to put an end to donating to charities like SickKids.   

I endeavored to understand the motives of the 5 trustees who support this motion. 

Trustee Quinn, I read your tweet on the Editorial in the Catholic Register.  It gave me good insight into why you feel that what you are 

doing is God’s work.  For the benefit of everyone else, the article states that “… public displays of Christian morality can bring shaming 

and ridicule. (That) it takes courage to stay strong in a secular world”.  I would have to agree with this. 

 

The article stated “… There was no whiff of respect, nor hint of tolerance, for the right of a Catholic institution to act according to its 

religious beliefs.”  It further drew the correlation between the parents and students dissent on this motion and the huge amount of work 

still required to communicate the mission of Catholic education, but it mostly focused on standing up for the right to life.  I know that 

some of you have close affiliations with Pro-Life coalitions and I am not challenging those affiliations. 

 

Another article you referenced on twitter highlighted Cardinal Thomas Collins’ plea to a group of teachers to prevent the “watering down 

of faith in society”.  It was in response to a proposal to compel doctors who object to assisted suicide to refer patients to other doctors 

willing to end a patient’s life.  He said that Canadian society was getting colder and darker.  I feel the same way sometimes.   

The Cardinal sees large segments of Canadian society rejecting their Christian roots and that Catholic students need to be exposed to the 
Bible … “but that scripture alone will not do the job”.  I believe that as educators and Board members, you are tasked with the difficult 
question … how do you reconcile an age old scripture to handle today’s world?  I don’t envy you and I think that’s exactly what you are 
trying to do with this motion.   

I don’t believe that either of you are necessarily opposed to fundraising for SickKids or that any of you wouldn’t take advantage of their 
life saving services, should your family need them, God forbid.  I think your intention was to signify these Catholic values that you feel 
have been ignored.  That if you did it quietly, you would feel a personal spiritual accomplishment in doing so.  But you can’t do it at the 
expense of the opinions and support of the people you represent. 

Issues of euthanasia, abortion, contraceptives … those can be taught.  But believing in Pro-Life alone does not make you a good Catholic.  
It addresses the one aspect of Catholic thought.  Mother Theresa’s belief on this topic alone did not earn her the title of one of the most 
respected Catholics in the world.   

The religious education course director, said “…when you see true Catholic faith, pure and true, it sets the heart on fire and we need that 
in Catholic schools.” 

There is no better way to see these hearts on fire then when you watch hundreds of students walking in unison wearing red supporting 

the Terry Fox foundation or wearing Green and Purple in memory of Maddie, a former student at St Joan of Arc who died of a brain 

tumour … raising money for brain cancer research at SickKids.   

One way in which our young children show an understanding and commitment to our Catholic faith is by coming together as a 

community, raising awareness, supporting and fundraising for initiatives that help the needy, poor and undesirable, just like Mother 

Theresa did. 

Our children learn easiest by relating.  Our young children, like mine who attend St Joan of Arc, do not know what abortion is yet, so 

fundraising for pro-life organizations is not an option yet.  It is not relatable to them. 

 

Cancer is.  ALS is.  Autism is.  Humanitarian operations in developing countries are.  Diseases that are treated by Sick Kids and the 

Canadian Cancer Society.  Organizations that you have removed from the approved list.  I know that there have been some added, 

removed, then added again.  I’ve lost track and I’m not here to scrutinize this list today.  The question is, has the Halton Catholic District 

School Board been running amuck for this many years fundraising for organizations that are not in line with the teaching of the Catholic 

church?  Have the staff, superintendents, principals, Directors of Education, been so incompetent and unreasonable in the last several 

years, that the 5 of you felt that you needed to interject and save us?   
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And don’t have such weak faith.  If God was truly against this, there would be no science in the world that would work against his 
power.  No doctor, no medicine that could possibly help a dying individual.  I believe that God allows us to come together as a community 
to help others.   

God puts obstacles in our way to challenge us to be better people.  What can we do for one another? 

Trustee Karabela, you clearly have a strong commitment to educating others on Pro-Life causes.  You stand in front of hospitals holding 
“pro-adoption” signs.  No one here is suggesting that you stop.  That is your calling.  That is your contribution to promoting the Catholic 
values that are important to you and to the Church.   

But we all have a role to play.  If you truly believe that students are rejecting their Christian roots, then don’t take away the only relatable 
activity that keeps them connected.  We will lose them at a faster rate than we already are.   

Mr. Marai, you boasted last week that enrollment in the HCDSB has increased.  But for how long?  If we continue to polarize religion, we 
will have a declining enrollment.   

In 2016 and 2017, you proudly tweeted about our participation in WE day. 

You’ve tweeted several tweets with respect to charitable activities - with Canadian Liver Foundation, Alzheimer’s Day, the fact that 
Canada was the 4th most charitable country in the world.  Clearly, this is an important topic for you.  What happened between 2016 and 
present day that you can no longer support these charities because they potentially are affiliated with stem cell research?  

Likewise, in 2016, you re-tweeted Lucas Medina’s tweet about Canada opening it’s first foster care agency to support LGBTQ youth.  You 

are, or at least were, a huge supporter of rights for the LGBTQ community.  And even though the Board shot down the inclusive policy, 

you continued to allow their voices to be heard … that the Catholic School Board had a responsibility for these youth to feel safe.  That is 

your calling and you would be surprised how much support you would get from Catholic parents. 

Finally, you tweeted an article about Students’ Moral compasses being broken in the US.  There is a lot of truth to that.   

But when you put a group of LGBTQ students in the same room as their classmates, raising money for a mutually good cause like Cancer 
research, you break down that wall between them.  They start to realize that they all have parents who don’t know anything and drive 
them nuts. They celebrate their similarities which allows them to celebrate their differences.  

When you put a group of Pro-Life students in the same room as their classmates, raising money to help find a cure for pediatric cancer, 
suddenly, the value of life becomes more clear.  Those group of students become friends, they talk.  They have an opportunity to share 
their strong Catholic values in an amicable environment and to potentially see that they have more in common than they may think.   

Trustee Danko, you have been a member of the HCDSB since 2006 I believe.  That’s a long run and you’ve dedicated a lot of resources 

and time to this community.  

It saddened me to keep hearing about Canada Summer Jobs.  How did a politically charged issue between 2 opposing political parties 

make its way into our school system?  How did we allow a member of the Conservative party to openly wage war on the government by 

exploiting our children?    

You stated to the Globe and Mail that “If the federal government wishes to impose its beliefs on us, we can assert our morality where 

we’re supposed to, which is in our schools,”.  Who’s this “us” and “we”?  You do not work for the Conservative party when you sit on this 

Board.  The “us” and “we” are the students, parents and staff, not your charities that won’t be able to benefit from the subsidies.  Not 

our fight.  Don’t use my children for your political gain.  For me personally, this was the most abuse of power that offended me in this 

entire ordeal, even more so than the way in which this motion was passed.  My kids aren’t old enough to understand dirty politics just 

yet. 

I don’t have to say much about Mother Theresa’s legacy – she was one of the greatest humanitarians of the 20th century.  Catholics and 
non-Catholics know what she stood for and there’s a reason for that.  Even though she was a huge proponent of pro-life, she focused on 
helping everyone who needed it.  In the 80’s, she opened 2 homes in the US to care for those infected with HIV and AIDS.  When Rev. 
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William Whitt said "AIDS comes because of immoral acts," and asked. "Why is it doing charity work to bring them in?"   Church officials 
responded, by saying that they are not condoning homosexuality but are ministering to the dying, as the church teaches. 

We too, are not condoning abortion because we are raising money to help care for those who are dying of cancer.   

Pope John Paul II, was an outspoken opponent of abortion, but he was also a supporter of Poland integrating with the European Union.  
He believed that The Church in Europe needed the Poles' testimony of faith, that the Catholic future in Europe relied on it.  

Poland joined the EU in 2003.  In the same year, Italy took over precedency of the EU.  In the same year, the EU pledged $28 billion in 
humanitarian aid and restructuring efforts to help Iraq.  The Pope was such a huge opponent of the Iraq war, that he became a candidate 
for the Nobel Peace Prize.   

What’s the relevance?   

Abortion in Italy was legal in 2003 and had been for over 20 years. 

At the same time, Iraq had a national policy on assuring access to family planning and contraceptives.  Abortion was also legal in the 
event that a mother’s life was in danger or because of fetal impairment. 

Neither of these laws prevented even Pope John Paul II, who was much more conservative than today’s Pope, from helping those in need 
AND ensuring that Catholic presence in the secular world was not compromised. 

As Mr. Harvey said so eloquently in his delegation, the 2 doctrines can co-exist.  This was proven by Pope John Paul II himself. 

We are definitely being challenged and asked to define what it means to be a Catholic in this day and age.  We have to learn as Christians 

how we apply the word of Jesus in everyday life.   

But not by dividing us.    And certainly not by a smaller group deciding which values are more important than others.  You do not have 
divine authority. 
 
Let the Catholic faith resonate within all of us.  Let the goodness that is meant to be shared spread by inviting others to spread the word 
of God with us.  
 
And ask yourselves, does it feel right?  We have been blessed with divine guidance.  If Jesus stood in front of you today, what would he 
say?  Would he ask you to take into account humanity in all your decisions?  Let’s not get into the business of judgement, rather focus on 
kindness and support to pull us out of this darkness that Cardinal Thomas referenced. 
 
If you need to reflect and discuss it amongst yourselves, then ask for a recess and do so.  Not just on a temporary pause, but on putting 
this issue to rest for good and focusing on the business of true Catholicism as a joint community, not a divided one.  And when you do, 
ask yourself, with all your best intentions, did you expect to cause so much upset in your own community? 
 
 
Finally, Trustee Marai, you tweeted in Dec 2016, “Public Consultation takes such minimal effort.  This should be a lesson to the @HCDSB.  
ENGAGE & CONSULT with those you serve”. 
 
 
Show us that you are capable of doing just that.   
 
And if there is no intention of listening to the community you represent, then please don’t represent yourselves as Catholics simply 
because you endorse a subset of those values. 
 
 
Thank you. 
 

Philippians 4:5 
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Let your reasonableness be known to everyone. The Lord is at hand; 

 

Romans 14:1 

As for the one who is weak in faith, welcome him, but not to quarrel over opinions. 

 

Proverbs 6:16-19 

There are six things that the Lord hates, seven that are an abomination to him: haughty eyes, a lying tongue, and hands that shed innocent 

blood, a heart that devises wicked plans, feet that make haste to run to evil, a false witness who breathes out lies, and one who sows discord 

among brothers. 
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May 2nd Delegation 

Tova Ralph 

Good Evening Chairman and members of the Board. I would like to thank 

you for the opportunity to be here this evening. My name is Tova Ralph and I am a 

wife and mother to two amazing children. I am here because we send our children 

to Catholic Schools, not just for the theology, but for the community of faith and 

the charity that the Catholic school offers. While I can take them to church and 

teach them their lessons, I cannot alone provide that community. 

I sat in church last Sunday listening to the homily on being a good Shepard. 

I believe that you are passionate in your belief in the Sanctity of Life motion which 

is being upheld without stakeholders feedback. But what I ask, is do you in your 

hearts believe that the way you went around getting this policy passed was being 

true to yourselves, your beliefs and what our Catholic church teaches us? 

I just read Pope Francis’s apostolic exhortation “Rejoice and Be Glad.” This 

had me thinking, what would the church think about the actions taken by the 

trustees on this board? From my understanding the church was not consulted on 

this issue and Policy. If you truly believe that what is being done is right and just, 

then wouldn’t you want the church to endorse it? What does the Bishop think? The 

Priests of the local churches? The Vicar? 

Below, are Pope Francis’ words: 

7. I like to contemplate the holiness present in the patience of God’s people: in 

those parents who raise their children with immense love, in those men and 

women who work hard to support their families, in the sick, in elderly 

religious who never lose their smile. In their daily perseverance I see the 

holiness of the Church militant. Very often it is a holiness found in our next-

door neighbours, those who, living in our midst, reflect God’s presence. We 

might call them “the middle class of holiness”.[4] 

YOUR MISSION IN CHRIST 

19. A Christian cannot think of his or her mission on earth without seeing it as 

a path of holiness, for “this is the will of God, your sanctification” (1 

Thessalonians 4:3). Each saint is a mission, planned by the Father to reflect 

and embody, at a specific moment in history, a certain aspect of the Gospel. 
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20. That mission has its fullest meaning in Christ, and can only be understood 

through him. At its core, holiness is experiencing, in union with Christ, the 

mysteries of his life. It consists in uniting ourselves to the Lord’s death and 

resurrection in a unique and personal way, constantly dying and rising anew 

with him. But it can also entail reproducing in our own lives various aspects of 

Jesus’ earthly life: his hidden life, his life in community, his closeness to the 

outcast, his poverty and other ways in which he showed his self-sacrificing 

love. The contemplation of these mysteries, as Saint Ignatius of Loyola pointed 

out, leads us to incarnate them in our choices and attitudes.[18] Because 

“everything in Jesus’ life was a sign of his mystery”,[19] “Christ’s whole life is 

a revelation of the Father”,[20] “Christ’s whole life is a mystery of 

redemption”,[21] “Christ’s whole life is a mystery of 

recapitulation”.[22] “Christ enables us to live in him all that he himself lived, 

and he lives it in us”.[23] 

21. The Father’s plan is Christ, and ourselves in him. In the end, it is Christ 

who loves in us, for “holiness is nothing other than charity lived to the 

full”.[24] As a result, “the measure of our holiness stems from the stature that 

Christ achieves in us, to the extent that, by the power of the Holy Spirit, we 

model our whole life on his”.[25] Every saint is a message which the Holy 

Spirit takes from the riches of Jesus Christ and gives to his people. 

22. To recognize the word that the Lord wishes to speak to us through one of 

his saints, we do not need to get caught up in details, for there we might also 

encounter mistakes and failures. Not everything a saint says is completely 

faithful to the Gospel; not everything he or she does is authentic or perfect. 

What we need to contemplate is the totality of their life, their entire journey of 

growth in holiness, the reflection of Jesus Christ that emerges when we grasp 

their overall meaning as a person.[26] 

23. This is a powerful summons to all of us. You too need to see the entirety of 

your life as a mission. Try to do so by listening to God in prayer and 

recognizing the signs that he gives you. Always ask the Spirit what Jesus 

expects from you at every moment of your life and in every decision you must 

make, so as to discern its place in the mission you have received. Allow the 

Spirit to forge in you the personal mystery that can reflect Jesus Christ in 

today’s world. 

24. May you come to realize what that word is, the message of Jesus that God 

wants to speak to the world by your life. Let yourself be transformed. Let 
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yourself be renewed by the Spirit, so that this can happen, lest you fail in your 

precious mission. The Lord will bring it to fulfilment despite your mistakes 

and missteps, provided that you do not abandon the path of love but remain 

ever open to his supernatural grace, which purifies and enlightens. 

My vocation is to be a wife and mother. It is my main priority. It is a 24-7 

job in good times and bad.  

Our local Priests have a vocation to the church, the people and the world. 

They also live and breath the Catholic church. The Priests are an important 

member of our church. They are the ones on the front line that try to uphold what 

the Catholic church stands for and believes in, and working with the community to 

serve the community. Last week, at my daughters first communion retreat we 

learned many things one being, that the chasuble they wear reminds the priest of 

the charity of Christ: “Over all these virtues put on love, which binds the rest 

together and makes them perfect” (Colossians, 3:14).   

As trustees, this is your job, not vocation. Yes, we thank you for your 

service to your community. But at the end of the day this is a job. You leave. When 

your term is up you are done, you leave the business, politics and school board 

behind. You hope to leave a positive legacy or whatever noble mark that you were 

able to accomplish. Don’t let your legacy be the demise of the Catholic School 

system in Ontario by upholding Resolution 61/18. 

By implementing this motion, I believe, as the Toronto Star recently 

reported, “we are further igniting the debate about mixing public dollars and 

religious beliefs” and giving organisations reason to question the need for a 

religious school board.  

Recently, Parliament held a debate on Canada requesting papal apology on 

the Catholic Church’s part for the atrocities that took place in the residential 

schools that existed in Canada. I am not here to share my opinion on that matter, 

but ask that we do not give the secular world further reason to equate Catholicism 

with the thoughtless and unjust behaviour. Let’s be an example for the world on 

kindness, inclusiveness and charity. 

If you don’t want to seek input from the Catholic Church and it’s leaders 

why even have a Catholic School system?  

As parents we want to work with you. Of course, we don’t want to directly 

fund abortion, contraception, sterilization, euthanasia, or embryonic stem cell 
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research. But we do want to support our kids, our friends and our families. When 

this was first addressed in February, the HCBSD supported 100 or so charities and 

today, that list has been cut to less than half. But I have not seen a confirmed list as 

of yet. 

Our children benefit most when schools are inclusive. How can we be 

inclusive when we can’t donate to the services that we as a community have been 

so blessed to be helped by? 

Personally, my family has been touched my many services. My 5-year-old 

was a patient of Sickkids before he was even born.  

The day I found out my son was going to be born with a cleft lip and palate I 

was devastated. I cried the whole way home unsure of the news I just heard. I 

remember my midwife calling me about 30 minutes later. She asked me how I was 

doing and had to inform me of my rights given the situation.  She asked me if I 

wanted to terminate my pregnancy. She was not asking me because she was 

encouraging a termination, but that this was her duty to inform me of my rights and 

she suspected my answer before I responded. I was shocked that people would 

terminate a pregnancy, but I understood. It is hard to have a child who has 

differences, to see your child undergo pain, people judge you. I rejected any further 

testing as I knew that no matter what, my husband and I would love this child. I 

remember crying and being so angry with God. Why was my little boy having to 

suffer, what did he do wrong, what did I do wrong? The first time I held him in my 

arms, I forgot why I was so scared and worried about him. I was “still” and knew 

that God placed this child with me for a reason and why was I so lucky to be his 

Mom? At 5 months we had his lip adhesion surgery. We anticipate at least 3 more 

surgeries before he is discharged at 18. He is a healthy patient of Sickkids. He has 

parents who can advocate for him. We are blessed to have him here. That he has a 

voice and that we have a voice. Many patients have never left the hospital. Parents 

don’t get to have their child discharged and it is not fair. Is this their fault? Would 

God have given people the means to have doctors, nurses or hospitals if He thought 

they in any way were conflicted with the Catholic church’s doctrine on abortion? I 

understand saving an unborn baby’s life. But let’s STOP!!!! What message are we 

sending Halton, Ontario, Canada and the World by implementing this motion? 

My daughter is 7 and she asked me a few weeks ago if the school supports 

autism? I didn’t know the answer, but I do now. No, No you don’t. Yesterday, my 
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kids got to wear a hint of blue in support of Autism. No monetary donation. How 

do you think this made children who currently s it on the spectrum feel?  

We will wear a bit of blue but will not donate a toonie to show that your 

school, your community and your church is in this with you. Because by 

supporting your need for Autism research, we are threatening our own Catholicity. 

How should children with special needs feel that the school they attend doesn’t 

support the needs of the children in their community. Furthermore, how should the 

parents of these children feel, who’s taxes go to pay for these schools?  

We believe that the HCDSB no longer supports ALS, Brain tumour research, 

Autism awareness, Cancer society, Cerebral Palsy, Epilepsy, Special Olympics, 

MS to name a few.  These are the kind of causes that the children are moved to 

support- because they are real and in front of them. Not because they are on a list. 

Are we not teaching our children to be more like Christ? We are all aware of 

the company Jesus kept- He did not help only those that believed what He 

believed. In fact He did the opposite. So why would we limit our kindness to those 

that believe what we believe? What are we teaching our kids by doing that? 

People don’t ask for Autism, Down Syndrome, mental health issues, cancer, 

broken bones, abuse, neglect, poverty and so many more challenges we face in this 

world. How can we love our neighbour without the school community? How can a 

school that teaches us to live a life that Jesus lived, not walk the walk and talk the 

talk with the students they spend so much time with?  

It is reasonable to not fund abortion but completely unreasonable to not 

support Autism awareness.  

God chooses to pass final judgement at the end of one’s life and not at the 

turn of each poor decision, making it always possible to be in a positive balance at 

the end of life. That is why we continue to strive to be better people each day. And 

Don’t be confused. The children we are raising are not the future of the church. 

They are the present of the church. Work with us parents to help give these 

children the tools they need to grow the Catholic church from what it is today, not 

alienate them. 

What I am hoping to accomplish by being here today is to provide you with 

a different perspective and to ask you to overturn this resolution. We ask that you 

have faith in our schools and your staff to make informed decisions based on the 

needs that reflect their own communities. After all this really is about our children 
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and teaching them to be engaged Catholics and to encourage them to take their 

faith out into the world and make a difference. That is so much more meaningful 

than checking a box. Thank you.... 
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Available Placements in Secondary 
 

Secondary Panel 
Exceptionality 

Regular Classroom with Special Education Classrooms 

Indirect 
      Support    

Resource 
      Support      

Withdrawal 
  Assistance   

With 
Partial  

Integration 

Full Time 

 
Learning Disability 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Deaf and/or  
Hard of Hearing 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Language and/or Speech 
Impairment 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Autism 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
Giftedness 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Mild Intellectual Disability 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

  

 
Developmental Disability 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
Behaviour 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Physical Disability 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Blind and Low Vision 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Multiple 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

† 
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According to the Ministry of Education, 

 

a special education program is defined as: 

  

“an educational program that is based on and 

modified by the results of continuous assessment 

and evaluation and that includes a plan containing 

special objectives and an outline of educational 

services that meet the needs of the exceptional 

pupil” 
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Regulation 181/98, S (3) of the Education Act states that: 

 

 “The individual education plan must include,  

(a) specific educational expectations for the pupil;  

(b) an outline of the special education program and 

services to be received by the pupil; and  

(c) a statement of the methods by which the pupil’s 

progress will be reviewed. 
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GIFTED PROGRAMMING IN HCDSB SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

A TRUE AND PERSONAL STORY 

 

I would like to introduce you to my son, Joshua, a grade 11 student here in Halton Catholic.  For 

the past 13 years, it is has been the responsibility of this Board to provide him with an appropriate 

education.  Joshua was identified as “Gifted” at the end of Grade 6, at which time it became the 

responsibility of this Board, as mandated by the Ministry, to provide him with an individualized program 

specific to his needs.  Even with a professional diagnosis, which cost us over $1,000, it literally took 

months to get anything in place.  And then, the programming consisted of Joshua completing multiple 

choice practice math contests, after he had completed his same work the rest of the class was doing.  He 

did this in a corner, on a computer, by himself, with no teacher oversight.  There weren’t even solutions 

provided for many of the questions.  It became a game where he repeated the same contest over and 

over until he got perfect.  Now, please excuse me for stating what may seem obvious but I did have to 

explain to the Special Education Resource Teacher (SERT) that he probably wasn’t learning anything or 

developing his math skills by doing this.  In fact, the SERT was dumbfounded when we asked for this 

activity to stop.  “But how will he prepare for upcoming math contests?” she asked.  I’m not quite sure 

how she thought he was preparing for the contests.  When Joshua did actually write the live contests, he 

did so in a group in the special education resource room while the teacher supervised….literally, just 

supervised.  The extent of her involvement was to review the answers – as in, the answer to question 3 

is “c”.  When I suggested it might be helpful to have a teacher actually review the solutions, the 

response I got was “sorry, math is not my strength”….and apparently, there were no other resources 

available throughout the whole of the board …. 
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After we raised a fuss, things improved a bit.  The teacher was given some direction from the 

Special Education Consultant as to how they could program for Joshua, and the math contest practice 

became a group activity, although still lacking teacher intervention beyond basic supervision.  But we 

had to raise a fuss to even get that. 

My first clue to the lack of programming in high school should have come when we started to 

plan for Joshua’s Grade 8 year.  The SERT told us that the placement option for Grade 8 would be 

“indirect support” as that is all that is offered in high school.  I reminded her that Grade 8 is not high 

school and there was a full range of placements available for elementary.  I also later learned from the 

Board website, that, officially, there are three placement options for high school.  See Appendix A for 

this information. 

In grade 8, we decided to enrol Joshua in a rigorous, extra-curricular math enrichment program. 

It cost us $3,000 for the academic year.  $3,000, out of our pockets, in after-tax-dollars because he 

wasn’t getting what he needed from this board.  It was through this program that Joshua’s true math 

capabilities were finally unleashed.  Soon, Joshua was flying through all the regular Grade 8 math, 

including all of the enrichment activities that his teacher could find.  And I do believe that that teacher 

truly did her best, with the resources available to her.  But it wasn’t enough.  He was flying through all of 

it.  She got permission for Joshua to work out of the Grade 9 textbook; something not normally allowed.  

It was the right thing to do.  But even the Grade 9 Math was too easy.  So it occurred to me that perhaps 

Joshua could earn the grade 9 credit while still in grade 8.  I remembered a couple of kids that did this 

when I was in grade 8; at least one of them went on to become an extremely successful actuary.  The 

public board actually has a program where Grade 8 students earn their Grade 8 and 9 credits in Grade 8.  

Most importantly, this would allow Joshua to work at a level appropriate to his skills.   
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And so we began discussions with the high school; somewhat reluctantly on their part, I came to 

realize.  There were many challenges presented.  The first was that Joshua would be enriched in Grade 9 

by taking “AP” Math.  Even though AP is “not a special education program”…  We argued that he was 

already doing Grade 9 math, and Grade 9 AP Math is really just Grade 9 math with a little bit of grade 10 

math.  The other major argument was that Joshua would end up with no math in Grade 12, a year 

before university……even though there are three Grade 12 math courses which could be spread out 

between Grades 11 and 12…..  I further suggested that a solution would be to skip math in grade 9 

altogether and just start math in grade 10….again there was the concern of a year without math.  I 

reminded them that that could happen anyway, if he took math in semester one one year, and semester 

two the next.  In fact, this could happen to any student in any course.  If this is such a big issue, why do 

we even have a semester system at all??  And, if it was a bit of a challenge for him to get up to speed in 

grade 10….well, that was kind of the point.  A challenge was exactly what we were looking for!  As you 

might have guessed, I didn’t give up so easily.   

So we met with the high school Principal, who reviewed some of the work Joshua had been 

doing outside of school.  He finally relented and proposed that Joshua could write the grade 9 AP math 

exam in June of his grade 8 year.  If he achieved a mark of 85% or better, he would be exempted from 

Grade 9 AP math.  We accepted the challenge. 

Foolishly, we thought this also meant that Joshua might actually get some help towards 

achieving this goal….nope. 

Again, as we sought assistance for our child, your student, we were challenged at every turn.  

His Grade 8 teacher couldn’t help because she wasn’t qualified to teach high school math.  The high 

school couldn’t help because they didn’t have the resources and besides he wasn’t “their” student until 

September.  Funny, they collected the $65 activity fee in November, almost a full year before he was 
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“their student”.  But I digress.  The two schools in the same school board, a couple of kilometres apart, 

with the board office between them, were playing hot potato with my son.  Nobody would help.  

Joshua’s placement is “regular classroom with resource support”.  Where were the resources?  Well, 

reaching ahead is not “part of the program” so there were no resources.  Even though it was precisely 

what he needed at that point in time to be successful and to work toward his potential.  It was not part 

of their “program”.   

The elementary school Principal made a couple of suggestions; a couple of the teachers had high 

school math qualifications, there were some itinerants that could maybe come and help.  But no real 

plan.  And all the suggestions fell through for one reason or another.  One of the teachers didn’t have 

time to help because it was soccer season and he was busy organizing the school talent show.   

In the meantime, we were having meetings and discussions to plan for Grade 9.  The SERT was 

again quite eager to change his placement.  I still have the e-mail, in which she told me “we now have to 

change the placement for all Grade 8’s to Indirect Support in preparation for Grade 9”.  She was 

surprised when I told her that the Board officially offered three different placement options for high 

school.  In our planning discussions, which included the high school SERT, we repeatedly asked what 

about Joshua’s math programming.  We were repeatedly told, if he doesn’t get 85%, he has to take the 

course.  We said “yes, we understand that, but considering that he is already doing grade 9 math with 

some success, he will likely need more”.  The Ministry defines a special education program as “an 

educational program that is based on and modified by the results of continuous assessment and 

evaluation and that includes a plan containing special objectives and an outline of educational services 

that meet the needs of the exceptional pupil”.  That’s what we were asking for.  We were repeatedly 

told that the AP course would be sufficiently challenging and enriching, and that nothing more would be 

needed.  Even though AP is not a “special education program” as we have all been repeatedly told.  
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(Spoiler alert – Joshua got 100% in both Grade 9 and 10 AP math without ever studying for a test or the 

final exam.) 

In an effort to obtain a more formal assessment of Joshua’s current capabilities in math, and to 

determine a plan to prepare him for the exam, we requested a KeyMath assessment be completed.  

That was another hurdle.  KeyMath is widely used throughout our Board to assess students; we heard 

about it just this past week at SEAC.  It is a tool designed to do precisely what we wanted.  But this board 

only uses it for struggling students, to find their gaps.  They couldn’t comprehend using it for a student 

who was working ahead of grade level.  Eventually they agreed to complete the assessment.  Joshua 

maxed out the assessment in every category but one; in his grade 8 year, his math abilities were 

somewhere above a grade 10 level.  In one category, they were “only” at a grade 8 level.  When we 

finally got some help, it was to work with him on exercises generated by the assessment tool, exercises 

to address the one category he wasn’t excelling at.  The exercises were so ridiculously remedial that the 

itinerant sent Joshua back to class after about 10 minutes.  Nobody looked for a more appropriate level 

of exercises to provide him with; they didn’t seek to enrich the skills that were more than 2 years ahead 

of his age group.  They sent him back to class. 

  All the while I continued to look for help for Joshua in preparing for the exam.  I found out 

there were free online high school courses available, so I looked into that.  The elementary Principal 

connected me with the Curriculum Consultant at the time, Jack Nigro.  He actually seemed to try.  But 

there were issues with the online course as well.  They had already started, Joshua wasn’t a high school 

student yet, etc., Honestly, I don’t even remember.  What I remember most is the desperation and 

sheer frustration and feeling of complete abandonment by this board.  I explained to Superintendent 

Nigro that Joshua was an identified Gifted student and there should be resources to help him.  He 

offered to speak to the Superintendent of Special Education on my behalf.  He called me back about 5 

minutes later and said that he had been told that special education “wasn’t a program for acceleration”.  
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You may recall from a report I sent to you, included as correspondence to this package, that acceleration 

has been proven to be the most effective intervention for Gifted students.  But this board won’t touch it.  

Superintendent Nigro did arrange for us to have the textbooks we needed to prepare for the exam.  

Even something that simple had been overlooked up to that point.   

I realized that all this lobbying and following up for help was getting me absolutely nowhere.  I 

was just wasting my time.  Time I could use myself to help my son prepare for the exam.  And so I 

buckled down.   For the next 6 weeks, as the laundry and take out menus piled up in our house, I 

focused on Grade 9 AP math so that I could help my son, your student prepare for his exam.   

In the end, Joshua achieved a mark of 79% on the exam.  79%.  With absolutely no professional 

instruction or intervention.  I am not a teacher and it has been a long time since I took Grade 9 math. 

And so we were told, he had to take the course.  And we didn’t argue because that is what we 

had agreed to.  Even though he was only 6 points shy of the 85%.  Even though the marks he lost were 

due to careless errors or not showing his work; not a lack of understanding the actual course content.  

But that’s what we had agreed to, so fine. 

So in September, we went back to asking what his Math program would look like.  Those had to 

be some of the most frustrating and downright infuriating discussions we have ever had.  Like a broken 

record we were told “well he didn’t get 85% so he has to take the course”.  He was 6 points away from 

an exemption yet they felt it was appropriate for Joshua to sit in class and take the course like every 

other student for whom this was new material.  They didn’t understand that he might be bored.  That 

this was a waste of his time.  Because it’s AP.  And there are other “smart” kids in the class.  Even though 

it’s not a Special Education program.  But it was everything he needed. 

It was like we had bought our son a Ferrari, and the school board told him he could only drive it 

in rush hour traffic.  What a waste. 
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We even had to fight to have his achievement on the exam recorded as an “Assessment” on his 

Individual Education Plan.  This wouldn’t otherwise be recorded anywhere because Joshua wasn’t 

registered in the course.  It was also pretty key to understanding his capabilities, so it should be noted in 

the document that was supposed to plan his program.  We were told that only professional assessments 

could be listed in the document.  I had to prove, by providing a website link, that Ministry guidelines and 

examples allowed for all sorts of things to be included as “assessments”, even interest surveys.  If an 

exam marked by a professional teacher isn’t an assessment, I don’t know what is.  And these discussions 

were with a seasoned Special Education Consultant, soon to retire, who teaches Spec Ed AQ courses, 

and the high school’s Special Education Department Head who later that year was promoted to Special 

Education Consultant.  These people should know better. 

After much wrangling, they agreed to put together an enrichment plan for Joshua.  What we 

received was a high level and generalized description of enrichment for gifted students.  Nothing specific 

to Joshua.  So we wrangled some more.  Then we received an overly detailed description of every single 

textbook question that Joshua would complete for the first two units of the Math course…way too 

detailed.  According to the Ministry, a special education plan is “an educational program that is based on 

and modified by the results of continuous assessment and evaluation and that includes a plan 

containing special objectives and an outline of educational services that meet the needs of the 

exceptional pupil”.  We’ve never seen anything resembling that….  But we felt more assured with the 

detailed plan, which also included a commitment to continuously develop the plan for future units of 

the course.  That seemed reasonable; it is after all supposed to be a program of “continuous 

assessment”.  So we backed off. 

Guess what happened when they got to unit 3?  Nothing.  No more plan for Joshua.  He was now 

expected to sit in the class and do the same work as the rest of the students.  This is where I really lost 

it.  And this is why I tell you, there is no program in high school, in reality, there is no other placement 
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besides “indirect support” unless parents are willing to constantly advocate and be vigilant.  Which is 

exhausting.  In the end, we had a good conversation with the classroom teacher, who had been absent 

all the previous meetings.  He did develop something of a program and did challenge Joshua with 

material outside the curriculum.  I don’t know how much of a plan there was and I never saw any goals, 

but it was something.  And we were grateful for that.  But it took a year of fighting.  We started these 

discussions with Spec Ed staff in grade 8.   

In grade 10 math, there was no plan and Joshua really didn’t receive anything.  We pretty much 

gave up for Grade 11.  In other courses we’ve been told “well it’s AP so that’s the enrichment”, or “we 

don’t normally enrich in this class”.  I’ve had a teacher turn down my suggestions because it was too 

much work for him.  Other teachers have recognized Joshua’s capabilities and given him extensions here 

and there.  But this is differentiation, which they are supposed to do anyway.  And really, I don’t blame 

the teachers.  We are obviously asking for something that is outside of the norm.  Something that their 

employer doesn’t actually expect from them, despite a Ministry mandate and contrary information in 

this Board’s own Special Education Plan and on their website. 

I can’t imagine what Joshua’s high school career would have looked like if he had had to settle 

for all Academic courses.  I truly believe that it is the rigor and challenge of the AP courses and the 

exposure to like-minded peers that has kept him truly engaged throughout high school.  Even then, in 

his area of strength, Math, he could have used more. 

And so I ask you, based on our story, which is unusual only in the amount of advocating and 

fighting that we were willing to do, does it sound to you like this Board provides appropriate 

programming for its Gifted students in a regular classroom, and particularly, in high school? 
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APPENDIX A 

 
From the HCDSB Website, under Special Education Programs: 
 
Available Placements in Secondary 

Secondary Panel 
Exceptionality 

Regular Classroom with Special Education 
Classrooms 

 
Indirect 

      Support    

 
Resource 

      Support      

 
Withdrawal 

  Assistance   

With 
Partial  

Integration 

 
Full 

Time 

 
Learning Disability 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Deaf and/or  
Hard of Hearing 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Language and/or 
Speech Impairment 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Autism 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
Giftedness 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Mild Intellectual 
Disability 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

  

 
Developmental 
Disability 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
Behaviour 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Physical Disability 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Blind and Low Vision 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

    

 
Multiple 
 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
† 

 
Indirect Support: Elementary and Secondary 
 
The student is placed in a regular class for the entire day, and the teacher receives specialized consultative services. 
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Resource Support: Elementary and Secondary 
 

The Halton Catholic District School Board integrates students with special needs in regular classrooms. Students are 

integrated into the regular classroom in a responsible manner, considering their need for professional and 

paraprofessional support. If a change of support is being considered, information is gathered from specialized staff, 

parents and school staff as part of the problem-solving process. If a change of placement is being considered 

between a regular classroom and any self-contained system class, a system or Regional IPRC would then be 

convened. (see chart above)  

When parents choose to have resource support as their child's placement, they understand that the responsibility for 

program planning and evaluation lies with the classroom teacher.  The Special Education Resource teachers provide 

support to the programs and services outlined in a student's IEP.  Resource support may include modified program 

support in the classroom, direct intervention and assistance by other staff (i.e. Special Education Resource Teacher 

(SERT), Child and Youth Counsellor (CYC) or Social Worker, Educational Assistant) or withdrawal by the SERT, 

CYC or Social Worker. 

 
Withdrawal Assistance: Elementary and Secondary 
 

The student is placed in a regular class and receives instruction outside of the classroom for less than 50 percent of 

the school day from a qualified Special Education Teacher. Through withdrawal assistance students now access 

more frequent, integrated and ongoing programming provided by specialized staff in their home schools. Withdrawal 

programming may include enrichment, direct instruction in an alternative curriculum as outlined in a student’s IEP 

and/or intervention to address a student’s identified need. 

 

Schools share information about all range of placement options prior to the IPRC. Parents and students have 

opportunity to visit the host schools of the self-contained classes to assist them in making placement determinations. 

These visits are generally scheduled before or after school in an effort to maintain student confidentiality and 

minimize program disruption. In the spring of each school year, open houses are scheduled at the Gifted Self-

Contained Classes, the Essential Skills Classes, and the Structured Teaching Classes. 
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54



 

55



 

 

 

 

56
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/Pages/Policies-under-consultation-form1.aspx
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/Pages/Policies-under-consultation-form1.aspx
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/V-01%20Use%20of%20School%20Grounds%20and%20Community%20Use%20of%20School%20Facilities.pdf
http://www.edugains.ca/resourcesILE/ResourceGuide/ILEResourceGuide_Jan2013.pd
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/V-01%20Use%20of%20School%20Grounds%20and%20Community%20Use%20of%20School%20Facilities.pdf
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-74%20Risk%20Management%20-%20First%20Aid.pdf
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/V-05%20School%20Accidents%20-%20Prevention%20and%20Safety.pdf
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/V-05%20School%20Accidents%20-%20Prevention%20and%20Safety.pdf
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-21%20OSBIE%20Online%20Incident%20Reporting.pdf
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-71%20Concussion%20Protocol.pdf
https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwid8-PX-7TaAhWj6oMKHU1mAI0QFggpMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ontario.ca%2Flaws%2Fstatute%2F90e02&usg=AOvVaw0gfsNm4CmvXQoD6zEnjOvx
https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiU2Njk-7TaAhWi0YMKHdrlAFUQFggpMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ontario.ca%2Flaws%2Fstatute%2F90o01&usg=AOvVaw1z__pXp9W9bN3EprGegGuu
https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwj4hauF_LTaAhXhz4MKHezrAewQFggpMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ontario.ca%2Flaws%2Fstatute%2F97w16&usg=AOvVaw38YnC8qy-nqZRziGzMVhFB
http://www.wsib.on.ca/cs/groups/public/documents/staticfile/c2li/mdey/~edisp/wsib012725.pdf
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-74%20Risk%20Management%20-%20First%20Aid.pdf
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/V-05%20School%20Accidents%20-%20Prevention%20and%20Safety.pdf
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/V-05%20School%20Accidents%20-%20Prevention%20and%20Safety.pdf
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-21%20OSBIE%20Online%20Incident%20Reporting.pdf
https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-71%20Concussion%20Protocol.pdf
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-18%20Safe%20Arrival%20at%20School%20Program.pdf
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-18%20Safe%20Arrival%20at%20School%20Program.pdf
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-25%20Educational%20Research.pdf
https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwj06cv_4NDYAhWg2YMKHXVQCgwQFgg-MAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ontario.ca%2Flaws%2Fstatute%2F90e02&usg=AOvVaw0gfsNm4CmvXQoD6zEnjOvx
http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/pdf/eng/tcps2-2014/TCPS_2_FINAL_Web.pdf
http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/pdf/eng/tcps2-2014/TCPS_2_FINAL_Web.pdf
http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/pdf/eng/tcps2-2014/TCPS_2_FINAL_Web.pdf
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https://www.hcdsb.org/Board/Policies/PoliciesProcedures/VI-25%20Educational%20Research.pdf
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http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/aboriginal/fnmiFramework.pdf
http://edu.gov.on.ca/eng/aboriginal/buildBridges.pdf
https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi48tvXo4_aAhUKyYMKHUC1BBwQFggpMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ontario.ca%2Flaws%2Fstatute%2F90m56&usg=AOvVaw2Nu1Dt32sMXm7eozwAKOZ7
https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiJ8evio4_aAhUp2oMKHUu0BTQQFggpMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ontario.ca%2Flaws%2Fstatute%2F90e02&usg=AOvVaw0gfsNm4CmvXQoD6zEnjOvx
https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiwm8Tto4_aAhVEwYMKHdauDi0QFggzMAI&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ontario.ca%2Flaws%2Fstatute%2F90h19&usg=AOvVaw05K7VrNJmSFNYZABFLZheh
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  Regular Board Meeting 
 Tuesday, May 1, 2018 

STAFF REPORT   ITEM 9.1 

2018 LONG-TERM CAPITAL PLAN (LTCP) 
PURPOSE: 

To present to the Board of Trustees the DRAFT 2018 Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) and upcoming 
milestones leading to the approval in principal of the new plan for June 2018. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

1) Information Report Item 10.4, “2018 LTCP Enrolment Projection Update and Annual Facility 
Accommodation Report” from the April 17, 2018, Regular Board Meeting. 

2) Information Report Item 10.5, “2018 Long-Term Accommodation Plan (LTAP) Update” from the 
February 20, 2018, Regular Board Meeting. 

3) Information Report Item 10.5, “Four Year Ministry Enrolment Projection and Long-Term 
Accommodation Plan (LTAP) Preliminary Enrolment Projection” from the December 19, 2017 
Regular Board Meeting. 

4) Information Report Item 10.4, “2017-18 Planning Services Work Plan: 2018 Education Development 
Charges (EDC) By-Law and 2018 Long-Term Accommodation Plan (LTAP)” from the October 3, 
2017 Regular Board Meeting. 

COMMENTARY: 

The Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) is also referred to as the Long-Term Accommodation Plan (LTAP).  As 
was discussed in the October 3, 2017 report referenced above, the Board’s Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) 
is meant to identify the following Board projects over a 15-year period: 

CAPTIAL PROJECTS ACCOMMODATION REVIEWS 

A) New Schools or Consolidation Projects 
B) School Permanent Additions 
C) Renewal Projects & Rebuilds 

A) School Boundary Reviews 
B) School Closures and Consolidations 
C) Program Distribution 

The last LTCP was last completed in June of 2013. As per the requirements of the Ministry of Education, 
the plan should be updated every five (5) years.  

Staff have continued to progress the development of the 2018 LTCP. At the December 19, 2017, Regular 
Meeting of the Board, the Four-Year Ministry Enrolment Projections and preliminary 15-year enrolment 
projection for the LTAP was presented.  

At the February 20, 2018, regular meeting of the Board, staff informed the Board of Trustees that 
projections were being refined with updated development information and trends. Information sheets were 
developed that present the 15-year enrolment projections by the Board’s Elementary Review Areas (ERA) 
and Secondary Review Areas (SRA), and were later posted on the Board’s School Planning website in March. 

The website is as follows: https://schoolplanning.hcdsb.org/LTCP/ 
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On April 17, 2018, staff provided the Board of Trustees with the 2018 LTCP Enrolment Projection and Annual 
Facility Accommodation Report as part of the Board package. The report outlines the Board’s future school 
projects and potential partnership opportunities in new school projects or through the use of underutilized 
space. This report also informed a number of sections contained within the 2018 Long-Term Capital Plan. 

As per the requirements of the Board’s Community Facility and Planning Partnership Operating Policy, this 
information must be presented at a public meeting. Accordingly, staff has scheduled a Public Meeting on 
May 7, 2018, at Corpus Christi Catholic Secondary School to present the contents of the 2018 Annual 
Facility Accommodation Report as well as the Draft 2018 Long-Term Capital Plan. Note that on an ongoing 
basis, this will be the practice undertaken by staff to present both jointly given their similarities. 

The following are the milestones that have been completed and are upcoming. Note these are also posted 
on the website for public review. 

TENTATIVE DATE FORUM ACTIONS 

October 3, 2017 Board Meeting 
Report to Board regarding 2017 Planning Services 
Work Plan 

October-November, 
2017 

Internal 
Develop and complete preliminary enrolment projections for 
submission to the Ministry of Education 

December 6, 2017 Ministry Submission 
Memorandum 2017: SB28 Enrolment Projection 
Submission 

December 19 2017 Board Meeting LTCP – Preliminary Enrolment Projection Report 

March/April 2018 Publish Materials Online LTCP - Updated Projections Posted Online 

April 17, 2018 Board Meeting LTCP – 2018 Annual Facility Accommodation Report 

April 2018 Notification Notifications sent regarding LTCP Public Meeting 

May 1, 2018 Board Meeting Interim Report for LTCP 

May 7, 2018 Public Meeting Draft CPFP & 2018 LTCP Public Meeting 

May 15, 2018 Board Meeting Delegations and Information Report for LTCP 

June 5, 2018  Board Meeting 
Report to Board for finalized LTCP for Approval in 
principle 

Attached for your review is Draft 2018 Long-Term Capital Plan. A printed copy has also been provided for 
your information and comments. This document will also be made available on the website following the 
meeting of May 1, 2018. Trustees are invited to attend the May 7, 2018, Public Meeting for their 
information. 

On May 15, 2018, staff has allotted a time for the public to make delegations regarding the LTCP. 
Furthermore, staff also would like to have an opportunity to discuss the LTCP through an Information Report 
(verbal) with Trustees on this same night to inform the final version. 

Following this meeting, Staff will review the Draft LTCP based on comments received. The final version of 
the 2018 LTCP will be presented on June 5, 2018, for Trustee consideration and approval in principle.  
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CONCLUSION: 

Staff will continue to refine the 2018 LTCP as it progresses through its Public Meetings and consultation 
with the community, stakeholders, and Trustees. It is anticipated that the 2018 Long-Term Capital Plan will 
be completed for June 5, 2018, and be brought forward for approval in principal.  

The Draft Recommendation is as follows: 

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION: 

 

REPORT PREPARED BY:  D. GUNASEKARA 
  PLANNING OFFICER OF PLANNING SERVICES 

F. THIBEAULT 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATOR OF PLANNING 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 

RESOLUTION:      Moved by: 
       Seconded by: 

WHEREAS, the 2018 Long-Term Capital Plan will serve as a framework to guide the implementation of 
the Board’s long-term capital and accommodation planning strategies for the next 15-year period; 

WHEREAS, the implementation of Pupil Accommodation Review and School Boundary Review projects 
contained within the 2018 Long-Term Capital Plan requires the Board to follow the legislative 
requirements under the Education Act, Ministry of Education Guidelines, and relevant Board Operating 
Policies and Administrative Procedures; and,  

WHEREAS, the commencement and consideration for implementation of Pupil Accommodation Review 
and School Boundary Review projects contained within the 2018 Long-Term Capital Plan will require 
subsequent Board of Trustee approvals. 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Halton Catholic District School Board hereby approves in principle, the 
2018 Long-Term Capital Plan. 
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Executive Summary 

The Long-Term Capital Plan (“LTCP”) is a comprehensive planning tool that presents detailed enrolment projections and school utilization for a fifteen (15) year 
horizon. This plan will be used to guide accommodation planning at the Halton Catholic District School Board. The data provided in the LTCP is analyzed to:  

1. Identify enrolment pressures such as over and under-utilization of schools and suggest preferred mechanisms for addressing these accommodation
issues such as:

• School Boundary Reviews
• School additions and renovations
• Pupil Accommodation Reviews (PARs may result in school closures and consolidations as per Board’s Operating Policy I-09: School

Accommodation Review – Consolidation/Closure)
• Propose new schools

2. Identify potential partnership opportunities as per Board’s Operating Policy I-37: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.
3. Identify future Capital Projects and potential future School Closure and Consolidation projects to be submitted in response to Ministry Funding

Announcements.

This plan has been developed internally by Planning Services in partnership with Facility Management Services, and further informed throughout discussions with 
other Board departments, as required.

It is expected that the plan will be updated annually due to the dynamic nature of accommodation planning, which can result in changes to enrolment projections 
and proposed accommodation challenges as a result of changing demographics, new residential developments, and programming changes.

Introduction

1
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Enrolment Trends & Accommodation Issues

Halton is located within the Greater Golden Horseshoe region of Ontario, which 
is one of the fastest growing regions in North America. As a municipality within 
this region, Halton is projected to continue increasing in population. Halton’s 
overall population has increased over the last decade, from 439,206 in 2006 
to 548,435 in 2016, an increase of 25%. However, not all municipalities grew 
at the same pace over this ten-year period – Milton grew by 104%, compared 
to 17% in Oakville, which had the second highest population growth in Halton. 
This has resulted in accommodation pressures in HCDSB schools.

City of Burlington

The City of Burlington has primarily been characterized as a municipality with 
maturing neighbourhoods, which results in decreasing student aged population 
and an imbalance in student population across some schools. The City is 
proposing intensification at new “Mobility Hubs” located at key GO Stations 
in the City. Enrolment in South Burlington elementary schools (CEB2) has 
increased overall due to a recent increase in JK population; however, it is 
uncertain whether similarly high JK cohorts will occur over the next few school 
years. St. Timothy CES (CEB3) has seen an increase in enrolment recently and 
St. Anne CES (CEB4) continues to increase in enrolment over the long-term; 
while enrolment is forecasted to decline in the Orchard community schools 
(CEB4). Overall, the secondary panel in Burlington (CSB1) is expected to be 
relatively stable in the long-term; however, Corpus Christ CSS is forecasted to 
have more than 200 surplus pupil places.

Town of Halton Hills

The two (2) primary urban community areas in the Town of Halton Hills, 
Acton and Georgetown, contain the majority of the area’s student population. 
Accordingly, Acton is primarily characterized as a municipality with maturing 
neighbourhoods with fewer pockets of growth, resulting in a decreasing 
student aged population at St. Joseph (A) CES (CEH3). Alternatively, 
Georgetown has a mix of both mature and new neighbourhoods. The mature 
neighbourhoods are located in the north (CEH1), and are served by Holy 
Cross CES and St. Francis of Assisi CES. Holy Cross CES faces site capacity 
constraints and high renewal needs. The newer neighbourhoods are located 
in the south (CEH2), and are served by St. Catherine of Alexandria CES and 
St. Brigid CES, both seeing year-to-year increases in enrolment. Residential 

growth continues to occur for these two schools due to continued developments 
in South Georgetown. In addition, the Town of Halton Hills is undergoing the 
secondary planning process for the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan (CEH2). 
The construction target of 2021 remains in effect, introducing over 6,000 new 
residential units in the community of Georgetown. Staff is working closely with 
the Town to secure elementary and secondary school sites within or near the 
boundaries of the plan. These new developments will also impact the sole Catholic 
Secondary School in Halton Hills, Christ the King CSS (CSH1).

Town of Milton

The Town of Milton is one of the primary growth areas for the Board, and as a 
result, is expected to generate a significant number of students within the south 
Milton urban area. This growth is also one of the key factors that sustain the 
Board’s ongoing yearly increase in student population, moderating the effects of 
declines. With the exception of Holy Rosary (M) CES and Our Lady of Victory CES 
(CEM1), all other communities in Milton have been recent developments and are 
expected to continue to yield a high number of students for a number of years. 
As it relates to future development potential, Milton still has a generous supply 
of greenfield developments (low to medium density development subdivisions – 
Single Family Dwelling and Townhomes) to meet its growth targets; these include 
the Boyne Secondary Plan (CEM2C-2D), Milton Education Village (CEM2D), and 
most recently the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3A).

In Milton, Holy Rosary (M) CES (CEM1), Queen of Heaven CES (CEM1), St. 
Anthony of Padua CES (CEM2A) and St. Benedict CES (CEM2B) are expected 
to face accommodation issues due to high enrolment from recently completed 
developments or new developments. Following the redirection of students from 
St. Benedict CES to Milton #8 Boyne CES (CEM2D), accommodation pressures 
continue to exist at the school. Enrolment will exceed Site Capacity over the long-
term. The remaining schools within these review areas will continue to exceed 
Functional Building Capacity (FBC) over the medium- to long-term. Milton #8 Boyne 
CES (CEM3D) is expected to open in September 2018. This school is projected to 
exceed Site Capacity by 2021. 

On January 19, 2018, the Ministry of Education announced that it would fund a 
29-classroom addition and a 4-room Child Care Centre to Bishop P. F. Reding 

2

DRAFT

98



Accommodation Strategies

To address accommodation issues identified within this plan, a list of 
accommodation strategies/projects were formulated. These projects include 
future tentative Board actions that will be required over the long-term to 
meet the accommodation and program needs of the Board’s students. These 
projects include the following types of projects:

• New capital projects in developing areas of the Halton Region that 
require new pupil places to meet growth demands;

• Pupil Accommodation Reviews (PARs) in areas of declining enrolment, 
when empty pupil places could be removed to enhance efficiencies;

• School Boundary & Program Reviews in areas where enrolment can be 
re-balanced to address over- and under-utilization rates at schools;

• Capital Renewal Projects for specific schools that require capital 
works for maintenance purposes, classroom enhancements, program 
enhancements, or capacity enhancements;

• Schools with underutilized spaces are schools that are still 
needed to provide pupil accommodations and operate as a viable 
schools, but have excess space that can be utilized with approved 
community partners to fill empty spaces no longer needed for school 
accommodation.

Capital Projects
List of Upcoming Projects 

Capital Projects 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington N/A N/A N/A 

Halton Hills Georgetown West CES - CEH1/Holy Cross CES Replacement Facility 2019-20 Yes 

Vision Georgetown #1 CES (Site shared with Vision Georgetown #1 CSS) 2020-21 Yes 

Vision Georgetown #2 CES 2025-26 Yes 

Vision Georgetown #1 CSS (Site shared with Vision Georgetown #1 CES) 2025-26 Yes 

Milton Milton #3 CSS 2020-21 Yes 

Milton #9 or #10 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2020-21 Yes 

Milton #9 or #10 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2022-23 Yes 

Milton #11 CES 2024-25 Yes 

Oakville St. Dominic CES Rebuild 2019-20 Yes 

North Oakville #4 CES 2020-21 Yes 

North Oakville #3 or #5 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2025-26 Yes 

North Oakville #1, #3 or #5 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2030-31 Yes 

 North Oakville #1 or #5 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2032+ Yes 

 

  

 
Executive Summary

CSS (CSM1), which will increase the FBC of the school from 912 to 1542. Due to 
the new development within Milton, both Bishop P. F. Reding CSS and Jean Vanier 
CSS (CSM2) are expected to face accommodation pressures over the medium- to 
long-term.

Town of Oakville

Overall, Oakville’s built neighbourhood fabric can be characterized one of three 
(3) ways: maturing, established, and new growth. South of the QEW (CEO1) is 
comprised of the oldest maturing neighbourhoods; North of the QEW and South 
of Upper Middle Road (CE02, CEO3, CEO5) are mostly maturing but newer 
neighbourhoods seeing mostly infill growth and low enrolment yields; however, 
there remains areas with greenfield development potential (Saw Whet Golf Course 
and Glen Abbey Golf Course). North of Upper Middle Road and South of Dundas 
Street (CEO2 and CEO5) are established neighbourhoods with sustained and 
continued development and enrolment growth. And lastly, the geography north 
of Dundas Street (CEO6) is new greenfield development, characterized by high 
development growth and potentially high enrolment yields.

As a part of the Ministry of Education’s School Consolidation Capital (SCC) 
program, the Ministry approved the construction of the new facility, Oakville South 
Central CES following a Modified Pupil Accommodation Review for the area in 
2015-16. This school consolidation will address high renewal needs at St. Joseph 
(O) CES and low utilization at St. James CES (below 50%). Overall enrolment will 
decline almost 20% over the long-term in most schools south of Dundas Street, 
including St. Vincent (CEO1), St. Luke (CEO1), St. Joan of Arc CES (CEO2), St. 
John Paul II (CEO2), St. Teresa of Calcutta CES (CEO2), St. Bernadette CES 
(CEO3), Holy Family CES (CEO4) and St. Marguerite D’Youville CES (CEO5). 
As a part of the Ministry of Education’s Capital Priorities program in 2017, the 
Board received funding for an addition to the St. Michael CES facility to create 
Oakville North East CES following its consolidation with St. John (O) CES. St. 
John (O) CES had a 50% utilization rate and 146 surplus pupil places by 2017, 
which will be addressed through this consolidation. The decision to consolidate 
Holy Family CES with St. Marguerite D’Youville CES was rescinded by the Board 
at its February 20, 2018 Board Meeting. Holy Family CES is forecasted to have 
utilization rates below 60% by 2021. By 2032, the school is projected to have 
a total enrolment of 161 students, a utilization rate of 51% and 153 empty pupil 
places.
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School Boundary & Program Reviews

Renewal Projects

Schools with Underutilized Spaces (1-5 years)

List of Upcoming Projects 

School Boundary and Program Reviews 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington CEB2, CEB3 School Boundary Review 2020-21 TBD 

Halton Hills N/A N/A N/A 

Milton Milton Elementary School Boundary and French Immersion Program Review 2018-19 No 

Milton Secondary Interim School Boundary Review 2019-20 No 

Oakville Oakville North of QEW School Boundary and French Immersion Program Review 2020-21 TBD 

 

  

List of Upcoming Projects 

Renewal Projects 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington Assumption CSS Renewal and/or Addition 2018-19 No 

Canadian Martyrs CES Renewal 2018-19 No 

Notre Dame CSS Renewal 2018-19 No 

St. Mark Renewal and Addition 2018-19 No 

Milton Bishop P. F. Reding CSS Renewal and Addition 2018-19 No 

Oakville St. Michael CES (Oakville North East CES) Renewal and Addition 2018-19 No 

 

 

  

List of Upcoming Projects 

Schools with Underutilized Spaces (1-5 years) 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington N/A N/A N/A 

Halton Hills N/A N/A N/A 

Milton N/APupi N/A N/A 

Oakville St. Luke CES 2021-22 Yes 

Holy Family CES 2021-22 Yes 

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES 2022-23 Yes 
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1.1
About HCDSB 

The Halton Catholic District School Board (HCDSB) is a model learning community, widely recognized as distinctively Catholic. A provincial leader in 
student achievement, HCDSB provides exceptional educational experiences and services to over 34,000 students of all ages. God’s call to love and to serve 
is nurtured across our 46 elementary schools, 9 secondary schools, and 3 continuing education facilities, serving the communities of Burlington, Halton Hills, 
Milton, and Oakville. With a focus on Achieving, Believing, and Belonging, we provide our students and staff with the tools for realizing their fullest potential, 
while also instilling a life-long commitment to the community. 
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Our Mission

The Halton Catholic District School Board, in partnership with home and Church, is dedicated to 
providing excellence in Catholic education by developing Christ-centred individuals enabled to transform 
society.

Our Vision

The Halton Catholic District School Board is a model learning community, widely recognized as 
distinctively Catholic, providing exceptional education, while nurturing the call to love and to serve.

Our Values

Our Catholic Faith
and aspire to be models of Christ through our actions of love, forgiveness, compassion, and 
acceptance.

The Whole Child
and create conditions that support the spiritual, intellectual, physical and emotional well-being of all 
students so that they may fulfill their God-given potential.

Excellence in Learning
and provide opportunities that meet the needs and aspirations of all learners in a supportive, creative 
and innovative learning environment.

Relationships and Partnerships
and recognize that our success is reflective of the healthy and vibrant partnership of staff, parents, 
pastors, and members of our broader community.

The Importance of Contributing to Our Communities
and respect diversity, celebrate multiculturalism, honour individual rights, and embrace the social 
values of collective responsibility and the common good.

8
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1.2
LTCP Guiding Principles 

Ensure classroom sizes and grade distributions meet Ministry 
requirements and are sustainably sized to foster an ideal 
environment for academic achievement, social diversity, and overall 
student well being.

1
Ensure all learners have access to a wide variety of high-quality 
school programming and equity of opportunity, while maintaining 
viability of offered programs.

2

Maximize the number of students accommodated in permanent 
school buildings and minimize the use of portable classrooms to 
the best extent possible.

3
Acknowledging the need for portable classrooms in new 
communities going through their peak enrolment to ensure schools 
do not have excess capacity once neighbourhoods matures, and 
avoid overbuilding.

4

Minimize school boundary adjustments and transitions to the best 
extent possible, thereby ensuring that said boundaries remain 
stable over the long-term, and identify development holding areas 
in growing communities to serve as notice to new communities 
regarding future school boundary changes.

5
Promote active and sustainable transportation to/from schools, 
and where required according to Board policy, optimize the cost-
effective use of school transportation.

6

Address facility renewal and maintenance needs in school facilities 
to ensure learning environments are safe, healthy, energy-efficient 
and meet 21st century learning needs, while ensuring effective 
stewardship of the Board’s financial assets.

7
To the extent possible, give due consideration to the concept of a 
school functioning as a gathering space or “hub” for the Catholic 
Parish, local youth and families, students, and the wider community.

8

Work collaboratively with local partners to ensure effective use of 
existing Board facilities and examine new co-build opportunities, 
which may serve to strengthen the role of schools in communities, 
provide a place for programs, and facilitate the coordination of 
services for students and the wider community.

9
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Image: Bishop P. F. Reding CSS, Milton (opened 1988).
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1.3
Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) Overview 

The Long-Term Capital Plan (“LTCP”) is an comprehensive planning tool that presents detailed enrolment projections and school utilization for a fifteen (15) year 
horizon. This plan will be used to guide accommodation planning at the Halton Catholic District School Board. The data provided in the LTCP is analyzed to:  

 1. Identify enrolment pressures such as over and under-utilization of schools and suggest preferred mechanisms for addressing these accommodation 
issues such as:

• School Boundary Reviews 
• School additions and renovations
• Pupil Accommodation Reviews (PARs may result in school closures and consolidations as per Board’s Operating Policy I-09: School 

Accommodation Review – Consolidation/Closure)
• Propose new schools

 2. Identify potential partnership opportunities as per Board’s Operating Policy I-37: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.
 3. Identify future Capital Projects and potential future School Closure and Consolidation projects to be submitted in response to Ministry Funding 
Announcements. 

This plan has been developed internally by Planning Services in partnership with Facility Management Services, and further informed throughout discussions with 
other Board departments, as required. 

It should be noted that any proposals identified as a part of this LTCP are potential solutions to the challenges expected by the Board. Reviews required to address 
accommodation challenges will follow respective Board policies and procedures. It is expected that the plan will be updated annually due to the dynamic nature 
of accommodation planning, which can result in changes to enrolment projections and proposed accommodation challenges due to changing demographics, new 
residential developments, and programming changes.

The Ministry requires Boards to submit a long term plan every five (5) years at a minimum. The 2013 Long Term Capital Plan was approved in principle by the Board 
of Trustees on June 18, 2013.

The enrolment projections provided in this plan are accurate as of April 6, 2018.

Image on next page St. Thomas Aquinas CSS, Oakville (opened 2011).
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1.4
Projection Methodology 

What is an Enrolment Projection? 
An Enrolment Projection is a reflection of the movement of students throughout their elementary and secondary academic careers within and outside the Board. 
The path of a student is tracked from their entrance at the Board throughout their progression from elementary to secondary, and their ultimate graduation from 
Grade 12. The Board uses enrolment projections for budget estimates, programming, determination of portable needs, identification of future capital projects 
(both additions and new schools), boundary reviews, and potentially school closures. The following are other key principals of a projection: 

1. Birth rates are very helpful in predicting new students coming to the Board.

2. Important factors to review in predicting the movement of students is to observe school, local, regional, and provincial trends.

3. Parental choices for their children are hard to predict, therefore hard to project.

4. Ultimately, a projection is an estimate and it is not written in stone.

Students from Existing Community

An Existing School Community is made up of students that currently attend a school of the Board and/
or reside within the neighbourhood(s) a school serves in its catchment boundary. The projection of an 
Existing School Community will have very little or no new homes that will be constructed, and does not 
take into account growth in its projection.

To begin the development of an Existing School Community’s Enrolment Projection, Planning Services 
staff uses the number of students by grade that are attending an individual school as of October 31, 
the count date. Staff also observes a school’s historic enrolment for the previous 5-10 years to review 
past trends to better understand the movement of students through the school system within their 
academic career. Staff also reviews the geographic concentrations of students within an Existing School 
Community.

All the above data is used to calculate enrolment trends of previous years to predict the future enrolment 
of an Existing School Community. The below sub-sections provide more information on what types of 
trends Planning Services staff use in their projections.

Figure 1-1: Scatter plot map showing the location of students at Our Lady of Peace CES. 
Image provided for illustration purposes only.
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Historic Junior Kindergarten (JK) Registrations

Junior Kindergarten (JK) registrations are the starting point of students’ academic career, and are very important in development of a 15-year 
Long-Term projection. The cohort size of a school’s JK in the first year will predict it’s overall enrolment size in the long-term. Accordingly, JK 
enrolment is monitored regularly. The below are key principals:

• JK projections are first calculated by mirroring the previous year’s actual JK enrolment (assuming a flat line projection)
• JK projections are adjusted based on historic birth rates within the school’s boundary (provided by Halton Region)
• JK enrolment may also be adjusted when reviewing the previous year’s JK enrolment data

Progression Factors & Rules

Progression Factors and Rules represent historic trends of where students go year-over-year by grade, which are then applied to predict their 
future movements through their academic career. Below are explanations of the two (2):

• A Progression Factor is the ratio of students that move from grade-to-grade, year-over-year at the same school (e.g. ratio (%) of 
students progressing from Grade 1 to Grade 2). 

• A Progression Rule is the ratio of students that move from school-to-school for specific program offerings (e.g. ratio of students 
progressing from Grade 4 to Grade 5 Extended French).

Progressions Factors can have ratios that are equal to, lower than, or higher than 100%. If a Progression Factors is above 100%, it means the 
school historically gains students year-over-year in that particular grade. If a Progression Factor is below 100%, it means the opposite, where 
the schools loses students year-over-year in a particular grade.

Progression Rules are similar to Progression Factors. Typically, a ratio of a grade is transferred to another school, and the remaining ratio 
remains at the school to continue in the regular stream.

Figure 1-2: The difference between Progression Factors 
and Progression Rules are depicted in this illustration.

Students from Future Developments

The Region of Halton is one of the fastest growing communities in North America, where the province projects to direct a large proportion of 
its greenfield development from now to 2041. With this high rate of growth and development in the Halton Region, there will be a number of 
students that will be generated from the new homes. With an increase in student enrolment, new elementary and secondary schools may be 
required to accommodate this growth. Board staff reviews the following in reviewing growth in the Region:

• Board Staff regularly receives development applications from the four (4) municipalities of Halton Region
• Development applications are commented on and tracked for future student yields based on the type of units being built
• Each proposed residential unit is phased over a period of time, and allocated a specific student yield based on the unit type

As per the diagram, each type of unit will generate a different number of students over a 15-year period. This is what is referred to as a “unit 
yield”. The unit yields are calculated by reviewing how many students were generated from a particular unit type over the 15-year period. This 
is then applied to the future proposed units being developed.

Historically, the number of students generated from a unit varies from unit-to-unit. For example, in the Halton Region, lower density 
developments (e.g. single family homes) have historically yielded a greater number of students than medium density development (e.g. 
townhomes), which have historically yielded a greater number of students than higher densities units (e.g. apartments).

It should be noted however that these yields are fluid as time progresses, and housing choices change. As such, staff consistently monitors 
yields.

Figure 1-3: The yield from each type of development varies, as lower-density units (single-detached 
and semi-detached homes) yields a higher number of students than aprtment buildings.
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2.1  Regional Overview  & Enrolment Trends       

2.2  Development & Growth          
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2.1
Regional Overview & Enrolment Trends 

Halton is located within the Greater Golden Horseshoe region of Ontario – one of the fastest growing regions in North America. As a municipality within this 
region, Halton is projected to continue increasing in population, largely due to migration from within Canada as well as new immigrants entering Canada. This 
will continue to support a vibrant and growing student population in HCDSB. The Board will need to ensure that Catholic student accommodation is adequately 
provided for existing students and families as well as future students in Halton.

Halton’s overall population has increased over the last decade, from 439,206 in 
2006 to 548,435 in 2016, an increase of 25%. However, not all municipalities 
grew at the same pace over this ten-year period – Milton grew by 104%, 
compared to 17% in Oakville, which had the second highest population growth in 
Halton.

Due to the this, the share of each municipalities population as a percentage of the 
Region’s population has also changed. Oakville, Burlington and Halton Hills have 
seen declines in their share by 2 to 4%, while Milton’s share has increased by 8%. 

How to read graph to the right:

This graph depicts the historical population in Halton by municipality along with the share of the 
Region’s population by municipality from the 2006 to 2016 Census. For the population, see primary 
vertical axis (on the left). For the share of population, see secondary vertical axis (on the right). Total 
Regional population is indicated at the top. 

Data provided by Statistics Canada, 2016.   
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Regional Enrolment Trends

The changes in population over the past 10 years have been reflected in 
the Board’s student population. The Board’s total enrolment, excluding 
the Adult Learning Centre, has increased from 28,598 students in 2006 
to 34,394 students in 2017, an increase of 20%. The largest increase 
in student population occurred in the Milton elementary panel, where 
enrolment increased from 2,897 in 2006 to 6,641 in 2017, an increase of 
129%.

To accommodate the growth in student population since 2006, the Board 
opened 2 elementary schools and 1 secondary school in Burlington; 9 
elementary schools (1 additional expected for September 2018) and 1 
secondary school in Milton; and 2 elementary schools in Oakville.

The total enrolment of the Board for the elementary and secondary school 
panels are projected to continue growing overall. Overtime, the Board will 
be required to increase its overall capacity in the growing areas with the 
introduction of new schools, and construction of permanent classroom 
additions. Alternatively, the Board will also be required to reduce its overall 
capacity in areas of decline to ensure schools remain viable overtime.

The projection period for the Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) is over 15 
years, between the 2018-2032 school years. During this time, the Board 
anticipates the following: 

• Within a 15-year period, the Board’s elementary panel 
enrolment is projected to increase from 22,678 students to 
31,289 students, and increase of approximately 38%.

• Within a 15-year period, the Board’s secondary panel enrolment 
is projected to increase from 11,716 students to 15,394 
students, and increase of approximately 31%.

Total Municipal Enrolment

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Elementary 13% 22758 10718 33476 -1303 -327 -521 -76 -591 -606 -974 -1590 -2423 -3253 -4100 -4852 -5577 -6290 -6928 -7568 -8157 -8628 -8852 -8995 1422%
Secondary 6% 10737 4410 15147 590 636 167 -223 -979 -1592 -1190 -1592 -1876 -2442 -2870 -3173 -3534 -3711 -3894 -3994 -4046 -4105 -4038 -4027 311%
Total HCDSB 33495 15128 48623 -713 309 -354 -299 -1570 -2198 -2164 -3182 -4299 -5695 -6970 -8025 -9111 -10001 -10822 -11562 -12203 -12733 -12890 -13022 729%

FBCSchool FCI
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Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Halton Region (HCDSB)

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 21010 21718 21950 22306 22678 22900 23268 23884 24717 25547 26394 27146 27871 28584 29222 29862 30451 30922 31146 31289

UTZ 107% 102% 103% 101% 103% 103% 105% 108% 112% 115% 119% 123% 126% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 141% 141%

Enrol. 10147 10101 10570 10960 11716 12329 12557 12959 13243 13809 14237 14540 14901 15078 15261 15361 15413 15472 15405 15394
UTZ 95% 94% 98% 102% 109% 115% 110% 114% 117% 121% 125% 128% 131% 133% 134% 135% 136% 136% 136% 135%

Enrol. 31157 31819 32520 33266 34394 35229 35825 36843 37960 39356 40631 41686 42772 43662 44483 45223 45864 46394 46551 46683
UTZ 102% 99% 101% 101% 105% 107% 106% 109% 113% 117% 121% 124% 127% 130% 132% 134% 136% 138% 138% 139%

Total Elementary Enrolment

Total Secondary Enrolment

Forecast (6-15 year)Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year)

13% 22758 10718 33476 38%
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48623 36%

Secondary Total 6% 10737 4410 15147 31%
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How to read graph above:

This graph depicts the total historical and projected population in HCDSB schools by elementary 
(Junior Kindergarten-Grade 8) and secondary panel (Grade 9-12). Thomas Merton Adult Learning 
Centre is excluded. Historical population is provided in a lighter colour than projected population. 

The Total FBC HCDSB line is the sum of all of the Functional Building Capacity (FBC) from the Board’s 
schools; and the Total Site Cap. HCDSB line is the sum of the Board’s FBC and portable capacity 
from each of the Board’s school sites. Overtime, FBC and Total Site Cap. can change due to 
construction of new schools, additions, demolitions, rebuilds and school consolidations/closures.

How to read table above:

This table shows the total historic and projected enrolment for the Board’s elementary and secondary panel. Where enrolment exceeds Total Site 
Capacity (sum of Functional Building Capacity and total portable capacity on site), enrolment is bolded in red. Facility utilization is a calculation 
derived from taking the enrolment divided by the total Functional Building Capacity (FBC).

The Facility Condition Index (FCI) is the average of the Board’s elementary and secondary school facility condition values.
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2.2
Development & Growth 

Through Ontario’s Places to Grow initiative in 2005, regional growth plans were developed to guide long-term land use policies. The first growth plan, 
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, took affect in 2006. This plan established a long-term framework for the growth of the region. The provincial 
government replaced the 2006 Growth Plan with a new Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, which took effect on July 1, 2017. Overall, the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe region is forecast to grow to 13.5 million people by 2041 - of this, Halton is forecasted to grow to 1 million by 2041.
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Halton continues to have large areas for greenfield development remaining. Most 
of these lands are within the Town of Milton. Remaining development will take the 
form of intensification within the existing urban areas - these includes the Mobility 
Hubs concept proposed in Burlington’s “Grow Bold” plan, and Growth Areas in the 
Town of Oakville. Additional information regarding these developments are provided 
within the respective municipal sections on this plan. 

Maps showing the location of large-scale development (e.g. secondary plans, 
proposed secondary plans and development areas and growth centres) are 
provided in the following pages.Image to previous page: Subdivision development

Image on this page: Sherwood Survey South development. Milton (Lumen Christi CES appears on centre left of the image).
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2.2 
Development & Growth

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.
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or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.
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Appleby GO Mobility HUB
Burlington GO Mobility Hub
Downtown Burlington Mobility Hub
Uptown Growth Centre - Burlington
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Palermo Village
Midtown Oakville
Kerr Village
Downtown Oakville
Bronte Village

North East Oakville Secondary Plan
Glen Abbey ClubLink
Bronte Green
Evergreen Burlington
North Aldershot
Alton West

Greenfield Development

Growth Areas
1. Aldershot GO Mobility Hub
2. Appleby GO Mobility Hub
3. Burlington GO Mobility Hub
4. Downtown Burlington Mobility Hub
5. Uptown Growth Centre (Burlington)
6. Uptown Core Growth Area (Oakville)
7. Palermo Village Growth Area
8. Midtown Oakville Growth Area

9. Kerr Village Growth Area
10. Downtown Oakville Growth Area
11. Bronte Village Growth Area

1. North Oakville East
2. Glen Abbey Golf Course (ClubLink)
3. Saw Whet Golf Course (Bronte Green Corp.)
4. Evergreen Community
5. North Aldershot
6. Alton Village West (Sundial Homes)

Development through Intensification (Growth Areas)

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.

Milton and Halton Hills

TO
W

N
 O

F 
O

A
K

VI
LL

E

C
IT

Y
 O

F 
B

U
R

LI
N

G
TO

N

TO
WN OF OAKVILLE

TOWN OF MILTON

CITY OF BURLINGTON
TOWN OF MILTON

TO
W

N
 O

F 
M

IL
TO

N

TO
W

N
 O

F 
H

A
LT

O
N

 H
IL

LS

MILL STREET EAST

H
AL

L 
RO

AD

JAMES STREET

SY
SC

O
N

 C
O

U
RT

DUNN ST
RE

ET

QUEEN STREET

KIRK

PATRICK LANE

ONTARIO STREET

PLAINS ROAD WEST

CH
AR

TW
EL

L 
RO

AD

M
O

U
N

T AIN
SID

E DRIVE

MILL
 ST

REET W
EST

CH
U

RC
H

IL
L 

RO
AD

 N
O

RT
H

O
N

TA
RI

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
N

O
RT

H

ARGUS ROAD

AD
AM

SO
N ST

RE
ET

 SO
UT

H

CEDAR SPRIN
G

S CO
U

RT

MAPLE AVENUE

NO
TT INGHILL GATE

NEW STREET

SE
N

EC
A 

AV
EN

U
E

M
O

RR
IS

O
N

 R
O

AD
MOUNTAIN BROW ROAD

QUEENSW
AY DRIVE

M
AP

LE
 G

RO
VE

 D
RI

VE

CROSS AVENUE

BERYL ROAD

BR
AN

T 
ST

RE
ET

WILDWOOD ROAD

PRINCE STREET

LAKESHORE ROAD EAST

LOUIS ST LAURENT AVENUE

IROQUOI S SHORE ROAD

SYSCON ROAD

MAINWAY

FRASER DRIVE

LAKESHO RE ROAD WEST

M
ARTIN STREET

BR
O

N
TE

ST
RE

ET
NO

RT
H

INDU ST
RI

A L
ST

R E
ET

O
LD

 P
IN

EC
RE

ST
 R

O
AD

UPPER MIDDLE ROAD EAST

KERR STREET

WYECROFT ROAD

UPPER MIDDLE ROAD

O
N

TA
RI

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
SO

U
TH

MAIN STREET
SO

UTH

FO
RD

 D
RI

VE

STEELES AVENUE EAST

M
AI

N
 S

TR
EE

T 
N

O
RT

H

NORTH SHOREBOULEVARD EAST

GREAT LAKES BOULEVARD

NORTH SERVICE R
O

AD
EA

ST

LAKE SH
O

RE
R O

A D

BU
RL

O
A

K 
DR

IV
E

CE
DA

R 
H

ED
G

E 
RO

AD

GIVEN LANE

CO
N

FE
DE

RA
TI

O
N

 S
TR

EE
T

PLAINS ROAD EAST

M
O

U
N

TA
IN

VI
EW

 R
O

AD
 S

O
U

TH

M
AI

N
S T

REE T

DUNDAS STREET EAST

HARVESTER ROAD

M
ID

W
AY

 L
AN

E

GUELPH STREET WEST

STEELES AVENUE

RIVER DRIVE

GLEN LAWSON ROAD

DUNDAS STREET WEST

REID SIDE ROAD

CA
N

YO
N

 R
O

AD

H
EN

D
ER

SO
N

 R
O

AD

FA IRVIEW STREET

SOUTHSHERID
AN

W
AYD

O
RVAL DRIVE

CAMPBELL A VENUE EAST

REBECCA STREET

ROYAL WINDSOR DRIVE

GUELPH
STRE

ET

BR
O

N
TE

 R
O

AD

H
O

RN
BY

 R
O

AD

CORNWALL ROAD

SH
E R

W
O

O
D

H
EI

G
HT

SD

RIVE

SO
U

TH
SE

RV
IC

E
RO

AD

CR
EW

SO
N

S 
LI

N
E

SO
UTH SERVICE RO

AD
W

EST

NO 14 SIDE ROAD

UPPER MIDDLE ROAD WEST

AUBURN ROAD

KILBRIDE STREET

ARKELL ROAD

LOWER BASE LINE WEST

MAIN STREET EAST

LIMESTONE ROAD

NE
Y A

G
A W

A B
OUL E

VA
RD

NO 17 SIDE ROAD

STEELES AVENUE WEST

NO 5 SIDE ROAD

NO 28 SIDE ROAD

LOWER BASE LINE EAST

NO 10 SIDE ROAD

W
AT

ER
D

O
W

N
RO

AD

NO 32 SIDE ROAD

NO 22 SIDE RO

AD

BRITANNIA ROAD

COLLING ROAD

CONSERVATION ROAD

NO 8 SIDE ROAD

DERRY ROAD

NO 20 SIDE ROAD

BR
O

N
TE

 S
TR

EE
T 

SO
U

TH

NO 25 S IDE ROAD

TH
O

M
PS

O
N

 R
O

AD
 S

O
U

TH

JAM
ES

SNOW
PARKW

AYSOUTH

DUNDAS STREET

NO 30SI

DE RO AD NO 27 SIDEROAD

NO3 SIDE ROAD

N
AS

SA
G

AW
EY

A-
ES

Q
U

ES
IN

G
 T

O
W

N
LI

N
E

PE
RU

 R
O

AD

CL AY
HILL ROAD

BL
IN

D
 L

IN
E

M
IL

BU
RO

U
G

H 
LI

N
E

N ORTH SERVICE RO AD

BURNHAMTHORPE ROAD WEST

BO
ST

O
N

 C
H

U
RC

H 
RO

AD

DA
RK

W
O

O
D 

RO
AD

NO 1 SIDE ROADCE
DA

R 
SP

RI
N

G
S 

RO
AD

FA

LL BR
O

O
K

T RAIL

CAMPBELLV
IL LE ROAD

N
AS

SA
G

AW
EY

A-
PU

SL
IN

CH
 T

O
W

N
LI

N
E

SPEERS ROAD

K ING
ROAD

NO 2 SIDEROAD

KELSO ROAD ES
Q

U
ES

IN
G

 L
IN

E

H
IG

H
W

AY
 7

N
O

R TH SERVICE ROAD W
ES

T

NO 15 SIDE ROAD

NO 4 S ID

ER
OAD

THE CANADIAN ROAD

LOWER BASE LINE

BURNHAMTHORPE ROAD EAST

W
AL

KE
R'

S 
LI

N
E

DU
BL

IN
 L

IN
E

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 R

O
AD

 2
5

FI
RS

T 
LI

N
E

FO
U

RT
H

 L
IN

E

T REM
AIN

E
RO

AD

TW
IS

S
R

O
AD

AP
PL

EB
Y 

LI
N

E

M
CN

IV
EN

 R
O

AD

N
IN

TH
 L

IN
E

TR
AF

AL
G

AR
 R

O
AD

FI
FT

H
 L

IN
E

SE
CO

N
D

 L
IN

E

E I
G

H T
H

L I
N

E

T E

NTHLINE

G
UE

LP
H

LI
N

E

TH
IRD

LI
N

E

W
IN

STON
CH

U
R

CHILL
B O

ULEVARD

B ELL
SC H

O
OL

LI N
E

SI
XT

H
 L

IN
E

£¤401

£¤407

£¤QEW

£¤QEW

£¤403

£¤403

1
2

3

4

5

6

7

0 63
KM

¯

Development and Growth Areas

1
2
3
4
5
6

Boyne Secondary Plan (3B)
Boyne Secondary Plan (3A)
Milton Heights Secondary Plan
Milton Education Village
Brittania East West Secondary Plan
Trafalgar Corridor Secondary Plan

Greenfield Development

7 Vision Georgetown

Development in South Halton
Burlington and Oakville

Development in North Halton
Milton & Halton Hills

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
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Development and Growth Areas

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11

1
2
3
4
5
6

Aldershot GO Mobility HUB
Appleby GO Mobility HUB
Burlington GO Mobility Hub
Downtown Burlington Mobility Hub
Uptown Growth Centre - Burlington
Uptown Core - Oakville
Palermo Village
Midtown Oakville
Kerr Village
Downtown Oakville
Bronte Village

North East Oakville Secondary Plan
Glen Abbey ClubLink
Bronte Green
Evergreen Burlington
North Aldershot
Alton West

Greenfield Development

Growth Areas
N/A

1. Boyne East
2. Boyne West
3. Milton Heights
4. Milton Education Village
5. Britannia East & West (part of Milton Urban Expansion Lands)
6. Trafalgar Corridor (part of Milton Urban Expansion Lands)
7. Vision Georgetown

Development through Intensification (Growth Areas)
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3 Our Schools

3.1  School Programming         

3.2  School Feeders         

3.3  Grade 8 to Grade 9 Transfers        

3.4 Facility Condition & Renewal       

3.5 Community Planning & Facility Partnerships    
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3.1
School Programming 

Planning Services projects enrolment for the following:

 Elementary school programs: Regular Track, French Immersion (Early French Immersion), Extended French Immersion and Gifted;
 Secondary school programs: Regular Track, Extended French Immersion, International Baccalaureate, and International Student Program.

There are additional programs available at the Board, which are not projected by Planning Services, such as the Adult Education (Thomas Merton Adult Learning 
Centre) and specialized courses/programming integrated into Regular Track programs (e.g. Advanced Placement).

Core French

Core French is taught as a subject in our schools from Grades 4 through 9 for all students in 
Halton Catholic elementary and secondary schools.

French Immersion (FI/EFI)

In 2013, the Board implemented the Early French Immersion Pilot 
Program, offered at four (4) school sites across the Region to a 
limited number of students beginning in Grade 1. At it’s meeting on 
November 21, 2017, the Board of Trustees approved the Early French 
Immersion Pilot as a permanent program. In this program, students are 
provided instruction in French for 4 periods in a day and it is expected 
that students would have received 3800 hours of French language 
instructions by the end of Grade 8. In this document, this program is 
referred to as “French Immersion” or FI in this Plan.

The Board offers a maximum of two (2) classes per FI site, and students 
are selected to the program through a random selection (lottery) 
process.

FI

Extended French Immersion (ExFI)

The Board offers an Extended French Immersion (ExtFI) program for 
students starting in Grade 5 at 9 sites in Halton. In this program, students 
are provided instruction in French for 3 periods in a day and it is expected 
that students would have received 1260 hours of French language 
instructions by the end of Grade 8.

Similar to the French Immersion program, the Board offers a maximum 
of two (2) classes per FI site, and students are selected to the program 
through a random selection (lottery) process.

ExFI

Regular Track (RT)

Regular Track is the standard educational programming offered at all elementary and secondary 
schools in the Board where the language of instruction for all courses, except specialized 
language courses (e.g. Core French) are provided in English.
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Gifted

The Board offers self-contained Gifted placement classrooms for students 
identified as exceptional on the basis of giftedness from Grades 5-8. 
Giftedness is defined as an unusually advanced degree of general intellectual 
ability that requires differentiated learning experiences of a depth and 
breadth beyond those normally provided in the regular school program to 
satisfy the level of educational potential indicated. Screening for potential 
“gifted” students is carried out by the Board in Grade 4. Parents are notified 
by the school Special Education Resource Teacher (SERT) and provided with 
test administration information at that time.

The Board offers these placements regionally at select schools throughout 
Halton.

GI

International Baccalaureate (IB)

International Baccalaureate (IB) is a globally recognized program that better 
prepares students for university, promotes highly educated students, 
and encourages globally aware and involved individuals by emphasizing 
critical, compassionate thinking, community involvement and intercultural 
understanding.

Currently, St. Thomas Aquinas Catholic Secondary School in Oakville is 
accredited to offer the IB Diploma Programme.

IB

International Student Program (ISP)

A fee-paying program that provides an opportunity for students outside of 
Canada to attend and study in HCDSB schools. Students enrolled in this 
program are not funded through Ontario’s Ministry of Education.

Only secondary school students from this program are projected by Planning 
Services.

ISP

Advanced Placement (AP)

Advanced Placement (AP) courses offer university-level content to students 
in secondary school. Students in AP and pre-AP programmes study topics in 
greater depth, providing an opportunity for enhanced learning.

The Board offers AP courses regionally at select schools throughout Halton.
AP

Special Education

Children with special needs require teaching interventions that differ from the 
average population in order to learn, to optimally develop skills, and to reach 
their full potential. Many types of special needs exist, and in education these 
are referred to as “exceptionalities”. An “exceptional” student is a student 
who has significant, behavioural, communication, intellectual (including gifted), 
physical, or multiple needs such that he or she is considered to need a special 
education program.

The Board offers self-contained Special Education classes regionally at select 
schools throughout Halton.

SE
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3.2
School Feeders 

All Regular Track programs at the elementary and secondary school levels are based on school catchments. Unless students chose to attend a different school 
due to Cross-Boundary or specialized programming, students will transfer as one cohort from an elementary school to a secondary school. The Board strives to 
ensure cohorts remain together during transitions, however school capacity and geographic proximity to certain schools may result in cohort splits. Currently, 
the Board has some split elementary-secondary school transitions where students from one cohort at a school will attend multiple elementary schools (e.g. 
French Immersion, Extended French Immersion) or secondary schools due to their geographic location, which are illustrated in the feeder flow charts in this 
section.

School catchments are continually reviewed to balance enrolment, establish new school boundaries or as part of Pupil Accommodation Reviews.
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Regular Track School Feeders

Junior Kindergarten - Grade 8 RT Grade 9 - Grade 12 RT

CEB1: Holy Rosary (B) CES CEB2: Ascension CES
CEB2: St. John (B) CES
CEB2: St. Paul CES
CEB2: St. Patrick CES
CEB2: St. Raphael CES

CEB3: Canadian Martyrs CES
CEB3: St. Gabriel CES

CEB3: St. Mark CES
CEB3: St. Timothy CES

CEB4: Sacred Heart of Jesus CES CEB4: St. Christopher CES
CEB4: St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEH1: Holy Cross CES
CEH1: St. Francis of Assisi CES

CEH2: St. Brigid CES
CEH2: St. Catherine of Alexandria CES
CEH3: St. Joseph (A) CES

CEM1: Holy Rosary (M) CES
CEM1: Our Lady of Victory CES

CEM1: Queen of Heaven CES
CEM2A: Guardian Angels CES

CEM2A: Our Lady of Fatima CES

CEM2A: St. Anthony of Padua CES
CEM2A: St. Peter CES

CEM2B: Lumen Christi CES
CEM2B: St. Benedict CES
CEM2D: Milton #8 Boyne CES (opens Sept. 2018)

CEO1: Oakville South Central CES (opens Sept. 2018)

CEO1: St. Dominic CES

CEO1: St. James CES (closes June 2018)
CEO1: St. Joseph (O) CES (closes June 2018)

CEO1: St. Luke CES
CEO1: St. Vincent CES

CEO2: St. Joan of Arc CES
CEO2: St. John Paul II CES
CEO2: St. Mary CES
CEO2: St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

CEB4: St. Anne CES

CEO3: St. Bernadette CES
CEO3: St. Matthew CES

CEO4: Holy Family CES
CEO4: Oakville North East CES (opens Sept. 2018)
CEO4: St. John (O) CES (closes June 2018)
CEO4: St. Michael CES (closes June 2018)
CEO5: Our Lady of Peace CES
CEO5: St. Andrew CES
CEO5: St. Marguerite D’Youville CES

CEO6: St. Gregory the Great CES West of Sixth Line
East of Sixth Line

CSB1: Assumption CSS

CSB1: Notre Dame CSS

CSH1: Christ the King CSS

CSM1: Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

CSM2: Jean Vanier CSS

CSO1: St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

CSO2: St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

CSO3: Holy Trinity CSS

CSB1: Corpus Christi CSS
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French Immersion School Feeders (Grade 1 Entry Option)

Junior Kindergarten - Senior Kindergarten RT Grade 9 - Grade 12 ExFI

CEB1: Holy Rosary (B) CES CEB2: Ascension CES
CEB2: St. John (B) CES
CEB2: St. Paul CES
CEB2: St. Patrick CES
CEB2: St. Raphael CES

CEB3: Canadian Martyrs CES
CEB3: St. Gabriel CES

CEB3: St. Mark CES
CEB3: St. Timothy CES

CEB4: Sacred Heart of Jesus CES CEB4: St. Christopher CES
CEB4: St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEH1: Holy Cross CES
CEH1: St. Francis of Assisi CES

CEH2: St. Brigid CES
CEH2: St. Catherine of Alexandria CES
CEH3: St. Joseph (A) CES

CEM1: Holy Rosary (M) CES
CEM1: Our Lady of Victory CES

CEM1: Queen of Heaven CES
CEM2A: Guardian Angels CES
CEM2A: Our Lady of Fatima CES

CEM2A: St. Anthony of Padua CES
CEM2A: St. Peter CES

CEM2B: Lumen Christi CES
CEM2B: St. Benedict CES
CEM2D: Milton #8 Boyne CES (opens Sept. 2018)

CEO1: Oakville South Central CES (opens Sept. 2018)

CEO1: St. Dominic CES

CEO1: St. James CES (closes June 2018)
CEO1: St. Joseph (O) CES (closes June 2018)

CEO1: St. Luke CES
CEO1: St. Vincent CES

CEO2: St. Joan of Arc CES
CEO2: St. John Paul II CES
CEO2: St. Mary CES
CEO2: St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

CEB4: St. Anne CES

CEO3: St. Bernadette CES
CEO3: St. Matthew CES

CEO4: Holy Family CES

CEO4: Oakville North East CES (opens Sept. 2018)
CEO4: St. John (O) CES (closes June 2018)
CEO4: St. Michael CES (closes June 2018)
CEO5: Our Lady of Peace CES
CEO5: St. Andrew CES

CEO5: St. Marguerite D’Youville CES
CEO6: St. Gregory the Great CES

CSB1: Notre Dame CSS

CSH1: Christ the King CSS

CSM1: Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

CSO1: St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

CSO2: St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

CSO3: Holy Trinity CSS

Grade 1 - Grade 8 FI

CEB4: Sacred Heart of Jesus CES

CEH2: St. Brigid CES

CEM2B: St. Benedict CES

CEM2A: St. Peter CES
Existing students in St. Peter CES FI only; 
program being phased out from school.

CEO2: St. Mary CES

3.2 
School Feeders
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Extended French Immersion School Feeders (Grade 5 Entry Option)

Junior Kindergarten - Grade 4 RT Grade 9 - Grade 12 ExFI

CEB1: Holy Rosary (B) CES CEB2: Ascension CES
CEB2: St. John (B) CES
CEB2: St. Paul CES
CEB2: St. Patrick CES
CEB2: St. Raphael CES

CEB3: Canadian Martyrs CES
CEB3: St. Gabriel CES

CEB3: St. Mark CES
CEB3: St. Timothy CES

CEB4: Sacred Heart of Jesus CES CEB4: St. Christopher CES
CEB4: St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEH1: Holy Cross CES

CEH1: St. Francis of Assisi CES

CEH2: St. Brigid CES
CEH2: St. Catherine of Alexandria CES

CEH3: St. Joseph (A) CES

CEM1: Holy Rosary (M) CES
CEM1: Our Lady of Victory CES

CEM1: Queen of Heaven CES
CEM2A: Guardian Angels CES
CEM2A: Our Lady of Fatima CES

CEM2A: St. Anthony of Padua CES
CEM2A: St. Peter CES

CEM2B: Lumen Christi CES
CEM2B: St. Benedict CES

CEM2D: Milton #8 Boyne CES (opens Sept. 2018)

CEO1: Oakville South Central CES (opens Sept. 2018)

CEO1: St. Dominic CES

CEO1: St. James CES (closes June 2018)
CEO1: St. Joseph (O) CES (closes June 2018)

CEO1: St. Luke CES
CEO1: St. Vincent CES

CEO2: St. Joan of Arc CES
CEO2: St. John Paul II CES

CEO2: St. Mary CES

CEO2: St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

CEB4: St. Anne CES

CEO3: St. Bernadette CES

CEO3: St. Matthew CES

CEO4: Holy Family CES

CEO4: Oakville North East CES (opens Sept. 2018)

CEO4: St. John (O) CES (closes June 2018)

CEO4: St. Michael CES (closes June 2018)CEO5: Our Lady of Peace CES

CEO5: St. Andrew CES

CEO5: St. Marguerite D’Youville CES
CEO6: St. Gregory the Great CES

CSB1: Notre Dame CSS

CSH1: Christ the King CSS

CSM1: Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

CSO1: St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

CSO2: St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

CSO3: Holy Trinity CSS

Grade 5 - Grade 8 ExFI

CEB3: St. Gabriel CES

CEM2B: St. Benedict CES

CEH1: Holy Cross CES

CEH2: St. Catherine of Alexandria CES
CEH2: St. Brigid CES
Existing students in St. Brigid CES ExFI only; 
program being phased out from school.

North of Maple Ave/No. 17 Sideroad*
South of Maple Ave/No. 17 Sideroad*

CEM1: Holy Rosary (M) CES

CEO1: Oakville South Central CES 
(opens Sept. 2018)

CEO1: St. Joseph (O) CES
Existing students in St. Joseph CES ExFI only; 
school will be closed in June 2018.

CEO3: St. Matthew CES

CEO3: St. Bernadette CES

CEO5: St. Marguerite D’Youville CES

* Visit www.hcdsb.org for Extended French Immersion catchment boundaries. 30
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3.3
Grade 8 to Grade 9 Transfers 

Admission to Grade 9 
Due to open access provided at Catholic Secondary Schools, non-Catholic students may also enrol in the Board’s secondary schools. These admissions 
continue to support enrolment at the Board’s nine (9) secondary schools. The admission rates vary significantly across secondary schools in Halton, with the 
highest admission rates occurring in Milton at 51%.

For the 2017-18 school year, the largest admission rate from a non-HCDSB Grade 8 program occurred at Jean Vanier CSS (CSM2) where 54% of the incoming 
Grade 9 cohort did not attend Grade 8 at HCDSB. As this catchment and Bishop P. F. Reding CSS (CEM1) include new development areas, the highest portion of 
students from other Boards (excluding Halton District School Board) occurs in this area – these students may have attended Grade 8 in a different co-terminus 
Board in Halton or another school Board in Ontario. Bishop P. F. Reding CSS has the second highest rate of admissions from a non-HCDSB Grade 8 program at 
49%. A breakdown by each of these schools is provided below.
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Grade 8 to Grade 9 Retention RatesGrade 8 Retention Rates
Transfers between June of Year 1 to October of Year 2

Elementary 
Review Area Elementary School

School 
Code

Family of 
Schools

2013 to 
2014

2014 to 
2015

2015 to 
2016

2016 to 
2017

CEB1 Holy Rosary (B) CES HLRB ASPT 100% 98% 98% 98%
Ascension CES ASCN ASPT 95% 100% 100% 97%
St. John (B) CES JOHB ASPT 94% 100% 100% 96%
St. Patrick CES PATR ASPT 89% 81% 81% 100%
St. Paul CES PAUL ASPT 97% 92% 92% 100%
St. Raphael CES RAPH ASPT 97% 98% 100% 100%
Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM NTDM 91% 100% 100% 100%
St. Gabriel CES GABR NTDM 95% 99% 99% 99%
St. Mark CES MARK NTDM 100% 100% 100% 100%
St. Timothy CES TIMB NTDM 98% 100% 100% 100%
St. Anne CES ANNB CORP 100% 100% 100% 93%
St. Christopher CES CHRS CORP 100% 100% 100% 100%
St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ CORP 97% 96% 96% 100%
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ CORP 87% 86% 86% 98%
St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN KING 98% 100% 100% 94%
Holy Cross CES HLYC KING 100% 100% 100% 95%
St. Catherine Of Alexandria CES ALEX KING 98% 95% 95% 98%
St. Brigid CES BRID KING 95% 95% 95% 99%

CEH3 St. Joseph (A) CES JOSA KING 98% 100% 100% 100%
Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM BHRD 89% 98% 98% 94%
Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM BHRD 100% 100% 100% 92%
Queen of Heaven CES QUEN JEAN 100% 100% 100% 100%
Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA JEAN 100% 99% 99% 93%
St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH BHRD 98% 100% 100% 100%
St. Peter CES PETE BHRD 100% 100% 100% 97%
Guardian Angels CES GUAR JEAN 95% 100% 100% 100%
St. Benedict CES BENE JEAN 100% 100% 97%
Lumen Christi CES LUMN JEAN 96% 96% 96% 91%
St. Dominic CES DOMI AQUI 94% 96% 96% 97%
St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO AQUI 96% 100% 100% 100%
St. Luke CES LUKE AQUI 86% 96% 96% 100%
St. James CES STJA AQUI 100% 89% 89% 100%
St. Vincent CES VINC AQUI 30% 29% 29% 24%
St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA LYLA 94% 89% 89% 100%
St. Mary CES MARY LYLA 100% 100% 100% 80%
St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH LYLA 92% 90% 92% 99%
St. John Paul II CES POPE LYLA 98% 88% 89% 86%
St. Bernadette CES BERN LYLA 86% 96% 96% 70%
St. Matthew CES MATT LYLA 84% 89% 89% 91%
Holy Family CES HLYF HLYT 45% 44% 44% 78%
St. John (O) CES JOHO HLYT 86% 100% 100% 100%
St. Michael CES MICH HLYT 100% 100% 100% 100%
St. Andrew CES ANDR HLYT 88% 77% 77% 82%
St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG HLYT 55% 97% 97% 80%
Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO HLYT 97% 97% 97% 96%

CEO6 St. Gregory the Great CES GREG LYLA 93%
91% 93% 92% 93%

CEO5

Board

CEM2A

CEM2B

CEO1

CEO2

CEO3

CEO4

CEB2

CEB3

CEB4

CEH1

CEH2

CEM1

Students in Grade 8 have the option to attend the secondary school based 
on their school catchment (as shown in the previous section), or a different 
HCDSB secondary school based on programming (e.g. Advanced Placement, 
International Baccalaureate). Students may also attend a secondary school at a 
co-terminus school board (e.g. Halton District School Board) or a private school 
due to proximity to HCDSB secondary schools compared to other schools, 
programming or other reasons. Retention Rates indicate the number of Grade 
8 students from a HCDSB school that continue on to Grade 9 in a HCDSB 
secondary school.

Overall, retention rates have increased across elementary schools in Burlington 
from 2014 to 2017, with the lowest retention being 93% in 2017 at St. Anne 
CES (CEB4). Eight (8) of the fourteen (14) elementary schools in Burlington have 
retention rates of 100%. Retention rates in schools in CEB2 schools have seen 
increases in retention over the past 3 years, from a low of 81% at St. Patrick 
CES to a low of 96% in 2017.

Retention rates have across elementary schools in Halton Hills have consistently 
stayed above 95%, and in Milton retention rates have consistently been above 
90%. 

Overall, retention rates have increased across elementary schools in Oakville 
from 2014 to 2017. Eleven (11) of the eighteen (18) elementary schools in 
Oakville have retention rates above 90%. Retention rates in St. Vincent CES 
(CEO1) are the lowest in the Board at 24% in 2017. Due to the proximity of St. 
Vincent CES and its catchment to the co-terminus board’s secondary school, 
students may opt to not attend the local Catholic Secondary School (St. Thomas 
Aquinas CSS). Meanwhile, retention rates at St. Luke CES (CEO1) has increased 
from 86% in 2014 to 100% in 2017. Retention at Holy Family CES (CEO4) has 
increase significantly from previous rates around 44% to 70% in 2017.

How to read table:

The percentage values indicate the percentage of a school’s grade 8 cohort that chose to attend a 
grade 9 program at a HCDSB Catholic Secondary School. 

The first year indicated in the header is the grade 8 school year, followed by the grade 9 school year 
(e.g. the 2013 to 2014 column indicates percentage of grade 8 students from the 2013-14 school 
year that chose to attend grade 9 at a HCDSB Catholic Secondary School in the 2014-15 school 
year).
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3.4
Facility Condition & Renewal 

An index used to support determining the condition and renewal needs of schools is the Facility Condition Index (FCI). The Facility Condition Index is a warehouse of data on each and every school’s state 
of repair. Information on the condition of Ontario schools is gathered in five-year cycles, the first of which took place from 2011 to 2015. The program is currently in year two of its second cycle (2016 to 
2020). Facility Condition Assessments are completed by third-party facility inspectors contracted by the Ministry of Education in five-year cycles, and the facility condition database is updated by Board staff 
as projects are completed.

The cost of a school’s repair and renewal needs are then compared against the cost of rebuilding that same school from the ground up. The results of this comparison — fixing a school or rebuilding it — 
give the school its FCI, which is measured as a percentage. The FCI is a standard benchmark that is used to compare the relative condition of a group of buildings. It compares a facility’s total five year 
renewal needs to the cost of rebuilding the facility.

Facility Condition Index

The Board has constructed a number of new schools in the past twenty (20) years to meet the continuous student enrolment growth in Halton Region. Each new 
school has been an improved design from the previous model and has been revised based on feedback from administrators, teachers and support staff.

As the number of new facilities increased, the inequities between the new schools in developing communities and the older schools in the existing communities 
of Halton was recognized and Facility Management Services staff have created plans to upgrade existing school facilities to ensure equitable learning facilities 
and opportunities are provided for students and staff.

In general, the higher the FCI, the more renewal needs and therefore the poorer condition of the building. For the education sector, estimated costs for the next 5 year period are used as the standard 
period to calculate the FCI.

For example, if it costs an estimated $1 million to rebuild a facility but $100,000 to repair it, then the FCI would be 10%.

Facility conditions are continually monitored by Facility Management Services staff to ensure equitable and safe learning facilities are provided to all students across the Board. The FCI for each school in 
the Board is provided in the following graph.

Based on these assessments, Facility Management Services staff presented the Board of Trustees with the Long-Term Facility Renewal Strategy at its meeting on September 19, 2017, which outlined the 
schedule of projects over the next 5-year window. This data is provided for each school in the review area sections that follow.

Five year of renewal needs (year of assessment plus four(4)) 

Asset Replacement Value (based on Ministry Construction Benchmarks)
FCI = 
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Facility Condition Index by School

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

M
ilt

on
 #

8 
Bo

yn
e 

CE
S

St
. G

re
go

ry
 th

e 
Gr

ea
t C

ES
Q

ue
en

 o
f H

ea
ve

n 
CE

S
St

. B
en

ed
ic

t C
ES

Je
an

 V
an

ie
r 

CS
S

St
. A

nn
e 

CE
S

St
. M

ar
y 

CE
S

Lu
m

en
 C

hr
is

ti 
CE

S
St

. T
ho

m
as

 A
qu

in
as

 C
SS

St
. A

nt
ho

ny
 o

f P
ad

ua
 C

ES
St

. A
nd

re
w

 C
ES

O
ur

 L
ad

y 
of

 F
at

im
a 

CE
S

Co
rp

us
 C

hr
is

ti 
CS

S
St

. C
hr

is
to

ph
er

 C
ES

St
. J

oh
n 

Pa
ul

 II
 C

ES
Ch

ris
t T

he
 K

in
g 

CS
S

G
ua

rd
ia

n 
An

ge
ls

 C
ES

Sa
cr

ed
 H

ea
rt

 o
f J

es
us

 C
ES

St
. I

gn
at

iu
s 

of
 L

oy
ol

a 
CS

S
St

. P
et

er
 C

ES
Ho

ly
 T

rin
ity

 C
SS

St
. C

at
he

rin
e 

of
 A

le
xa

nd
ria

 C
ES

St
. J

oa
n 

of
 A

rc
 C

ES
St

. J
os

ep
h 

(A
) C

ES
Ho

ly
 R

os
ar

y 
(M

) C
ES

St
. E

liz
ab

et
h 

Se
to

n 
CE

S
St

. T
er

es
a 

of
 C

al
cu

tta
 C

ES
O

ur
 L

ad
y 

of
 V

ic
to

ry
 C

ES
St

. J
oh

n 
(B

) C
ES

N
ot

re
 D

am
e 

CS
S

St
. B

rig
id

 C
ES

St
. M

ar
gu

er
ite

 d
'Y

ou
vi

lle
 C

ES
As

su
m

pt
io

n 
CS

S
St

. F
ra

nc
is

 o
f A

ss
is

i C
ES

O
ur

 L
ad

y 
of

 P
ea

ce
 C

ES
St

. V
in

ce
nt

 C
ES

Ho
ly

 R
os

ar
y 

(B
) C

ES
St

. P
at

ric
k 

CE
S

Bi
sh

op
 P

. F
. R

ed
in

g 
CS

S
St

. L
uk

e 
CE

S
St

. B
er

na
de

tte
 C

ES
St

. M
at

th
ew

 C
ES

Ho
ly

 F
am

ily
 C

ES
St

. M
ar

k 
CE

S
As

ce
ns

io
n 

CE
S

St
. D

om
in

ic
 C

ES
St

. P
au

l C
ES

St
. T

im
ot

hy
 C

ES
Ca

na
di

an
 M

ar
ty

rs
 C

ES
St

. G
ab

rie
l C

ES
St

. R
ap

ha
el

 C
ES

St
. J

oh
n 

(O
) C

ES
St

. J
am

es
 C

ES
Ho

ly
 C

ro
ss

 C
ES

St
. M

ic
ha

el
 C

ES
St

. J
os

ep
h 

(O
) C

ES

Fa
ci

lit
y 

C
on

di
tio

n 
In

de
x 

(F
C

I)

School

How to read graph:

A school with a low FCI rating needs less repair and renewal work than a school with a higher FCI 
rating.
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3.5
Community Planning & Facility Partnerships 

Co-Building with Community Partners 

• New schools, additions and significant renovations may be considered as opportunities 
for partnerships

• Site size, topography and other restrictions may limit partnership opportunities
• Site design co-ordination, sharing outdoor facilities (fields, domes etc...)
• Each opportunity will be reviewed on a case by case basis

Types of Partnerships

The Board believes in supporting the development of facility partnerships whose operations enhance and respect the Board’s vision, mission statement, values, 
as well as the Board’s Multi-Year Strategic Plan and strategic directions.

Partnerships with community agencies and public service providers presents a key opportunity in creating complete neighbourhoods with an array of services 
and programs, located in a central and accessible community hub for students and residents alike.

Sharing Underutilized Space in Existing Schools 

• Facility Services and Business Services jointly perform a yearly analysis of all schools 
to determine if schools are suitable for a partnership opportunity

Criteria for determining suitability of facilities for partnership opportunities: 

1. Facilities utilized at 60% or less for 2 consecutive years and/or have 200 or more 
unused pupil places;

2. Facilities projected to be 60% utilized or less for the next 5 years and/or have 200 
or more projected unused pupil places for at least 5 years from the start of the 
partnership;

3. Ability to identify and create a separate, distinct, and contiguous space within the 
facility, separate from the students;

4. Facility is not located within an area where a Pupil Accommodation Review has been 
announced, subject to Operating Policy I-39;

5. Space will not be required in the future for programming or other uses;
6. Appropriate access to the space;
7. Parking availability;
8. Site use restrictions; and,
9. Official Plan Designation and/or Zoning Restrictions.
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Current Partnerships

List of partnerships by school are provided in the review area sections.

Through this Long-Term Capital Plan and annual review, potential partnership 
opportunities will be identified and presented to the Board of Trustees and 
members of the public through the  annual Community Planning and Facility 
Partnerships Meeting held in mid-Spring.

Woodview Mental Health & Autism Services
Queen of Heaven CES, Milton

Reach Out Centre for Kids (ROCK)  
EarlyON Child and Family Centre
St. Mark CES, Burlington (scheduled to open Jan. 2019)

The Family Place
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS, Milton

Our Kids Network
Holy Rosary (B) CES, Burlington
Our Lady of Victory CES, Milton

Parkview Children’s Centre
St. Gregory the Great CES, Oakville

YMCA Greater Toronto (Child Care)
St. Brigid CES, Halton Hills

YMCA Oakville (Child Care)
Our Lady of Peace CES, Oakville
St. Bernadette CES, Oakville
St. Luke CES, Oakville
St. Marguerite D’Youville CES, Oakville

YMCA Hamilton, Burlington, Brantford (Child Care)
Notre Dame CSS, Burlington
St. Christopher CES, Burlington
St. Mark CES, Burlington (scheduled to open Jan. 2019)
St. Timothy CES, Burlington
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4 Burlington

4.1  Municipal Overview & Enrolment Trends      

4.2  Elementary Review Areas        

4.3  Secondary Review Areas        
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4.1
Municipal Overview & Enrolment Trends 

How to read graph to the right:

This graph depicts the historical municipal population by pre-school and various school-aged 
population along with the share of the municipal population by these age groups from the 
2006 to 2016 Census. For the population, see primary vertical axis (on the left). For the 
share of population, see secondary vertical axis (on the right). Data provided by Statistics 
Canada, 2006-2016.   

From the 2006 to 2016 Census, Burlington’s total population has increased from 164,415 
to 183,315, an increase of 11.5%. However, the increase in population has not been evenly 
distributed across various age group. The largest increase occurred in the population over 
45 years of age, which increased by 26.4%, Meanwhile, the population aged 19 to 44 
declined by 0.45%.

The proportion of the City’s population that are children (aged 18 or under) has declined 
overall from 2006 to 2016. Total pre-school population (children aged 3 or younger) has 
declined from being 4.5% of Burlington’s population in 2006 to 4.0% of the population in 
2016. Children aged 4 to 13 has declined from being 12.3% of the population in 2006 to 
11.6% of the City’s population by 2016. Children aged 14 to 18 has declined from being 
6.5% of the City’s population in 2006 to 5.9% by 2016.

Refer to Projection Methodology for more information regarding data used for enrolment 
projections.

Overall School-Aged Population Trends

Municipal Age Pyramids

Burlington Population Burlington Proportion
2006 2011 2016 2006 2011 2016

Pre-School Population (0-3) 7420 7475 7260 Pre-School Pop. Share (0-3) 4.51% 4.25% 3.96%
Elementary School Population (4-13) 20170 20320 21280 Elementary Pop. Share (4-13) 12.27% 11.56% 11.61%
Secondary School Population (14-18) 10725 11145 10755 Secondary Pop. Share (14-18) 6.52% 6.34% 5.87%
Population over 18 years (18+) 126085 136845 144030 Population over 18 years Share (18+) 76.69% 77.85% 78.57%
Population 19-44 57255 57440 57000 Population 19-44 34.82% 32.68% 31.09%
Population over 45 68830 79405 87030 Population over 45 41.86% 45.17% 47.48%

Total Population 164400 175785 183325 Population Change (19-44) -0.45%
Total Population in Database 164415 175775 183315 Population Change (over 45) 26.44%
Difference 15 -10 -10 Total Population Change 11.50%

Population Change (0-18) 2.6%
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The City of Burlington has primarily been characterized as a municipality with maturing 
neighbourhoods, which results in decreasing student-aged population.

As it relates to development potential, Burlington will be relying predominantly on intensification 
activities within the core (e.g. high-density development units – condominiums) to meet growth 
targets, as well as some low-density infill developments. Greenfield development (low to medium 
density development subdivisions – Single Family Dwelling and Townhomes) lots are still available 
in Burlington; however, they will not account for the majority of growth.
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Municipal Enrolment Trends

Total enrolment for the City of Burlington for both the elementary and 
secondary school panel are projected to remain relatively stable overall, 
not showing any significant growth or declines overall. Note however that 
there are areas within the City of Burlington that continue to see or are 
beginning to witness declines. The Board will need to continue monitoring 
these areas, and determine what actions may need to be taken to re-
balance the enrolment in these specific areas.

The projection period for the Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) is over a 15-
year projection period, between the 2018-2032 school years. During this 
time, the Board anticipates the following: 

• Within a 15-year period, the City of Burlington’s elementary 
panel enrolment is projected to remain relatively stable, 
only increasing from 5,878 students to 5,906 students, 
representing less than a 1% growth overall.

• Within a 15-year period, the City of Burlington’s secondary panel 
enrolment is projected to increase from 3,001 students to 
3,085 students, an increase of approximately 3% overall.

Total Municipal Enrolment

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Elementary 18% 6065 2852 8917 651 549 556 479 187 121 86 25 -60 -120 -116 -157 -89 -46 21 59 95 132 154 179 -4%
Secondary 10% 3237 1176 4413 127 350 346 365 236 155 193 191 220 196 174 176 61 -1 -45 -76 -6 49 113 152 -36%
Total Burlington 9302 4028 13330 778 899 902 844 423 276 279 216 160 76 58 19 -28 -47 -24 -17 89 181 267 331 -22%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
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Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Burlington

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 5557 5659 5652 5729 5878 5944 5979 6040 6125 6185 6181 6222 6154 6111 6044 6006 5970 5933 5911 5886

UTZ 90% 91% 91% 92% 97% 98% 99% 100% 101% 102% 102% 103% 101% 101% 100% 99% 98% 98% 97% 97%

Enrol. 3110 2887 2891 2872 3001 3082 3044 3046 3017 3041 3063 3061 3176 3238 3282 3313 3243 3188 3124 3085
UTZ 96% 89% 89% 89% 93% 95% 94% 94% 93% 94% 95% 95% 98% 100% 101% 102% 100% 98% 97% 95%

Enrol. 8667 8546 8543 8601 8879 9026 9023 9086 9142 9226 9244 9283 9330 9349 9326 9319 9213 9121 9035 8971
UTZ 92% 90% 90% 91% 95% 97% 97% 98% 98% 99% 99% 100% 100% 101% 100% 100% 99% 98% 97% 96%

Total Elementary Enrolment

Total Secondary Enrolment

Burlington Total            
(Avg. for FCI)

15% 9302 4028

Panel

13330 1%

Secondary Total 10% 3237 1176 4413 3%

FCI FBC
15 year 
Change

Elementary Total 18% 6065 2852 8917 0%

Forecast (6-15 year)Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year)
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Review Areas in Burlington

There are 5 elementary review areas and 1 secondary review area in Burlington.

40

DRAFT

136



4.2
Elementary Review Areas 
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Re gion assumes no responsibility or liability for its  use or accuracy. Propose d roads  are  subje ct to  change. It is the intention of the HCD SB to provide  up-to-date and accurate information,  
and reasonable  e fforts have bee n made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This  information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCD SB assumes  no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness ,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the  P lanning Service s Department at 9 05-632-6300  or vis it www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.
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Elementary Review Areas
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Canadian Martyrs CES

Holy Rosary (B) CES

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES

St. Anne CES

St. Christopher CES

St. Elizabeth Seton CES

St. Gabriel CES

St. John (B) CES

St. Mark CES

St. Patrick CES

St. Paul CES

St. Raphael CES

St. Timothy CES

0 42
KM
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Elementary Review Areas

Municipal Boundary

Elementary Review Areas in Burlington

CEB1
Aldershot Elementary
Holy Rosary (B) CES

CEB2
South Burlington Elementary
Ascension CES
St. John (B) CES
St. Patrick CES
St. Paul CES
St. Raphael CES

CEB3
Tyandaga, Mountainside & Headon Elementary
Canadian Martyrs CES
St. Gabriel CES
St. Mark CES
St. Timothy CES

CEB4
Millcroft, Orchard & Alton Elementary
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES
St. Anne CES
St. Christopher CES
St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEB5
Rural Burlington Elementary
No schools within this review area.
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CEB1
Aldershot Elementary 
Assumption Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has declined over the past five years; however, it is forecasted to increase 

slightly then stabilize over the long-term at Holy Rosary (B) CES due to slight increases 
in birth rates. This has resulted in a slightly larger JK cohort at the school, and increased 
development activity. 

• This is a mature review area with some greenfield development areas in the North 
Aldershot Area (north of Highway 403). Based on the City of Burlington’s proposed “Grow 
Bold” Official Plan, additional technical studies would need to be completed to determine 
development potential of some of these areas. At this time, timing of this development is 
unknown.

• The area includes the proposed Aldershot GO Mobility Hub, which envisions low- to 
high-density residential developments within the existing urban areas. Typically, higher 
density developments have not yielded a large number of students. Enrolment and yields 
will continue to be monitored for changing trends.
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up-to-date and accurate in format ion, and  reaso nable efforts have been made by the HCDSB  to verify  the in fo rmat ion, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or  responsibi lity  for the accuracy, completeness, or  usefulness of any informat ion. If you requ ire additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
fo r additional school boundary information.

CEB1 - Burlington
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

Holy Rosary (B) CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Georgian Court Redevelopment

North Aldershot Planning Study

Aldershot GO Mobility Hub

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Holy Rosary (B) CES 18% 478 0 478 36 58 61 63 63 57 42 44 44 35 38 27 17 13 2 0 2 5 8 11 -83%

Total CEB1 478 0 478 36 58 61 63 63 57 42 44 44 35 38 27 17 13 2 0 2 5 8 11 -83%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
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Holy Rosary (B) CES Total Site Cap. CEB1 Total FBC CEB1

CEB1
Aldershot

Assumption Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 442 420 417 415 415 421 436 434 434 443 440 451 461 465 476 478 476 473 470 467

UTZ 92% 88% 87% 87% 87% 88% 91% 91% 91% 93% 92% 94% 96% 97% 100% 100% 100% 99% 98% 98%

Enrol. 442 420 417 415 415 421 436 434 434 443 440 451 461 465 476 478 476 473 470 467
UTZ 92% 88% 87% 87% 87% 88% 91% 91% 91% 93% 92% 94% 96% 97% 100% 100% 100% 99% 98% 98%

15 year 
Change

13%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

0 478

FCI FBCSchool

Holy Rosary (B) CES 18% 478

13%CEB1 Total (Avg. for FCI) 18% 478 0 478

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments
A large-scale redevelopment has been proposed for existing rental townhomes at King Road and Surrey 
Lane, which would see the demolition of existing townhomes to create 1450 dwelling units in the form 
of townhomes and apartments. This redevelopment will have the greatest impact on enrolment in the 
medium-term. Students from this development have been forecasted in the above projections.

There are multiple medium- to higher-density development proposed within the existing urban area in 
this community. Due to the higher density nature of these developments, the Board is not expected to 
yield a large number of students. 

Based on the proposed Official Plan for the City of Burlington, “Grow Bold”, greenfield development 
is proposed for the North Aldershot Area (north of Highway 403). However, additional technical 
studies would need to be completed to determine development potential of certain areas within North 
Aldershot. At this time, timing of development is unknown.

As a part of the City of Burlington’s Official Plan Review, the City is creating Area Specific Plans 
(ASPs) for each of the Mobility Hubs. These Mobility Hubs are planned to be complete, compact and 
sustainable communities that will also take advantage of Metrolinx’s planned Regional Express Rail 
along the Lakeshore West Line. It is expected that each of the Area Specific Plans will be delivered to 
City Council for approval no later than June 2018. One (1) of four (4) proposed Mobility Hubs fall within 
this elementary review area, Aldershot GO Mobility Hubs. Due to the higher density nature of these 
developments, the Board is not expected to yield a large number of students.

2013 LTCP Recommendations

Repair/renewal needs were recommended to be addressed to 
prevent FCI from increasing to over 50% by 2022-23.

History of Actions

Renewal projects undertaken at Holy Rosary (B) 
CES.2016-17

*
*Total Site Capacity in this review area is the same as Total FBC, as 
portables cannot be accommodated based on present site conditions.
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Area School Profiles

CEB1 
Aldershot Elementary

Holy Rosary (B) CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
Holy Rosary (B) CES HLRB Opening Year 1951 FBC Capacity 478 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Rosary (B) CES HLRB School Site Size (ha) 1.17 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Holy Rosary (B) CES HLRB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 18% Capacity 0 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Holy Rosary (B) CES HLRB Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 478 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

5-Year Facility Renewal Plan
All Schools by ERA

Source: Long-Term Facility Renewal Strategy Board Report [Info Report Item 10.4, Sept 19, 2017]

CEB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (B) CES

CEB2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Ascension CES

St. John (B) CES

St. Paul CES

St. Patrick CES

St. Raphael CES

CEB3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Canadian Martyrs CES

St. Gabriel CES

St. Mark CES

St. Timothy CES

CEB4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES

St. Anne CES

St. Christopher CES

St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEB5

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School

School

School

No schools within this review area.

School

School

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.

Holy Rosary (B) does not currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.
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CEB2
South Burlington Elementary 
Assumption & Notre Dame Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has been relatively stable over the last five years; however, an increase was 

noted in 2017. Enrolment is forecasted to increase in this area over the long-term, largely 
as a result of recent increases in the JK cohorts at some schools. A significantly 
higher than average JK cohort has been noticed at St. Paul CES for 2017-2018, which has 
resulted in an increase to the school’s projection. However, it should be noted that at this 
time, it is uncertain whether similarly high JK cohorts will occur over the next few 
school years. Enrolment at schools will continue to be monitored. 
 
 

• This is a mature and relatively stable review area with no greenfield development potential. 
Future development will take the form of existing single-family home replacements and 
redevelopment of commercial, institutional or other sites for residential infill. 

• Area includes proposed Downtown, Burlington GO, and Appleby GO Mobility Hubs, 
which envision medium- to high-density residential developments within the existing 
urban areas. Typically, higher density developments have not yielded a large number of 
students; however, enrolment and yields will continue to be monitored.
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St. Mary CES
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St.
Timothy
CES
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Dominic
CES

St. Mark CES

St.
Gabriel
CES
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St. Elizabeth
Seton CES
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(Burlington)
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0 1 2 3
KMs

¯

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Re gion assumes no responsibility or liability for its  use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information,  and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness , or use fulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEB2 - Burlington
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

L a k e  O n tario
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Ascension CES St. Gabriel CES St. John (B) CES St. Patrick CES St. Paul CES St. Raphael CES
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Burlington GO Mobility Hub

Downtown Burlington Mobility Hub

Downtown Burlington High-Rises

Appleby GO Mobility Hub

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Ascension CES 25% 383 276 659 87 100 113 114 109 112 110 110 100 95 86 81 79 77 81 85 89 93 94 94 -14%

St. John (B) CES 13% 383 46 429 83 78 85 79 81 84 83 81 80 89 97 92 91 91 85 88 92 96 99 102 26%

St. Paul CES 26% 337 276 613 55 60 70 70 31 9 7 -7 -14 -22 -23 -30 -38 -39 -16 -16 -16 -16 -15 -15 -148%

St. Patrick CES 19% 337 276 613 102 98 87 75 47 35 35 27 19 15 8 2 16 22 24 27 27 27 27 27 -43%

St. Raphael CES 30% 346 46 392 86 73 95 88 68 60 55 41 23 18 6 -7 -18 -11 -8 -10 -6 -6 -7 -8 -112%

Total CEB2 1786 920 2706 413 409 450 426 336 300 290 252 208 195 174 138 130 140 166 174 186 194 198 200 -40%

Historic Projected Forecast 15 year 
ChangeSchool FBCFCI

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

He
ad

co
un

t

Ascension CES St. John (B) CES St. Paul CES St. Patrick CES

St. Raphael CES Total Site Cap. CEB2 Total FBC CEB2

CEB2 TEMPLATE SHEET (MAX 5 SCHOOLS)
South Burlington

Assumption Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 296 283 270 269 274 271 273 273 283 288 297 302 304 306 302 298 294 290 289 289

UTZ 77% 74% 70% 70% 72% 71% 71% 71% 74% 75% 78% 79% 79% 80% 79% 78% 77% 76% 75% 75%

Enrol. 300 305 298 304 302 299 300 302 303 294 286 291 292 292 298 295 291 287 284 281
UTZ 78% 80% 78% 79% 79% 78% 78% 79% 79% 77% 75% 76% 76% 76% 78% 77% 76% 75% 74% 73%

Enrol. 282 277 267 267 306 328 330 344 351 359 360 367 375 376 353 353 353 353 352 352
UTZ 84% 82% 79% 79% 91% 97% 98% 102% 104% 107% 107% 109% 111% 112% 105% 105% 105% 105% 104% 104%

Enrol. 235 239 250 262 290 302 302 310 318 322 329 335 321 315 313 310 310 310 310 310
UTZ 70% 71% 74% 78% 86% 90% 90% 92% 94% 96% 98% 99% 95% 93% 93% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92%

Enrol. 260 273 251 258 278 286 291 305 323 328 340 353 364 357 354 356 352 352 353 354
UTZ 75% 79% 73% 75% 80% 83% 84% 88% 93% 95% 98% 102% 105% 103% 102% 103% 102% 102% 102% 102%

Enrol. 1373 1377 1336 1360 1450 1486 1496 1534 1578 1591 1612 1648 1656 1646 1620 1612 1600 1592 1588 1586
UTZ 77% 77% 75% 76% 81% 83% 84% 86% 88% 89% 90% 92% 93% 92% 91% 90% 90% 89% 89% 89%

* St. Gabriel CES catchment includes a study area within CEB2.

383

St. Paul CES 26% 337

13% 383

Ascension CES

School FBCFCI

CEB2 Total (Avg. for FCI)

5%

-7%

15%

7%

27%St. Raphael CES 30% 346 46 392

St. Patrick CES 19% 337

St. John (B) CES

25%

9%

Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 613

276

276 613

46 429

15 year 
Change

Historic

659

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

23% 1786 920 2706

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

As a part of the City of Burlington’s Official Plan Review, the City is creating Area Specific Plans 
(ASPs) for each of the Mobility Hubs. These Mobility Hubs are planned to be complete, compact and 
sustainable communities that will also take advantage of Metrolinx’s planned Regional Express Rail 
along the Lakeshore West Line. It is expected that each of the Area Specific Plans will be delivered 
to City Council for approval no later than June 2018. Three (3) of four (4) proposed Mobility Hubs fall 
within this elementary review area, which are Downtown, Burlington GO, and Appleby GO Mobility Hubs.

Due to the higher density nature of these developments, the Board is not expected to yield a large 
number of students. However, staff will continue to monitor student yields within these areas to ensure 
projections reflect changes in housing choice.

Remaining development will take the form of infill development and redevelopment of commercial, 
institutional or other sites for medium- and high-density residential infill.

SE
to 2019

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A Pupil Accommodation Review was recommended in 2014-2015 
to address declining enrolment, which would result in empty pupil 
places and high renewal needs.

History of Actions

Modified Pupil Accommodation Review (MPAR) 
initiated in January 19, 2016. The Board did not 
approve final recommendations from the Review on 
April 19, 2016.

Renewal projects undertaken at St. John (B) CES.

2015-16

2015-17
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Area School Profiles

CEB2 
South Burlington Elementary

Ascension CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
Ascension CES ASCN Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Ascension CES ASCN School Site Size (ha) 2.32 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 659 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. John (B) CES JOHB Opening Year 1995 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (B) CES JOHB School Site Size (ha) 0.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 13% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 429 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Paul CES PAUL Opening Year 1968 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Paul CES PAUL School Site Size (ha) 1.9 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 26% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Patrick CES PATR Opening Year 1970 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Patrick CES PATR School Site Size (ha) 1.62 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 19% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Raphael CES RAPH Opening Year 1958 FBC Capacity 346 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Raphael CES RAPH School Site Size (ha) 0.75 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 392 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.SCO
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St. John (B) CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Ascension CES ASCN Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Ascension CES ASCN School Site Size (ha) 2.32 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 659 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. John (B) CES JOHB Opening Year 1995 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (B) CES JOHB School Site Size (ha) 0.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 13% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 429 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Paul CES PAUL Opening Year 1968 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Paul CES PAUL School Site Size (ha) 1.9 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 26% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Patrick CES PATR Opening Year 1970 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Patrick CES PATR School Site Size (ha) 1.62 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 19% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Raphael CES RAPH Opening Year 1958 FBC Capacity 346 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Raphael CES RAPH School Site Size (ha) 0.75 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 392 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.SCO
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St. Paul CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Ascension CES ASCN Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Ascension CES ASCN School Site Size (ha) 2.32 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 659 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. John (B) CES JOHB Opening Year 1995 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (B) CES JOHB School Site Size (ha) 0.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 13% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 429 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Paul CES PAUL Opening Year 1968 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Paul CES PAUL School Site Size (ha) 1.9 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 26% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Patrick CES PATR Opening Year 1970 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Patrick CES PATR School Site Size (ha) 1.62 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 19% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Raphael CES RAPH Opening Year 1958 FBC Capacity 346 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Raphael CES RAPH School Site Size (ha) 0.75 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 392 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.SCO
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St. Patrick CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Ascension CES ASCN Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Ascension CES ASCN School Site Size (ha) 2.32 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 659 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. John (B) CES JOHB Opening Year 1995 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (B) CES JOHB School Site Size (ha) 0.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 13% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 429 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Paul CES PAUL Opening Year 1968 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Paul CES PAUL School Site Size (ha) 1.9 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 26% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Patrick CES PATR Opening Year 1970 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Patrick CES PATR School Site Size (ha) 1.62 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 19% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Raphael CES RAPH Opening Year 1958 FBC Capacity 346 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Raphael CES RAPH School Site Size (ha) 0.75 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 392 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.SCO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

FA
CI

LI
TY

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

St. Raphael CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Ascension CES ASCN Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Ascension CES ASCN School Site Size (ha) 2.32 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Ascension CES ASCN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 659 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. John (B) CES JOHB Opening Year 1995 FBC Capacity 383 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (B) CES JOHB School Site Size (ha) 0.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 13% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. John (B) CES JOHB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 429 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Paul CES PAUL Opening Year 1968 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Paul CES PAUL School Site Size (ha) 1.9 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 26% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Paul CES PAUL Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Patrick CES PATR Opening Year 1970 FBC Capacity 337 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Patrick CES PATR School Site Size (ha) 1.62 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 19% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Patrick CES PATR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 613 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.S

St. Raphael CES RAPH Opening Year 1958 FBC Capacity 346 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Raphael CES RAPH School Site Size (ha) 0.75 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 46 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Raphael CES RAPH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 392 Gr. 9 RT ASPT Pre.SCO
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Renewal Project Timelines

5-Year Facility Renewal Plan
All Schools by ERA

Source: Long-Term Facility Renewal Strategy Board Report [Info Report Item 10.4, Sept 19, 2017]

CEB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (B) CES

CEB2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Ascension CES

St. John (B) CES

St. Paul CES

St. Patrick CES

St. Raphael CES

CEB3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Canadian Martyrs CES

St. Gabriel CES

St. Mark CES

St. Timothy CES

CEB4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES

St. Anne CES

St. Christopher CES

St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEB5

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School

School

School

No schools within this review area.

School

School

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
A School Boundary Review should be conducted with CEB3 to balance enrolment across area schools.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.
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CEB3
Tyandaga, Mountainside & Headon Elementary 
Notre Dame Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Overall, enrolment has been relatively stable over the last five years and is forecasted to 

increase, then stabilize in the medium-term. The overall increase is driven largely by an 
increase in enrolment at St. Timothy CES. 

• There is expected to be an imbalance in enrolment across schools, with St. Gabriel 
CES, St. Mark CES and St. Timothy CES requiring portables over the long-term while 
Canadian Martyrs CES expected to decline by 16%. 

• Over the last 5 years, St. Timothy CES has observed large fluctuations in the size of 
its JK cohorts. Large JK cohorts have resulted in increases to the school’s projection. 

Enrolment at the school will continue to be monitored to establish trends. 

• St. Gabriel CES currently hosts the regional Extended French Immersion program, and 
Canadian Martyrs CES hosts regional Gifted placements. 

• This area contains maturing and stabilizing communities with limited development 
potential. Future development will take the form of existing single-family home 
replacements and redevelopment of commercial, institutional or other sites for residential 
infill.
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CEB3

St. Anne CES

St.
Patrick
CES

Sacred Heart
of Jesus CES St. Mary CES

Ascension CES

St.
Timothy
CES

St.
Dominic
CES

St.
Christopher
CES

St. Mark CES

St.
Gabriel
CES

St.
Raphael
CES

St. Paul CES

St. Elizabeth
Seton CES St. Joan

of Arc CES

St. John
(B) CES

Holy
Rosary
(B) CES

Canadian
Martyrs CES

Notre Dame CSS

Assumption CSS

Corpus
Christi CSS

Thomas
Merton ALC
(Burlington)

0 1 2
KMs

¯

The cu rrent st reet network was pro vided by  the R egional Municipal ity of Halton and the Region assumes no respo nsibility or  liabil ity  for i ts use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate in format ion, and  reaso nable efforts have been made by the HCDSB  to verify  the in fo rmat ion, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or  responsibi lity  for the accuracy, completeness, or  usefulness of any informat ion. If you requ ire additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
fo r additional school boundary information.

CEB3 - Burlington
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

Canadian Martyrs CES St. Gabriel CES St. Mark CES St. Timothy CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
No large developments

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Canadian Martyrs CES 29% 409 138 547 76 59 45 32 29 27 35 44 45 52 49 56 67 77 81 85 85 87 88 90 210%

St. Gabriel CES 30% 547 138 685 -19 -57 -47 -31 -27 -33 -23 -23 -23 -23 -32 -31 -21 -29 -24 -28 -24 -22 -20 -20 -26%

St. Mark CES 25% 239 276 515 -90 -97 -102 -104 -125 -132 -125 -138 -136 -145 -153 -163 -162 -166 -155 -153 -151 -148 -146 -143 14%

St. Timothy CES 28% 504 276 780 -23 -13 -3 -33 -56 -87 -110 -130 -156 -182 -181 -207 -198 -210 -205 -195 -190 -185 -181 -176 214%

Total CEB3 1699 828 2527 -56 -108 -107 -136 -179 -225 -223 -247 -270 -298 -317 -345 -314 -328 -303 -291 -280 -268 -259 -249 39%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Canadian Martyrs CES St. Gabriel CES St. Mark CES

St. Timothy CES Total Site Cap. CEB3 Total FBC CEB3

CEB3
Tyandaga-Mountainside-Headon

Notre Dame Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 333 350 364 377 380 382 374 365 364 357 360 353 342 332 328 324 324 322 321 319

UTZ 81% 86% 89% 92% 93% 93% 91% 89% 89% 87% 88% 86% 84% 81% 80% 79% 79% 79% 78% 78%

Enrol. 566 604 594 578 574 580 570 570 570 570 579 578 568 576 571 575 571 569 567 567
UTZ 103% 110% 109% 106% 105% 106% 104% 104% 104% 104% 106% 106% 104% 105% 104% 105% 104% 104% 104% 104%

Enrol. 329 336 341 343 364 371 364 377 375 384 392 402 401 405 394 392 390 387 385 382
UTZ 86% 88% 89% 90% 152% 155% 152% 158% 157% 161% 164% 168% 168% 169% 165% 164% 163% 162% 161% 160%

Enrol. 527 517 507 537 560 591 614 634 660 686 685 711 702 714 709 699 694 689 685 680
UTZ 105% 103% 101% 107% 111% 117% 122% 126% 131% 136% 136% 141% 139% 142% 141% 139% 138% 137% 136% 135%

Enrol. 1755 1807 1806 1835 1878 1924 1922 1946 1969 1997 2016 2044 2013 2027 2002 1990 1979 1967 1958 1948
UTZ 95% 98% 98% 100% 111% 113% 113% 115% 116% 118% 119% 120% 118% 119% 118% 117% 116% 116% 115% 115%

* St. Gabriel CES catchment includes a study area within CEB2 and CEB6.

* Canadian Martyrs CES catchment includes study areas within CEB6.

4%CEB3 Total (Avg. for FCI) 28% 1699 828 2527

21%

St. Mark CES 25% 239 276 515 5%

St. Timothy CES 28% 504 276 780

St. Gabriel CES 30% 547

Canadian Martyrs CES 29% 409

FCI FBCSchool

-1%

15 year 
Change

-16%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

138 685

138 547

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

There are no major developments within this area.

GI

ExFI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A Pupil Accommodation Review was recommended in 2016-17 
to address declining enrolment, which would result in empty pupil 
places and high renewal needs.

History of Actions

Renewal projects undertaken at St. Timothy CES.

11-classroom portpak at St. Mark CES was 
demolished and replaced with a 5-classroom 
permanent addition with Child Care and Ontario 
Early Years Child and Family Centre (OEYCFC). 
Some renewal needs were also addressed as a part 
of this construction project.

2017-18

2015-17
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Area School Profiles

CEB3 
Tyandaga, Mountainside & Headon Elementary

Canadian Martyrs CESFacility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Opening Year 1975 FBC Capacity 409 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM School Site Size (ha) 1.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 29% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 547 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S

St. Gabriel CES GABR Opening Year 1959 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Gabriel CES GABR School Site Size (ha) 1.49 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Gabriel CES GABR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Gabriel CES GABR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 685 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S

St. Mark CES MARK Opening Year 1979 FBC Capacity 239 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Mark CES MARK School Site Size (ha) 2.63 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 10
St. Mark CES MARK Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Mark CES MARK Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 515 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S 24

St. Timothy CES TIMB Opening Year 1991 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Timothy CES TIMB School Site Size (ha) 2.31 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 0
St. Timothy CES TIMB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 28% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Timothy CES TIMB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S 24

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Gabriel CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Opening Year 1975 FBC Capacity 409 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM School Site Size (ha) 1.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 29% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 547 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S

St. Gabriel CES GABR Opening Year 1959 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Gabriel CES GABR School Site Size (ha) 1.49 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Gabriel CES GABR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Gabriel CES GABR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 685 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S

St. Mark CES MARK Opening Year 1979 FBC Capacity 239 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Mark CES MARK School Site Size (ha) 2.63 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 10
St. Mark CES MARK Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Mark CES MARK Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 515 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S 24

St. Timothy CES TIMB Opening Year 1991 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Timothy CES TIMB School Site Size (ha) 2.31 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 0
St. Timothy CES TIMB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 28% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Timothy CES TIMB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S 24

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Mark CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Opening Year 1975 FBC Capacity 409 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM School Site Size (ha) 1.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 29% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 547 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S

St. Gabriel CES GABR Opening Year 1959 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Gabriel CES GABR School Site Size (ha) 1.49 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Gabriel CES GABR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Gabriel CES GABR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 685 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S

St. Mark CES MARK Opening Year 1979 FBC Capacity 239 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Mark CES MARK School Site Size (ha) 2.63 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 10
St. Mark CES MARK Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Mark CES MARK Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 515 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S 24

St. Timothy CES TIMB Opening Year 1991 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Timothy CES TIMB School Site Size (ha) 2.31 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 0
St. Timothy CES TIMB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 28% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Timothy CES TIMB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S 24

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Timothy CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Opening Year 1975 FBC Capacity 409 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM School Site Size (ha) 1.78 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 29% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Canadian Martyrs CES CDNM Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 547 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S

St. Gabriel CES GABR Opening Year 1959 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Gabriel CES GABR School Site Size (ha) 1.49 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Gabriel CES GABR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 30% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Gabriel CES GABR Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 685 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S

St. Mark CES MARK Opening Year 1979 FBC Capacity 239 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Mark CES MARK School Site Size (ha) 2.63 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 10
St. Mark CES MARK Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Mark CES MARK Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 515 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S 24

St. Timothy CES TIMB Opening Year 1991 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Timothy CES TIMB School Site Size (ha) 2.31 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 0
St. Timothy CES TIMB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 28% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Timothy CES TIMB Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT NTDM Pre.S 24

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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GI

ExFI

Reach Out Centre 
for Kids (ROCK)

* Proposed (expected Jan. 2019)

*
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Renewal Project Timelines

5-Year Facility Renewal Plan
All Schools by ERA

Source: Long-Term Facility Renewal Strategy Board Report [Info Report Item 10.4, Sept 19, 2017]

CEB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (B) CES

CEB2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Ascension CES

St. John (B) CES

St. Paul CES

St. Patrick CES

St. Raphael CES

CEB3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Canadian Martyrs CES

St. Gabriel CES

St. Mark CES

St. Timothy CES

CEB4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES

St. Anne CES

St. Christopher CES

St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEB5

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School

School

School

No schools within this review area.

School

School

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

Canadian Martyrs CES Roof Replacement

St. Mark CES  Lighting Upgrade
   Mechanical System
   School Refresh
   Accessibility

* Additional information available in Staff Report 9.1 “Proposed 2018 Facility Renewal Projects”  
   from December 19, 2017 Board Meeting.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
A School Boundary Review should be conducted with CEB2 to balance enrolment across area schools.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.
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CEB4
Millcroft, 
Orchard & Alton Elementary 
Corpus Christi Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Overall, enrolment has increased within this review area due to growth 

in the Alton community. Enrolment is forecasted to stabilize in the 
short-term before decreasing in 2023. The decrease is driven by 
significant declines in enrolment in the Orchard community as it matures, 
precipitated mostly by decreasing JK enrolments. 

• This area will see an imbalance in enrolment with St. Anne CES 
consistently over 120% utilization and requiring portables while other 
schools are at or significantly below 100% utilization over the long-term. 
This school offsets overall decline in this area. 

• Total enrolment at Sacred Heart of Jesus CES is maintained at 90-110% 
due to the French Immersion program over the long-term as well as by 
students projected from the new Alton West community (north of Dundas 
Street, west of Walkers Line). Inclusive of this new development, Regular 
Track enrolment at the school is forecasted to decrease by 23% over the 
long-term. 

• St. Christopher CES is forecasted to decrease below 60% utilization by 
2029, while St. Elizabeth Seton CES is forecasted to approach 70% 
by 2027. Combined, these two schools are forecasted to have 326 
empty pupil places by 2032. 

• It should be noted that birth rates within the existing communities 
south of Dundas Street continue to decline. These communities 
are fully built out with limited residential growth potential. Alton and 
Evergreen remain the only remaining greenfield development within this 
area. 

• Some intensification opportunities do exist within this area, including the 
Uptown Urban Centre.
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CEB4

St. Anne CES

St.
Patrick
CES

Sacred Heart
of Jesus CES St. Mary CES

Ascension CES

St.
Timothy
CES

St.
Dominic
CES

St.
Christopher
CES

St.
Raphael
CES

St. Paul CES

St. Elizabeth
Seton CES

Canadian
Martyrs CES

Notre Dame CSS

Assumption CSS

Corpus
Christi CSS

0 1 2
KMs

¯The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CEB4 - Burlington
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES St. Anne CES St. Christopher CES St. Elizabeth Seton CES

n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Alton West - SHOJ

Alton (Remaining) - mostly MD and HD for St. Anne

Evergreen - CHRS

Uptown Urban Centre (Appleby/Upper Middle) - ELIZ

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES 3% 547 276 823 30 40 55 50 35 27 2 -37 -45 -60 -42 -36 -24 -17 -6 -3 0 4 7 14 -60%

St. Anne CES 0% 622 276 898 94 27 -48 -89 -148 -169 -186 -189 -198 -206 -195 -186 -167 -146 -141 -133 -134 -131 -127 -123 -17%

St. Christopher CES 1% 478 276 754 -41 -28 -12 2 50 86 99 131 135 138 145 147 154 172 176 184 190 195 194 193 286%

St. Elizabeth Seton CES 0% 455 276 731 32 8 14 20 30 45 62 71 66 76 81 98 115 120 127 128 131 133 133 133 343%

Total CEB4 2102 1104 3206 115 47 9 -17 -33 -11 -23 -24 -42 -52 -11 23 78 129 156 176 187 201 207 217 -758%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Sacred Heart of Jesus CES St. Anne CES St. Christopher CES

St. Elizabeth Seton CES Total Site Cap. CEB4 Total FBC CEB4

CEB4
Millcroft-Orchard-Alton

Corpus Christi Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 517 507 492 497 512 520 545 584 592 607 589 583 571 564 553 550 547 543 540 533

UTZ 95% 93% 90% 91% 94% 95% 100% 107% 108% 111% 108% 107% 104% 103% 101% 101% 100% 99% 99% 97%

Enrol. 528 595 670 711 770 791 808 811 820 828 817 808 789 768 763 755 756 753 749 745
UTZ 85% 96% 108% 114% 124% 127% 130% 130% 132% 133% 131% 130% 127% 123% 123% 121% 122% 121% 120% 120%

Enrol. 519 506 490 476 428 392 379 347 343 340 333 331 324 306 302 294 288 283 284 285
UTZ 109% 106% 103% 100% 90% 82% 79% 73% 72% 71% 70% 69% 68% 64% 63% 62% 60% 59% 59% 60%

Enrol. 423 447 441 435 425 410 393 384 389 379 374 357 340 335 328 327 324 322 322 322
UTZ 93% 98% 97% 96% 93% 90% 86% 84% 85% 83% 82% 78% 75% 74% 72% 72% 71% 71% 71% 71%

Enrol. 1987 2055 2093 2119 2135 2113 2125 2126 2144 2154 2113 2079 2024 1973 1946 1926 1915 1901 1895 1885
UTZ 95% 98% 100% 101% 102% 101% 101% 101% 102% 102% 101% 99% 96% 94% 93% 92% 91% 90% 90% 90%

-12%CEB4 Total (Avg. for FCI) 3% 2102 1104 3206

-24%

St. Christopher CES 1% 478 276 754 -33%

St. Elizabeth Seton CES 9% 455 276 731

St. Anne CES 0% 622

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES 3% 547

FCI FBCSchool

-3%

15 year 
Change

4%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 898

276 823

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Alton West subdivision is currently under construction, with first occupation expected in late 
2018. This development has a high number of lower density housing types (single-detached and semi-
detached homes). The Board typically yields a high number of students from these housing types, 
which will support enrolment at Sacred Heart of Jesus CES in the short- and medium-term and offset 
decreases in enrolment within the existing community south of Dundas Street.

Multiple medium- and higher-density developments are planned in the remaining greenfield lands in the 
Alton community. Enrolment will be monitored at St. Anne CES over the medium-term to determine 
impact from these new developments.

The Evergreen Community (east of the CN Rail Tracks) is expected to impact enrolment starting in 

2021. However, timing is subject to change due to approvals processes.

The Uptown Urban Centre at Appleby Line and Upper Middle Road is designated as an Mixed-Use 
Intensification Area in the City of Burlington’s proposed new Official Plan (“Grow Bold”). It is expected 
that additional development within this area be through redevelopment of existing uses with higher 
density housing types. Due to the higher density nature of these developments, the Board is not 
expected to yield a large number of students. However, staff will continue to monitor student yields 
within these areas to ensure projections reflect changes in housing choice.

The vacant lands south of Upper Middle Road, east of Sheldon Creek are designated greenfield 
Employment Lands - no students are expected from this area.

FI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

Declines in enrolment at existing schools should be addressed 
through a school boundary review in 2018-19.

History of Actions

St. Anne CES opened.

Through a School Boundary Review future 
Evergreen Community was redirected from St. Anne 
CES to St. Christopher CES, and Alton West was 
redirected to Sacred Heart of Jesus CES to address 
enrolment issues at that school.

Renewal projects undertaken at Sacred Heart of 
Jesus CES.2017-18

2016-17

2013-14
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Area School Profiles

CEB4 
Millcroft, Orchard & Alton Elementary

Sacred Heart of Jesus CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ School Site Size (ha) 2.7 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 3% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 823 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

St. Anne CES ANNB Opening Year 2013 FBC Capacity 622 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Anne CES ANNB School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Anne CES ANNB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Anne CES ANNB Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 898 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

St. Christopher CES CHRS Opening Year 2007 FBC Capacity 478 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Christopher CES CHRS School Site Size (ha) 2.41 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 0
St. Christopher CES CHRS Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Christopher CES CHRS Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 754 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S 40

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ School Site Size (ha) 2.51 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 9% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Anne CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ School Site Size (ha) 2.7 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 3% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 823 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

St. Anne CES ANNB Opening Year 2013 FBC Capacity 622 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Anne CES ANNB School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Anne CES ANNB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Anne CES ANNB Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 898 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

St. Christopher CES CHRS Opening Year 2007 FBC Capacity 478 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Christopher CES CHRS School Site Size (ha) 2.41 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 0
St. Christopher CES CHRS Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Christopher CES CHRS Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 754 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S 40

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ School Site Size (ha) 2.51 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 9% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Christopher CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ School Site Size (ha) 2.7 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 3% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 823 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

St. Anne CES ANNB Opening Year 2013 FBC Capacity 622 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Anne CES ANNB School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Anne CES ANNB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Anne CES ANNB Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 898 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

St. Christopher CES CHRS Opening Year 2007 FBC Capacity 478 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Christopher CES CHRS School Site Size (ha) 2.41 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 0
St. Christopher CES CHRS Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Christopher CES CHRS Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 754 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S 40

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ School Site Size (ha) 2.51 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 9% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Elizabeth Seton CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ School Site Size (ha) 2.7 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 3% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

Sacred Heart of Jesus CES SHOJ Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 823 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

St. Anne CES ANNB Opening Year 2013 FBC Capacity 622 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Anne CES ANNB School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Anne CES ANNB Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Anne CES ANNB Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 898 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

St. Christopher CES CHRS Opening Year 2007 FBC Capacity 478 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Christopher CES CHRS School Site Size (ha) 2.41 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant 0
St. Christopher CES CHRS Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler 15
St. Christopher CES CHRS Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 754 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S 40

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ School Site Size (ha) 2.51 Portable Gr. 1 FI SHOJ Infant

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 9% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI GABR Toddler

St. Elizabeth Seton CES ELIZ Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT CORP Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

5-Year Facility Renewal Plan
All Schools by ERA

Source: Long-Term Facility Renewal Strategy Board Report [Info Report Item 10.4, Sept 19, 2017]

CEB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (B) CES

CEB2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Ascension CES

St. John (B) CES

St. Paul CES

St. Patrick CES

St. Raphael CES

CEB3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Canadian Martyrs CES

St. Gabriel CES

St. Mark CES

St. Timothy CES

CEB4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES

St. Anne CES

St. Christopher CES

St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEB5

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School

School

School

No schools within this review area.

School

School

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
If enrolment continues to decline at St. Christoper CES, explore facility partnership opportunities at the school.
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CEB5
Rural Burlington Elementary 
Notre Dame Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• There are no elementary schools within this review area – students from 

within this area attend St. Gabriel CES and Canadian Martyrs CES 
in CEB3. 

• This area has no development potential as it sits outside of the Burlington 
Urban Boundary and is protected under the Ontario Greenbelt Plan. 

• Area contains rural housing and includes the communities of Mount 
Nemo, Lowville and Kilbride, with some minor rural estate subdivisions
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St. Anne CES

Sacred
Heart
of Jesus CES

St. Mary CES
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Lumen Christi CES
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CES
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Christopher
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St. John
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Canadian
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Corpus
Christi CSS

Esri, HERE, DeLorme, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community

0 1 2
KMs

¯The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CEB5 - Burlington
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area

Canadian Martyrs CES St. Gabriel CES

n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Rural Estates

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total CEB5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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Total Site Cap. CEB5 Total FBC CEB5

CEB5
Rural Burlington

Notre Dame Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

UTZ

* There are no elementary schools within CEB6. Students are directed to St. Gabriel CES and Canadian Martyrs CES in CEB3.

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)
FCI FBCSchool

CEB5 Total (Avg. for FCI) 0 0 0

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

This review area is entirely outside of the Burlington Urban Boundary and is protected under the Ontario 
Greenbelt Plan.

There are a few rural estate subdivisions within this area with unsold lots or under construction large 
single-detached rural estate homes. The Board has not historically seen many students from these 
types of new housing.

2013 LTCP Recommendations

No recommendations were made for this review area due to low 
enrolment.

History of Actions

A School Boundary Review was conducted to review 
elementary school catchments for rural Burlington 
students. The approved accommodation plan 
maintained status quo boundaries.

2016-17
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Area School Profiles

CEB5 
Rural Burlington Elementary

There are no schools within this review area.
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Renewal Project Timelines

5-Year Facility Renewal Plan
All Schools by ERA

Source: Long-Term Facility Renewal Strategy Board Report [Info Report Item 10.4, Sept 19, 2017]

CEB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (B) CES

CEB2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Ascension CES

St. John (B) CES

St. Paul CES

St. Patrick CES

St. Raphael CES

CEB3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Canadian Martyrs CES

St. Gabriel CES

St. Mark CES

St. Timothy CES

CEB4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Sacred Heart of Jesus CES

St. Anne CES

St. Christopher CES

St. Elizabeth Seton CES

CEB5

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School

School

School

No schools within this review area.

School

School

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

N/A

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
N/A

N/A

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
N/A
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4.3
Secondary Review Areas 
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Re gion assumes no responsibility or liability for its  use or accuracy. Propose d roads  are  subje ct to  change. It is the intention of the HCD SB to provide  up-to-date and accurate information,  
and reasonable  e fforts have bee n made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This  information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCD SB assumes  no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness ,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the  P lanning Service s Department at 9 05-632-6300  or vis it www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.
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CSB1
Burlington Secondary 
Assumption,  
Corpus Christi & Notre Dame Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has declined over the last five years but increased for 2017. 

Overall, it is expected to be relatively stable over the long term.  

• Assumption CSS is forecasted to exceed FBC over the long term. If 
enrolment trends continue at the school, portables may be required over 
the long-term. It should be noted that the Portable Capacity at the 
school has yet to be determined. 

• The availability of the Advanced Placement (AP) program is expected 
to continue attracting students to Assumption CSS. 

• All secondary schools in Burlington see high retention of grade 8 
students from feeder schools, from 93% to 100% in the 2017 school 
year. 

• Enrolment at Notre Dame CSS is supported by new admissions from 
outside of the Board. In 2017, 30% of the grade 9 students attended a 
non-HCDSB elementary school for grade 8.  

• Notre Dame CSS hosts the regional secondary Extended French 
Immersion program. 

• As Millcroft and Orchard communities mature, enrolment at Corpus 
Christi CSS is forecasted to decline due to smaller Grade 8 cohorts.  

• Students from Alton and proposed Evergreen community will support 
enrolment at Corpus Christ CSS in the long-term. However, over 200 
surplus pupil places are forecasted at the school in the long-term.  

• Area also includes proposed City of Burlington Mobility Hubs, which 
envision medium- to high-density residential developments within the 
existing urban areas.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CSB1 - Burlington
Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area

School Boundary n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB AministrationAssumption CSS Corpus Christi CSS Notre Dame CSS
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
See ERA pages for development

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Assumption CSS 16% 942 0 942 17 37 49 101 1 -54 -83 -104 -83 -102 -104 -98 -128 -162 -201 -241 -255 -244 -219 -203 -20400%

Corpus Christi CSS 1% 1182 504 1686 78 202 196 176 133 110 162 157 170 181 154 140 93 69 87 116 177 221 247 262 97%

Notre Dame CSS 14% 1113 672 1785 32 111 101 88 102 99 114 138 133 117 124 134 96 92 69 49 72 72 85 93 -9%

Total CSB1 3237 1176 4413 127 350 346 365 236 155 193 191 220 196 174 176 61 -1 -45 -76 -6 49 113 152 -36%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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CSB1
Burlington

Corpus Christi Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 925 905 893 841 941 996 1025 1046 1025 1044 1046 1040 1070 1104 1143 1183 1197 1186 1161 1145

UTZ 98% 96% 95% 89% 100% 106% 109% 111% 109% 111% 111% 110% 114% 117% 121% 126% 127% 126% 123% 122%

Enrol. 1104 980 986 1006 1049 1072 1020 1025 1012 1001 1028 1042 1089 1113 1095 1066 1005 961 935 920
UTZ 93% 83% 83% 85% 89% 91% 86% 87% 86% 85% 87% 88% 92% 94% 93% 90% 85% 81% 79% 78%

Enrol. 1081 1002 1012 1025 1011 1014 999 975 980 996 989 979 1017 1021 1044 1064 1041 1041 1028 1020
UTZ 97% 90% 91% 92% 91% 91% 90% 88% 88% 89% 89% 88% 91% 92% 94% 96% 94% 94% 92% 92%

Enrol. 3110 2887 2891 2872 3001 3082 3044 3046 3017 3041 3063 3061 3176 3238 3282 3313 3243 3188 3124 3085
UTZ 96% 89% 89% 89% 93% 95% 94% 94% 93% 94% 95% 95% 98% 100% 101% 102% 100% 98% 97% 95%

3%CSB1 Total (Avg. for FCI) 10% 3237 1176 4413

Notre Dame CSS 14% 1113 672 1785 1%

Corpus Christi CSS 1% 1182

Assumption CSS 16% 942

FCI FBCSchool

-12%

15 year 
Change

22%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

504 1686

0 942

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Based on the proposed Official Plan for the City of Burlington, “Grow Bold”, greenfield development 
is proposed for the North Aldershot Area (north of Highway 403). However, additional technical 
studies would need to be completed to determine development potential of certain areas within North 
Aldershot. At this time, timing of development is unknown.

As a part of the City of Burlington’s Official Plan Review, the City is creating Area Specific Plans (ASPs) 
for new GO Mobility Hubs. These Mobility Hubs are planned to be complete, compact and sustainable 
communities that will also take advantage of Metrolinx’s planned Regional Express Rail along the 
Lakeshore West Line. It is expected that each of the Area Specific Plans will be delivered to City Council 
for approval no later than June 2018. Due to the higher density nature of these developments, the 

Board is not expected to yield a large number of students.

The Alton West subdivision is currently under construction, with first occupation expected in late 
2018. This development has a high number of lower density housing types (single-detached and semi-
detached homes). The Board typically yields a high number of students from these housing types.

ISP

ExFI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A Pupil Accommodation Review was recommended for 2018-19 if 
enrolment declines.

History of Actions

The Board is exploring options for undertaking 
significant renewal projects at Assumption CSS.2017-18

AP

ISP

ISP
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Area School Profiles

CSB1 
Burlington Secondary

Assumption CSSFacility Information Tables
School Code
Assumption CSS ASPT Opening Year 1980 FBC Capacity 942 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Assumption CSS ASPT School Site Size (ha) 2.07 Portable Infant

Assumption CSS ASPT Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 0 Toddler

Assumption CSS ASPT Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 942 Pre.S

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Opening Year 2008 FBC Capacity 1182 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Corpus Christi CSS CORP School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Infant

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 552 Toddler

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 1734 Pre.S

Notre Dame CSS NTDM Opening Year 1989 FBC Capacity 1113 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Notre Dame CSS NTDM School Site Size (ha) 5.81 Portable Infant 10
Notre Dame CSS NTDM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 14% Capacity 736 Toddler 15
Notre Dame CSS NTDM Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 1849 Pre.S 22

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S
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Corpus Christi CSS

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Assumption CSS ASPT Opening Year 1980 FBC Capacity 942 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Assumption CSS ASPT School Site Size (ha) 2.07 Portable Infant

Assumption CSS ASPT Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 0 Toddler

Assumption CSS ASPT Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 942 Pre.S

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Opening Year 2008 FBC Capacity 1182 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Corpus Christi CSS CORP School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Infant

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 552 Toddler

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 1734 Pre.S

Notre Dame CSS NTDM Opening Year 1989 FBC Capacity 1113 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Notre Dame CSS NTDM School Site Size (ha) 5.81 Portable Infant 10
Notre Dame CSS NTDM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 14% Capacity 736 Toddler 15
Notre Dame CSS NTDM Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 1849 Pre.S 22

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S
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Notre Dame CSS

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Assumption CSS ASPT Opening Year 1980 FBC Capacity 942 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Assumption CSS ASPT School Site Size (ha) 2.07 Portable Infant

Assumption CSS ASPT Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 0 Toddler

Assumption CSS ASPT Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 942 Pre.S

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Opening Year 2008 FBC Capacity 1182 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Corpus Christi CSS CORP School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Infant

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 552 Toddler

Corpus Christi CSS CORP Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 1734 Pre.S

Notre Dame CSS NTDM Opening Year 1989 FBC Capacity 1113 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Notre Dame CSS NTDM School Site Size (ha) 5.81 Portable Infant 10
Notre Dame CSS NTDM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 14% Capacity 736 Toddler 15
Notre Dame CSS NTDM Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 1849 Pre.S 22

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines
CSB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Assumption CSS

Corpus Christi CSS

Notre Dame CSS

CSH1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Christ the King CSS

CSM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

CSM2, CSM3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Jean Vanier CSS

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School to undergo addition to increase capacity.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

Notre Dame CSS  Lighting Upgrade
   Mechanical System

* Additional information available in Staff Report 9.1 “Proposed 2018 Facility Renewal Projects”  
   from December 19, 2017 Board Meeting.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

Explore potential for renewal works for programming and capacity increases at Assumption CSS.

Explore potential for program enhancements (e.g. International Student Program) to increase overall enrolment at Corpus Christi CSS.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
If enrolment continues to decline at Corpus Christi CSS, explore facility partnership opportunities at the school.
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5 Halton Hills

5.1  Municipal Overview & Enrolment Trends     

5.2  Elementary Review Areas        

5.3  Secondary Review Areas        
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5.1
Municipal Overview & Enrolment Trends 

How to read graph to the right:

This graph depicts the historical municipal population by pre-school and various school-aged 
population along with the share of the municipal population by these age groups from the 
2006 to 2016 Census. For the population, see primary vertical axis (on the left). For the 
share of population, see secondary vertical axis (on the right). Data provided by Statistics 
Canada, 2006-2016.   

From the 2006 to 2016 Census, Halton Hills’ total population has increased from 55,290 to 
61,160, an increase of 10.6%. The increase in population has skewed towards the 18+ age 
group. The largest increase occurred in the population over 45 years of age, which increased 
by 15.3%, while the population aged 19 to 44 increased by 14.6%.

The proportion of the Town’s population that are children (aged 18 or under) has declined 
overall from 2006 to 2016. Total pre-school population (children aged 3 or younger) has 
declined from being 5.1% of Halton Hills’ population in 2006 to 3.9% of the population in 
2016. Children aged 4 to 13 has decreased from being 15.5% of the population in 2006 to 
13.3% of the Town’s population by 2016. Children aged 14 to 18 has remained stable at 
7.3% of the City’s population in 2006 to 7.5% by 2016. Overall the demographic of 18-year-
old and under has declined by 1.9% from 2006 to 2016.

Refer to Projection Methodology for more information regarding data used for enrolment 
projections.

Overall School-Aged Population Trends

Halton Hills Population Halton Hills Proportion
2006 2011 2016 2006 2011 2016

Pre-School Population (0-3) 2830 2565 2395 Pre-School Pop. Share (0-3) 5.12% 4.35% 3.92%
Elementary School Population (4-13) 8570 8530 8130 Elementary Pop. Share (4-13) 15.50% 14.46% 13.29%
Secondary School Population (14-18) 4020 4640 4605 Secondary Pop. Share (14-18) 7.27% 7.86% 7.53%
Population over 18 years (18+) 39900 43270 46020 Population over 18 years Share (18+) 72.16% 73.33% 75.25%
Population 19-44 20215 19130 18915 Population 19-44 36.56% 32.42% 30.93%
Population over 45 19685 24140 27110 Population over 45 35.60% 40.91% 44.33%

Total Population 55320 59005 61150 Population Change (19-44) 14.55%
Total Population in Database 55290 59010 61160 Population Change (over 45) 15.34%
Difference -30 5 10 Total Population Change 10.62%

Population Change (0-18) -1.9%
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The Town of Halton Hills is largely comprised of two (2) urban communities, namely Acton and 
Georgetown, and a rural community. The urban areas are those where the Board’s five (5) 
elementary schools and one (1) secondary school are located, along with the vast majority of the 
area’s student population.

The community of Acton is primarily characterized as an area with maturing neighbourhoods with 
fewer pockets of growth. 

The community of Georgetown has a mix of both mature and new neighbourhoods. The mature 
neighbourhoods are located in the north (CEH1), and are served by Holy Cross CES and St. Francis 

of Assisi CES. The newer neighbourhoods are located in the south of Georgetown (CEH2), and 
are served by St. Catherine of Alexandria CES and St. Brigid CES. 

The community of Georgetown will also be undergoing additional significant growth as the Vision 
Georgetown Secondary Plan (CEH2) advances. This plan is anticipated to introduce over 6,000 
residential units ranging in densities. Board staff is working closely with the Town to plan the 
future elementary and secondary school sites in the Georgetown community.
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Municipal Enrolment Trends

The total enrolment for the Town of Halton Hills for both the elementary 
and secondary school panels are projected to increase over time as Vision 
Georgetown develops and generates new students and demands for 
space. Existing communities (already built) are also expected to remain 
relatively stable overall, not showing significant declines overall. As time 
progresses, monitoring and re-balancing enrolment may be required.

The projection period for the Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) is over 15 
years, between the 2018-2032 school years. During this time, the Board 
anticipates the following:

• Within a 15-year period, the Town of Halton Hills’ elementary 
panel enrolment is projected to continue growing 
significantly, increasing from 2,719 students to 4,063 
students, representing a growth of approximately 47% overall. 
Utilization for the elementary panel will increase from 110% to 
165% over this period – thus requiring new pupil places.

• Within a 15-year period, the Town of Halton Hills’ secondary panel 
enrolment is projected to continue growing significantly, 
increasing from 1,731 students to 2,055 students, an increase 
of approximately 24% overall. Utilization for the secondary panel will 
increase from 126% to 150% over this period – thus requiring new 
pupil places.

Total Municipal Enrolment

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Elementary 15% 2399 874 3273 -375 -400 -330 -387 -361 -320 -355 -380 -591 -790 -984 -1180 -1390 -1485 -1575 -1682 -1783 -1895 -1776 -1664 361%
Secondary 1% 1350 378 1728 -209 -203 -213 -282 -306 -381 -378 -380 -410 -470 -523 -559 -569 -561 -583 -608 -670 -713 -700 -705 130%
Total Halton Hills 3749 1252 5001 -584 -603 -543 -669 -667 -701 -733 -760 -1001 -1260 -1507 -1739 -1959 -2046 -2158 -2290 -2453 -2608 -2476 -2369 255%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Halton Hills

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 2736 2761 2729 2786 2760 2719 2754 2779 2990 3189 3383 3579 3789 3884 3974 4081 4182 4294 4175 4063

UTZ 116% 117% 114% 116% 115% 113% 115% 116% 125% 133% 141% 149% 158% 162% 166% 170% 174% 179% 174% 169%

Enrol. 1559 1553 1563 1632 1656 1731 1728 1730 1760 1820 1873 1909 1919 1911 1933 1958 2020 2063 2050 2055
UTZ 115% 115% 116% 121% 123% 128% 128% 128% 130% 135% 139% 141% 142% 142% 143% 145% 150% 153% 152% 152%

Enrol. 4295 4314 4292 4418 4416 4450 4482 4509 4750 5009 5256 5488 5708 5795 5907 6039 6202 6357 6225 6118
UTZ 116% 116% 114% 118% 118% 119% 120% 120% 127% 134% 140% 146% 152% 155% 158% 161% 165% 170% 166% 163%

Total Elementary Enrolment

Total Secondary Enrolment

Halton Hills Total      
(Avg. for FCI)

9% 3749 1252

Panel

5001 39%

Secondary Total 1% 1350 378 1728 24%

FCI FBC
15 year 
Change

Elementary Total 15% 2399 874 3273 47%

Forecast (6-15 year)Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year)
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Review Areas in Halton Hills

There are 3 elementary review areas and 1 secondary review area in Halton Hills.

It should be noted that the northern rural portion of the Town of Milton falls within ERA CEH3 and SRA CSH1.
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5.2
Elementary Review Areas 
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are  subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable  efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This  information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus .ca for additional school boundary information.

Halton Hills
Elementary Review Areas

¯

0 31.5
KM

Elementary Review Areas

Municipal Boundary

Holy Cross CES

St. Brigid CES

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES

St. Francis of Assisi CES

St. Joseph (A) CES

School Boundary

Elementary Review Areas in Halton Hills

CEH1
Downtown Georgetown, Delrex &  
Rural Halton Hills East Elementary
Holy Cross CES
St. Francis of Assisi CES

CEH2
Georgetown South, Stewarttown & Vision Georgetown Elementary
St. Brigid CES
St. Catherine of Alexandria CES

CEH3
Acton, Halton Hills West & Rural Milton North Elementary
St. Joseph (A) CES
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CEH1
Downtown Georgetown, Delrex & 
Rural Halton Hills East Elementary 
Christ the King Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Overall, enrolment has been stable within this review area and is 

expected to be stable over the long-term. However, there are imbalances 
in enrolment in the two schools. 

• Holy Cross CES cannot accommodate portables on site. The school 
is forecasted to increase in enrolment to the point that Site Capacity 
will be exceeded from 2019. This will result in accommodation 
challenges at the facility over the long-term. Meanwhile, St. Francis of 
Assisi CES is forecasted to gradually decline in enrolment over the long-
term. 

• It should be noted that Holy Cross CES also has one of the highest 
renewal needs in the Board. 

• St. Francis of Assisi CES and Holy Cross CES were the subject of the 
North Georgetown Modified Pupil Accommodation Review (MPAR) in 
2015-16. The approved accommodation plan was seeking to construct 
a new school on the Berton Boulevard site (Georgetown West CES); 
however, the Board was unsuccessful in accessing funds for this project 
through the School Consolidation and Closure and Capital Priorities 
funding rounds in 2016. As was pointed out in the November 21, 
2016, Ministry communication to the Board, it appears unlikely that this 
project will be funded. However, the Board continues to identify the 
requirement for a replacement facility within this area. 

• Holy Cross CES hosts the regional Extended French Immersion program. 

• This review area includes mature communities of Georgetown as well as 
rural communities. 

• Development will largely occur as infill and redevelopment of existing 
uses for residential uses within the Georgetown urban area.
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¯The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEH1 - Halton Hills
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area

St. Francis of Assisi CES Holy Cross CES

School Boundary n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

* Location of proposed Vision Georgetown schools are approximate.
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Holy Cross CES 35% 455 0 455 -6 7 28 -20 -22 -18 -30 -16 -40 -47 -61 -78 -76 -68 -59 -59 -49 -45 -40 -37 68%

St. Francis of Assisi CES 16% 363 138 501 -30 -10 3 7 9 15 22 14 8 -13 -2 7 20 31 48 54 55 60 64 67 644%

Total CEH1 818 138 956 -74 -41 31 -13 -13 -3 -8 -2 -32 -60 -63 -71 -56 -37 -11 -5 6 15 24 30 -331%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Holy Cross CES St. Francis of Assisi CES Total Site Cap. CEH1 Total FBC CEH1

CEH1
Downtown Georgetown-Delrex-Rural Halton Hills East

Christ the King Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 461 448 427 475 477 473 485 471 495 502 516 533 531 523 514 514 504 500 495 492

UTZ 101% 98% 94% 104% 105% 104% 107% 104% 109% 110% 113% 117% 117% 115% 113% 113% 111% 110% 109% 108%

Enrol. 393 373 360 356 354 348 341 349 355 376 365 356 343 332 315 309 308 303 299 296
UTZ 121% 115% 99% 98% 98% 96% 94% 96% 98% 104% 101% 98% 94% 91% 87% 85% 85% 83% 82% 82%

Enrol. 854 821 787 831 831 821 826 820 850 878 881 889 874 855 829 823 812 803 794 788
UTZ 109% 105% 96% 102% 102% 100% 101% 100% 104% 107% 108% 109% 107% 105% 101% 101% 99% 98% 97% 96%

* Holy Cross CES catchment includes study areas within CEH2.

* St. Francis of Assisi CES catchment includes study areas within CEH2 and CEH3.

* St. Catherine of Alexandria CES (CEH2) catchment includes study areas within CEH1.

-5%CEH1 Total (Avg. for FCI) 26% 818 138 956

St. Francis of Assisi CES 16% 363

Holy Cross CES 35% 455

FCI FBCSchool

-16%

15 year 
Change

3%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

138 501

0 455

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Development will largely occur as infill. The Town of Halton Hills has initiated a planning study for 
Downtown Georgetown that will guide development in the area for the next 20 years. At this time, it is 
uncertain of the type of housing envisioned for this area. 

It should be noted that if the developments are high- density in nature, the Board does not expect to 
yield a large number of students.
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¯The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEH1 - Halton Hills
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area

St. Francis of Assisi CES Holy Cross CES

School Boundary n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

2013 LTCP Recommendations

The construction of Georgetown West CES (CEH1) in 2013-14 
and a school boundary review for all schools in Halton Hills was 
recommended in 2013-14 to address enrolment and renewal/
repair needs at existing schools. Note that this review area was 
formerly part of CEH1.

History of Actions

Renewal projects and addition to St. Francis of 
Assisi CES completed.

Modified Pupil Accommodation Review initiated 
in January 19, 2016; accommodation plan to 
consolidate schools into North Georgetown 
(Georgetown West) CES approved by the Board 
of Trustees on April 19, 2016. Consolidation 
dependent on Ministry funding, which was not 
received.

New school boundaries approved for Holy Cross 
CES and St. Francis of Assisi CES, as part of the 
Georgetown South School Boundary Review.

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17
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Area School Profiles

CEH1 
Downtown Georgetown, Delrex & Rural Halton i Elementary

Holy Cross CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
Holy Cross CES HLYC Opening Year 1959 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Cross CES HLYC School Site Size (ha) 2.74 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant

Holy Cross CES HLYC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 35% Capacity 0 Gr. 5 ExFI HLYC Toddler

Holy Cross CES HLYC Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 455 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S

St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN Opening Year 1971 FBC Capacity 363 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN School Site Size (ha) 1.4 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant

St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI HLYC Toddler

St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 501 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Francis of Assisi CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Holy Cross CES HLYC Opening Year 1959 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Cross CES HLYC School Site Size (ha) 2.74 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant

Holy Cross CES HLYC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 35% Capacity 0 Gr. 5 ExFI HLYC Toddler

Holy Cross CES HLYC Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 455 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S

St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN Opening Year 1971 FBC Capacity 363 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN School Site Size (ha) 1.4 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant

St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI HLYC Toddler

St. Francis of Assisi CES FRAN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 501 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines
CEH1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Cross CES

St. Francis of Assisi CES

CEH2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Brigid CES

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES

CEH3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Joseph (A) CES

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Continue to apply for Ministry funding for a replacement facility to address high renewal needs and capacity constraints at Holy Cross CES.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.
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CEH2
Georgetown South, Stewarttown & 
Vision Georgetown Elementary 
Christ the King Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has increased within this area over the past five years and 

is forecast to increase rapidly over the long term as development 
in Georgetown South gets completed and development in Vision 
Georgetown begins.  

• Enrolment pressures will continue to exist at St. Brigid CES 
as Site Capacity will continue to be exceeded until additional 
elementary schools are built. 

• This review area has a mix of maturing neighbourhoods and new 
communities.  

• Vision Georgetown will be a large greenfield development planned for 
this area. Students will be held at St. Brigid CES until new elementary 
schools open within that community. The need for one (1) Catholic 
Elementary School and one (1) JK-Grade 12 school was identified within 
the area. 

• A boundary review was undertaken in 2015-16 to address enrolment 
concerns in South Georgetown until such time that new schools in the 
Vision Georgetown are constructed. This had the effect of balancing 
enrolment pressures from St. Catherine of Alexandria CES to Holy Cross 
CES and St. Brigid CES. However, a new elementary school is required 
immediately to relieve accommodation pressures at St. Brigid CES.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEH2- Halton Hills
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

St. Brigid CES St. Catherine of Alexandria CES

School Boundary

* Location of proposed Vision Georgetown schools are approximate.
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Georgetown South

Vision Georgetown

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
St. Brigid CES 16% 573 276 849 -57 -96 -99 -311 -329 -337 -359 -360 -551 -733 -919 -1112 -1320 -1439 -1565 -1694 -1823 -1961 -1857 -1756 434%

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES 4% 622 276 898 -164 -206 -240 -57 -55 -37 -64 -91 -95 -101 -114 -117 -138 -128 -119 -106 -90 -75 -69 -64 16%

Total CEH2 1195 552 1747 -221 -302 -339 -368 -384 -374 -423 -451 -646 -834 -1033 -1229 -1458 -1567 -1684 -1800 -1913 -2036 -1926 -1820 374%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
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CEH2
Georgetown South-Stewarttown-Vision Georgetown

Christ the King Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 630 669 672 884 902 910 932 933 1124 1306 1492 1685 1893 2012 2138 2267 2396 2534 2430 2329

UTZ 110% 117% 117% 154% 157% 159% 163% 163% 196% 228% 260% 294% 330% 351% 373% 396% 418% 442% 424% 406%

Enrol. 786 828 862 679 677 659 686 713 717 723 736 739 760 750 741 728 712 697 691 686
UTZ 126% 133% 139% 109% 109% 106% 110% 115% 115% 116% 118% 119% 122% 121% 119% 117% 114% 112% 111% 110%

Enrol. 1416 1497 1534 1563 1579 1569 1618 1646 1841 2029 2228 2424 2653 2762 2879 2995 3108 3231 3121 3015
UTZ 118% 125% 128% 131% 132% 131% 135% 138% 154% 170% 186% 203% 222% 231% 241% 251% 260% 270% 261% 252%

* St. Catherine of Alexandria CES (CEH2) catchment includes study areas within CEH1.

* Holy Cross CES (CEH1) catchment includes study areas within CEH2.

* St. Francis of Assisi CES (CEH1) catchment includes study areas within CEH2.

1%

15 year 
Change

158%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 898

276 849

FCI FBCSchool

St. Catherine of Alexandria 
CES

4% 622

St. Brigid CES 16% 573

91%CEH2 Total (Avg. for FCI) 10% 1195 552 1747

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Georgetown South continues to develop. Developments in this area have typically proceeded at a 
slower pace than other large greenfield developments in Halton.

The Town of Halton Hills is currently undergoing a study for the Vision Georgetown area. The Town is 
expected to finalize a new secondary plan in the Spring of 2018. Vision Georgetown will be a large 
greenfield development planned for this area that seeks to develop over 6000 residential units of 
various densities based on the proposed land use concept. 53% of these units are anticipated to be low 

density and yield a high number of students. These students are holding at St. Brigid CES until a new 
elementary school is constructed.

FI ExFI

to 2019

SE

ExFI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

The construction of Georgetown West CES (CEH1) in 2013-14 
and a school boundary review for all schools in Halton Hills was 
recommended in 2013-14 to address enrolment and renewal/
repair needs at existing schools. Note that this review area was 
formerly part of CEH1.

History of Actions

New school boundaries approved for St. Brigid CES 
and St. Catherine of Alexandria CES.

Renewal projects undertaken at St. Brigid CES.

2016-17

2017-18
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Area School Profiles

CEH2 
Georgetown South, Stewarttown & Vision Georgetown Elementary

St. Brigid CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
St. Brigid CES BRID Opening Year 1996 FBC Capacity 573 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Brigid CES BRID School Site Size (ha) 2 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant 0
St. Brigid CES BRID Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BRID Toddler 15
St. Brigid CES BRID Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 849 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S 24

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES ALEX Opening Year 2001 FBC Capacity 622 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES ALEX School Site Size (ha) 2.39 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES ALEX Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 4% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BRID Toddler

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES ALEX Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 898 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Catherine of Alexandria CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
St. Brigid CES BRID Opening Year 1996 FBC Capacity 573 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Brigid CES BRID School Site Size (ha) 2 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant 0
St. Brigid CES BRID Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BRID Toddler 15
St. Brigid CES BRID Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 849 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S 24

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES ALEX Opening Year 2001 FBC Capacity 622 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES ALEX School Site Size (ha) 2.39 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES ALEX Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 4% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BRID Toddler

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES ALEX Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 898 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEH1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Cross CES

St. Francis of Assisi CES

CEH2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Brigid CES

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES

CEH3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Joseph (A) CES

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

Explore potential to increase capacity at St. Brigid CES through conversion of existing space within the school building and/or increasing portable capacity on site. If 
increasing portable capacity is not viable, explore the potential of further program re-alignments at St. Brigid CES, namely Early French Immersion.

Once development within Vision Georgetown is initiated, the first elementary school will be required by 2020-21 to accommodate students from new development. 
This elementary school will form part of a JK-Grade 12 school located along the eastern portions of the Secondary Plan. Timing will be further refined by staff once the 
Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is approved by the Town of Halton Hills.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

Following the opening of the first elementary school in Vision Georgetown in 2020-21, the second elementary school will be required for 2025-26. Timing will be 
further refined by staff once the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is approved by the Town of Halton Hills.
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CEH3
Acton, Halton Hills West & Rural Milton North Elementary 
Christ the King Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has declined over the last five years and is forecasted to continue declining 

before stabilizing in the long-term. 

• The area contains a mix of residential types in the community of Acton, along with rural 
housing in Halton Hills West. 

• There is limited development potential within this area as lands are protected by the 
Ontario Greenbelt Plan.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEH3- Halton Hills
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

St. Joseph (A) CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
St. Joseph (A) CES 5% 386 184 570 -80 -57 -22 -6 36 57 76 73 87 104 112 120 124 119 120 123 124 126 126 126 250%

Total CEH3 386 184 570 -80 -57 -22 -6 36 57 76 73 87 104 112 120 124 119 120 123 124 126 126 126 250%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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St. Joseph (A) CES Total Site Cap. CEH3 Total FBC CEH3

CEH3
Acton-Halton Hills West

Christ the King Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 466 443 408 392 350 329 310 313 299 282 274 266 262 267 266 263 262 260 260 260

UTZ 121% 115% 106% 102% 91% 85% 80% 81% 77% 73% 71% 69% 68% 69% 69% 68% 68% 67% 67% 67%

Enrol. 466 443 408 392 350 329 310 313 299 282 274 266 262 267 266 263 262 260 260 260
UTZ 121% 115% 106% 102% 91% 85% 80% 81% 77% 73% 71% 69% 68% 69% 69% 68% 68% 67% 67% 67%

* St. Francis of Assisi CES catchment includes study areas within CEH3.

-26%CEH3 Total (Avg. for FCI) 5% 386 184 570

St. Joseph (A) CES 5% 386

FCI FBCSchool
15 year 
Change

-26%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

184 570

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Limited development potential within this area as lands are protected by the Ontario Greenbelt Plan.

New development will take the form of rural housing types and infill development.

2013 LTCP Recommendations

The construction of Georgetown West CES (CEH1) in 2013-14 
and a school boundary review for all schools in Halton Hills was 
recommended in 2013-14 to address enrolment and renewal/
repair needs at existing schools. Note that this review area was 
formerly part of CEH1.

History of Actions

N/A
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Area School Profiles

CEH3 
Acton, Halton Hills West & Rural Milton North Elementary

St. Joseph (A) CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
St. Joseph (A) CES JOSA Opening Year 1977 FBC Capacity 386 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joseph (A) CES JOSA School Site Size (ha) 1.98 Portable Gr. 1 FI BRID Infant

St. Joseph (A) CES JOSA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 5% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI HLYC Toddler

St. Joseph (A) CES JOSA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 570 Gr. 9 RT KING Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEH1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Cross CES

St. Francis of Assisi CES

CEH2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Brigid CES

St. Catherine of Alexandria CES

CEH3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Joseph (A) CES

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.

St. Joseph (A) CES does not currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
If enrolment continues to decline at St. Joseph (A) CES, explore facility partnership opportunities at the school.
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5.3
Secondary Review Areas 
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Secondary Review Areas in Halton Hills

CSH1
Halton Hills & Rural Milton North Secondary
Christ the King CSS

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are  subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable  efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This  information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus .ca for additional school boundary information.
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CSH1
Halton Hills & 
Rural Milton North Secondary 
Christ the King Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has been increasing at Christ the King CSS over the past five 

years and is forecasted to continue increasing over the long-term. 

• Christ the King CSS typically sees a high retention of Grade 8 
students from feeder schools, near 97%. 
 

• The school also sees a modest intake of students from outside of 
the Board, which increases enrolment at the school. In 2017, 31% of 
the Grade 9 students did not attend a HCDSB elementary school for 
Grade 8. 

• Christ the King CSS hosts regional Extended French Immersion 
programming. 

• This area contains a mix of mature urban communities in parts of 
Georgetown, Acton; rural communities; new communities in South 
Georgetown and proposed developments in Vision Georgetown. 

• The need for one (1) Catholic Secondary School of approximately 
1000 pupil places (as a part of a JK-Grade 12 school) was identified 
within the Vision Georgetown area. The new secondary school will also 
alleviate accommodation pressures at Christ the King CSS.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CSH1 - Halton Hills
Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area

n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB AministrationChrist the King CSS

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Vision Georgetown

Non-HCDSB

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Christ the King CSS 1% 1350 378 1728 -209 -203 -213 -282 -306 -381 -378 -380 -410 -470 -523 -559 -569 -561 -583 -608 -670 -713 -700 -705 130%

Total CSH1 1350 378 1728 -209 -203 -213 -282 -306 -381 -378 -380 -410 -470 -523 -559 -569 -561 -583 -608 -670 -713 -700 -705 130%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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Christ the King CSS Total Site Cap. CSH1 Total FBC CSH1

CSH1
Halton Hills-Rural Milton North

Christ the King Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 1559 1553 1563 1632 1656 1731 1728 1730 1760 1820 1873 1909 1919 1911 1933 1958 2020 2063 2050 2055

UTZ 115% 115% 116% 121% 123% 128% 128% 128% 130% 135% 139% 141% 142% 142% 143% 145% 150% 153% 152% 152%

Enrol. 1559 1553 1563 1632 1656 1731 1728 1730 1760 1820 1873 1909 1919 1911 1933 1958 2020 2063 2050 2055
UTZ 115% 115% 116% 121% 123% 128% 128% 128% 130% 135% 139% 141% 142% 142% 143% 145% 150% 153% 152% 152%

15 year 
Change

24%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

378 1728

FCI FBCSchool

Christ the King CSS 1% 1350

24%CSH1 Total (Avg. for FCI) 1% 1350 378 1728

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Town of Halton Hills is currently undergoing a study for the Vision Georgetown area. The Town is 
expected to finalize a new secondary plan in the Spring of 2018. Vision Georgetown will be a large 
greenfield development planned for this area that seeks to develop over 6000 residential units of 
various densities based on the proposed land use concept. 53% of these units are anticipated to be low 
density and yield a high number of students.

To accommodate students from this new development, an increase in secondary capacity is required 
within this review area. The Board has identified the need for an additional 1000 secondary pupil 
places.

Georgetown South continues to develop. Developments in this area have typically proceeded at a 
slower pace than other large greenfield developments in Halton.

Outside of Vision Georgetown, any remaining development will largely occur as infill. In addition, 
the Town of Halton Hills has initiated a planning study for Downtown Georgetown that will guide 
development in the area for the next 20 years. At this time, it is uncertain of the type of housing 
envisioned for this area. 

It should be noted that if developments are high-density in nature, the Board does not expect to yield a 
large number of students.

There is limited development potential within the rural areas of Halton Hills as lands are protected by 
the Ontario Greenbelt Plan. New development will take the form of rural housing types.

ExFI ISP
to 2019
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CSH1 - Halton Hills
Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area

n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB AministrationChrist the King CSS

School Boundary

2013 LTCP Recommendations

It was recommended that enrolment be monitored, and repair/
renewal needs be addressed.

History of Actions

N/A
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Area School Profiles

CEH1 
Halton Hills & Rural Milton North Secondary 

Christ the King CSSFacility Information Tables
School Code
Christ the King CSS KING Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 1350 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Christ the King CSS KING School Site Size (ha) 6.07 Portable Infant

Christ the King CSS KING Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 414 Toddler

Christ the King CSS KING Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 1764 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant
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Renewal Project Timelines

CSB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Assumption CSS

Corpus Christi CSS

Notre Dame CSS

CSH1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Christ the King CSS

CSM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

CSM2, CSM3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Jean Vanier CSS

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School to undergo addition to increase capacity.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Explore potential to increase capacity at Christ the King CSS.

Christ the King CSS does not currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

Once development within Vision Georgetown is initiated, a new secondary school will be required by 2025-26 to accommodate students from new development and 
to alleviate enrolment pressures at Christ the King CSS. This secondary school will form part of a JK-Grade 12 school located along the eastern portions of the Secondary 
Plan. Timing will be further refined by staff once the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is approved by the Town of Halton Hills.

Explore potential for program enhancements and facility partnerships at Christ the King CSS.
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6 Milton

6.1  Municipal Overview & Enrolment Trends     

6.2  Elementary Review Areas       

6.3  Secondary Review Areas       
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6.1
Municipal Overview & Enrolment Trends 

How to read graph to the right:

This graph depicts the historical municipal population by pre-school and various school-aged 
population along with the share of the municipal population by these age groups from the 
2006 to 2016 Census. For the population, see primary vertical axis (on the left). For the 
share of population, see secondary vertical axis (on the right). Data provided by Statistics 
Canada, 2006-2016.   

From the 2006 to 2016 Census, Milton’s total population has increased from 53,945 
to 110,125, an increase of 104.2%. The population growth is largely attributed to new 
developments that have taken place in the Town, which has resulted in broad-scale increases 
in population across various age groups. The largest increase occurred in the population 
aged 18 and under, which saw an overall increase of 141% over the 10 years; followed by 
population aged 19 to 44, which saw an increase of 112%. 

As a percentage of the total population, pre-school population (children aged 3 or younger) 
has declined from being 7.1% of Milton’s population in 2006 to 6.6% of the population in 
2016. Children aged 4 to 13 has increased its share of the population from being 12.9% of 
the population in 2006 to 17.8% of the City’s population by 2016. Children aged 14 to 18 
also increased from being 5.9% of the Town’s population in 2006 to 6.1% by 2016.

Refer to Projection Methodology for more information regarding data used for enrolment 
projections.

Overall School-Aged Population Trends

Milton Population Milton Proportion
2006 2011 2016 2006 2011 2016

Pre-School Population (0-3) 3830 6925 7285 Pre-School Pop. Share (0-3) 7.10% 8.21% 6.62%
Elementary School Population (4-13) 6960 12825 19640 Elementary Pop. Share (4-13) 12.90% 15.20% 17.83%
Secondary School Population (14-18) 3165 4755 6710 Secondary Pop. Share (14-18) 5.87% 5.64% 6.09%
Population over 18 years (18+) 39990 59875 76495 Population over 18 years Share (18+) 74.14% 70.97% 69.46%
Population 19-44 22970 35395 42190 Population 19-44 42.59% 41.95% 38.31%
Population over 45 17020 24480 34305 Population over 45 31.56% 29.02% 31.15%

Total Population 53945 84380 110130 Population Change (19-44) 112.01%
Total Population in Database 53935 84365 110125 Population Change (over 45) 91.29%
Difference -10 -15 -5 Total Population Change 104.18%

Population Change (0-18) 141.0%
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The Town of Milton is one (1) of the primary growth areas of the Board, and as a result, is 
expected to generate a significant number of students over the next 15 years and onward. This 
growth is also one of the key factors that sustain the Board’s ongoing yearly increase in student 
population, moderating the effects of projected declines in older more maturing neighbourhoods.

With the exception of Holy Rosary (M) CES and Our Lady of Victory CES (CEM1), all other 
communities in Milton have within their attendance boundaries recent and or new greenfield 
developments that generate a high number of students. These include Single Family Dwellings and 
Townhomes.

As it relates to future development potential, Milton still has a generous supply of greenfield 
developments (Single Family Dwelling and Townhomes) to meet its growth targets. The largest 
areas of lands identified for future development include the Boyne Secondary Plan (CEM2C-2D), 
the Milton Education Village (CEM2D), the Milton Heights Secondary Plan (CEM1), and most 
recently the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3A).

As development continues, the need for additional capacity will be required both at the 
elementary and secondary school panels, resulting in new schools over the next 15-year period 
and beyond.
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Municipal Enrolment Trends

The total enrolment for the Town of Milton for both the elementary and 
secondary school panels are projected to increase significantly as growth 
generates new students, and demand for space. Existing communities 
(already built) are also expected to remain relatively stable overall, showing 
slight overall declines as enrolment peaks balance over time, reducing 
portable needs.

The projection period for the Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) is over 15 
years, between the 2018-2032 school years. During this time, the Board 
anticipates the following:

• Within a 15-year period, the Town of Milton’s elementary panel 
enrolment is projected to continue growing significantly, 
increasing from 6,865 students to 12,921 students, 
representing a growth of approximately 95% overall. Utilization for 
the elementary panel will increase from 110% to 206% over this 
period – thus requiring additional pupil places to house students.

• Within a 15-year period, the Town of Milton’s secondary panel 
enrolment is projected to continue growing significantly, 
increasing from 3,586 students to 6,279 students, an increase 
of approximately 94% overall. Utilization for the secondary panel 
will increase from 151% to 211% over this period – thus requiring 
additional pupil places to house students.

Total Municipal Enrolment

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Elementary 2% 6201 2484 8685 -1322 -139 -556 -737 -1111 -664 -923 -1275 -1775 -2301 -2897 -3379 -3866 -4420 -4923 -5401 -5832 -6170 -6468 -6720 505%
Secondary 8% 2349 1596 3945 408 191 -123 -445 -892 -1237 -864 -1196 -1503 -1951 -2264 -2480 -2694 -2880 -3031 -3116 -3218 -3277 -3286 -3300 270%
Total Milton 8550 4080 12630 -914 52 -679 -1182 -2003 -1901 -1787 -2471 -3278 -4252 -5161 -5859 -6560 -7300 -7954 -8517 -9050 -9447 -9754 -10020 400%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.
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Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Milton

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 5038 5539 5956 6267 6641 6865 7124 7476 7976 8502 9098 9580 10067 10621 11124 11602 12033 12371 12669 12921

UTZ 136% 103% 110% 113% 120% 111% 115% 121% 129% 137% 147% 154% 162% 171% 179% 187% 194% 200% 204% 208%

Enrol. 1941 2158 2472 2794 3241 3586 3843 4175 4482 4930 5243 5459 5673 5859 6010 6095 6197 6256 6265 6279
UTZ 83% 92% 105% 119% 138% 153% 130% 141% 152% 167% 177% 185% 192% 198% 203% 206% 209% 211% 212% 212%

Enrol. 6979 7697 8428 9061 9882 10451 10967 11651 12458 13432 14341 15039 15740 16480 17134 17697 18230 18627 18934 19200
UTZ 115% 99% 109% 115% 125% 122% 120% 127% 136% 147% 157% 164% 172% 180% 187% 193% 199% 203% 207% 210%

Total Elementary Enrolment

Total Secondary Enrolment

Milton Total                    
(Avg. for FCI)

5% 8550 4080

Panel

12630 94%

Secondary Total 8% 2349 1596 3945 94%

FCI FBC
15 year 
Change

Elementary Total 2% 6201 2484 8685 95%

Forecast (6-15 year)Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year)
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Review Areas in Milton

There are 7 elementary review areas and 3 secondary review areas in Milton.

As some review areas currently have no schools, but are expected to have future development (e.g. Milton Urban Expansion Lands in CEM3A), they have been combined with neighbouring review areas within this 
document. It should be noted that the northern rural portion of the Town of Milton falls within ERA CEH3 and SRA CSH1.

96

DRAFT

192



6.2
Elementary Review Areas 
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Elementary Review Areas in Milton

CEM1
Old Milton, Timberlea, Scott & Milton Heights Elementary
Holy Rosary (M) CES
Our Lady of Victory CES
Queen of Heaven CES

CEM2A 
Bristol Survey Elementary
Guardian Angels CES
Our Lady of Fatima CES
St. Anthony of Padua CES
St. Peter CES

CEM2B 
Sherwood Survey South Elementary
Lumen Christi CES
St. Benedict CES

CEM2C-2D 
Boyne & Milton Education Village Elementary
Milton #8 Boyne CES

CEM3A-3B
Milton Urban Expansion Lands & Rural Milton Elementary
No schools within this review area.
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CEM1
Old Milton, Timberlea, Scott & Milton Heights Elementary 
Bishop P. F. Reding & Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Overall enrolment has fluctuated over the last five years within this area, largely due to 

declines in the existing community combined with increases from new developments. 
Overall, enrolment is expected to increase over the long-term. 

• Queen of Heaven CES is projected to exceed total Site Capacity by 2018, and 
Holy Rosary (Milton) CES is forecasted to exceed Site Capacity by 2024. Both 
schools are expected to face accommodation pressures during this period. 

• Holy Rosary (M) CES hosts regional Extended French Immersion programming and Our 
Lady of Victory CES hosts regional Gifted placements.

• This review area has a mix of mature communities in Old Milton and Timberlea, newer 
communities in Scott, and planned developments in Milton Heights. 

• Remaining development will take the form of existing single-family home replacements, 
and medium and high-density intensification. 
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
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for additional school boundary information.

CEM1 - Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

Holy Rosary (M) CES Our Lady of Victory CES Queen of Heaven CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Milton Heights

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Holy Rosary (M) CES 6% 536 0 536 129 195 174 126 98 105 119 124 76 35 12 -18 -17 -29 -56 -78 -94 -93 -84 -73 -174%

Our Lady of Victory CES 13% 291 276 567 -107 70 47 36 10 5 4 -4 -13 -21 -28 -30 -26 -26 -26 -23 -20 -18 -17 -16 -260%

Queen of Heaven CES 0% 671 276 947 0 21 -90 -165 -226 -277 -295 -325 -334 -345 -353 -350 -343 -338 -324 -320 -316 -314 -312 -312 38%

Total CEM1 1498 552 2050 22 286 131 -3 -118 -167 -172 -205 -271 -331 -369 -398 -386 -393 -406 -421 -430 -425 -413 -401 240%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
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CEM1
Old Milton-Timberlea-Scott-Milton Heights

Bishop P.F. Reding and Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 407 341 362 410 438 431 417 412 460 501 524 554 553 565 592 614 630 629 620 609

UTZ 76% 84% 89% 76% 82% 80% 78% 77% 86% 93% 98% 103% 103% 105% 110% 115% 118% 117% 116% 114%

Enrol. 398 221 244 255 281 286 287 295 304 312 319 321 317 317 317 314 311 309 308 307
UTZ 137% 76% 84% 88% 97% 98% 99% 101% 104% 107% 110% 110% 109% 109% 109% 108% 107% 106% 106% 105%

Enrol. 0 650 761 836 897 948 966 996 1005 1016 1024 1021 1014 1009 995 991 987 985 983 983
UTZ 97% 113% 125% 134% 141% 144% 148% 150% 151% 153% 152% 151% 150% 148% 148% 147% 147% 146% 146%

Enrol. 805 1212 1367 1501 1616 1665 1670 1703 1769 1829 1867 1896 1884 1891 1904 1919 1928 1923 1911 1899
UTZ 115% 89% 100% 100% 108% 111% 111% 114% 118% 122% 125% 127% 126% 126% 127% 128% 129% 128% 128% 127%

* Holy Rosary (M) CES and Queen of Heaven CES catchments include rural study areas within CEM3B.

18%CEM1 Total (Avg. for FCI) 6% 1498 552 2050

Queen of Heaven CES 0% 671 276 947 10%

Our Lady of Victory CES 13% 291

Holy Rosary (M) CES 6% 536

FCI FBCSchool

9%

15 year 
Change

39%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 567

0 536

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Milton Heights development is forecasted to impact enrolment this review area. The development 
consists of a mix of low and medium-density residential uses, totaling approximately 1141 units. These 
types of development have typically yielded a high number of elementary students. Students from this 
development are anticipated to be directed to Holy Rosary (M) CES.
 
 

Medium and high-density developments may take place within the existing community in Old Milton and 
along Bronte Street South. It should be noted that the Board is not expected to yield a large number of 
students from high-density developments. However, staff will continue to monitor student yields within 
these areas to ensure projections reflect changes in housing choice.

ExFI

GI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A Pupil Accommodation Review was recommended for 2018-19 
to address declining enrolment, as well as repair/renewal needs.

History of Actions

Queen of Heaven CES opened.

Renewal and addition project undertaken at Holy 
Rosary (M) CES.

2014-15

2016-17

SE
from 2018

SE
to 2017
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Area School Profiles

CEM1 
Old Milton, Timberlea, Scott & Milton Heights Elementary 

Holy Rosary (M) CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 536 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM School Site Size (ha) 1.38 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 6% Capacity 0 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 536 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Opening Year 1984 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM School Site Size (ha) 2.62 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 13% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 567 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Opening Year 2014 FBC Capacity 671 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 947 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Our Lady of Victory CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 536 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM School Site Size (ha) 1.38 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 6% Capacity 0 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 536 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Opening Year 1984 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM School Site Size (ha) 2.62 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 13% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 567 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Opening Year 2014 FBC Capacity 671 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 947 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Queen of Heaven CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 536 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM School Site Size (ha) 1.38 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 6% Capacity 0 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

Holy Rosary (M) CES HLRM Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 536 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Opening Year 1984 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM School Site Size (ha) 2.62 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 13% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

Our Lady of Victory CES OLVM Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 567 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Opening Year 2014 FBC Capacity 671 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Queen of Heaven CES QUEN Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 947 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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ExFI SE
from 2018

GI SE
to 2017

Hub

Our Kids Network

Specialized
Programs

Woodview
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Renewal Project Timelines
CEM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (M) CES

Our Lady of Victory CES

Queen of Heaven CES

CEM2A

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Guardian Angels CES

Our Lady of Fatima CES

St. Anthony of Padua CES

St. Peter CES

CEM2B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Lumen Christi CES

St. Benedict CES

CEM2C, CEM2D

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Milton #8 Boyne CES

CEM3A, CEM3B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

No schools within this review area.

School Year for Renewal Project Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

A School Boundary Review should be conducted involving all Milton elementary schools to balance enrolment across Milton in 2018-19. French Immersion 
programming should also be reviewed at this time to address accommodation challenges at St. Benedict CES (CEM2B).

Explore potential to increase portable capacity at the Queen of Heaven CES school site to address accommodation pressures at the school.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.
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CEM2A
Bristol Survey Elementary 
Bishop P. F. Reding & Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment in this review area has been increasing at a rapid and consistent rate over the 

past ten (10) years since development began in the Bristol Survey, creating significant 
enrolment pressures on existing schools requiring the use of numerous temporary portable 
classrooms. 

• Enrolments are projected to stabilize significantly over the long-term. It should be noted 
that enrolment pressures will continue to exist at St. Anthony of Padua CES to 
2021 as total Site Capacity will be exceeded. 

• St. Peter CES will no longer require portables by 2021, Our Lady of Fatima CES will no 

longer require portables by 2023. 

• The Extended French Immersion program at Our Lady of Fatima CES was fully phased out 
by 2017, and the French Immersion program at St. Peter CES will be fully phased out by 
2022. 

• Most large-scale subdivision developments have been completed within this area, however 
lands remain available for some medium- to high-density developments within this area. 
There is a possibility that schools with available capacity within this area may serve as 
holding schools for the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3A).
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TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

CEM2A

Milton CE#9

Milton CE#10

Milton CE#11

Milton CS#3

Lumen
Christi CES Our Lady of

Fatima CES

St.
Anthony of
Padua CES

Guardian
Angels CES

Our Lady of
Victory CES

Holy
Rosary
(M) CES St. Peter CES

Queen of
Heaven CES

St.
Benedict
CES

Milton CE#8

Bishop
P. F. Reding
CSS

Jean Vanier CSS

Thomas Merton
ALC (Milton)

Esri, HERE, DeLorme, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community

0 1 2
KMs

¯

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CEM2A - Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

Guardian Angels CES Our Lady of Fatima CES St. Anthony of Padua CES St. Peter CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Remaining developments in Bristol

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Guardian Angels CES 2% 723 276 999 -74 -182 -214 -217 -225 -228 -212 -204 -189 -174 -164 -157 -138 -127 -120 -112 -104 -99 -94 -90 -60%

Our Lady of Fatima CES 1% 648 276 924 -473 -214 -208 -151 -104 -84 -87 -59 -25 2 19 45 68 75 83 83 86 90 95 98 -194%

St. Anthony of Padua CES 0% 723 276 999 -7 -136 -243 -244 -281 -287 -313 -301 -293 -272 -263 -240 -220 -227 -218 -215 -203 -197 -191 -190 -32%

St. Peter CES 4% 619 276 895 -331 -160 -117 -114 -83 -50 -36 -7 46 100 113 146 155 170 167 166 171 174 177 177 -313%

Total CEM2A 2713 1104 3817 -885 -692 -782 -726 -693 -649 -648 -571 -461 -344 -295 -206 -135 -109 -88 -78 -50 -32 -13 -5 -99%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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St. Peter CES Total Site Cap. CEM2A Total FBC CEM2A

CEM2A
Bristol Survey

Bishop P.F. Reding and Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 797 905 937 940 948 951 935 927 912 897 887 880 861 850 843 835 827 822 817 813

UTZ 144% 125% 130% 130% 131% 132% 129% 128% 126% 124% 123% 122% 119% 118% 117% 115% 114% 114% 113% 112%

Enrol. 950 862 856 799 752 732 735 707 673 646 629 603 580 573 565 565 562 558 553 550
UTZ 147% 133% 132% 123% 116% 113% 113% 109% 104% 100% 97% 93% 90% 88% 87% 87% 87% 86% 85% 85%

Enrol. 730 859 966 967 1004 1010 1036 1024 1016 995 986 963 943 950 941 938 926 920 914 913
UTZ 132% 119% 134% 134% 139% 140% 143% 142% 141% 138% 136% 133% 130% 131% 130% 130% 128% 127% 126% 126%

Enrol. 779 779 736 733 702 669 655 626 573 519 506 473 464 449 452 453 448 445 442 442
UTZ 126% 126% 119% 118% 113% 108% 106% 101% 93% 84% 82% 76% 75% 73% 73% 73% 72% 72% 71% 71%

Enrol. 3256 3405 3495 3439 3406 3362 3361 3284 3174 3057 3008 2919 2848 2822 2801 2791 2763 2745 2726 2718
UTZ 137% 126% 129% 127% 126% 124% 124% 121% 117% 113% 111% 108% 105% 104% 103% 103% 102% 101% 100% 100%

* St. Peter CES catchment includes study areas within CEM1 and CEM3A.

-27%

15 year 
Change

-14%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 924

276 999

FCI FBCSchool

Our Lady of Fatima CES 1% 648

Guardian Angels CES 2% 723

-37%

St. Anthony of Padua CES 0% 723 276 999 -9%

St. Peter CES 4% 619 276 895

-20%CEM2A Total (Avg. for FCI) 2% 2713 1104 3817

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Development of medium- and high-density housing types continue within vacant greenfield lands within 
this area.

There are some remaining single-family homes being completed in the St. Anthony of Padua and Our 
Lady of Fatima CES catchments.

It should be noted that as the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3A) develop, there is a possibility that 
schools with available capacity in this review area may serve as holding schools.

FI
to 2021

2013 LTCP Recommendations

The opening of St. Benedict CES (CEM2B) was expected to 
alleviate accommodation pressures at area schools.

History of Actions

Addition to Guardian Angels CES opened.

Addition to St. Anthony of Padua CES opened.

Ministry of Education approved a 5-room Child Care 
addition at St. Peter CES.

2014-15

2014-15

2017-18
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Area School Profiles

CEM2A 
Bristol Survey Elementary

Guardian Angels CESFacility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Opening Year 2004 FBC Capacity 723 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Guardian Angels CES GUAR School Site Size (ha) 2.54 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 2% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 999 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Opening Year 2009 FBC Capacity 648 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA School Site Size (ha) 2.809 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 924 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Opening Year 2007 FBC Capacity 723 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 999 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

St. Peter CES PETE Opening Year 2009 FBC Capacity 619 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Peter CES PETE School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant 10
St. Peter CES PETE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 4% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler 30
St. Peter CES PETE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 895 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S 48

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Our Lady of Fatima CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Opening Year 2004 FBC Capacity 723 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Guardian Angels CES GUAR School Site Size (ha) 2.54 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 2% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 999 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Opening Year 2009 FBC Capacity 648 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA School Site Size (ha) 2.809 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 924 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Opening Year 2007 FBC Capacity 723 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 999 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

St. Peter CES PETE Opening Year 2009 FBC Capacity 619 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Peter CES PETE School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant 10
St. Peter CES PETE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 4% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler 30
St. Peter CES PETE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 895 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S 48

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Anthony of Padua CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Opening Year 2004 FBC Capacity 723 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Guardian Angels CES GUAR School Site Size (ha) 2.54 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 2% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 999 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Opening Year 2009 FBC Capacity 648 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA School Site Size (ha) 2.809 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 924 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Opening Year 2007 FBC Capacity 723 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 999 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

St. Peter CES PETE Opening Year 2009 FBC Capacity 619 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Peter CES PETE School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant 10
St. Peter CES PETE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 4% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler 30
St. Peter CES PETE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 895 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S 48

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Peter CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Opening Year 2004 FBC Capacity 723 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Guardian Angels CES GUAR School Site Size (ha) 2.54 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 2% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Guardian Angels CES GUAR Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 999 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Opening Year 2009 FBC Capacity 648 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA School Site Size (ha) 2.809 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Our Lady of Fatima CES OLFA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 924 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Opening Year 2007 FBC Capacity 723 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler

St. Anthony of Padua CES ANTH Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 999 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S

St. Peter CES PETE Opening Year 2009 FBC Capacity 619 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Peter CES PETE School Site Size (ha) 0 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant 10
St. Peter CES PETE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 4% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI HLRM Toddler 30
St. Peter CES PETE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 895 Gr. 9 RT BHRD Pre.S 48

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

G
RA

M
S 

& 
FE

ED
ER

S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

G
RA

M
S 

& 
FE

ED
ER

S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

G
RA

M
S 

& 
FE

ED
ER

S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

G
RA

M
S 

& 
FE

ED
ER

S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

G
RA

M
S 

& 
FE

ED
ER

S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ESFI

to 2021

* Proposed (expected Sept. 2019)

*
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (M) CES

Our Lady of Victory CES

Queen of Heaven CES

CEM2A

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Guardian Angels CES

Our Lady of Fatima CES

St. Anthony of Padua CES

St. Peter CES

CEM2B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Lumen Christi CES

St. Benedict CES

CEM2C, CEM2D

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Milton #8 Boyne CES

CEM3A, CEM3B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

No schools within this review area.

School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

A School Boundary Review should be conducted involving all Milton elementary schools to balance enrolment across Milton in 2018-19. French Immersion 
programming should also be reviewed at this time to address accommodation challenges at St. Benedict CES (CEM2B).

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

Continue to monitor enrolments.

It should be noted that schools with available capacity within this review area may hold students from the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3A) due to its proximity to the 
area.
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CEM2B
Sherwood Survey South 
Elementary 
Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment in this review area has been increasing at a rapid and 

consistent rate over the past ten (10) years since development was 
initiated in the Sherwood Survey, creating significant enrolment pressures 
on existing schools requiring the use of numerous temporary portable 
classrooms. 

• Students from Boyne (CEM2D) are being accommodated St. Benedict 
CES. On November 21, 2016, the Ministry announced that it would 
fund the Milton #8 Boyne CES (CEM2D) that was submitted as part of 
the 2016 Capital Priorities Business Cases. A School Boundary Review 
was conducted in 2017-18 to establish new boundaries for Milton #8 
Boyne CES. The school is expected to open in September 2018 and 
expected to alleviate some accommodation pressures at that 
school. 

• St. Benedict CES currently hosts the regional French Immersion and 
Extended French Immersion programs. 

• Following the redirection of students from St. Benedict CES to Milton 
#8 Boyne CES (CEM2D), accommodation pressures continue to exist 
at the school. Enrolment will exceed Site Capacity over the long-
term. Programming shifts need to be considered Milton-wide to 
address these challenges. 

• Portables will likely be required at Lumen Christi CES from 2018. 

• Most of the low-density residential developments are nearing completion 
within this area. Additional development will be medium and high-density 
housing in nature. 
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CEM2B

Milton CE#9

Milton CE#10

Lumen
Christi CES

Our Lady of
Fatima CES

Our Lady of
Victory CES

Holy Rosary
(M) CES

Queen of
Heaven CES

St.
Benedict
CES

Milton CE#8

Jean
Vanier CSS

Thomas Merton
ALC (Milton)

0 1 2
KMs

¯The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CEM2- Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area

Lumen Christi CES St. Benedict CES

n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Remaining developments in Sherwood

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Lumen Christi CES 0% 648 276 924 -329 109 101 67 31 -7 -42 -66 -89 -113 -111 -103 -116 -116 -115 -111 -107 -102 -101 -100 -423%

St. Benedict CES 0% 671 276 947 671 288 124 -75 -331 -279 -367 -439 -509 -570 -602 -625 -635 -650 -645 -639 -630 -624 -618 -616 86%

Total CEM2B 1319 552 1871 342 397 225 -8 -300 -286 -409 -505 -598 -683 -713 -728 -751 -766 -760 -750 -737 -726 -719 -716 139%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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CEM2B
Sherwood Survey South

Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 977 539 547 581 617 655 690 714 737 761 759 751 764 764 763 759 755 750 749 748

UTZ 151% 83% 84% 90% 95% 101% 106% 110% 114% 117% 117% 116% 118% 118% 118% 117% 117% 116% 116% 115%

Enrol. 0 383 547 746 1002 950 1038 1110 1180 1241 1273 1296 1306 1321 1316 1310 1301 1295 1289 1287
UTZ 57% 82% 111% 149% 142% 155% 165% 176% 185% 190% 193% 195% 197% 196% 195% 194% 193% 192% 192%

Enrol. 977 922 1094 1327 1619 1605 1728 1824 1917 2002 2032 2047 2070 2085 2079 2069 2056 2045 2038 2035
UTZ 151% 70% 83% 101% 123% 122% 131% 138% 145% 152% 154% 155% 157% 158% 158% 157% 156% 155% 155% 154%

* St. Benedict CES catchment includes study areas within CEM3B. School boundaries were established for Milton #8 Boyne CES in January 2018, which resulted in the redirection of Boyne students to Milton #8 Boyne CES for 2018.

26%CEM2B Total (Avg. for FCI) 0% 1319 552 1871

St. Benedict CES 0% 671

Lumen Christi CES 0% 648

FCI FBCSchool

28%

15 year 
Change

21%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 947

276 924

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Greenfield development remains within both catchments, however most of the subdivisions within this 
area are near completion. These developments will continue to impact enrolment within both school 
catchments.

Remaining lands will be developed as medium- and high-density residential uses. It should be noted 
that the Board is not expected to yield a large number of students from high-density developments. 
However, staff will continue to monitor student yields within these areas to ensure projections reflect 

changes in housing choice.

It should be noted that following the redirection of the Boyne area (CEM2C-2D) to Milton #8 Boyne CES 
(CEM2D), majority of the accommodation pressures at St. Benedict CES will be due to the result of 
programming, not new growth.

FI ExFI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

It was noted that the opening of St. Benedict CES and Milton #8 
Boyne CES (CEM2D) would alleviate accommodation pressures 
over the long term.

History of Actions

St. Benedict CES opened.

A School Boundary Review was conducted to 
establish new boundaries for Milton #8 Boyne 
CES (CEM2D). The Boyne area (CEM2C-2D) will be 
redirected to the new school starting in September 
2018.

2014-15

2017-18
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Area School Profiles

CEM2B 
Sherwood Survey South Elementary

Lumen Christi CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
Lumen Christi CES LUMN Opening Year 2011 FBC Capacity 648 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Lumen Christi CES LUMN School Site Size (ha) 2.402 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Lumen Christi CES LUMN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Lumen Christi CES LUMN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 924 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

St. Benedict CES BENE Opening Year 2014 FBC Capacity 671 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Benedict CES BENE School Site Size (ha) 2.54 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

St. Benedict CES BENE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

St. Benedict CES BENE Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 947 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

FA
CI

LI
TY

PR
O

GR
AM

S 
& 

FE
ED

ER
S

CO
M

M
UN

IT
Y 

US
ES

St. Benedict CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
Lumen Christi CES LUMN Opening Year 2011 FBC Capacity 648 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Lumen Christi CES LUMN School Site Size (ha) 2.402 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Lumen Christi CES LUMN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Lumen Christi CES LUMN Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 924 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

St. Benedict CES BENE Opening Year 2014 FBC Capacity 671 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Benedict CES BENE School Site Size (ha) 2.54 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

St. Benedict CES BENE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

St. Benedict CES BENE Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 947 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (M) CES

Our Lady of Victory CES

Queen of Heaven CES

CEM2A

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Guardian Angels CES

Our Lady of Fatima CES

St. Anthony of Padua CES

St. Peter CES

CEM2B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Lumen Christi CES

St. Benedict CES

CEM2C, CEM2D

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Milton #8 Boyne CES

CEM3A, CEM3B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

No schools within this review area.

School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

A School Boundary Review should be conducted involving all Milton elementary schools to balance enrolment across Milton in 2018-19. French Immersion 
programming should also be reviewed at this time to address accommodation challenges at St. Benedict CES (CEM2B).

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.
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CEM2C-2D
Boyne & Milton Education Village Elementary 
Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Greenfield development will continue to occur within the Boyne Secondary Plan over the 

long-term and is forecasted to impact enrolment in the community. 

• Enrolment is projected to increase significantly over time as development continues in 
the Boyne Secondary Plan.  St. Benedict CES (CEM2B) has been the holding school for 
students within this area. On November 21, 2016, the Ministry announced that it would 
fund the Milton #8 Boyne CES that was submitted as part of the 2016 Capital Priorities 
Business Cases. The school is expected to open in September 2018. At which point, 
Milton #8 Boyne CES will become the holding school for certain areas in Boyne until 
additional Catholic Elementary Schools are introduced in the area.

• Milton #8 Boyne CES is projected to exceed Site Capacity by 2021. At which 
point, an additional elementary school will be needed within the community. 

• As a part of the school boundary review for Milton #8 Boyne CES, holding areas were 
designated for Milton #9 (Walker), Milton #10 (Cobban) and Milton #11 (Bowes) Catholic 
Elementary Schools.  

• In addition, development is planned in the Milton Education Village. It is expected that 
new schools in Boyne will have sufficient capacity to accommodate students from this 
development.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CEM2C & CEM2D - Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

Milton #8 CES St. Benedict CES

School Boundary

* Location of planned Milton #3 CSS is currently being finalized.
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Boyne

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Milton #8 Boyne CES 0% 671 276 947 0 0 0 0 0 438 306 6 -445 -943 -1520 -2047 -2594 -3152 -3669 -4152 -4615 -4987 -5323 -5598

Total CEM2C, CEM2D 671 276 947 0 0 0 0 0 438 306 6 -445 -943 -1520 -2047 -2594 -3152 -3669 -4152 -4615 -4987 -5323 -5598

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Milton #8 Boyne CES Total Site Cap. CEM2C, 2D Total FBC CEM2C, 2D

CEM2C, CEM2D
Boyne-Milton Education Village

Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 0 0 0 0 0 233 365 665 1116 1614 2191 2718 3265 3823 4340 4823 5286 5658 5994 6269

UTZ 35% 54% 99% 166% 241% 327% 405% 487% 570% 647% 719% 788% 843% 893% 934%

Enrol. 0 0 0 0 0 233 365 665 1116 1614 2191 2718 3265 3823 4340 4823 5286 5658 5994 6269
UTZ 35% 54% 99% 166% 241% 327% 405% 487% 570% 647% 719% 788% 843% 893% 934%

* Milton #8 Boyne CES opens in 2018. School boundaries were established for the new school in January 2018, which resulted in the redirection of existing students at St. Benedict CES to Milton #8 Boyne CES for 2018.

CEM2C, CEM2D Total 
(Avg. for FCI)

0% 671 276 947

Milton #8 Boyne CES 0% 671

FCI FBCSchool
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 947

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Boyne Secondary Plan spans most of this review area and contains many low and medium-density 
units. Approximately 16,900 units are expected within this area. The Board has typically yielded a 
high number of elementary students from the most recent new developments in Milton (Bristol and 
Sherwood Surveys). These trends are expected to continue.

In addition, the Town of Milton is currently undergoing secondary planning for the Milton Education 
Village that is focused around the proposed Wilfred Laurier University campus. This development 
is expected to contain more high-density units that Boyne and is expected to yield lower number of 
students based on past trends. Therefore, it is expected that these students would be housed in future 

elementary schools in the Boyne community, namely Milton #9 CES.

The Town is also undergoing studies for the expansion of its urban boundary south and east, known 
as the Milton Urban Expansion Lands. These lands are within CEM3A, however students from this 
development will be held at Milton #11 CES and schools in CEM2A where space is available (e.g. St. 
Peter CES), until schools are introduced in that area.

2013 LTCP Recommendations

Milton #8 Boyne CES was recommended to open to address 
residential growth within this area.

History of Actions

A School Boundary Review was conducted to 
establish new boundaries for Milton #8 Boyne 
CES. The Boyne area will be redirected from St. 
Benedict CES (CEM2B) to the new school starting in 
September 2018.

Milton #8 Boyne CES (yet to be named) is scheduled 
to open.

2018-19

2020-21

2022-23

2024-25

Based on enrolment projections, additional elementary schools will 
be needed as indicated in the draft timeline below:

Milton #9 or #10 CES
(TBD based on timing of development in area)

Milton #9 or #10 CES
(TBD based on timing of development in area) 

Milton #11 CES

2017-18
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Area School Profiles

CEM2C-2D 
Boyne & Milton Education Village Elementary

Milton #8 Boyne CES (scheduled to open Sept. 2018)Facility Information Tables
School Code
Milton #8 Boyne CES MIL8 Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 671 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Milton #8 Boyne CES MIL8 School Site Size (ha) 2.81 Portable Gr. 1 FI BENE Infant

Milton #8 Boyne CES MIL8 Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BENE Toddler

Milton #8 Boyne CES MIL8 Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 947 Gr. 9 RT JEAN Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (M) CES

Our Lady of Victory CES

Queen of Heaven CES

CEM2A

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Guardian Angels CES

Our Lady of Fatima CES

St. Anthony of Padua CES

St. Peter CES

CEM2B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Lumen Christi CES

St. Benedict CES

CEM2C, CEM2D

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Milton #8 Boyne CES

CEM3A, CEM3B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

No schools within this review area.

School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

N/A

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

As development proceeds within the Boyne Secondary Plan and Milton Education Village, the next elementary school (Milton #9 or #10 CES) will be required by 
2020-21 to accommodate students from new development. Following that, the third elementary school (Milton #9 or #10 CES) in Boyne will be required by 2022-
23. The timing of development in Walker and Cobden will continue to be monitored to determine whether Milton #9 or #10 CES will be the next school required in Boyne.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

As development proceeds within the Boyne Secondary Plan and Milton Urban Expansion Lands, the fourth elementary school (Milton #11 CES) will be required by 
2024-25 to accommodate students from new development. It should be noted that schools with available capacity within CEM2A may also hold students from the Milton 
Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3A) due to its proximity to the area, which may impact the timing of Milton #11 CES.
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CEM3A-3B
Milton Urban Expansion Lands & 
Rural Milton Elementary 
Bishop P. F. Reding & Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• There are currently no schools within these review areas. Students are 

being housed at Holy Rosary (M) CES (CEM1), Queen of Heaven 
CES (CEM1), St. Benedict CES (CEM2B) and St. Peter CES 
(CEM2A). 

• Currently this review area contains housing that is rural in nature. 

• Milton #9 (Walker) CES (CEM2D) and Milton #11 (Bowes) CES 
(CEM2C) are designated as holding schools for some areas once 
these schools are introduced. 

• Lands in CEM3A are designated as a part of the Milton Urban 
Expansion Lands, which will see significant residential development 
within the medium- to beyond the 15-year timeframe. The Board has 
indicated that 5 elementary school sites will be needed to accommodate 
students within this area.

CI
TY

 O
F 

M
IS

SI
S

SA
U

GA

TO
W

N
 O

F 
O

AK
VI

LL
E

CI
TY

 O
F 

H
AM

IL
TO

N
CI

TY
 O

F 
B

UR
LI

NG
TO

N

TO
W

N
SH

IP
 O

F 
P

US
LI

N
CH

TO
W

N
 O

F 
M

IL
TO

N

TOWNSHIP OF GUELPH/ERAMOSA

TOWN OF MILTON

TOWN OF ERIN

TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

TO
W

N
 O

F 
HA

LT
O

N 
H

IL
LS

TO
W

N
 O

F 
CA

LE
D

O
N

TO
W

N
 O

F 
HA

LT
O

N 
H

IL
LS

CI
TY

 O
F 

B
RA

M
PT

O
N

TO
W

N
 O

F 
HA

LT
O

N 
HI

LL
S

CI
TY

 O
F 

M
IS

S
IS

SA
U

GA

CI
TY

 O
F 

H
AM

IL
TO

N
TO

W
N

 O
F 

M
IL

TO
N

CITY O F HAM ILTO N
CITY O F BU RLI NG TO N

n n

n
nn

n n nn

n

n

HCDSB Board
Office

£¤403

£¤401

£¤407

NO 15 SIDE RD
NO 15 SIDE RD NO 15 SIDE RD

TR
AF

AL
GA

R
RD

TR
AF

AL
GA

R 
RD

FAIRVI EW ST

REID  SIDE RD

NO 8 SIDE RD

RE
GI

ON
AL

RD
2 5

TR
EM

AI
NE

 R
D

TR
EM

AI
NE

 R
D

DO RVAL DR

NO 3 SIDE RD

BRITANNIA RD BRITANNIA RD

DU
BL

IN
 LI

NE

CORNWALL RD

ES
Q

U
ES

IN
G 

LI
NE

MAIN ST E

AP
P L

E B
Y

L I
N E

AP
PL

EB
Y 

LI
NE

M
OUN TAINSIDE DR

W
IN

ST
O

N 
CH

UR
CH

IL
L 

BL
VD

W
AL

KE
R'

S L
IN

E

W
AL

KE
R'

S L
IN

E

SI
XT

H
 L

IN
E

SI
XT

H
 L

IN
E

QUEEN ST

NO 10 SIDE RD

SIX
TH

LIN
E

SI
XT

H
 L

IN
E

M
AI

N
 S

T N

NO 2 SIDE RD

TH
O

M
P S

O
N

RD
S

MAPLE AVE

SH
E R

W

OODH TS DR

BR
O

NT
E 

ST
 S

GU
EL

PH
 L

IN
E

GU
EL

PH
 L

IN
E

GU
EL

PH
 L

IN
E

STEELES AVE

BR
AN

T 
ST

M
ILL ST W

TH
IR

D 
LI

NE

TW
IS

S R
D

NO 2 7 SIDE RD

NO 17 SIDE RD

CE
DA

R
SP

RI
NG

S
RD

BR
O

NT
E 

RD

K ILBRIDE ST

N
EY

AG
AW

A
B L

VD

FO RD
DR

GUELPH ST

STEELES AVE W

GU
EL

PH
 L

IN
E WILDWOOD R D

RO YAL WINDSOR DR

HARVESTER RD

DERRY RD DERRY RD DERRY RD

UPPER MIDDLE RD W

FO
U

RT
H 

LI
NE

FO
U

RT
H 

LI
NE

DUNDAS ST W

DA
RK

W
OO

D 
RD

EI
GH

TH
 LI

NE

S SERVICERD W

KI
N

G 
RD

SPEERS RD

STEELES AVE E

NO 1 SIDE RD

NO 5 SIDE RD

HWY 7

HWY 7

FI
FT

H 
LI

NE

M
IL

BU
RO

UG
H 

LI
NE

FO
U

RT
H 

LI
NE

BU
RL

O
AK

 D
R

M
O

U
NT

AI
NV

IE
W

 R
D 

S

UP PE R MIDDLE RD

M
CN

IV
EN

 R
D

TR
AF

AL
GA

R 
RD

PLAINS RD E

DUNDAS ST E

TH
I R

D LINE

LOWER BASE LINE

WYECROFT RD

FI
RS

T 
LI

NE

FI
RS

T 
LI

NE

UPPER MIDDLE RD E

EI
GH

TH
 L

IN
E

DUNDAS ST

MAINWAY

NA
SS

AG
AW

EY
A-

ES
Q

UE
SI

NG
 T

OW
NL

IN
E

BURNHAMTHORPE RD W

FI
FT

H 
LI

NE

FI
FT

H 
LI

NE

SSERVICE RD E

HO
RN

BY
 R

D

TW
IS

S 
RD

N
SE RVI CE RD

N SERVICE RD

SSERVICE RD

LOWER BASE LINE W LOWER BASE LINE E

BRITANNIA RD

CONSERVATION RD

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 R

D 
25

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 R

D 
25

TE
NT

H 
LI

NE

SE
CO

N
D 

LI
NE

SE
CO

N
D 

LI
NE

LO W ER BASE LINE W

LIMESTONE RD

SI
XT

H
 L

IN
E

FI
FT

H 
LI

NE

NO 10 SIDE RD

NO 22 SIDE RD

NO 14 SIDE RD

FI
FT

H 
LI

NE

N SERVICE RD E

DU
BL

IN
 LI

NE

CAMPBELLVILLE RD

FO
U

RT
H 

LI
NE

FO
U

RT
H 

LI
NE

BE
LL

 S
CH

O
OL

 L
IN

E

EI
GH

TH
 LI

NE

E I
G

HT
H

LI
N

ENO 25 SIDE RD NO 25 SIDE RD

BURNHAMTHORPE RD E

F A
LLB

RO

O
K

TR

NO 20 SIDE RD

AUBURN RD

ARKELL RD

COLLING RD

NI
NT

H 
LI

NE

NO 30 SIDE RD

BO
ST

O
N 

CH
UR

CH
 R

D

PE
RU

 R
D

BL
IN

D 
LI

NE

NI
NT

H 
LI

NE

K ELSO RD

NO

4

SID
E

RD

NI
NT

H 
LI

NE

SI
XT

H
 L

IN
E

FI
RS

T 
LI

NE

THIRD

LI
NE

Thomas
Merton ALC
(Burlington)

M9

L16

L18

M21

K2 0
J20

I38

Z21

Z19

Z22
P32 Z33

Z10

Z18Z17
P33P31P30

Z11 Z13
Z12 Z14 Z15 Z16

Z24

Z27

Z28

Z25

Z32

Z31

P34

S21

J5
H10

I15

H23

H39

I37

Z29

O9 R10

X14

Y21

W23

V20

U17

T21 W24

P19

P20
S17

P25

V42 V35

V40

V34

P38

V37

P46O58

I70

H89

V80

U77

V74

P36
P39

V47

V41

V52
V57

V51 V59

K40

P37

V58

V56

P53 V36

V44

V43

O54

O49

O53

Q4 8

O52

P48

P55

V29V39

V46 V30

P50
P42

T25

V17
U19

V19

U22

U24
W25

W26 W20

P40

O51

O57

O56
O55

W22

U16

N9L9K8
K9J7

J12

I4I8

G8B

G7

G5

I7

E14

D12

D10

E6

G22

V14
W11

W14 Y20

P26P27O21

P10

O20

O18

Q10

P22

P28

P24
P23

S19
S18

S20

S1 5

U14

T20

I39 I36

M22

G18

J24

J25 J21

K26

K21

K24

K16J18

J16

G10

H19
H16

G19

H24

I18

H17

H15

G20

F18

G21
H14

H40

K38

J38

P35
V31

O50

Q74O72

H42

I76

V81

W80
U76

U79

V76
U74

V71 V69

V73

V70
W72

X71

V79

U45

W74

X72

W75

U78

R80 S80

O76

P91

O90

P90

R84

O95

Z30

U20 U21

S90

S84

V50

W83

Notre
Dame CSS

Bishop P. F.
Reding CSS

Holy
Trinity
CSS

Jean
Vanier CSS

St. Mary CES

Lumen
Christi CES

St. Mark CES

St. Teresa of
Calcutta CES

St. Elizabeth
Seton CES

Our Lady of
Peace CES

St. Gregory
the Great CESTO

W
N

 O
F 

O
AK

VI
LL

E

CI
TY

 O
F 

BU
RL

IN
G

TO
N

TOWN OF OAKVILLE

TOWN OF MILTON

CITY OF BURLINGTON

TOWN OF MILTON

TO
W

N
 O

F 
M

IL
TO

N
TO

W
N

 O
F 

H
AL

TO
N

 H
IL

LS

CEM3B

CEM3B

CEM3A

North
Oakville CE#1

North
Oakville

CE#3 North
Oakville
CE#4

North
Oakville
CE#5

Milton CE#9

Milton CE#10 Milton CE#11Milton CS#3

Vision
Georgetown #1

Vision
Georgetown #2

St. John
Paul II CES

St. Anne CES

Holy Cross CES

Sacred
Heart of
Jesus CES

St. Vincent CES

St. Francis
of Assisi CES

St.
Michael CES

Our
Lady
of Fatima CES

St. Timothy CES

St. Matthew
CES

St. Joseph (O) CES

St.
Anthony of
Padua CES

Guardian Angels
CES

St. John
(O)
CES

St. Christopher
CES

St. Marguerite
d'Youville CES

St. Gabriel
CES

St. Luke CES

Our Lady of
Victory CES

St. Brigid CES

Holy Family
CES

St. Andrew CES

Holy
Rosary
(M) CES

St. Joan of
Arc CES

St. John (B) CES

St. Bernadette CES

St. Catherine of
Alexandria CES

St. Joseph
(A) CES

Canadian
Martyrs CES

St. Peter CES

Queen of Heaven CES

St. Benedict CES

Georgetown West CES

Milton CE#8

Acton
East CE#1

St. Ignatius
of Loyola CSS

Christ the King CSS

Corpus
Christi CSS

Thomas Merton
ALC (Oakville)

Thomas
Merton

ALC (Milton)

Esri , HE RE, DeLorme, Mapmy India, © OpenStreetMap c ontributors, and the GIS user community

0 1 2
KMs

¯The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Re gion assumes no responsibility or liability for its  use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information,  and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness , or use fulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEM3A & CEM3B - Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area

Holy Rosary (M) Catholic Elementary School

Queen of Heaven Catholic Elementary School

St. Benedict Catholic Elementary School

St. Peter Catholic Elementary School

School Boundary
n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Amin istration

* Location of planned Milton #3 CSS is currently being finalized.
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Milton Urban Expansion (new schools)

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032

Total CEM3A, CEM3B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Total Site Cap. CEM3A, 3B Total FBC CEM3A, 3B

CEM3A, CEM3B
Rural Milton-Milton Urban Expansion Lands

Bishop P.F. Reding and Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

UTZ

* There are no elementary schools within CEM3A and CEM3B. Students are directed to Holy Rosary (M) CES and Queen of Heaven CES in CEM1; St. Peter CES in CEM2A; and St. Benedict CES in CEM2B.

CEM3A, CEM3B Total 
(Avg. for FCI)

0 0 0

FCI FBCSchool
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Town is also undergoing studies for the expansion of its urban boundary south and east, known 
as the Milton Urban Expansion Lands. These lands are within CEM3A, however students from this 
development will be held at Milton #11 CES (CEM2C) and schools in CEM2A where space is available 
(e.g. St. Peter CES), until schools are introduced in that area. The Board has indicated that 5 
elementary school sites will be needed to accommodate students within this area.

 

The remaining areas are rural in nature. Any new developments will take the form of rural estate 
homes. A large portion of the lands in CEM3B are protected under Ontario’s Greenbelt Plan and have 
very limited development potential.

2013 LTCP Recommendations

N/A

History of Actions

N/A
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Area School Profiles

CEM3A-3B 
Milton Urban Expansion Lands & Rural Milton Elementary

There are no schools within this review area.
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Rosary (M) CES

Our Lady of Victory CES

Queen of Heaven CES

CEM2A

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Guardian Angels CES

Our Lady of Fatima CES

St. Anthony of Padua CES

St. Peter CES

CEM2B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Lumen Christi CES

St. Benedict CES

CEM2C, CEM2D

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Milton #8 Boyne CES

CEM3A, CEM3B

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

No schools within this review area.

School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

N/A

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

Once development proceeds within the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3A), 5 new elementary schools will be required within the area. Preliminary indicators are 
that development will be initiated by 2021. As the Town of Milton is currently undergoing secondary planning for the area, timing of new schools will be determined once 
additional details are available.

N/A

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

Development in CEM3A will result in the need for new elementary schools within the area. As the Town of Milton is currently undergoing secondary planning for the area, 
timing of new schools will be determined once additional details are available.
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6.3
Secondary Review Areas 
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Secondary Review Areas in Milton

CSM1 
Old Milton, Bristol Survey North & Rural Milton West Secondary
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

CSM2-3
Milton South & Milton Urban Expansion Lands Secondary
Jean Vanier CSS

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Re gion assumes no responsibility or liability for its  use or accuracy. Propose d roads  are  subje ct to  change. It is the intention of the HCD SB to provide  up-to-date and accurate information,  
and reasonable  e fforts have bee n made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This  information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCD SB assumes  no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness ,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the  P lanning Service s Department at 9 05-632-6300  or vis it www.haltonbus.ca for additional school boundary information.
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CSM1
Old Milton, Bristol Survey North & 
Rural Milton West Secondary
Bishop P. F. Reding Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has been increasing at Bishop P. F. Reding CSS for the last 

five years. It is forecasted to continue increasing then stabilize over FBC 
over the long-term. It should be noted that high enrolment in the medium- 
term may not be accommodated using portables due to potential site 
restrictions. 

• The school typically sees a high retention of Grade 8 students from 
feeder schools, near 95%. 

• The school also sees a high intake of students from outside of the 
Board, which increases enrolment at the school. In 2017, 49% of the 
Grade 9 students did not attend a HCDSB elementary school for 
Grade 8. 

• The availability of the new Advanced Placement (AP) program is 
attracting students to the school. The school also hosts regional 
Extended French Immersion programming, which is a significant draw to 
the schools. 

• On January 19, 2018, the Ministry announced that it would fund a 
29-classroom addition and a 4-room Child Care Centre to Bishop 
P. F. Reding CES that was submitted as part of the 2017 Capital 
Priorities Business Cases. This will increase the FBC of the school from 
912 to 1542. 

• This area includes a mix of mature neighbourhoods in Old Milton and 
Timberlea; rural housing in Halton Hills South, Milton West; recent 
developments in Scott and planned new developments in Milton Heights. 

• In addition, there are some new medium and high-density developments 
in Old Milton.
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¯The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CSM1-Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area

Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Portable Capacity

Non-HCDSB

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS 20% 912 1008 1920 -440 -355 -461 -558 -734 -890 -969 -1041 -1025 -1042 -1062 -1071 -1055 -1032 -994 -923 -880 -849 -843 -835 14%

Total CSM1 912 1008 1920 -440 -355 -461 -558 -734 -890 -969 -1041 -1025 -1042 -1062 -1071 -1055 -1032 -994 -923 -880 -849 -843 -835 14%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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Bishop P. F. Reding CSS Total Site Cap. CSM1 Total FBC CSM1

CSM1
Old Milton-Bristol Survey North-Rural Milton West

Bishop P.F. Reding Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 1352 1267 1373 1470 1646 1802 1881 1953 1937 1954 1974 1983 1967 1944 1906 1835 1792 1761 1755 1747

UTZ 148% 139% 151% 161% 180% 198% 122% 127% 126% 127% 128% 129% 128% 126% 124% 119% 116% 114% 114% 113%

Enrol. 1352 1267 1373 1470 1646 1802 1881 1953 1937 1954 1974 1983 1967 1944 1906 1835 1792 1761 1755 1747
UTZ 148% 139% 151% 161% 180% 198% 122% 127% 126% 127% 128% 129% 128% 126% 124% 119% 116% 114% 114% 113%

* Bishop P. F. Reding CSS catchment includes a study areas within CS06.

* Bishop P. F. Reding CSS increases to 1542 pupil places in 2019 due to a 29-classroom addition.

6%CSM1 Total (Avg. for FCI) 20% 912 1008 1920

Bishop P. F. Reding CSS 20% 912

FCI FBCSchool
15 year 
Change

6%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

1008 1920

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Milton Heights development is forecasted to impact enrolment at area schools. The development 
consists of a mix of low and medium-density residential uses. These types of development have 
typically yielded a high number of elementary students. 
 
 

Medium and high-density developments may take place within the existing community. It should 
be noted that the Board is not expected to yield a large number of students from high-density 
developments. However, staff will continue to monitor student yields within these areas to ensure 
projections reflect changes in housing choice.

ExFI ISP
to 2019
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CSM1-Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area

Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

School Boundary

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A new secondary school was recommended for 2019-20 to 
address enrolment growth in Milton. It should be noted that all 
of Milton Secondary was part of CSM1 at the time of the 2013 
LTAP. It is currently split into three secondary review areas.

History of Actions

The Ministry announced funding for a 29-classroom 
addition and a 4-room Child Care Centre (replacing 
existing 3-room Child Care Centre) to Bishop P. F. 
Reding CSS, which is scheduled to be complete for 
2019-20.

2017-18

AP
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Area School Profiles

CSM1 
Old Milton, Bristol Survey North & Rural Milton West Secondary

Bishop P. F. Reding CSSFacility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Bishop P. F. Reding CSS BHRD Opening Year 1988 FBC Capacity 912 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Bishop P. F. Reding CSS BHRD School Site Size (ha) 8.09 Portable Infant 10
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS BHRD Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 20% Capacity 1104 Toddler 15 [30]
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS BHRD Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 2016 Pre.S 16 [24]

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CSB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Assumption CSS

Corpus Christi CSS

Notre Dame CSS

CSH1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Christ the King CSS

CSM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

CSM2, CSM3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Jean Vanier CSS

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School to undergo addition to increase capacity.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

Bishop P. F. Reding CSS Lighting Upgrade
   Mechanical System 
   School Refresh
   Classroom and Child Care Addition

* Additional information available in Staff Report 9.1 “Proposed 2018 Facility Renewal Projects”  
   from December 19, 2017 Board Meeting.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

An interim School Boundary Review may be required for one year to address increasing enrolment at Jean Vanier CSS. This review will seek to temporarily redirect 
students from the current Jean Vanier CSS catchment to Bishop P. F. Reding CSS until Milton #3 CSS is constructed. Enrolment will continue to be monitored.

Bishop P. F. Reding CSS does not currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.
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CSM2-3
Milton South & 
Milton Urban Expansion Lands 
Secondary 
Bishop P. F. Reding & Jean Vanier 
Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has been increasing at Jean Vanier CSS (CEM2) since it first 

opened in 2013 and is forecasted to continue increasing over the long-
term. It should be noted that Site Capacity is projected to be exceeded 
by 2020. 

• The school typically sees a high retention of Grade 8 students from 
feeder schools, near 94%.  

• The school also sees a high intake of students from outside of the 
Board, which increases enrolment at the school. In 2017, 54% of the 
Grade 9 students did not attend a HCDSB elementary school for 
Grade 8. These students may be from new development or from co-
terminus boards. 

• Currently there are no secondary schools in CEM3. Students from this 
review area are being held at Jean Vanier CSS in CEM2. The Boyne East 
Tertiary Plan does designate a Catholic Secondary School site in 
CEM3 (Milton #3 CSS). The timing of this school would be contingent 
upon site acquisition and Ministry funding approvals.  

• The need for an additional Catholic Secondary School has been identified 
within the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3). 

• These areas contain largely recently developed communities, as well as 
planned developments in Boyne. Proposed developments in the Milton 
Education Village (CEM2) and Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3) also 
fall within these review areas.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CSM 2 & CSM 3 - Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area

School Boundary n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB AministrationJean Vanier CSS Bishop P. F. Reding CSS
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Boyne

Non-HCDSB

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Jean Vanier CSS 0% 1437 588 2025 848 546 338 113 -158 -347 -525 -785 -1108 -1539 -1832 -2039 -2269 -2478 -2667 -2823 -2968 -3058 -3073 -3095 1859%

Total CS07 1437 588 2025 848 546 338 113 -158 -347 -525 -785 -1108 -1539 -1832 -2039 -2269 -2478 -2667 -2823 -2968 -3058 -3073 -3095 1859%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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Jean Vanier CSS Total Site Cap. CSM2, CSM3 Total FBC CSM2, CSM3

CSM2, CSM3
Sherwood Survey-Boyne-Milton Education Village-Milton Urban Expansion Lands

Jean Vanier Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 589 891 1099 1324 1595 1784 1962 2222 2545 2976 3269 3476 3706 3915 4104 4260 4405 4495 4510 4532

UTZ 41% 62% 76% 92% 111% 124% 137% 155% 177% 207% 227% 242% 258% 272% 286% 296% 307% 313% 314% 315%

Enrol. 589 891 1099 1324 1595 1784 1962 2222 2545 2976 3269 3476 3706 3915 4104 4260 4405 4495 4510 4532
UTZ 41% 62% 76% 92% 111% 124% 137% 155% 177% 207% 227% 242% 258% 272% 286% 296% 307% 313% 314% 315%

* There are no secondary schools within CSM3. Students within CSM3 are directed to  Bishop P. F. Reding CSS in CSM1 and Jean Vanier CSS in CSM2.

15 year 
Change

184%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

588 2025

FCI FBCSchool

Jean Vanier CSS 0% 1437

184%
CSM2, CSM3 Total     
(Avg. for FCI)

0% 1437 588 2025

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Boyne Secondary Plan spans both review areas and contains many low and medium-density units. 
The Board has typically yielded a high number of secondary students from these types of units in the 
most recent new developments in Milton (Bristol and Sherwood Surveys). These trends are expected to 
continue. It should be noted that a Catholic Secondary School site (Milton #3 CSS) is designated within 
the Boyne East Tertiary Plan (CEM3). 
 
 

In addition, the Town of Milton is currently undergoing secondary planning for the Milton Education 
Village (CEM2) that is focused around the new Wilfred Laurier University campus. This development 
is expected to contain more high-density units that Boyne and is expected to yield lower number of 
students based on past trends. 

The Town is also undergoing studies for the expansion of its urban boundary south and east, known 
as the Milton Urban Expansion Lands. The need for an additional Catholic Secondary School has been 
identified within the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3).
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CSM 2 & CSM 3 - Milton
Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area

School Boundary n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB AministrationJean Vanier CSS Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A new secondary school was recommended for 2019-20 to 
address enrolment growth in Milton. It should be noted that all 
of Milton Secondary was part of CSM1 at the time of the 2013 
LTAP. It is currently split into three secondary review areas.

History of Actions

Jean Vanier CSS opened.2013-14

2020-21

Based on enrolment projections, additional secondary schools will 
be required as outlined below:

Milton #3 CSS
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Area School Profiles

CSM2-3 
Milton South & Milton Urban Expansion Lands Secondary

Jean Vanier CSSFacility Information Tables
School Code
Jean Vanier CSS JEAN Opening Year 2013 FBC Capacity 1437 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Jean Vanier CSS JEAN School Site Size (ha) 7.27 Portable Infant

Jean Vanier CSS JEAN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 644 Toddler

Jean Vanier CSS JEAN Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 2081 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CSB1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Assumption CSS

Corpus Christi CSS

Notre Dame CSS

CSH1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Christ the King CSS

CSM1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Bishop P. F. Reding CSS

CSM2, CSM3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Jean Vanier CSS

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School to undergo addition to increase capacity.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

An interim School Boundary Review may be required for one year to address increasing enrolment at Jean Vanier CSS. This review will seek to temporarily redirect 
students from the current Jean Vanier CSS catchment to Bishop P. F. Reding CSS until Milton #3 CSS is constructed. Enrolment will continue to be monitored.

As development within the Boyne Secondary Plan continues to proceed, Milton #3 CSS (CSM3) will be required for 2020-21.

Jean Vanier CSS does not currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

Once development proceeds within the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CSM3), a new secondary school will be required within the area. Preliminary indicators are 
that development will be initiated by 2021. As the Town of Milton is currently undergoing secondary planning for the area, timing of the new school will be determined once 
additional details are available.
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7 Oakville

7.1  Municipal Overview         

7.2  Elementary Review Area Information       

7.3  Secondary Review Area Information       
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7.1
Municipal Overview & Enrolment Trends 

How to read graph to the right:

This graph depicts the historical municipal population by pre-school and various school-aged 
population along with the share of the municipal population by these age groups from the 
2006 to 2016 Census. For the population, see primary vertical axis (on the left). For the 
share of population, see secondary vertical axis (on the right). Data provided by Statistics 
Canada, 2006-2016.   

From the 2006 to 2016 Census, Oakville’s total population has increased from 165,610 to 
193,830, an increase of 17.0%. The increase in population has been spread across various 
age group; however, some groups have increased greater than others. The largest increase 
occurred in the population over 45 years of age, which increased by 19.6%, Meanwhile, the 
population aged 19 to 44 increased by 19.1%.

The proportion of the Town’s population that are children (aged 18 or under) has declined 
by 1.6% from 2006 to 2016. Total pre-school population (children aged 3 or younger) has 
declined from being 4.9% of Oakville’s population in 2006 to 3.6% of the population in 2016. 
Children aged 4 to 13 has declined from being 14.2% of the population in 2006 to 13.8% of 
the City’s population by 2016. Children aged 14 to 18 has increased slightly from being 7.6% 
of the City’s population in 2006 to 7.7% by 2016.

Refer to Projection Methodology for more information regarding data used for enrolment 
projections.

Overall School-Aged Population Trends

Oakville Population Oakville Proportion
2006 2011 2016 2006 2011 2016

Pre-School Population (0-3) 8135 8030 6875 Pre-School Pop. Share (0-3) 4.91% 4.40% 3.55%
Elementary School Population (4-13) 23570 25010 26800 Elementary Pop. Share (4-13) 14.23% 13.70% 13.83%
Secondary School Population (14-18) 12540 14000 14935 Secondary Pop. Share (14-18) 7.57% 7.67% 7.71%
Population over 18 years (18+) 121385 135480 145220 Population over 18 years Share (18+) 73.30% 74.23% 74.92%
Population 19-44 58145 59445 58915 Population 19-44 35.11% 32.57% 30.40%
Population over 45 63240 76035 86305 Population over 45 38.19% 41.66% 44.53%

Total Population 165630 182520 193830 Population Change (19-44) 19.10%
Total Population in Database 165610 182520 193830 Population Change (over 45) 19.64%
Difference -20 0 0 Total Population Change 17.04%

Population Change (0-18) 9.9%
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The Town of Oakville is one (1) of the primary growth areas of the Board, and as a result, is 
expected to generate significant enrolment yields over the next 15 years and onward. This 
growth is also one of the key factors that sustain the Board’s ongoing yearly increase in student 
population, moderating the effects of projected declines in older more maturing neighbourhoods. 
Overall, Oakville’s built neighbourhoods can be characterized one (1) of three (3) ways: maturing, 
established, and new growth.

South of the QEW (CEO1) is comprised of the oldest maturing neighbourhoods; North of the QEW 
and South of Upper Middle Road are also maturing but newer neighbourhoods seeing mostly infill 
growth and low enrolment yields. North of Upper Middle Road and South of Dundas Street are 
established neighbourhoods with sustained and continued development and enrolment growth. 
The geography north of Dundas Street (CEO6) is new greenfield development, characterized by 
high development growth and potentially high enrolment yields. There is also the new growth 
area located between Upper Middle Road and the QEW, the former Saw-Whet Mills Golf Course 
(CEO2) being converted into residential developments. The Glen Abbey (CEO3) golf course’s 
conversion has been denied by the Town and is under appeal.
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Municipal Enrolment Trends

The total enrolment for the Town of Oakville for both the elementary and 
secondary school panels are projected to be stable as growth generates 
new students that counteract declines in other areas. There are a number 
of existing communities that are experiencing overall declines as JK cohort 
sizes and birth rates decline. Overall, the North Oakville Secondary Plan 
area is slowing declining enrolment in Oakville. Also note that the imminent 
closure of two (2) schools will improve overall utilization.

The projection period for the Long-Term Capital Plan (LTCP) is over a 15-
year projection period, between the 2018-2032 school years. During this 
time, the Board anticipates the following:

• Within a 15-year period, the Town of Oakville’s elementary 
panel enrolment is projected to continue growing overall, 
increasing from 7,372 students to 8,419 students, 
representing an overall growth of approximately 14%. Utilization 
for the elementary panel will increase from 95% to 108% over this 
period.

• Within a 15-year period, the Town of Oakville’s secondary panel 
enrolment is projected to remain relatively stable, increasing 
slightly from 3,930 students to 3,975 students, an increase of 
approximately 4%. Utilization for the secondary panel will increase 
from 97% to 107% over this period.

Total Municipal Enrolment

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Elementary 16% 8093 4508 12601 -257 -337 -191 569 694 257 218 40 3 -42 -103 -136 -232 -339 -451 -544 -637 -695 -762 -790 -214%
Secondary 2% 3801 1260 5061 264 298 157 139 -17 -129 -141 -207 -183 -217 -257 -310 -332 -269 -235 -194 -152 -164 -165 -174 924%
Total Oakville 11894 5768 17662 7 -39 -34 708 677 128 77 -167 -180 -259 -360 -446 -564 -608 -686 -738 -789 -859 -927 -964 -242%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
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Historic Projected Forecast
OTGSchool FCI
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Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Oakville

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 7679 7759 7613 7524 7399 7372 7411 7589 7626 7671 7732 7765 7861 7968 8080 8173 8266 8324 8391 8419

UTZ 103% 105% 103% 93% 91% 98% 98% 100% 101% 101% 102% 103% 104% 105% 107% 108% 109% 110% 111% 111%

Enrol. 3537 3503 3644 3662 3818 3930 3942 4008 3984 4018 4058 4111 4133 4070 4036 3995 3953 3965 3966 3975
UTZ 93% 92% 96% 96% 100% 103% 104% 105% 105% 106% 107% 108% 109% 107% 106% 105% 104% 104% 104% 105%

Enrol. 11216 11262 11257 11186 11217 11302 11353 11597 11610 11689 11790 11876 11994 12038 12116 12168 12219 12289 12357 12394
UTZ 100% 100% 100% 94% 94% 99% 100% 102% 102% 103% 104% 105% 106% 106% 107% 107% 108% 108% 109% 109%

Total Elementary Enrolment

Total Secondary Enrolment

Oakville Total            
(Avg. for FCI)

11% 11894 5768

Panel

17662 10%

Secondary Total 2% 3801 1260 5061 4%

FCI FBC
15 year 
Change

Elementary Total 16% 8093 4508 12601 14%

Forecast (6-15 year)Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year)
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Review Areas in Oakville

There are 6 elementary review areas and 4 secondary review area in Oakville. Municipal maps with review area boundaries are provided in the following pages.
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7.2
Elementary Review Areas 
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Elementary Review Areas in Oakville

CEO1
South Oakville & Clearview Elementary
Oakville South Central CES
St. Dominic CES
St. James CES
St. Joseph (O) CES
St. Luke CES
St. VIncent CES

CEO2
West Oak Trails & Bronte Elementary
Ascension CES
St. Joan of Arc CES
St. John Paul II CES
St. Mary CES
St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

CEO3
Glen Abbey Elementary
St. Bernadette CES
St. Matthew CES

CEO4
College Park & Falgarwood Elementary
Holy Family CES
Oakville North East CES
St. John (O) CES
St. Michael CES

CEO5
River Oaks & Iroquois Ridge North Elementary
Our Lady of Peace CES
St. Andrew CES
St. Marguerite D’Youville CES

CEO6
North Oakville Elementary
St. Gregory the Great CES

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are  subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable  efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This  information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus .ca for additional school boundary information.
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CEO1
South Oakville & Clearview Elementary 
St. Thomas Aquinas Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has been decreasing over the last five (5) years and is projected to continue 

decreasing over the long-term. To address declining enrolment and high renewal needs, a 
Modified Pupil Accommodation Review (MPAR) was undertaken in 2015-16. 

• As a part of the Ministry of Education’s School Consolidation Capital (SCC) program, the 
Ministry approved the construction of the new facility, Oakville South Central CES. 
High renewal needs at St. Joseph (O) CES and low utilization at St. James CES (below 50%) 
will be addressed through the school consolidation. 
 

• The Ministry has not approved the rebuild/retrofit at St. Dominic CES. The Board 
will continue to submit this project as a priority capital project. 

• St. Luke CES is forecasted to drop below 60% utilization over the long-term. 

• Neighbourhoods are continuing to age and mature within this area. Future development 
will take the form of existing single-family home replacements and redevelopment 
of commercial and institutional sites for residential uses. Medium and high-density 
intensification is proposed within the Bronte Village, Kerr Street, Downtown Oakville 
and Midtown Oakville Growth Areas.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEO1 - Oakville
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

St. Dominic CES St. James CES St. Joseph (O) CES St. Luke CES St. Vincent CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Bronte Village Growth Area

Kerr Village Growth Area

Downtown Oakville Growth Area

Midtown Oakville Growth Area

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Oakville South Central CES 527 276 803 0 0 0 0 0 -50 -62 -76 -92 -92 -101 -106 -113 -116 -108 -100 -96 -87 -83 -79

St. Dominic CES 25% 527 276 803 -71 -84 -95 -98 -95 -103 -87 -74 -59 -60 -40 -30 0 1 6 12 10 12 13 14 -115%

St. James CES 33% 455 276 731 194 220 245 247 245 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -100%

St. Joseph (O) CES 42% 268 276 544 -104 -125 -114 -111 -108 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -100%

St. Luke CES 22% 360 276 636 57 97 91 109 121 129 136 142 150 155 160 159 162 164 163 163 163 163 163 163 35%

St. Vincent CES 0% 268 184 452 -50 -38 -12 -15 17 37 40 46 65 72 69 69 68 67 62 63 65 67 68 69 306%

Total CEO1 2137 1380 3517 285 329 374 391 439 -246 -232 -221 -195 -184 -171 -167 -142 -143 -136 -121 -117 -104 -98 -92 -121%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

He
ad

co
un

t

St. Dominic CES Oakville South Central CES St. Joseph (O) CES

St. James CES St. Vincent CES St. Luke CES

Total Site Cap. CEO1 Total FBC CEO1
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South Oakville-Clearview

St. Thomas Aquinas Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 0 0 0 0 0 577 589 603 619 619 628 633 640 643 635 627 623 614 610 606

UTZ 109% 112% 114% 117% 117% 119% 120% 121% 122% 120% 119% 118% 117% 116% 115%

Enrol. 598 611 622 625 622 630 614 601 586 587 567 557 527 526 521 515 517 515 514 513
UTZ 113% 116% 118% 119% 118% 120% 117% 114% 111% 111% 108% 106% 100% 100% 99% 98% 98% 98% 98% 97%

Enrol. 261 235 210 208 210 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
UTZ 57% 52% 46% 46% 46%

Enrol. 372 393 382 379 376 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
UTZ 139% 147% 143% 141% 140%

Enrol. 303 263 269 251 239 231 224 218 210 205 200 201 198 196 197 197 197 197 197 197
UTZ 84% 73% 75% 70% 66% 64% 62% 61% 58% 57% 56% 56% 55% 54% 55% 55% 55% 55% 55% 55%

Enrol. 318 306 280 283 251 231 228 222 203 196 199 199 200 201 206 205 203 201 200 199
UTZ 119% 114% 104% 106% 94% 86% 85% 83% 76% 73% 74% 74% 75% 75% 77% 76% 76% 75% 75% 74%

Enrol. 1852 1808 1763 1746 1698 1669 1655 1644 1618 1607 1594 1590 1565 1566 1559 1544 1540 1527 1521 1515
UTZ 99% 96% 94% 93% 90% 143% 142% 141% 139% 138% 137% 137% 134% 135% 134% 133% 132% 131% 131% 130%

* In 2018, Oakville South Central CES will open as a result of the consolidation of St. Joseph (O) CES and St. James CES. For more information, visit www.hcdsb.org.

452 -21%

-11%

St. Luke CES 22% 360 276 636 -18%

CEO1 Total (Avg. for FCI) 31% 1878 1288 3166

St. Vincent CES 17% 268 184

-100%

St. James CES 33% 455 276 731 -100%

St. Joseph (O) CES 42% 268 276 544

St. Dominic CES 25% 527

Oakville South Central CES 527

FCI FBCSchool

-18%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 803

276 803

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Medium and high-density intensification is currently occurring with this review area, largely within 
the Bronte Village, Kerr Street, Downtown Oakville and Midtown Oakville Growth Areas. Additional 
development of similar nature is expected to occur within this area.

Due to the higher density nature of these developments, the Board is not expected to yield a large 
number of students. It should be noted that approximately 3100 planned and under construction 
high-density units have been included in the above projections. However, staff will continue to monitor 
student yields within these areas to ensure projections reflect changes in housing choice.

ExFI

from 2018

ExFI

to 2017

SE
to 2017

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A Pupil Accommodation Review was recommended in 2019-20 to
address declining enrolment and high renewal needs.

History of Actions

Modified Pupil Accommodation Review (MPAR) 
initiated in January 19, 2016; recommendations 
approved on April 19, 2016 impacting St. James 
CES, St. Joseph (O) CES and St. Dominic CES.

Renewal projects undertaken at St. Vincent CES.

The Ministry announced funding for Oakville South 
Central CES.

Renewal projects undertaken at St. Luke CES.

St. James CES and St. Joseph CES closes. The new 
Oakville South Central CES will be held at the former 
St. James CES facility for 2018-19 until the new 
building is complete at the former St. Joseph (O) 
CES site, scheduled for 2019.

2015-16

2017-18

2016-17

2016-17

2017-18

136

DRAFT

232



Area School Profiles

CEO1 
South Oakville & Clearview Elementary

Oakville South Central CES (opens Sept. 2018)*Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

St. Dominic CES DOMI Opening Year 1966 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Dominic CES DOMI School Site Size (ha) 2.86 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. James CES STJA Opening Year 1956 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. James CES STJA School Site Size (ha) 1.24 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. James CES STJA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 33% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. James CES STJA Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Opening Year 1961 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 42% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Luke CES LUKE Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 360 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Luke CES LUKE School Site Size (ha) 1.94 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler 15
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 636 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S 24

St. Vincent CES VINC Opening Year 1960 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Vincent CES VINC School Site Size (ha) 1.74 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S
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St. Dominic CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

St. Dominic CES DOMI Opening Year 1966 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Dominic CES DOMI School Site Size (ha) 2.86 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. James CES STJA Opening Year 1956 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. James CES STJA School Site Size (ha) 1.24 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. James CES STJA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 33% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. James CES STJA Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Opening Year 1961 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 42% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Luke CES LUKE Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 360 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Luke CES LUKE School Site Size (ha) 1.94 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler 15
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 636 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S 24

St. Vincent CES VINC Opening Year 1960 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Vincent CES VINC School Site Size (ha) 1.74 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S
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St. James CES (closes June 2018)*

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

St. Dominic CES DOMI Opening Year 1966 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Dominic CES DOMI School Site Size (ha) 2.86 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. James CES STJA Opening Year 1956 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. James CES STJA School Site Size (ha) 1.24 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. James CES STJA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 33% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. James CES STJA Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Opening Year 1961 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 42% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Luke CES LUKE Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 360 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Luke CES LUKE School Site Size (ha) 1.94 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler 15
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 636 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S 24

St. Vincent CES VINC Opening Year 1960 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Vincent CES VINC School Site Size (ha) 1.74 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S
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St. Joseph (O) CES (closes June 2018)*

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

St. Dominic CES DOMI Opening Year 1966 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Dominic CES DOMI School Site Size (ha) 2.86 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. James CES STJA Opening Year 1956 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. James CES STJA School Site Size (ha) 1.24 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. James CES STJA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 33% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. James CES STJA Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Opening Year 1961 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 42% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Luke CES LUKE Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 360 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Luke CES LUKE School Site Size (ha) 1.94 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler 15
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 636 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S 24

St. Vincent CES VINC Opening Year 1960 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Vincent CES VINC School Site Size (ha) 1.74 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S
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St. Luke CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

St. Dominic CES DOMI Opening Year 1966 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Dominic CES DOMI School Site Size (ha) 2.86 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. James CES STJA Opening Year 1956 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. James CES STJA School Site Size (ha) 1.24 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. James CES STJA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 33% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. James CES STJA Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Opening Year 1961 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 42% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Luke CES LUKE Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 360 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Luke CES LUKE School Site Size (ha) 1.94 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler 15
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 636 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S 24

St. Vincent CES VINC Opening Year 1960 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Vincent CES VINC School Site Size (ha) 1.74 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S
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St. Vincent CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

Oakville South Central CES OAKSC Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

St. Dominic CES DOMI Opening Year 1966 FBC Capacity 527 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Dominic CES DOMI School Site Size (ha) 2.86 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 25% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Dominic CES DOMI Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 803 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. James CES STJA Opening Year 1956 FBC Capacity 455 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. James CES STJA School Site Size (ha) 1.24 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. James CES STJA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 33% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. James CES STJA Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 731 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Opening Year 1961 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO School Site Size (ha) 2.21 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 42% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Joseph (O) CES JOSO Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S

St. Luke CES LUKE Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 360 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Luke CES LUKE School Site Size (ha) 1.94 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler 15
St. Luke CES LUKE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 636 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S 24

St. Vincent CES VINC Opening Year 1960 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Vincent CES VINC School Site Size (ha) 1.74 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI JOSO Toddler

St. Vincent CES VINC Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT AQUI Pre.S
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ExFI

from 2018

SE
to 2017

ExFI

to 2017

* For up-to-date school consolidation information, visit www.hcdsb.org.

* For up-to-date school consolidation information, visit www.hcdsb.org.

* For up-to-date school consolidation information, visit www.hcdsb.org.
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Renewal Project Timelines
CEO1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Oakville South Central CES

St. Dominic CES

St. James CES

St. Joseph (O) CES

St. Luke CES

St. Vincent CES

CEO2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Joan of Arc CES

St. John Paul II CES

St. Mary CES

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

CEO3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Bernadette CES

St. Matthew CES

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School building to be repurposed for Thomas Merton ALC following closure in 2019.

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School

School

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Construction of new school building expected to begin in 2018.

School building to be demolished following closure in 2018.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

Continue to apply for Ministry funding for address renewal needs and rebuild St. Dominic CES to address high renewal needs.

Identify St. Luke CES as available for Community Planning and Facility Partnerships starting in 2021.

Following the closure of St. James CES and the relocation of Thomas Merton Adult Learning Centre, partnership opportunities could be explored for that facility.

St. Luke CES meets criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships. As such, the school should be available for facility partnership opportunities from 2021.

St. James CES also meets criteria identified in the Board’s Administrative Procedure. Once the elementary school is closed, Thomas Merton Adult Learning Centre will be relocated to the closed elementary 
school. Community partnership opportunities could be explored for the closed facility following the relocation of the Adult Learning Centre.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
If enrolment continues to decline at St. Vincent CES, explore facility partnership opportunities at the school.
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CEO2
West Oak Trails & Bronte Elementary 
St. Ignatius of Loyola Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has declined in this review area over the last few years and is forecasted to 

continue declining over the long-term as communities age and mature. 

• St. Mary CES remains the only school within this area to experience a consistent 
enrolment increase in both its Regular Track and French Immersion programs. It 
should be noted that enrolment at the school is forecasted to exceed total Site Capacity 
from 2026 to 2030. 

• By 2025, St. Joan of Arc, St. John Paul II, and St. Teresa of Calcutta CES are all 
forecasted to have a utilization rate at or below 60%. These schools combined are 

forecasted to have 702 surplus pupil places by 2025; the area is forecasted to have 435 
surplus pupil places overall. 

• Multiple large-scale residential developments exist within the St. Mary CES school 
catchment. This catchment has high development potential over the long-term. 

• There is limited development potential within St. Joan of Arc CES and St. John Paul II CES 
catchments.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEO2 - Oakville
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

St. Joan of Arc CES St. John Paul II CES St. Mary CES St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Palermo Growth Area

Development continuing for St. Mary

Oakville Hospital High-Density development - MARY

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
St. Joan of Arc CES 5% 547 276 823 -38 -19 35 55 63 87 107 149 165 185 198 213 235 235 239 236 234 231 231 231 267%

St. John Paul II CES 1% 570 276 846 -196 -227 -189 -148 -74 -26 29 77 139 179 206 237 251 255 254 254 253 253 253 253 -442%

St. Mary CES 0% 599 276 875 112 -13 -101 -37 -91 -127 -165 -230 -237 -246 -249 -260 -267 -294 -296 -292 -289 -278 -260 -246 170%

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES 9% 533 276 809 12 0 35 106 137 156 171 179 196 205 217 221 216 213 212 212 212 213 213 213 55%

Total CEO2 2249 1104 3353 -110 -259 -220 -24 35 90 142 175 263 323 372 411 435 409 409 410 410 419 437 451 1189%

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBCSchool FCI
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St. Teresa of Calcutta CES Total Site Cap. CEO2 Total FBC CEO2

CEO2
West Oak Trails-Bronte

St. Ignatius of Layola Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 585 566 512 492 484 460 440 398 382 362 349 334 312 312 308 311 313 316 316 316

UTZ 107% 103% 94% 90% 88% 84% 80% 73% 70% 66% 64% 61% 57% 57% 56% 57% 57% 58% 58% 58%

Enrol. 766 797 759 718 644 596 541 493 431 391 364 333 319 315 316 316 317 317 317 317
UTZ 134% 140% 133% 126% 113% 105% 95% 86% 76% 69% 64% 58% 56% 55% 55% 55% 56% 56% 56% 56%

Enrol. 487 612 700 636 690 726 764 829 836 845 848 859 866 893 895 891 888 877 859 845
UTZ 81% 102% 117% 106% 115% 121% 128% 138% 140% 141% 142% 143% 145% 149% 149% 149% 148% 146% 143% 141%

Enrol. 521 533 498 427 396 377 362 354 337 328 316 312 317 320 321 321 321 320 320 320
UTZ 98% 100% 93% 80% 74% 71% 68% 66% 63% 62% 59% 59% 59% 60% 60% 60% 60% 60% 60% 60%

Enrol. 2359 2508 2469 2273 2214 2159 2107 2074 1986 1926 1877 1838 1814 1840 1840 1839 1839 1830 1812 1798
UTZ 105% 112% 110% 101% 98% 96% 94% 92% 88% 86% 83% 82% 81% 82% 82% 82% 82% 81% 81% 80%

* St. Mary CES catchment includes study areas within CEO6.

* St. Teresa of Calcutta CES catchment includes a study area within CEO3.

-19%CEO2 Total (Avg. for FCI) 4% 2249 1104 3353

-19%

St. Mary CES 0% 599 276 875 22%

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES 9% 533 276 809

St. John Paul II CES 1% 570

St. Joan of Arc CES 5% 547

FCI FBCSchool

-51%

15 year 
Change

-35%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 846

276 823

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Palermo Village Growth Area is located within the St. Mary CES catchment. Medium and high-
density development continues to occur within this area and will continue to impact enrolment at that 
school. In addition, a large high-density development planned near the Oakville Trafalgar Memorial 
Hospital may impact long-term enrolment at St. Mary CES.

Redevelopment of the Saw Whet Golf Course (Bronte Green) is expected to begin over the next 5 years 
and will impact enrolment at St. Mary CES in the long-term. This development contains approximately 

785 residential units, 67% of which are low-density in nature (single-detached or semi-detached homes).

In September 2017, the Town of Oakville refused an application to redevelop the Glen Abbey Golf 
Course (CEO3) to include residential uses. The decision has been appealed to the Ontario Municipal 
Board (OMB)/Local Planning Appeals Tribunal (LPAT). As such, the yields from this development have 
not been incorporated into the St. Teresa of Calcutta CES enrolment. If this development proceeds, it 
may increase enrolment slightly over the long-term at the school.

FI

SE
from 2018

2013 LTCP Recommendations

It was recommended that enrolment be monitored, and repair/
renewal needs be addressed as required.

History of Actions

Renewal projects undertaken at St. Teresa of 
Calcutta CES.2017-18
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Area School Profiles

CEO2 
West Oak Trails & Bronte Elementary

St. Joan of Arc CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 5% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 823 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. John Paul II CES POPE Opening Year 2006 FBC Capacity 570 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John Paul II CES POPE School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. John Paul II CES POPE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. John Paul II CES POPE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 846 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. Mary CES MARY Opening Year 2012 FBC Capacity 599 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Mary CES MARY School Site Size (ha) 2.8 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Mary CES MARY Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Mary CES MARY Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 875 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 533 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 9% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 809 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. John Paul II CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 5% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 823 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. John Paul II CES POPE Opening Year 2006 FBC Capacity 570 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John Paul II CES POPE School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. John Paul II CES POPE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. John Paul II CES POPE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 846 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. Mary CES MARY Opening Year 2012 FBC Capacity 599 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Mary CES MARY School Site Size (ha) 2.8 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Mary CES MARY Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Mary CES MARY Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 875 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 533 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 9% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 809 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Mary CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 5% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 823 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. John Paul II CES POPE Opening Year 2006 FBC Capacity 570 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John Paul II CES POPE School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. John Paul II CES POPE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. John Paul II CES POPE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 846 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. Mary CES MARY Opening Year 2012 FBC Capacity 599 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Mary CES MARY School Site Size (ha) 2.8 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Mary CES MARY Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Mary CES MARY Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 875 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 533 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 9% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 809 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

Facility Information Tables
School Code
St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 547 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 5% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Joan of Arc CES JOFA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 823 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. John Paul II CES POPE Opening Year 2006 FBC Capacity 570 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John Paul II CES POPE School Site Size (ha) 2.42 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. John Paul II CES POPE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 1% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. John Paul II CES POPE Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 846 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. Mary CES MARY Opening Year 2012 FBC Capacity 599 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Mary CES MARY School Site Size (ha) 2.8 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Mary CES MARY Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Mary CES MARY Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 875 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 533 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 9% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES MOTH Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 809 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEO1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Oakville South Central CES

St. Dominic CES

St. James CES

St. Joseph (O) CES

St. Luke CES

St. Vincent CES

CEO2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Joan of Arc CES

St. John Paul II CES

St. Mary CES

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

CEO3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Bernadette CES

St. Matthew CES

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School building to be repurposed for Thomas Merton ALC following closure in 2019.

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School

School

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Construction of new school building expected to begin in 2018.

School building to be demolished following closure in 2018.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

A School Boundary Review and French Immersion Program Review should be conducted to balance overall enrolment across CEO2-5, as there is an imbalance in 
enrolment across schools within these review areas.

Identify St. Teresa of Calcutta CES as available for Community Planning and Facility Partnerships starting in 2022.

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES meets criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships. As such, the school should be available for facility partnership opportunities 
from 2022.

None of the other schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
If enrolment continues to decline at St. Joan of Arc and St. John Paul II Catholic Elementary Schools, explore facility partnership opportunities at the school.
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CEO3
Glen Abbey Elementary 
St. Ignatius of Loyola Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has increased over the last five (5) years. It is forecasted to stabilize over the 

long-term; however, utilization will remain over 100% at St. Matthew CES. 

• Portables will be required at St. Bernadette CES until 2022, while portables will be required 
at St. Matthew CES over the long-term. It should be noted that accommodation pressures 
will exist at St. Matthew CES from 2019 to 2022, as enrolment is projected to exceed 
total Site Capacity. 
 
 

• Both schools in this review area host regional Extended French Immersion programs, 
which support declining enrolment in the Regular Track programs. 

• The Glen Abbey Golf Course is the last major area with development potential within this 
review area.
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CEO3

St. John
Paul II CES

St. Vincent CES

St. Mary CES

St.
Michael
CES

St. James CES

St.
Matthew
CES

St.
Dominic
CES

St. Joseph
(O) CES

St. John
(O) CES

St.
Christopher
CES

St. Teresa of
Calcutta CES

Holy
Family
CES

St.
Andrew
CES

St. Joan
of Arc CES

St.
Bernadette
CES

Our Lady of
Peace CES

St. Gregory the
Great CES

Holy
Trinity
CSS

St. Ignatius
of Loyola CSS

St. Thomas
Aquinas CSS

Corpus
Christi CSS

Thomas
Merton ALC

(Oakville)

0 1 2
KMs

¯

The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CEO3 - Oakville
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

St. Bernadette CES St. Matthew CES St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
N/A

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
St. Bernadette CES 22% 504 276 780 -24 -39 -75 -69 -72 -38 -29 -17 -10 -2 7 31 30 33 37 41 40 40 40 40 -156%

St. Matthew CES 22% 363 138 501 -45 -74 -62 -102 -118 -128 -140 -141 -154 -149 -134 -133 -130 -128 -120 -112 -106 -102 -98 -98 -17%

Total CEO3 867 414 1281 -69 -113 -137 -171 -190 -166 -169 -158 -164 -151 -127 -102 -100 -95 -83 -71 -66 -62 -58 -58 -69%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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St. Bernadette CES St. Matthew CES Total Site Cap. CEO3 Total FBC CEO3

CEO3
Glen Abbey

St. Ignatius of Layola Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 528 543 579 573 576 542 533 521 514 506 497 473 474 471 467 463 464 464 464 464

UTZ 105% 108% 115% 114% 114% 108% 106% 103% 102% 100% 99% 94% 94% 93% 93% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92%

Enrol. 408 437 425 465 481 491 503 504 517 512 497 496 493 491 483 475 469 465 461 461
UTZ 112% 120% 117% 128% 133% 135% 139% 139% 142% 141% 137% 137% 136% 135% 133% 131% 129% 128% 127% 127%

Enrol. 936 980 1004 1038 1057 1033 1036 1025 1031 1018 994 969 967 962 950 938 933 929 925 925
UTZ 108% 113% 116% 120% 122% 119% 119% 118% 119% 117% 115% 112% 112% 111% 110% 108% 108% 107% 107% 107%

* St. Teresa of Calcutta CES catchment includes a study area within CEO3.

-4%

15 year 
Change

-19%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

138 501

276 780

FCI FBCSchool

St. Matthew CES 22% 363

St. Bernadette CES 22% 504

-12%CEO3 Total (Avg. for FCI) 22% 867 414 1281

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

In September 2017, the Town of Oakville refused an application to redevelop the Glen Abbey Golf 
Course to include residential uses. The decision has been appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board 
(OMB)/Local Planning Appeals Tribunal (LPAT). As such, the yields from this development have not been 
incorporated into the St. Teresa of Calcutta CES (CEO2) enrolment. If this development proceeds, it 
may increase enrolment slightly over the long-term at the school.

ExFI

ExFI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A Pupil Accommodation Review was recommended for 2020-21 
to address declining enrolment, as well as repair/renewal needs.

History of Actions

Renewal projects undertaken at St. Bernadette CES.

Renewal projects undertaken at St. Matthew CES.

2015-16

2017-18
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Area School Profiles

CEO3 
Glen Abbey Elementary

St. Bernadette CESFacility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

St. Bernadette CES BERN Opening Year 1992 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Bernadette CES BERN School Site Size (ha) 2.87 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Bernadette CES BERN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler 15
St. Bernadette CES BERN Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S 24

St. Matthew CES MATT Opening Year 1987 FBC Capacity 363 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Matthew CES MATT School Site Size (ha) 1.97 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Matthew CES MATT Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Matthew CES MATT Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 501 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Matthew CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

St. Bernadette CES BERN Opening Year 1992 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Bernadette CES BERN School Site Size (ha) 2.87 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Bernadette CES BERN Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler 15
St. Bernadette CES BERN Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S 24

St. Matthew CES MATT Opening Year 1987 FBC Capacity 363 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Matthew CES MATT School Site Size (ha) 1.97 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Matthew CES MATT Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 138 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Matthew CES MATT Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 501 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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ExFI
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEO1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Oakville South Central CES

St. Dominic CES

St. James CES

St. Joseph (O) CES

St. Luke CES

St. Vincent CES

CEO2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Joan of Arc CES

St. John Paul II CES

St. Mary CES

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES

CEO3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Bernadette CES

St. Matthew CES

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School building to be repurposed for Thomas Merton ALC following closure in 2019.

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School

School

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Construction of new school building expected to begin in 2018.

School building to be demolished following closure in 2018.

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

A School Boundary Review and French Immersion Program Review should be conducted to balance overall enrolment across CEO2-5, as there is an imbalance in 
enrolment across schools within these review areas.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.
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CEO4
College Park & Falgarwood Elementary 
Holy Trinity Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has declined over the last five (5) years and is expected to continue decreasing 

over the long term as neighbourhoods continue to age. To address declining enrolment and 
high renewal needs, a Pupil Accommodation Review was undertaken in 2016-17. 

• As a part of the Ministry of Education’s Capital Priorities program in 2017, the Board 
received funding for an addition to the St. Michael CES facility to create Oakville 
North East CES following its consolidation with St. John (O) CES. St. John (O) CES 
had a 50% utilization rate and 146 surplus pupil places by 2017, which will be addressed 
through this consolidation. 

• The decision to consolidate Holy Family CES with St. Marguerite D’Youville CES (CEO5) 
was rescinded by the Board at its February 20, 2018 Board Meeting. Holy Family CES 
is forecasted to have utilization rates below 60% by 2021. By 2032, the school is 
projected to have a total enrolment of 161 students, a utilization rate of 51% and 
153 empty pupil places. 

•  Development potential is limited within this area and will take the form of infill development 
and a few high-density developments along Trafalgar Road.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inheren t. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEO4 - Oakville
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

Holy Family CES St. Michael CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
Some HD along Trafalgar Rd - MICH/OAKNE

HLYF-MARG Recommendation Recinded. Revise Projections

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Holy Family CES 22% 314 230 544 60 77 94 101 114 120 119 124 136 140 150 150 151 154 150 148 152 153 153 153 34%

Oakville North East CES 291 184 475 0 0 0 0 0 25 35 34 41 48 49 50 55 55 55 57 59 61 63 64

St. John (O) CES 32% 291 184 475 89 102 128 145 146 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -100%

St. Michael CES 37% 268 184 452 48 61 53 60 74 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -100%

Total CEO4 896 598 1494 220 263 298 329 357 99 108 112 131 142 153 154 160 163 159 159 165 168 170 171 -52%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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St. John (O) CES Total Site Cap. CEO4 Total FBC CEO4

CEO4
College Park-Falgarwood

Holy Trinity Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 254 237 220 213 200 194 195 190 178 174 164 164 163 160 164 166 162 161 161 161

UTZ 81% 75% 70% 68% 64% 62% 62% 61% 57% 55% 52% 52% 52% 51% 52% 53% 52% 51% 51% 51%

Enrol. 0 0 0 0 0 266 256 257 250 243 242 241 236 236 236 234 232 230 228 227
UTZ 91% 88% 88% 86% 84% 83% 83% 81% 81% 81% 80% 80% 79% 78% 78%

Enrol. 202 189 163 146 145 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
UTZ 69% 65% 56% 50% 50%

Enrol. 220 207 215 208 194 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
UTZ 82% 77% 80% 78% 72%

Enrol. 676 633 598 567 539 460 451 447 428 417 406 405 399 396 400 400 394 391 389 388
UTZ 77% 73% 68% 65% 62% 76% 75% 74% 71% 69% 67% 67% 66% 65% 66% 66% 65% 65% 64% 64%

* In 2018, Oakville North East CES will open as a result of the St. John (O) CES and St. Michael CES consolidation. Some study areas in the St. John (O) catchment will be directed to Our Lady of Peace CES in CEO5. For more information, visit www.hcdsb.org.

15 year 
Change

-20%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

184 475

230 544

FCI FBCSchool

Oakville North East CES 291

Holy Family CES 22% 314

-100%

St. John (O) CES 32% 291 184 475 -100%

St. Michael CES 37% 268 184 452

-28%CEO4 Total (Avg. for FCI) 30% 873 598 1471

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Some high-density developments are taking place along Trafalgar Road. Due to the higher density 
nature of these developments, the Board is not expected to yield a large number of students. However, 
staff will continue to monitor student yields within these areas to ensure projections reflect changes in 
housing choice.

SE
to 2017

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A Pupil Accommodation Review was recommended for 2020-21 
to address declining enrolment, as well as repair/renewal needs.

History of Actions

Pupil Accommodation Review initiated in October 4, 
2016, and accommodation plans were approved on 
March 7, 2017 impacting all schools.

The Ministry announced funding for an addition and 
child care spaces at the consolidation Oakville North 
East CES (former St. Michael CES facility).

The Board of Trustees rescinds motion to 
consolidate Holy Family CES and St. Marguerite 
D’Youville CES (CEO5) on February 20, 2018.

St. John (O) CES and St. Michael CES close to 
become consolidated Oakville North East CES from 
2018-19.

2016-17

2017-18

2017-18

2017-18
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Area School Profiles

CEO4 
College Park & Falgarwood Elementary

Holy Family CESFacility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Holy Family CES HLYF Opening Year 1981 FBC Capacity 314 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Family CES HLYF School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

Holy Family CES HLYF Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 230 Gr. 5 ExFI MARG Toddler

Holy Family CES HLYF Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

Oakville North East CES OAKNE Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville North East CES OAKNE School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant 10
Oakville North East CES OAKNE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler 15
Oakville North East CES OAKNE Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 475 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S 24

St. John (O) CES JOHO Opening Year 1969 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (O) CES JOHO School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. John (O) CES JOHO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 32% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. John (O) CES JOHO Facility Assessment Year 2011 Site Capacity 475 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

St. Michael CES MICH Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Michael CES MICH School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Michael CES MICH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 37% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Michael CES MICH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Oakville North East CES (opens Sept. 2018)*

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Holy Family CES HLYF Opening Year 1981 FBC Capacity 314 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Family CES HLYF School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

Holy Family CES HLYF Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 230 Gr. 5 ExFI MARG Toddler

Holy Family CES HLYF Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

Oakville North East CES OAKNE Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville North East CES OAKNE School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant 10
Oakville North East CES OAKNE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler 15
Oakville North East CES OAKNE Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 475 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S 24

St. John (O) CES JOHO Opening Year 1969 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (O) CES JOHO School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. John (O) CES JOHO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 32% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. John (O) CES JOHO Facility Assessment Year 2011 Site Capacity 475 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

St. Michael CES MICH Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Michael CES MICH School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Michael CES MICH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 37% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Michael CES MICH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. John (O) CES (closes June 2018)*

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Holy Family CES HLYF Opening Year 1981 FBC Capacity 314 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Family CES HLYF School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

Holy Family CES HLYF Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 230 Gr. 5 ExFI MARG Toddler

Holy Family CES HLYF Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

Oakville North East CES OAKNE Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville North East CES OAKNE School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant 10
Oakville North East CES OAKNE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler 15
Oakville North East CES OAKNE Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 475 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S 24

St. John (O) CES JOHO Opening Year 1969 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (O) CES JOHO School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. John (O) CES JOHO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 32% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. John (O) CES JOHO Facility Assessment Year 2011 Site Capacity 475 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

St. Michael CES MICH Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Michael CES MICH School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Michael CES MICH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 37% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Michael CES MICH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Michael CES (closes June 2018)*

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Holy Family CES HLYF Opening Year 1981 FBC Capacity 314 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Family CES HLYF School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

Holy Family CES HLYF Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 22% Capacity 230 Gr. 5 ExFI MARG Toddler

Holy Family CES HLYF Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 544 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

Oakville North East CES OAKNE Opening Year 2018 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Oakville North East CES OAKNE School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant 10
Oakville North East CES OAKNE Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler 15
Oakville North East CES OAKNE Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 475 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S 24

St. John (O) CES JOHO Opening Year 1969 FBC Capacity 291 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. John (O) CES JOHO School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. John (O) CES JOHO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 32% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. John (O) CES JOHO Facility Assessment Year 2011 Site Capacity 475 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

St. Michael CES MICH Opening Year 1964 FBC Capacity 268 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Michael CES MICH School Site Size (ha) 1.6 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Michael CES MICH Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 37% Capacity 184 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler

St. Michael CES MICH Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 452 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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to 2017

* Proposed (expected Sept. 2019)

*

* For up-to-date school consolidation information, visit www.hcdsb.org.

* For up-to-date school consolidation information, visit www.hcdsb.org.

* For up-to-date school consolidation information, visit www.hcdsb.org.
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Renewal Project Timelines
CEO4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Family CES

Oakville North East CES

St. John (O) CES

St. Michael CES

CEO5

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Our Lady of Peace CES

St. Andrew CES

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES

CEO6

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Gregory the Great CES

School

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School

New school to open in 2018.

School to be renamed Oakville North East CES following addition in 2018.

School closing in 2018.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

St. Michael CES  Lighting Upgrade
   Mechanical System
   School Refresh

* Additional information available in Staff Report 9.1 “Proposed 2018 Facility Renewal Projects”  
   from December 19, 2017 Board Meeting.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

A School Boundary Review and French Immersion Program Review should be conducted to balance overall enrolment across CEO2-5, as there is an imbalance in 
enrolment across schools within these review areas.

Identify Holy Family CES as available for Community Planning and Facility Partnerships starting in 2021.

Holy Family CES meets criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships. As such, the school should be available for facility partnership opportunities from 2021.

St. John (O) CES also meets criteria identified in the Board’s Administrative Procedure. However, closing of the school building will result in the school no longer being open to such partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

If the above described program review and availability of Holy Family CES for Community Planning and Facility Partnerships do not result in a reduction in empty pupil places 
and increased utilization of Holy Family CES and St. Marguerite D’Youville CES (CEO5), a Pupil Accommodation Review involving CEO4 and CEO5 may be required.
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CEO5
River Oaks & Iroquois Ridge North Elementary 
Holy Trinity Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Overall, enrolment has declined in this review area over the past five years and is expected 

to continue declining over the long-term. To address declining enrolment and high renewal 
needs, a Pupil Accommodation Review was undertaken in 2016-17. 

• As a part of the Ministry of Education’s Capital Priorities program in 2017, the Board did 
not receive funding for an addition to St. Marguerite D’Youville CES as a part of 
its consolidation with Holy Family CES (CEO4) in 2020-21. On February 20, 2018, the 
Board of Trustees rescinded the motion for the consolidation of these two (2) schools. 

• St. Marguerite D’Youville CES is forecasted to decline below 60% utilization rate over 

the long-term, with greater than 200 empty pupil places from 2025. The school’s 
Regular Track enrolment is supported by the regional French Immersion 
program hosted at the school. 

• While enrolment at St. Andrew CES will continue to decline, portables will be required 
at the school over the long-term. The school also hosts regional Gifted placements. 

• Development potential exists in the Uptown Core Growth Area (South of Dundas Street at 
Trafalgar Road) for the long-term. These developments are likely to be medium and high-
density in nature and will impact St. Andrew CES.
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North
Oakville
CS#1

St. John
Paul II CES

St.
Vincent
CES

Oakville North East
CES (Formerly St.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inheren t. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CEO5 - Oakville
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

Our Lady of Peace CES St. Andrew CES St. Marguerite d'Youville CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
HLYF-MARG Recommendation Recinded. Revise Projections

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Our Lady of Peace CES 17% 478 276 754 0 33 56 80 107 84 108 118 125 130 136 141 144 145 142 140 142 142 142 142 33%

St. Andrew CES 0% 573 276 849 -195 -220 -203 -204 -178 -167 -153 -171 -174 -164 -157 -150 -136 -131 -134 -131 -122 -117 -110 -106 -40%

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES 16% 504 276 780 -106 -88 -77 -33 29 59 102 119 151 171 183 198 205 211 200 200 201 201 201 201 593%

Total CEO5 1555 828 2383 -301 -275 -224 -157 -42 -24 57 66 102 137 162 189 213 225 208 209 221 226 233 237 -664%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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Our Lady of Peace CES St. Andrew CES St. Marguerite D'Youville CES

Total Site Cap. CEO5 Total FBC CEO5

CEO5
River Oaks-Iroquois Ridge

Holy Trinity Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 478 445 422 398 371 394 370 360 353 348 342 337 334 333 336 338 336 336 336 336

UTZ 100% 93% 88% 83% 78% 82% 77% 75% 74% 73% 72% 71% 70% 70% 70% 71% 70% 70% 70% 70%

Enrol. 768 793 776 777 751 740 726 744 747 737 730 723 709 704 707 704 695 690 683 679
UTZ 134% 138% 135% 136% 131% 129% 127% 130% 130% 129% 127% 126% 124% 123% 123% 123% 121% 120% 119% 118%

Enrol. 610 592 581 537 475 445 402 385 353 333 321 306 299 293 304 304 303 303 303 303
UTZ 121% 117% 115% 107% 94% 88% 80% 76% 70% 66% 64% 61% 59% 58% 60% 60% 60% 60% 60% 60%

Enrol. 1856 1830 1779 1712 1597 1579 1498 1489 1453 1418 1393 1366 1342 1330 1347 1346 1334 1329 1322 1318
UTZ 119% 118% 114% 110% 103% 102% 96% 96% 93% 91% 90% 88% 86% 86% 87% 87% 86% 85% 85% 85%

-10%

15 year 
Change

-9%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 849

276 754

FCI FBCSchool

St. Andrew CES 0% 573

Our Lady of Peace CES 17% 478

St. Marguerite D'Youville 
CES

16% 504 276 780 -36%

-17%CEO5 Total (Avg. for FCI) 11% 1555 828 2383

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Medium and high-density developments are planned and under construction with the St. Andrew CES 
catchment, including the Uptown Core Growth Area.

High-density development potential will exist in the Uptown Core Growth Area (South of Dundas Street 
at Trafalgar Road) for the long-term. Due to the higher density nature of these developments, the Board 
is not expected to yield a large number of students. It should be noted that approximately 964 high-
density residential units are included in the projections for St. Andrew CES. However, staff will continue 

to monitor student yields within these areas to ensure projections reflect changes in housing choice.

GI

ExFI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A Pupil Accommodation Review was recommended for 2020-21 
to address declining enrolment, as well as repair/renewal needs.

History of Actions

Pupil Accommodation Review initiated in October 4, 
2016; accommodation plans were approved by the 
Board of Trustees on March 7, 2017.

Renewal projects undertaken at Our Lady of Peace 
CES.

Renewal projects undertaken at St. Andrew CES and 
St. Marguerite D’Youville CES.

The Board of Trustees rescinds motion to 
consolidate Holy Family CES and St. Marguerite 
D’Youville CES on February 20, 2018.

2016-17

2016-17

2017-18

2017-18

152

DRAFT

248



Area School Profiles

CEO5 
River Oaks & Iroquois Ridge North Elementary 

Our Lady of Peace CES*Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 478 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler 15
Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 754 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S 24

St. Andrew CES ANDR Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 573 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Andrew CES ANDR School Site Size (ha) 2.67 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Andrew CES ANDR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Andrew CES ANDR Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 849 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG School Site Size (ha) 2.83 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MARG Toddler 15
St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S 24

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Andrew CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 478 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler 15
Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 754 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S 24

St. Andrew CES ANDR Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 573 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Andrew CES ANDR School Site Size (ha) 2.67 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Andrew CES ANDR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Andrew CES ANDR Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 849 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG School Site Size (ha) 2.83 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MARG Toddler 15
St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S 24

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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St. Marguerite D’Youville CES

Facility Information Tables
School

School 
Code

Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 478 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO School Site Size (ha) 2.43 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 17% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI BERN Toddler 15
Our Lady of Peace CES OLPO Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 754 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S 24

St. Andrew CES ANDR Opening Year 1999 FBC Capacity 573 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Andrew CES ANDR School Site Size (ha) 2.67 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant

St. Andrew CES ANDR Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MATT Toddler

St. Andrew CES ANDR Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 849 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Opening Year 1993 FBC Capacity 504 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG School Site Size (ha) 2.83 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 0
St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 16% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MARG Toddler 15
St. Marguerite D'Youville CES MARG Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 780 Gr. 9 RT HLYT Pre.S 24

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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* School involved in St. John (O) CES consolidation. For up-to-date school consolidation information, visit www.hcdsb.org.
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEO4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Family CES

Oakville North East CES

St. John (O) CES

St. Michael CES

CEO5

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Our Lady of Peace CES

St. Andrew CES

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES

CEO6

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Gregory the Great CES

School

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School

New school to open in 2018.

School to be renamed Oakville North East CES following addition in 2018.

School closing in 2018.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

A School Boundary Review and French Immersion Program Review should be conducted to balance overall enrolment across CEO2-5, as there is an imbalance in 
enrolment across schools within these review areas.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

If enrolment continues to decline at St. Marguerite D’Youville CES, explore facility partnership opportunities at the school.

If the above described program review and availability of Holy Family CES for Community Planning and Facility Partnerships do not result in a reduction in empty pupil places 
and increased utilization of Holy Family CES and St. Marguerite D’Youville CES (CEO5), a Pupil Accommodation Review involving CEO4 and CEO5 may be required.
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CEO6
North Oakville Elementary 
Holy Trinity & St. Ignatius of Loyola Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• The first school within this review area was opened in 2016. Since then, enrolment has 

increased gradually at the school; however, it still remains below 50% utilization. 

• Enrolment is projected to increase significantly over time as development continues 
in North Oakville. The Board had identified the need for a total of five (5) Catholic 
Elementary Schools within the North Oakville East Secondary Plan. As such, St. Gregory 
the Great CES will be the holding school until a second Catholic elementary school is 
introduced in the area. St. Gregory the Great CES is projected to exceed FBC by 
2020. 

• Greenfield development will continue to occur within this area over the long-term and is 
forecasted to impact enrolment in the community. 

• The pace of enrolment growth has been slower than expected within this new community. 
It also should be noted that demographics within this community are not 
materializing as expected. As such, enrolment will continue to be monitored and 
timing for additional schools will continually be reviewed to ensure accommodation 
requirements are met for this community.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads  are subject to change. It i s  the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change i s  inherent. This  information i s  dis tributed “as  i s” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services  Department at 905-632-6300 or vis i t www.hal tonbus .ca  
for additional school boundary information.

CEO6 - Oakville
Halton Catholic District School Board Elementary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

St. Mary CES St. Gregory the Great CES

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
North Oakville

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
St. Gregory the Great CES 0% 671 276 947 671 671 671 483 377 199 7 -239 -439 -614 -797 -926 -1103 -1203 -1313 -1435 -1555 -1647 -1751 -1804 -579%

Total CEO6 671 276 947 671 671 671 483 377 199 7 -239 -439 -614 -797 -926 -1103 -1203 -1313 -1435 -1555 -1647 -1751 -1804 -579%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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CEO6
North Oakville

St. Ignatius of Loyola and Holy Trinity Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 0 0 0 188 294 472 664 910 1110 1285 1468 1597 1774 1874 1984 2106 2226 2318 2422 2475

UTZ 28% 44% 70% 99% 136% 165% 192% 219% 238% 264% 279% 296% 314% 332% 345% 361% 369%

Enrol. 0 0 0 188 294 472 664 910 1110 1285 1468 1597 1774 1874 1984 2106 2226 2318 2422 2475
UTZ 28% 44% 70% 99% 136% 165% 192% 219% 238% 264% 279% 296% 314% 332% 345% 361% 369%

* St. Mary CES catchment includes study areas within CEO6.

15 year 
Change

742%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

276 947

FCI FBCSchool

St. Gregory the Great CES 0% 671

742%CEB2 Total (Avg. for FCI) 0% 671 276 947

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

North Oakville contains a large number of low-density residential units, as well as higher density units 
along major corridors. The Board has identified the need for a total of five (5) Catholic Elementary 
Schools within the North Oakville East Secondary Plan. These housing will continue to support growth in 
enrolment at St. Gregory the Great CES and proposed schools within the area. The above projections 
include approximately 12,600 residential units of varying densities.

Due to the demographics of this new community, yields will need to be monitored to establish 
enrolment trends.

SE
from 2018

2013 LTCP Recommendations

New schools were recommended within this new community to 
support growth in enrolment.

History of Actions

St. Gregory the Great CES (formerly North Oakville 
#2 CES) opened.

2016-17

2020-21

2025-26

2030-31

2032+

Based on enrolment projections, additional elementary schools will 
be needed as indicated in the revised draft timeline below:

North Oakville #4 CES (‘Minto/Shieldbay’)

North Oakville #3 or #5 CES  
(TBD based on timing of developments in area)

North Oakville #1, #3 or #5 CES
(TBD based on timing of development in area)

North Oakville #1 or #5 CES
(TBD based on timing of development in area)
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Area School Profiles

CEO6 
North Oakville Elementary 

St. Gregory the Great CESFacility Information Tables
School Code
St. Gregory the Great CES GREG Opening Year 2016 FBC Capacity 671 Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Gregory the Great CES GREG School Site Size (ha) 2.4 Portable Gr. 1 FI MARY Infant 10
St. Gregory the Great CES GREG Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 276 Gr. 5 ExFI MARG Toddler 30
St. Gregory the Great CES GREG Facility Assessment Year N/A Site Capacity 947 Gr. 9 RT LYLA Pre.S 48

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Program Feeders Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Gr. 1 FI Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Gr. 5 ExFI Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Gr. 9 RT Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CEO4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Family CES

Oakville North East CES

St. John (O) CES

St. Michael CES

CEO5

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Our Lady of Peace CES

St. Andrew CES

St. Marguerite D'Youville CES

CEO6

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Gregory the Great CES

School

School Year for Renewal Project

School Year for Renewal Project

School

New school to open in 2018.

School to be renamed Oakville North East CES following addition in 2018.

School closing in 2018.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)

A French Immersion Program Review should be conducted to balance overall enrolment across CEO2-5, as there is an imbalance in enrolment across schools within 
these review areas. Based on enrolment at the time of the review, St. Gregory the Great CES may be included in this review.

As development proceeds within the North Oakville East Secondary Plan, the next elementary school (North Oakville #4 CES) will be required by 2020-21 to 
accommodate students from new development.

None of the schools currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)

As development proceeds within the North Oakville East Secondary Plan, the third elementary school (North Oakville #3 or #5 CES) in North Oakville will be required 
by 2025-26 to accommodate students from new development. The fourth elementary school (North Oakville #1, #3 or #5 CES) in North Oakville will be required 
by 2030-31. The fifth elementary school (North Oakville #1 of #5 CES) in North Oakville will be required after 2032. The timing of development within certain 
neighbourhoods of North Oakville will continue to be monitored to determine the order that North Oakville #1, #3 and #5 CES will be the required.
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7.3
Secondary Review Areas 
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Secondary Review Areas in Oakville

CSO1
South Oakville & Clearview Secondary
St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

CSO2
West Oak Trails & Glen Abbey Secondary
St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

CEO3
College Park, River Oaks & Iroquois Ridge Secondary
Holy Trinity CSS

CSO4
North Oakville Secondary
No schools within this review area.

Oakville
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are  subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide up-to-date and accurate information, 
and reasonable  efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This  information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus .ca for additional school boundary information.

School Boundary
Secondary Review Areas

Municipal Boundary
Holy Trinity CSS

St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

St. Thomas Aquinas CSS
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CSO1
South Oakville & Clearview Secondary 
St. Thomas Aquinas Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has increased at St. Thomas Aquinas CSS for the last five (5) years and 

forecasted to be stable over the long-term. While enrolment is forecasted to exceed FBC 
over the medium-term, students could be accommodated in portables during this period. It 
should be noted that this secondary school site has limited space for portables. 

• The school typically sees a high retention of Grade 8 students from feeder schools, 
near 100%. In addition, the school sees a modest intake of students from outside of 
the Board. In 2017, 31% of grade 9 students attended grade 8 outside of HCDSB. 
 

• The availability of the International Baccalaureate (IB) program continues to attract 
students to the school. 

• Neighbourhoods are continuing to age and mature within this area. 

• Future development will take the form of existing single-family home replacements 
and redevelopment of commercial sites for residential uses. Medium and high-density 
intensification is proposed within the Bronte Village, Kerr Street, Downtown Oakville 
and Midtown Oakville Growth Areas.
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CS01 - Oakville 
Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

School Boundary
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
See CEO1

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
St. Thomas Aquinas CSS 0% 1245 210 1455 229 85 -90 -12 -79 -85 -42 -58 -33 -13 -22 -23 -45 -41 -39 -36 -1 11 30 45 -157%

Total CS02 1245 210 1455 229 85 -90 -12 -79 -85 -42 -58 -33 -13 -22 -23 -45 -41 -39 -36 -1 11 30 45 -157%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

He
ad

co
un

t

St. Thomas Aquinas CSS Total Site Cap. CSO1 Total FBC CSO1

CSO1
South Oakville-Clearview

St. Thomas Aquinas Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 1016 1160 1335 1257 1324 1330 1287 1303 1278 1258 1267 1268 1290 1286 1284 1281 1246 1234 1215 1200

UTZ 82% 93% 107% 101% 106% 107% 103% 105% 103% 101% 102% 102% 104% 103% 103% 103% 100% 99% 98% 96%

Enrol. 1016 1160 1335 1257 1324 1330 1287 1303 1278 1258 1267 1268 1290 1286 1284 1281 1246 1234 1215 1200
UTZ 82% 93% 107% 101% 106% 107% 103% 105% 103% 101% 102% 102% 104% 103% 103% 103% 100% 99% 98% 96%

15 year 
Change

-9%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

210 1455

FCI FBCSchool

St. Thomas Aquinas CSS 0% 1245

-9%CS02 Total (Avg. for FCI) 0% 1245 210 1455

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

Medium and high-density intensification is proposed within the Bronte Village, Kerr Street, Downtown 
Oakville and Midtown Oakville Growth Areas.

Due to the higher density nature of these developments, the Board is not expected to yield a large 
number of students. However, staff will continue to monitor student yields within these areas to ensure 
projections reflect changes in housing choice.

ExFI ISP
to 2019

IB

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A School Boundary Review was recommended in 2018-19 
involving all secondary schools in Oakville, if enrolment declined. It 
should be noted that at the time, Oakville Secondary was split into 
two (2) secondary review areas, whereas as it has currently been 
expanded to four (4).

History of Actions

New school boundaries take effect for all Oakville 
Secondary Schools. Portions of St. Thomas Aquinas 
CSS catchment were redirected to St. Ignatius of 
Loyola CSS (CSO2) and Holy Trinity CSS (CSO3).

2016-17
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Area School Profiles

CSO1 
South Oakville & Clearview Secondary

St. Thomas Aquinas CSSFacility Information Tables
School Code
St. Thomas Aquinas CSS AQUI Opening Year 2011 FBC Capacity 1245 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Thomas Aquinas CSS AQUI School Site Size (ha) 5.64 Portable Infant

St. Thomas Aquinas CSS AQUI Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 0% Capacity 230 Toddler

St. Thomas Aquinas CSS AQUI Facility Assessment Year 2016 Site Capacity 1475 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines
CSO1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

CSO2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

CSO3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Trinity CSS

CSO4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School
School Year for Renewal Project

No schools within this review area.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Continue to monitor enrolment and program offering at the school.

St. Thomas Aquinas CSS does not currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolment and program offering at the school.
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CSO2
West Oak Trails, Bronte & Glen Abbey Secondary
St. Ignatius of Loyola Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has increased at St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS for the last five (5) years and 

forecasted to be stable over the long-term. While enrolment is forecasted to exceed FBC, 
students could be accommodated in portables over the long-term. 

• The school saw varying retention of Grade 8 students from feeder schools, from 
68% to 100% in the 2017 school year. 

• The school hosts the largest number of students from the International Student 
Program (ISP). 

• Multiple large-scale residential developments exist within the school catchment. This 
catchment has high development potential over the long-term. 

• The school includes students from new residential developments in North Oakville (west 
of Sixth Line).

St. Ann
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for additional school boundary information.

CS02 - Oakville 
Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

School Boundary

165

DRAFT

261



Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
See CEO2, CEO3

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS 3% 1311 672 1983 132 220 197 74 56 -4 10 -18 -37 -94 -140 -171 -156 -109 -84 -54 -42 -58 -57 -66 -218%

Total CS02 1311 672 1983 132 220 197 74 56 -4 10 -18 -37 -94 -140 -171 -156 -109 -84 -54 -42 -58 -57 -66 -218%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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CSO2
West Oak Trails-Bronte-Glen Abbey

St. Ignatius of Layola Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 1179 1091 1114 1237 1255 1315 1301 1329 1348 1405 1451 1482 1467 1420 1395 1365 1353 1369 1368 1377

UTZ 90% 83% 85% 94% 96% 100% 99% 101% 103% 107% 111% 113% 112% 108% 106% 104% 103% 104% 104% 105%

Enrol. 1179 1091 1114 1237 1255 1315 1301 1329 1348 1405 1451 1482 1467 1420 1395 1365 1353 1369 1368 1377
UTZ 90% 83% 85% 94% 96% 100% 99% 101% 103% 107% 111% 113% 112% 108% 106% 104% 103% 104% 104% 105%

* St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS catchment includes a study areas within CS09.

15 year 
Change

10%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

672 1983

FCI FBCSchool

St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS 3% 1311

10%CS02 Total (Avg. for FCI) 3% 1311 672 1983

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

The Palermo Village Growth Area is located within this review area. Medium and high-density 
development continues to occur within this area and will continue to impact enrolment. In addition, a 
large high-density development planned near the Oakville Trafalgar Memorial Hospital may impact long-
term enrolment.

Redevelopment of the Saw Whet Golf Course (Bronte Green) is expected to begin over the next 5 years 
and will impact enrolment in the long-term. This development contains approximately 785 residential 
units, 67% of which are low-density in nature (single-detached or semi-detached homes).

In September 2017, the Town of Oakville refused an application to redevelop the Glen Abbey Golf 
Course to include residential uses. The decision has been appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board 
(OMB)/Local Planning Appeals Tribunal (LPAT). As such, the yields from this development have not 
been incorporated into the St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS enrolment. If this development proceeds, it may 
increase enrolment slightly over the long-term at the school.

It should be noted that St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS is one of the holding secondary schools for North 
Oakville (CSO4) students.

ISPExFI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A School Boundary Review was recommended in 2018-19 
involving all secondary schools in Oakville, if enrolment declined. It 
should be noted that at the time, Oakville Secondary was split into 
two (2) secondary review areas, whereas as it has currently been 
expanded to four (4). A new secondary school in North Oakville 
(CSO4) was recommended by 2027-28.

History of Actions

New school boundaries take affect for all Oakville 
Secondary Schools. Portions of St. Thomas Aquinas 
CSS catchment were redirected to St. Ignatius of 
Loyola CSS (CSO2) and Holy Trinity CSS (CSO3).

2016-17
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Area School Profiles

CSO2 
West Oak Trails, Bronte & Glen Abbey Secondary

St. Ignatius of Loyola CSSFacility Information Tables
School Code
St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS LYLA Opening Year 1986 FBC Capacity 1311 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS LYLA School Site Size (ha) 4.9 Portable Infant

St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS LYLA Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 3% Capacity 736 Toddler

St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS LYLA Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 2047 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CSO1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

CSO2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

CSO3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Trinity CSS

CSO4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School
School Year for Renewal Project

No schools within this review area.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Continue to monitor enrolment and program offering at the school.

St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS does not currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolment and program offering at the school.
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CSO3
College Park, River Oaks & Iroquois Ridge Secondary 
Holy Trinity Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• Enrolment has been stable at Holy Trinity CSS for the last five years; and is forecasted 

to increase then stabilize just over FBC over the long-term. Portables will be required at 
the school over the long-term to accommodate students. 

• The school saw modest retention of Grade 8 students from feeder schools, from 
78% to 100% in the 2017 school year – a significant increase from previous years. 

• The availability of the new Advanced Placement (AP) program is expected to attract 
students to the school. 

• The school also hosts regional Extended French Immersion programming. 

• Greenfield development potential exists around the Uptown Core at Trafalgar Road and 
Dundas Street. These developments are expected to be high-density in nature. 

• The school includes students from new residential developments in North Oakville (west 
of Sixth Line).
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The current street network was provided by the Regional Municipality of Halton and the Region assumes no responsibility or liability for its use or accuracy. Proposed roads are subject to change. It is the intention of the HCDSB to provide
up-to-date and accurate information, and reasonable efforts have been made by the HCDSB to verify the information, however a degree of error or change is inherent. This information is distributed “as is” without warranty. HCDSB assumes
no legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information. If you require additional information please contact the Planning Services Department at 905-632-6300 or visit www.haltonbus.ca 
for additional school boundary information.

CS03 - Oakville 
Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area n HCDSB Schools

n HDSB Schools

n CS Viamonde Schools

n CSDCCS Schools

nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre

n% HCDSB Aministration

Holy Trinity CSS
School Boundary

169

DRAFT

265



Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
See CEO4, CEO5

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Holy Trinity CSS 4% 1245 378 1623 -97 -7 50 77 6 -40 -109 -131 -113 -110 -95 -116 -131 -119 -112 -104 -109 -117 -138 -153 -2650%

Total CS03 1245 378 1623 -97 -7 50 77 6 -40 -109 -131 -113 -110 -95 -116 -131 -119 -112 -104 -109 -117 -138 -153 -2650%

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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CSO3
College Park-Falgarwood-River Oaks-Iroquois Ridge

Holy Trinity Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 1342 1252 1195 1168 1239 1285 1354 1376 1358 1355 1340 1361 1376 1364 1357 1349 1354 1362 1383 1398

UTZ 108% 101% 96% 94% 100% 103% 109% 111% 109% 109% 108% 109% 111% 110% 109% 108% 109% 109% 111% 112%

Enrol. 1342 1252 1195 1168 1239 1285 1354 1376 1358 1355 1340 1361 1376 1364 1357 1349 1354 1362 1383 1398
UTZ 108% 101% 96% 94% 100% 103% 109% 111% 109% 109% 108% 109% 111% 110% 109% 108% 109% 109% 111% 112%

* Holy Trinity CSS catchment includes a study areas within CS09.

15 year 
Change

13%

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)

378 1623

FCI FBCSchool

Holy Trinity CSS 4% 1245

13%CS03 Total (Avg. for FCI) 4% 1245 378 1623

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

High-density development potential exists in the Uptown Core Growth Area (South of Dundas Street at 
Trafalgar Road) for the long-term.

Due to the higher density nature of these developments, the Board is not expected to yield a large 
number of students. However, staff will continue to monitor student yields within these areas to ensure 
projections reflect changes in housing choice.

It should be noted that Holy Trinity CSS is one of the holding secondary schools for North Oakville 
(CSO4) students.

ISPExFI

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A School Boundary Review was recommended in 2018-19 
involving all secondary schools in Oakville, if enrolment declined. It 
should be noted that at the time, Oakville Secondary was split into 
two (2) secondary review areas, whereas as it has currently been 
expanded to four (4). A new secondary school in North Oakville 
(CSO4) was recommended by 2027-28.

History of Actions

New school boundaries take effect for all Oakville 
Secondary Schools. Portions of St. Thomas Aquinas 
CSS catchment were redirected to St. Ignatius of 
Loyola CSS (CSO2) and Holy Trinity CSS (CSO3).

2016-17
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Area School Profiles

CSO3 
College Park, River Oaks & Iroquois Ridge Secondary 

Holy Trinity CSSFacility Information Tables
School Code
Holy Trinity CSS HLYT Opening Year 2002 FBC Capacity 1245 Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

Holy Trinity CSS HLYT School Site Size (ha) 5.67 Portable Infant

Holy Trinity CSS HLYT Facility Condition Index (5-yr) 4% Capacity 414 Toddler

Holy Trinity CSS HLYT Facility Assessment Year 2015 Site Capacity 1659 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S

#N/A Opening Year FBC Capacity Hosted Programs Child Care Spaces Other Uses

#N/A School Site Size (ha) Portable Infant

#N/A Facility Condition Index (5-yr) Capacity Toddler

#N/A Facility Assessment Year Site Capacity 0 Pre.S
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Renewal Project Timelines

CSO1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

CSO2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

CSO3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Trinity CSS

CSO4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School
School Year for Renewal Project

No schools within this review area.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

None identified for 2018.

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Continue to monitor enrolment and program offering at the school.

Holy Trinity CSS does not currently meet criteria identified in Administrative Procedure VI-78: Community Planning and Facility Partnerships.

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Continue to monitor enrolment and program offering at the school.
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CSO4
North Oakville Secondary
Holy Trinity & St. Ignatius of Loyola Family of Schools

Review Area Overview 
• There are currently no secondary schools within this review area. Students from this 

area attend St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS (West of Sixth Line) and Holy Trinity CSS (East of 
Sixth Line). 

•  Greenfield development will continue to occur within this area over the long-term and is 
forecasted to impact enrolment in the community. 
 
 
 

• Enrolment is project to increase significantly over time as development continues in the 
North Oakville Secondary Plan. One (1) Catholic Secondary School site has been 
designated within the North Oakville East Secondary Plan. The timing of the new 
secondary school will continually be reviewed to ensure accommodation pressures are 
met.
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Halton Catholic District School Board Secondary Review Area n HCDSB Schools
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nG HCDSB Adult Learning Centre
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Holy Trinity CSS St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS
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Enrolment Trends

Enrolment Projections and Facility Utilization

Maps are provided for reference purposes only and outline the boundaries for each review area along with Regular Track school boundaries. For up-to-date school boundary maps, visit www.hcdsb.org.

Enrolment Graph by School Review Area Comments
North Oakville

Recommendations

Empty Pupil Places Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032

Total CS04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

School FCI
15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected Forecast
FBC
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CSO4
North Oakville

St. Ignatius of Loyola & Holy Trinity Family of Schools

Enrolment and Utilization Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Enrol. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

UTZ

* There are no secondary schools within CS09. Students are directed to  St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS in CS03 and Holy Trinity CSS in CS08.

15 year 
Change

Port. 
Cap.

Site 
Cap.

Historic Projected (1-5 year) Forecast (6-15 year)
FCI FBCSchool

CS04 Total (Avg. for FCI) 0 0 0

Planned and Proposed Major Residential Developments

North Oakville contains a large number of low-density residential units, as well as higher density units 
along major corridors. These housing will continue to support growth in enrolment at St. Ignatius of 
Loyola CSS and Holy Trinity CSS in the medium-term.

Enrolment will continue to be monitored to determine need for a new secondary school in the area.

2013 LTCP Recommendations

A School Boundary Review was recommended in 2018-19 
involving all secondary schools in Oakville, if enrolment declined. It 
should be noted that at the time, Oakville Secondary was split into 
two (2) secondary review areas, whereas as it has currently been 
expanded to four (4). A new secondary school in North Oakville 
(CSO4) by 2027-28.

History of Actions

N/A
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Area School Profiles

CSO4 
North Oakville Secondary

There are no schools within this review area.
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Renewal Project Timelines

CSO1

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Thomas Aquinas CSS

CSO2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
St. Ignatius of Loyola CSS

CSO3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Holy Trinity CSS

CSO4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

School
School Year for Renewal Project

No schools within this review area.

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

School
School Year for Renewal Project

Schools newer than 2002 are not identified in 5-year Renewal Strategy.

Renewal projects identified for 2018 school year:

N/A

Potential Community Planning and Facility Partnership Prospects

Short-term
Recommendations

(1-5 years)
Continue to monitor enrolments.

N/A

Long-term
Recommendations

(6-15 years)
Enrolment should be monitored to identify the need for a new secondary school in North Oakville (North Oakville #1 CSS).

176

DRAFT

272



 

177

DRAFT

273



 

 
8 Accommodation Issues 

& Strategies
8.1  Summary of Recommendations       

8.2  Proposed Capital Projects        
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8.1
Summary of Recommendations
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Burlington

Summary of Recommendations by Municipality 

Burlington 

Review Area Short-Term Recommendation (1-5 year) Long-Term Recommendation (6-15 year) 
 

CEB1 
 

Continue to monitor enrolments. Continue to monitor enrolments. 

CEB2 
CEB3 
 
 

A School Boundary Review should be conducted for 
CEB2 and CEB3 to balance enrolment across area 
schools. 

Continue to monitor enrolments. 

CEB4 
 
 

Continue to monitor enrolments. If enrolment continues to decline at St. Christopher CES, 
explore facility partnership opportunities at the school. 

CEB5 
 

N/A N/A 

CSB1 Explore potential for renewal works for programming 
and capacity increases at Assumption CSS. 
 
Explore potential for program enhancements (e.g. 
International Student Program) to increase overall 
enrolment at Corpus Christi CSS. 
 

If enrolment continues to decline at Corpus Christi CSS, 
explore facility partnership opportunities at the school. 

 

  

Summary of Recommendations by Municipality 

Halton Hills 

Review Area Short-Term Recommendation (1-5 year) Long-Term Recommendation (6-15 year) 
 

CEH1 
 
 
 

Continue to apply for Ministry funding for a replacement 
facility to address high renewal needs and capacity 
constraints at Holy Cross CES. 

Continue to monitor enrolments. 

CEH2 
 
 
 

Explore potential to increase capacity at St. Brigid CES 
through conversion of existing space within the school 
building and/or increasing portable capacity on site. If 
increasing portable capacity is not viable, explore the 
potential of further program re-alignments at St. Brigid 
CES, namely Early French Immersion. 
 
Once development within Vision Georgetown is initiated, 
the first elementary school will be required by 2020-21 
to accommodate students from new development. This 
elementary school will form part of a JK-Grade 12 
school located along the eastern portions of the 
Secondary Plan. Timing will be further refined by staff 
once the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is approved 
by the Town of Halton Hills. 
 

Following the opening of the first elementary school in 
Vision Georgetown in 2020-21, the second elementary 
school will be required for 2025-26. Timing will be 
further refined by staff once the Vision Georgetown 
Secondary Plan is approved by the Town of Halton Hills. 

CEH3 
 
 

Continue to monitor enrolments. If enrolment continues to decline at St. Joseph (A) CES, 
explore facility partnership opportunities at the school. 

CSH1 Explore potential to increase portable capacity at Christ 
the King CSS. 
 
Explore the opportunity of opening the new proposed 
Secondary School prior to 2025-2026. 

Once development within Vision Georgetown is initiated, 
a new secondary school will be required by 2025-26 to 
accommodate students from new development and to 
alleviate enrolment pressures at Christ the King CSS. 
This secondary school will form part of a JK-Grade 12 
school located along the eastern portions of the 
Secondary Plan. Timing will be further refined by staff 
once the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is approved 
by the Town of Halton Hills. 
 
Explore potential for program enhancements and facility 
partnerships at Christ the King CSS. 
 

 

  

Halton Hills
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8.1 
Summary of Recommendations

Milton

Summary of Recommendations by Municipality 

Milton 

Review Area Short-Term Recommendation (1-5 year) Long-Term Recommendation (6-15 year) 
 

CEM1 
CEM2A 
CEM2B 
 
 
 

A School Boundary Review should be conducted 
involving all Milton elementary schools to balance 
enrolment across Milton in 2018-19. French Immersion 
programming should also be reviewed at this time to 
address accommodation challenges at St. Benedict 
CES (CEM2B). 
 
Explore potential to increase portable capacity at the 
Queen of Heaven CES school site to address 
accommodation pressures at the school. 
 

It should be noted that schools with available capacity 
within CEM2A may hold students from the Milton Urban 
Expansion Lands (CEM3A) due to its proximity to the 
area. 

CEM2C-2D 
 
 
 

As development proceeds within the Boyne Secondary 
Plan and Milton Education Village, the next elementary 
school (Milton #9 or #10 CES) will be required by 2020-
21 to accommodate students from new development. 
Following that, the third elementary school (Milton #9 or 
#10 CES) in Boyne will be required by 2022-23. The 
timing of development in Walker and Cobden will 
continue to be monitored to determine whether Milton 
#9 or #10 CES will be the next school required in 
Boyne. 
 

As development proceeds within the Boyne Secondary 
Plan and Milton Urban Expansion Lands, the fourth 
elementary school (Milton #11 CES) will be required by 
2024-25 to accommodate students from new 
development. It should be noted that schools with 
available capacity within CEM2A may also hold students 
from the Milton Urban Expansion Lands (CEM3A) due to 
its proximity to the area, which may impact the timing of 
Milton #11 CES. 

CEM3A-3B 
 
 
 

Once development proceeds within the Milton Urban 
Expansion Lands (CEM3A), 5 new elementary schools 
will be required within the area. Preliminary indicators 
are that development will be initiated by 2021. As the 
Town of Milton is currently undergoing secondary 
planning for the area, timing of new schools will be 
determined once additional details are available. 
 

Development in CEM3A will result in the need for new 
elementary schools within the area. As the Town of 
Milton is currently undergoing secondary planning for 
the area, timing of new schools will be determined once 
additional details are available. 

CSM1 
CSM2-3 
 
 
 

An interim School Boundary Review may be required for 
one year to address increasing enrolment at Jean Vanier 
CSS. This review will seek to temporarily redirect 
students from the current Jean Vanier CSS catchment 
to Bishop P. F. Reding CSS until Milton #3 CSS is 
constructed. Enrolment will continue to be monitored. 
 
As development within the Boyne Secondary Plan 
continues to proceed, Milton #3 CSS (CSM3) will be 
required for 2020-21. 
 

Once development proceeds within the Milton Urban 
Expansion Lands (CSM3), a new secondary school will 
be required within the area. Preliminary indicators are 
that development will be initiated by 2021. As the Town 
of Milton is currently undergoing secondary planning for 
the area, timing of the new school will be determined 
once additional details are available. 
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Oakville

Summary of Recommendations by Municipality 

Oakville 

Review Area Short-Term Recommendation (1-5 year) Long-Term Recommendation (6-15 year) 
 

CEO1 
 
 
 

Continue to apply for Ministry funding to address 
renewal needs and rebuild St. Dominic CES to address 
high renewal needs. 
 
Identify St. Luke CES as available for Community 
Planning and Facility Partnerships starting in 2021. 
 
Following the closure of St. James CES and the 
relocation of Thomas Merton Adult Learning Centre, 
partnership opportunities could be explored for that 
facility. 
 

If enrolment continues to decline at St. Vincent CES, 
explore facility partnership opportunities at the school. 

CEO2 
CEO3 
CEO4 
CEO5 
 
 
 

A School Boundary Review and French Immersion 
Program Review should be conducted to balance overall 
enrolment across CEO2-5, as there is an imbalance in 
enrolment across schools within these review areas. 
 
Identify St. Teresa of Calcutta CES as available for 
Community Planning and Facility Partnerships starting in 
2022. 
 
Identify Holy Family CES as available for Community 
Planning and Facility Partnerships starting in 2021. 
 
Monitor enrolment at St. Marguerite D’Youville CES and 
Holy Family CES, and consider undertaking a 
program/accommodation review to address 
underutilization. 
 

If enrolment continues to decline at St. Joan of Arc and 
St. John Paul II Catholic Elementary Schools, explore 
facility partnership opportunities at the school. 
 
If enrolment continues to decline at St. Marguerite 
D’Youville CES, explore facility partnership opportunities 
at the school. 
 
If the School Boundary Review and French Immersion 
Program review and availability of Holy Family CES for 
Community Planning and Facility Partnerships do not 
result in a reduction in empty pupil places and increased 
utilization of Holy Family CES and St. Marguerite 
D’Youville CES (CEO5), a Pupil Accommodation Review 
involving CEO4 and CEO5 may be required. 

CEO6 
 
 
 

Based on enrolment at the time of the review, St. 
Gregory the Great CES may be included in the French 
Immersion Program Review for CEO2-5. 
 
As development proceeds within the North Oakville East 
Secondary Plan, the next elementary school (North 
Oakville #4 CES) will be required by 2020-21 to 
accommodate students from new development. 
 

As development proceeds within the North Oakville East 
Secondary Plan, the third elementary school (North 
Oakville #3 or #5 CES) in North Oakville will be required 
by 2025-26 to accommodate students from new 
development. The fourth elementary school (North 
Oakville #1, #3 or #5 CES) in North Oakville will be 
required by 2030-31. The fifth elementary school (North 
Oakville #1 of #5 CES) in North Oakville will be required 
after 2032. The timing of development within certain 
neighbourhoods of North Oakville will continue to be 
monitored to determine the order that North Oakville 
#1, #3 and #5 CES will be the required. 
 

CSO1 
CSO2 
CSO3 
CSO4 
 

Continue to monitor enrolment and program offering at 
the school. 

Enrolment should be monitored to identify the need for 
a new secondary school in North Oakville (North Oakville 
#1 CSS). 
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8.2
Proposed Capital Projects 

Based on the short-term (1-5 year) and long-term (6-15 year) recommendations, a list of projects over the next 15-year planning horizon were formulated. 
These projects include future tentative Boards actions that will be required over the long-term to meet the accommodation and program needs of the Board’s 
students. Note, the implementation of all listed processes requires Board approval prior to proceeding and require will follow the Board’s operating policies and 
administrative procedures. 

School Boundary Review, Program Review, and Pupil Accommodation Review (PARs) processes include many opportunities for public 
consultation. Final decisions in these reviews are made by the Board of Trustees, based on Board policy.

These projects are provided to allow the public and stakeholders across Halton to review the HCDSB’s future plans, opening the door for potential collaborations with 
stakeholders, and align stakeholder capital plans with the Board’s future capital plans.

These projects include the following types of projects: 

• New capital projects in developing areas of the Halton Region that require new pupil places to meet growth demands;
• Pupil Accommodation Reviews (PARs) in areas of declining enrolment, when empty pupil places could be removed to enhance efficiencies;
• School Boundary & Program Reviews in areas where enrolment can be re-balanced to address over- and under-utilization rates at schools;
• Capital Renewal Projects for specific schools that require capital works for maintenance purposes, classroom enhancements, program enhancements, or 

capacity enhancements (among others);
• Schools with Underutilized Spaces are schools that are still needed to provide pupil accommodations and operate as a viable schools, but have excess 

space that can be utilized with approved community partners to fill empty spaces no longer needed for school accommodation.
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8.2 
Proposed Capital Projects

Capital Projects

List of Upcoming Projects 

Capital Projects 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington N/A N/A N/A 

Halton Hills Georgetown West CES - CEH1/Holy Cross CES Replacement Facility 2019-20 Yes 

Vision Georgetown #1 CES (Site shared with Vision Georgetown #1 CSS) 2020-21 Yes 

Vision Georgetown #2 CES 2025-26 Yes 

Vision Georgetown #1 CSS (Site shared with Vision Georgetown #1 CES) 2025-26 Yes 

Milton Milton #3 CSS 2020-21 Yes 

Milton #9 or #10 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2020-21 Yes 

Milton #9 or #10 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2022-23 Yes 

Milton #11 CES 2024-25 Yes 

Oakville St. Dominic CES Rebuild 2019-20 Yes 

North Oakville #4 CES 2020-21 Yes 

North Oakville #3 or #5 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2025-26 Yes 

North Oakville #1, #3 or #5 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2030-31 Yes 

 North Oakville #1 or #5 CES (TBD based on timing of development in area) 2032+ Yes 

 

  

List of Upcoming Projects 

Pupil Accommodation Reviews 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington N/A N/A N/A 

Halton Hills N/A N/A N/A 

Milton N/A N/A N/A 

Oakville N/A N/A N/A 

 

  

Pupil Accommodation Reviews

List of Upcoming Projects 

School Boundary and Program Reviews 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington CEB2, CEB3 School Boundary Review 2020-21 TBD 

Halton Hills N/A N/A N/A 

Milton Milton Elementary School Boundary and French Immersion Program Review 2018-19 No 

Milton Secondary Interim School Boundary Review 2019-20 No 

Oakville Oakville North of QEW School Boundary and French Immersion Program Review 2020-21 TBD 

 

  

School Boundary &
Program Reviews

Provincial Moratorium currently in effect.
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Renewal Projects

List of Upcoming Projects 

Renewal Projects 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington Assumption CSS Renewal and/or Addition 2018-19 No 

Canadian Martyrs CES Renewal 2018-19 No 

Notre Dame CSS Renewal 2018-19 No 

St. Mark Renewal and Addition 2018-19 No 

Milton Bishop P. F. Reding CSS Renewal and Addition 2018-19 No 

Oakville St. Michael CES (Oakville North East CES) Renewal and Addition 2018-19 No 

 

 

  Schools with
Underutilized Spaces (1-5 years)

List of Upcoming Projects 

Schools with Underutilized Spaces (1-5 years) 

Municipality Project Description Year Required 
 

CPFP 
Opportunity 

Burlington N/A N/A N/A 

Halton Hills N/A N/A N/A 

Milton N/APupi N/A N/A 

Oakville St. Luke CES 2021-22 Yes 

Holy Family CES 2021-22 Yes 

St. Teresa of Calcutta CES 2022-23 Yes 
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9 
Glossary

B
Birth Rate
The number of births in a given school catchment in one year. The current birth 
data used by Planning Services is provided by the Region of Halton Public Health.

C
Capital Priorities (CP) Program
The primary capital funding program available to school boards through the 
Ministry of Education to fund projects that address enrolment pressures (e.g. new 
schools, additions). In addition, this program can be used to address projects that 
will replace schools with high facility renewal needs. Following the completion of 
the School Consolidation Capital Funding program in June 2017, this program will 
also act as the primary funding source to support school consolidation projects.

Cohort
A group of students that progress through their academic career together. The 
largest unit considered by Planning Services for enrolment projection purposes is 
by grade, not class.

Core French
Core French is taught in our schools from grades 4 through 9 for all students in 
HCDSB elementary and secondary schools.

Cross-Boundary
A process followed by the Board to grant students entry into a school outside of 
their school catchment. For more information, see Operating Policy I-04: Cross 
Boundary and Non-Resident Student School Attendance.

E
Empty/Surplus Pupil Places
When enrolment is less than the Functional Building Capacity of a school, this is 
the number of additional pupil places available within the school building to reach 
capacity.

Elementary Review Area (ERA)
A geographic unit of analysis created by Planning Services staff to analyze 
larger community trends impacting elementary schools at a smaller scale that 
the municipal or regional scale. Typically, these geographic units have similar 
characteristics such as general age of housing stock, unit composition and 
demographic trends.

F
Facility Condition Index (FCI)
An index used by the Board and Ministry of Education to support determining 
condition and renewal needs of schools. For additional information, see section 
on Facility Condition & Renewal.

Functional Building Capacity (FBC)
Sum of the capacity of individual instructional spaces within the permeant 
school building that could be used for regular full-time classes only. Specialized 
program spaces are included in this calculation, such as science labs and 
gymnasiums (secondary schools only).

G
Greenfield development
The process of developing largely rural agricultural or amenity spaces outside 
of the existing urban area to create new urban or suburban-type uses. 

I
Infill Development
The process of developing vacant or underused parcels within existing urban 
areas that are already largely developed.

Intensification (Residential)
This refers to the land development practice where a municipality focuses 
on moving the focus of new development from the periphery (greenfield 
development) to adding new residential units within the existing urban area. 
This shift would result in new development taking a high-density form, i.e. 
townhomes and apartment buildings.

P
Portable Capacity
The total capacity available from maximum number of portables possible on 
site, based on the existing site condition and features.

Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR)
This is a review undertaken by the Board to address changing student 
populations, which may lead to school consolidations/closures. This process 
follows Operating Policy I-09: School Accommodation Review – Consolidation/
Closure and involves consultation from the public and affected school 
communities.
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R
Regular Track (RT)
Regular Track is the standard educational programming offered at all 
elementary and secondary schools in the Board where the language of 
instruction for all courses, except specialized language courses (e.g. Core 
French) are provided in English. Students within this program are taught Core 
French as a subject from Grade 4 to 9.

S
School Boundary Review
This is a review undertaken by the Board to create and/or change school 
boundaries. This process follows Operating Policy I-29: School Boundary 
Review Process and involves consultation from the public and affected school 
communities.

School Consolidation Capital (SCC) Program
A former capital funding program available to school boards through the 
Ministry of Education to support projects that address a school board’s excess 
capacity. Examples of supported projects include consolidating two (or more) 
schools into one facility, new additions and renovations. As of June 2017, this 
funding program has been discontinued by the Ministry and future submissions 
of a similar nature will be provided through the Ministry’s Capital Priorities (CP) 
program.

Secondary Review Area (SRA)
A geographic unit of analysis created by Planning Services staff to analyze 
larger community trends impacting secondary schools at a smaller scale that 
the municipal or regional scale. Unlike elementary review areas, these review 
areas are larger and typically reflect secondary school catchments.

Site Capacity (Total)
The sum of the Functional Building Capacity and the Portable Capacity. This is 
considered the total number of pupil places available at a school site based on 
the current site conditions and features.

Student Yield
This is the number of students generated by each new residential unit. The 
unit yields are calculated to reviewing how many students were generated 
from a particular unit type over the 15-year period. This is then applied to the 
future proposed units being developed. See Projection Methodology for more 
information.
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Ministère de l’Éducation 
 
Direction de l’analyse et de 
la responsabilité financières 
20e étage, édifice Mowat 
900, rue Bay 
Toronto, Ontario  M7A 1L2

Ministry of Education 

Financial Analysis and 
Accountability Branch 
20th Floor, Mowat Block 
900 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario  M7A 1L2 

2018: SB05 

MEMORANDUM TO: Superintendents of Business 

FROM: Med Ahmadoun 
Director 
Financial Analysis and Accountability Branch 

DATE: April 16, 2018 

SUBJECT: Cash Management Strategy 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide more details on the regulation changes 
to subsections 11(3) and (4) of the Education Act in regards to the cash management 
strategy, referred to below as “the policy”. These changes were first communicated in 
Memoranda 2018:B06 Grants for Student Needs (GSN) for 2018–19. 

Background 
The ministry is updating the operating cash flow policy and procedures for school 
boards effective September 1, 2018 to reduce the associated borrowing costs currently 
incurred by the Province and to more closely align our practices to the OPS cash 
management directive. As a result of this change, part of the grant payments from the ministry 
will be delayed until the adjusted accumulated surplus and deferred revenue balances 
of school boards meet specified criteria. Boards impacted by this policy will report a 
grants receivable from the Province to track the amount of delayed payments. It should 
be noted that this is a change to cash flow only and the annual funding entitlements 
provided to school boards under the GSN will not be affected by this change. 

Delayed Grant Payment Calculation 
The Delayed Grant Payment Amount will be calculated using a sliding scale based on 
the “adjusted accumulated surplus and deferred revenue balance” (defined below) as a 
percentage of the annual operating allocation of each school board. 

Appendix A
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Adjusted Accumulated Surplus and Deferred Revenues (ASDR) Balance 

The policy takes into consideration the size of accumulated surplus and deferred 
revenue balances, as well as some financial assets as reported in the most recent 
financial statements submission. As the policy is intended to provide a proxy of cash 
available to school boards, the ASDR balance shall be calculated as follows:  

Total Accumulated Surplus (Deficit) plus Total Deferred Revenues 
LESS 

▪ Total Accumulated Surplus (Deficit) Unavailable for Compliance 
▪ Committed Capital Projects 
▪ Committed Sinking Fund Interest Earned 
▪ Deferred Revenues - Third Party Grants – Operating 
▪ Deferred Revenues - Third Party Grants – Capital  
▪ Tuition Fees Receivable (First Nation) 
▪ Long-Term Investments (Temporary Exemption) 

As school boards have long-term investments which may carry penalties for early 
redemption, the temporary exemption for long-term investments will be as follows: 

▪ Until the end of February 2019: where interest is pro-rated under the terms 
of the investment; or 

▪ Until the investment matures: where there is a penalty or interest is lost 
entirely if redeemed prior to maturity. 

Boards must provide the ministry with detailed information in regards to their long-term 
investment balances to determine the length of the temporary exemptions. Any new 
long-term investments, as of September 1, 2018 will not be excluded from the Delayed 
Grant Payment amount.   

Sliding Scale  

The Delayed Grant Payment amount is calculated using a sliding scale based on the 
ASDR Balance as a percentage of Operating Allocation: 

- The portion of the ASDR balance equal to 5% or less of the operating 
allocation will not be subject to delayed grant payment.  

- The portion of the ASDR balance between 5.01% and 10% of the operating 
allocation will be subject to delayed grant payment at a rate of 80%. 

- Any portion of the ASDR balance exceeding 10% of the operating allocation 
will be subject to delayed grant payment in its entirety. 
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Implementation and Reporting 

The Delayed Grant Payment amount will be in effect as of September 1, 2018. The 
calculation to support the delayed grant payment amount will be initially included in the 
2018-19 Estimates EFIS forms, based on the information reported in 2016-17 Financial 
Statements. The Delayed Grant Payment amount will then be updated annually based 
on the most recent financial statements submitted by school boards.  

Transfer Payment Adjustment 

The Delayed Grant Payment amount will be applied as an adjustment to the regular 
monthly transfer payments, where applicable. The adjustment will begin in September 
2018 and continue to apply until the full amount of the Delayed Grant Payment balance 
has been reached.  

After the initial set-up of the Delayed Grant Payment amount, the annual change to the 
balance will be reflected in future transfer payments based on the latest financial 
statements submitted by school boards. 

If you require further information, please contact Andrew Yang, Manager of the 
Financial Standards and Consolidation Unit, at (416) 325-4212 or 
andrew.yang@ontario.ca, or Patrick Pelletier, Project Manager, Financial Standards 
and Consolidation Unit at (416) 325-3314 or patrick.pelletier@ontario.ca.   

Original signed by 

Med Ahmadoun 
Director 
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Grants for Student Needs 
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Une publication équivalente est disponible en français sous le titre suivant : Financement de l’éducation : 
Subventions pour les besoins des élèves, Projections  pour l’année scolaire 2018-2019, printemps 2018, sur le site 
Web du ministère de l’Éducation. 

ISBN: 978-1-4868-2109-9 (PDF)
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Grants for Student Needs 
Projections for the 2018-19 School Year 

Grants for Student Needs, Projections 2018-19 1 

The following tables contain projected board-by-board allocations of the Grants for 
Student Needs (GSN) including other related information for the 2018-19 school year. 
The funding projections have been prepared by the Ministry of Education and are based 
on enrolment and other data provided by school boards. The tables also contain board-
by-board allocations from prior years.*

* This document includes data beginning in 2002–03. Data from 1998–99 through 2001–02 is available 
on the Ministry of Education's website. 

These projections include the impact of enrolment change, new investments, savings 
measures, and structural refinements on GSN funding levels for the 2018-19 school 
year. The actual revenue that a school board receives through the GSN over the course 
of the school year may change as in-year information on enrolment and other factors 
become available. In addition, some individual grants may not be comparable year over 
year due to grant realignments, changes in grant structure, the introduction of new 
grants and allocations, as well as changes in accounting practices. The data in the 
tables from prior years is drawn from the most recent financial information submitted 
to the Ministry by school boards. 

It should be noted that, in 2014-15, there was a significant increase in total funding. This 
increase was largely due to the movement and integration of funding for Ontario’s Full-
Day Kindergarten (FDK) program from Education Programs – Other (EPO) into the 
GSN.  

Grants for Operating and Other Purposes 

This section shows the grant allocations for operating and other purposes for each 
board listed by grant and allocation, as well funding for selected capital funding costs 
and funding for School Authorities. Details on how operating grants are calculated are 
found in the Technical Paper, 2018-19, Spring 2018. 

Average Daily Enrolment 

The measure of enrolment used for funding purposes is the Average Daily Enrolment 
(ADE) of pupils. Boards report the full-time equivalent of students enrolled at each 
school as of October 31 and March 31, which are the two count dates in the school 
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2 Grants for Student Needs, Projections 2018-19 

board fiscal year. The calculation of ADE is based on an average of full-time equivalent 
students reported on the two count dates.  
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Projected Grants for Student Needs for the 2018-19 School Year Spring 2018 

(73) Provincial Totals
Grants for Operating and Other Purposes 1 2002-03 

Actuals
2003-04 
Actuals

2004-05 
Actuals

2005-06 
Actuals

2006-07 
Actuals

2007-08 
Actuals

2008-09 
Actuals

2009-10 
Actuals 

2010-11 
Actuals

2011-12 
Actuals

2012-13 
Actuals

2013-14
Actuals

2014-15 
Actuals

2015-16 
Actuals

2016-17 
Actuals

2017-18
Revised Estimates

2018-19
Projections

1. Pupil Foundation Grant 8,075,061,286    8,164,747,394    8,411,386,751    8,856,954,477     8,324,100,385     8,722,112,959    9,058,127,594     9,253,961,913     9,533,573,718     9,810,602,145     9,772,503,430     9,556,199,172     10,486,522,040   10,431,848,964  10,600,259,079  10,865,877,479      11,161,033,708     

2. School Foundation Grant 1,122,132,244     1,211,243,561    1,276,917,472     1,321,596,390     1,357,128,147     1,394,686,259     1,385,684,124     1,371,013,115     1,418,161,430     1,414,029,379    1,434,802,628    1,466,258,162        1,491,920,071       

3. Special Education Grant 1,624,805,781    1,836,999,359    1,853,789,176    1,968,483,409     2,003,504,920     2,098,595,740    2,176,709,590     2,248,243,417     2,318,167,473     2,511,041,923     2,496,118,477     2,483,308,568     2,700,369,557     2,713,505,497    2,763,696,454    2,865,747,743        3,005,016,586       

4. Language Grant 444,048,784       456,847,749       530,870,197       551,723,099        565,349,974        577,410,913       597,045,247        608,191,421        629,444,558        649,681,421        643,832,010        641,842,377        653,249,253        662,799,226       723,629,635       756,991,708           795,079,227          

5. Indigenous Education Grant 12,072,115         21,581,790          28,604,891          42,959,636          39,158,029          40,614,791          42,261,105          47,035,377          50,919,099         65,167,370         72,262,783             71,309,593            

6. Geographic Circumstances Grant 189,567,139       234,951,705       268,788,189       274,877,880        165,236,917        186,546,530       189,920,094        195,122,818        194,265,621        192,756,854        183,296,414        180,641,622        201,325,263        195,819,234       190,865,807       204,887,940           207,111,648          

7. Learning Opportunities Grant 297,506,775       441,691,985       514,183,563       523,695,723        391,539,143        404,953,606       418,480,276        418,532,290        462,353,856        477,348,444        495,774,164        491,356,994        502,698,919        500,401,372       532,586,619       763,982,233           742,862,889          

8. Safe and Accepting Schools Supplement 43,530,045          44,312,402          44,844,330          46,085,657          45,948,395          45,511,753          47,131,368          46,919,826         47,497,498         48,290,705             49,100,354            

9. Program Enhancement Grant 35,332,500         45,586,600          45,538,350          45,326,050          45,036,550          

10. Continuing Education and Other Programs 
Grant 101,360,588       101,770,993       99,942,691         102,930,341        104,603,097        106,239,518       123,315,403        135,627,506        140,371,510        143,933,671        145,649,948        153,750,414        150,392,871        145,855,934       141,376,389       138,452,705           141,152,271          

11. Cost Adjustment and Teacher Qualifications 
and Experience Grant 594,772,008       628,853,515       659,347,722       625,117,769        711,443,643        806,118,385       949,391,613        1,083,786,735     1,271,516,648     1,415,926,033     1,381,810,234     1,450,202,347     1,684,754,564     2,042,837,664    2,030,893,266    2,262,689,616        2,270,531,543       

12. Student Transportation Grant 629,266,993       651,293,655       688,456,431       721,912,654        742,961,683        781,955,083       816,021,615        827,628,406        839,763,167        852,455,036        850,030,249        866,568,097        861,982,587        863,457,288       885,239,606       919,551,662           961,403,294          

13. Declining Enrolment Adjustment 38,169,459         109,352,779       88,595,314         123,963,177        68,437,839          67,055,692         70,460,454          59,451,450          59,663,626          60,262,568          62,179,997          72,882,355          66,510,239          39,281,341         18,152,737         13,928,666             12,322,403            

14. School Board Administration and 
Governance Grant 462,643,860       467,294,486       477,146,241       487,601,247        493,812,937        501,083,592       526,835,022        540,384,766        542,350,367        548,842,026        541,304,315        537,237,563        573,440,679        574,510,679       596,469,050       616,805,594           685,180,405          

15. School Operations Allocation 1,439,709,979    1,476,282,111    1,582,417,483    1,656,612,928     1,680,847,352     1,741,175,070    1,812,479,479     1,894,724,880     1,919,215,938     1,961,995,092     1,979,715,261     1,983,596,864     2,057,710,943     2,049,147,246    2,053,921,405    2,066,441,061        2,111,365,745       

16. School Renewal Allocation (excluding GPL) 266,848,483       293,308,313       324,140,189       307,282,963        305,129,754        305,828,141       244,999,610        306,795,489        303,063,792        299,562,403        324,597,843        323,228,031        329,199,679        364,560,501       361,131,395       358,465,378           360,708,380          

17. Interest Expense 255,072,199       263,426,541       290,680,212       311,144,266        347,299,596        383,858,485       404,476,696        432,250,885        451,626,012        441,968,271        442,805,209        447,662,603        439,769,301        426,642,482       412,311,078       386,298,343           364,345,138          

18. Non-Permanently Financed Capital Debt 22,612,653         92,007,953         65,723,450         65,723,450          65,723,450          65,723,450         65,723,450          65,723,450          65,723,450          65,723,450          65,723,450          65,723,450          65,723,450          65,723,450         65,723,450         65,723,450             65,723,450            

19. OMERS 2 (83,774,355)       (27,843,993)        21,016,540          

20. Other amounts 3 80,680,547          25,638,124          

21. School Authorities 4 41,312,326         43,358,410         46,075,492         44,672,968          49,229,221          49,323,217         50,638,209          26,631,021          28,230,578          28,097,103          29,096,901          29,490,825          30,445,247          30,887,598         33,786,484         35,895,538             37,151,882            

TOTAL 14,398,983,958  15,234,342,955  15,901,543,101   16,622,696,351   17,141,352,155   18,056,628,557  18,892,240,258   19,537,108,480   20,270,605,017   20,985,162,935   20,967,365,758   20,768,115,379   22,316,422,767   22,619,146,780  22,957,509,950  23,908,550,764      24,533,318,588     

Notes: Totals may not add due to rounding. 

1 Funding through these allocations across years is not always comparable because of grant realignments and the introduction, elimination and consolidation of various grants. 

2 OMERS (Ontario Municipal Employees Retirement System) reflects a funding recovery in 2002-03 and 2003-04 due to a pension contribution holiday.  It also reflects a retroactive payment in 2010-11 to support a contribution increase effective January 2011.

In subsequent years, funding for the contribution rate increase is being flowed to school boards through increases to benefits-related benchmarks.

3 Funding agreed to through the Implementation Cost Estimate (ICE) Working Group in 2012-13 and 2013-14.

4 In September 2009, twenty School Authorities were amalgamated with the local district school boards and the funding for these amalgamated boards is reflected in the grants lines of the receiving boards.

5 In 2018-19, the Program Leadership Allocation is being introduced within the School Board Administration and Governance Grant (SBAGG) and is comprised of six lead positions that were previously funded either through the SBAGG or other GSN allocations (Learning Opportunities Grant and Indigenous Education Grant) and through Education Programs Other.

Average Daily Enrolment 
of Pupils of the Board

2002-03
Actuals

2003-04 
Actuals

2004-05
Actuals

2005-06
Actuals

2006-07
Actuals

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09 
Actuals

2009-10 
Actuals

2010-11
Actuals

2011-12 
Actuals

2012-13 
Actuals

2013-14 
Actuals

2014-15
Actuals

2015-16
Actuals

2016-17
Actuals

2017-18
Revised Estimates

2018-19
Projections

Elementary 1,323,942          1,316,404           1,300,674           1,286,401            1,264,051            1,248,001          1,230,694            1,218,511            1,213,881            1,213,880            1,214,567            1,219,574            1,356,214            1,356,776           1,375,823           1,389,278               1,397,005              

Secondary 673,537             650,166              663,309              672,999               679,980               682,933             682,537               683,693               676,709               664,640               649,178               624,644               606,945               599,949              593,720              591,450                  596,436                 

Total 1,997,479          1,966,570           1,963,983           1,959,400            1,944,030            1,930,934          1,913,231            1,902,203            1,890,589            1,878,520            1,863,745            1,844,218            1,963,159            1,956,724           1,969,543           1,980,728               1,993,441              

School Authorities 2,096                 2,052                  2,031                  1,895                   1,792                   1,762                 1,683                  1,082                  1,096                  1,086                  1,089                  1,084                  1,125                  1,147                  1,177                  1,219                      1,219                     
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(46) Halton Catholic DSB
Grants for Operating and Other Purposes 1 2002-03 

Actuals
2003-04 
Actuals

2004-05 
Actuals

2005-06 
Actuals

2006-07 
Actuals

2007-08 
Actuals

2008-09 
Actuals

2009-10 
Actuals 

2010-11 
Actuals

2011-12 
Actuals

2012-13 
Actuals

2013-14
Actuals

2014-15 
Actuals

2015-16 
Actuals

2016-17 
Actuals

2017-18
Revised Estimates

2018-19
Projections

1. Pupil Foundation Grant 98,327,916         102,863,750       110,683,461       119,461,506        114,108,831        121,392,269       129,020,199        135,044,658        140,615,929        147,659,304        150,274,385        150,713,027        169,077,248        172,785,021       178,810,144       187,894,236           196,598,653          

2. School Foundation Grant 13,299,029          14,845,063         15,993,247          16,966,809          17,609,671          18,471,401          18,741,068          19,171,961          20,716,109          21,036,146         21,719,086         22,507,145             23,234,561            

3. Special Education Grant 17,975,491         21,071,643         19,428,654         22,742,576          24,390,671          26,061,030         27,283,944          28,500,448          30,007,005          33,487,906          34,235,514          34,978,802          39,716,238          40,605,096         42,123,681         43,747,763             46,268,993            

4. Language Grant 3,364,913          3,646,469           3,959,465           4,187,923            4,528,912            4,596,516          4,933,371            5,018,906            5,370,890            6,012,500            6,189,702            6,453,129            6,361,233            6,667,758           7,305,348           7,748,499               8,406,480              

5. Indigenous Education Grant 31,249               47,322                92,453                296,353               211,609               228,471               153,034               193,949               179,380              348,036              348,399                  272,345                 

6. Geographic Circumstances Grant -                     39,051                39,051                44,051                 -                      -                     -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                     -                     52,902                    54,093                   

7. Learning Opportunities Grant 1,590,497          2,132,826           2,277,854           2,188,415            1,189,122            1,260,825          1,355,753            1,463,960            1,996,619            2,177,374            2,337,853            2,325,398            2,388,582            2,436,271           2,835,211           6,292,472               5,967,809              

8. Safe and Accepting Schools Supplement 406,302               424,574               437,609               463,041               472,395               478,556               516,426               526,757              545,065              570,799                  594,601                 

9. Program Enhancement Grant 352,500             463,200               472,850               472,850               482,500               

10. Continuing Education and Other Programs 
Grant 1,060,255          1,066,322           1,127,824           1,313,868            1,337,146            1,414,566          1,634,796            1,875,655            1,731,937            1,791,414            1,905,074            2,166,661            2,237,815            2,094,081           2,227,997           2,132,488               2,238,429              

11. Cost Adjustment and Teacher Qualifications 
and Experience Grant 4,795,436          4,776,658           6,681,122           5,473,599            7,266,445            9,263,719          11,727,167          13,786,603          16,945,995          19,471,623          19,360,089          20,246,331          24,906,104          30,013,183         28,052,680         28,114,353             27,160,973            

12. Student Transportation Grant 4,453,738          4,686,824           4,778,795           5,125,902            5,267,434            5,474,198          5,712,615            5,899,632            5,936,554            6,127,259            6,099,616            6,723,386            6,771,491            6,932,619           7,206,378           7,545,376               8,018,111              

13. Declining Enrolment Adjustment -                     -                     -                      -                      -                      -                     -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                     -                     -                         -                        

14. School Board Administration and 
Governance Grant 5,539,804          5,745,194           6,081,904           6,387,846            6,594,064            6,795,823          7,116,604            7,424,363            7,472,208            7,683,774            7,712,009            7,817,479            8,448,467            8,663,890           9,037,151           9,492,729               10,542,069            

15. School Operations Allocation 16,238,338         16,710,097         18,309,007         19,630,975          20,285,610          21,343,796         22,701,098          24,500,585          24,710,567          25,708,268          26,316,953          27,428,692          29,849,769          30,684,805         31,585,708         32,804,529             34,276,766            

16. School Renewal Allocation (excluding GPL) 2,563,649          2,693,625           2,935,816           2,919,067            2,946,509            2,995,741          2,446,777            3,159,640            3,105,916            3,118,292            3,402,023            3,489,239            3,729,899            4,299,852           4,345,496           4,425,099               4,554,390              

17. Interest Expense 11,935,986         11,719,526         11,182,391         10,350,975          9,995,265            11,088,772         11,441,595          12,435,878          11,507,935          10,062,695          10,031,068          9,773,530            10,109,389          9,545,363           9,208,148           8,546,061               8,155,960              

18. Non-Permanently Financed Capital Debt 15,792               66,321                47,375                47,375                 47,375                 47,375               47,375                47,375                47,375                47,375                47,375                47,375                47,375                47,375                47,375                47,375                    47,375                   

19. OMERS 2 (789,754)            (289,429)             281,023               

20. Other amounts 3 80,265                330,766               

TOTAL 167,072,061       176,928,876       187,532,719       199,874,079        211,256,413        226,963,442       242,331,365        257,114,389        268,546,436        282,976,334        287,433,860        292,297,367        325,070,094        336,517,597       345,397,504       362,270,226           376,391,609          

Average Daily Enrolment 
of Pupils of the Board

2002-03
Actuals

2003-04 
Actuals

2004-05
Actuals

2005-06
Actuals

2006-07
Actuals

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09 
Actuals

2009-10 
Actuals

2010-11
Actuals

2011-12 
Actuals

2012-13 
Actuals

2013-14 
Actuals

2014-15
Actuals

2015-16
Actuals

2016-17
Actuals

2017-18
Revised Estimates

2018-19
Projections

Elementary 16,836               17,187                17,539                17,704                 17,614                 17,646               17,692                17,817                17,922                18,214                18,459                18,959                21,730                21,966                22,387                22,702                    22,961                   

Secondary 7,533                 7,644                  8,230                  8,795                   9,109                   9,312                 9,520                  9,779                  9,809                  9,890                  10,007                9,923                  9,905                  10,372                10,741                11,415                    12,013                   

Total 24,369               24,830                25,768                26,499                 26,724                 26,958               27,212                27,596                27,731                28,103                28,466                28,882                31,635                32,338                33,128                34,117                    34,974                   

Notes: Totals may not add due to rounding. 

1 Funding through these allocations across years is not always comparable because of grant realignments and the introduction, elimination and consolidation of various grants. 

2 OMERS (Ontario Municipal Employees Retirement System) reflects a funding recovery in 2002-03 and 2003-04 due to a pension contribution holiday.  It also reflects a retroactive payment in 2010-11 to support a contribution increase effective January 2011.

In subsequent years, funding for the contribution rate increase is being flowed to school boards through increases to benefits-related benchmarks.

3 Funding agreed to through the Implementation Cost Estimate (ICE) Working Group in 2012-13 and 2013-14.

4 In 2018-19, the Program Leadership Allocation is being introduced within the School Board Administration and Governance Grant (SBAGG) and is comprised of six lead positions that were previously funded either through the SBAGG or other GSN allocations (Learning Opportunities Grant and Indigenous Education Grant) and through Education Programs Other.
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Date Completed Item Description of Activity

September 18th  ✓  Ministry Memorandum 2017:SB28 District School Board Enrolment Projections for 2018-19 to 2021-22 memorandum issued

October 17th  ✓ ADM Memorandum Ministry invitation to Education Funding consultation sessions

November 1st  ✓ Provincial Consultation (Regional Symposium) Ministry consultation on 'Education Funding'

November 24th  ✓  Ministry Memorandum 2017:SB28 District School Board Enrolment Projections for 2018-19 to 2021-22 submitted to the Ministry

January 22nd  ✓ Budget Estimates Schedule & Objectives Discuss 2018-19 Budget Estimates Schedule & Objectives at Administrative Council

February 2nd  ✓ Budget Process Memorandum Distribute the 2018-19 Budget Process Memorandum to Superintendents, Administrators, Managers

February 2nd  ✓ Departmental Budget Reviews Distribute Budget Input Package to Departments

February 6th  ✓ Budget Estimates Schedule & Objectives Present 2018-19 Budget Estimates Schedule & Objectives and Provincial Consultation to the Board

February 14th  ✓ Public Consultation (Online Survey) Open online survey on 2018-19 Budget Estimates Process

February 16th  ✓ Departmental Budget Reviews Receive Budget Submissions from Departments (by this date)

February 26th  ✓ Public Consultation (Online Survey) Close online survey on 2018-19 Budget Estimates Process

February 26th  ✓ Budget Update Budget Estimates Update (Administrative Council) / Approval of Program Enhancements

February 28th  ✓ Departmental Budget Reviews Complete Budget Review Meetings with Departments (by this date)

March 1st  ✓ Budget Survey Review and collate results of online budget survey

March 6th  ✓ Budget Update Present the Board of Trustees the results of the Online Survey

March 7th  ✓ Trustee Budget Consultation Session 2018-19 Budget Estimates: Trustee/Senior Staff Budget Consultation Session

March 19th  ✓ Townhall Budget Consultation Session Discuss upcoming budget

March 26th  ✓  Ministry Memorandum 2018:B006 Release of the Grants for Student Needs (GSN)

 March 30th  ✓ School Budgets Development of School Budgets Based on Forecasted Enrolment

 March 30th  ✓ Salary and Benefits Budget Salary and FTE staffing "snapshot" from HR/Payroll System (base for 2018-19 Budget)

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

April 3rd  ✓  Ministry Memorandum 2018:B06 Board Report - Release of the Grants for Student Needs (GSN)

April 13th  ✓ Salary and Benefits Budget Send FTE staffing reports to Superintendents for review and confirmation

April 20th  ✓ Salary and Benefits Budget Complete Review of Benefits Budget (Financial Services and Human Resources)

April 20th  ✓ Salary and Benefits Budget Receive FTE staffing confirmations (by this date)

April 27th  ✓ Salary and Benefits Budget Complete Salary and Benefits Budget

May 1st  ✓  Ministry GSN Projections Board Report - Update on the Release of the Grants for Student Needs (GSN)

May 4th Release of EFIS Forms and Technical Paper Release of EFIS Forms and Instructions and GSN Technical Paper

May 4th Ministry Training Session Ministry Training on 2018-19 Estimates EFIS changes

May 7th Budget Update Budget Estimates Update (Administrative Council) 

May 14th Budget Update Budget Estimates Update (Administrative Council) 

May 15th Budget Update Present the Board of Trustees with a Budget Update

May 28th Budget Consultation Present Special Education Funding / Budget Challenges and Priorities - SEAC

June 4th Budget Estimates Report (Draft) Budget Estimates Draft Report (Administrative Council)

June 5th Budget Estimates Report (Draft) Present Budget Estimates Draft Report to the Board

June 11th Budget Estimates Report (Draft) Budget Estimates Draft Report (Administrative Council)

June 19th Budget Estimates Report (Final) Final Budget Estimates Report to the Board for Approval

June 22nd Budget Estimates Report (Final) Post Final Budget Report on Public Website

June 29th  Ministry Memorandum 2018:B06 Submission of Budget Estimates to the Ministry (EFIS)

June 29th Budget Estimates Report (Final) Submission of Budget Estimates to OCSTA (EFIS)

Note 1:  Items highlighted "yellow" are to be confirmed in terms of date or title.

Note 2:  Items highlighted in "green" are Board meetings.

Halton Catholic District School Board

2018-19 Budget Estimates Schedule

Z:\5 - Financial reporting\Budget Estimates\20182019 Estimates\Original Estimates\2018-19 Budget Schedule
4/27/2018  2:39 PM

Appendix C
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL EDUCTION ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 
Date: 
Time: 
Location: 

March 5, 2018 
7:00 pm 
Catholic Education Centre - Board Room 
802 Drury Lane 
Burlington, Ontario 

 
Members Present 
 

B. Agnew (Chair) 
R. Barreiro 
L. Cipparrone (Vice Chair) 
D. Hotopeleanu 
J. Parisi 
 

R. Quesnel  
D. Rabenda  
L. Stephenson 
S. Trites 

Staff Present B. Browne, Superintendent of Special Education Services 
W. Reid-Purcell, Special Education Coordinator 
J. Thompson, Itinerant SERT  SEA Lead 
R. Havens, Computer Technician 
 

Members Excused K. Bivand 
L. Currie  
A. Iantomasi 
H. Karabela 
M. Lourenco 
C. Parreira  
 

 

Members Absent  
 

 

Recording Secretary J. Crew 
 

 
1. Call to Order 

The Chair called the meeting to order.  
 
1.1 Opening Prayer  
The meeting opened at 7:02 p.m. with a prayer led by the Chair.  

 
1.2 Approval of Agenda 

  Moved by:   R. Quesnel 

  Seconded by:   S. Trites 

 RESOLVED, that the agenda be accepted as received.   CARRIED 
 

2. Presentations 
2.1 Spirit of Inclusion School Award Presentations (B. Agnew) 
B. Agnew welcomed all those in attendance for the Spirit of Inclusion presentation and explained the criteria 
used when nominating candidates for the Spirit of Inclusion award. 
 

 the principal of Our Lady of Victory Catholic Elementary 
School to come forward and reviewed the nomination information that resulted in Teagan being selected as 

 recipient of the Spirit of Inclusion award.  A school plaque and a gift were presented. 
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School to come forward and reviewed the nomination information that resulted in Serena being selected as 
 

 
2.2 Assistive Technology / Special Education Amount (SEA) (J. Thompson) 
B. Agnew introduced J. Thompson Itinerant SERT SEA Lead.   
J. Thompson explained that she would begin by presenting updates to the information she had previously 
shared with SEAC last year.   
Updates included:   

 Increased SEA staff to better facilitate student needs 
 SEA Inventory Intake Tool (SEA IT) to improve approval process and delivery time to students; allows 

for online submissions and approval of all claims; assigns and tracks the location of devices; alerts 
are set up for equipment that require updating; creates deliveries to schools.  Next step will be to 
connect to Trillium to further streamline the process 

 increase in number of laptops sent out and number of students trained; clips of a student sharing 
positive feedback on the training, and emails on feedback from SERTs were shared  

 an overview of the staff training to date and a plan for expansion of training was reviewed 
 BoardMaker Online is on trial for all Structured Teaching and Life Skills teachers.  In partnership with 

Curriculum, our goal is to have it available board-wide in September 
 computers and iPads: purchases are now being made for newer models of equipment including Dell 

3380 and iPad 2017 
 purchased 2 new Virtual Reality Headsets and 2 new HoloLens (mixed reality) to trial; devices will be 

trialed in the ESC and Gifted Classrooms to enhance student engagement in learning; J. Thompson 
played a clip of Hollow Lens Mixed Reality technology. Next steps:  have reached out to Microsoft 
and other potential partnership to work on developing curriculum for students to develop financial 
literacy skills and daily life skills. This is a large scope project in the early stages 
 

B. Browne noted this was previously an area of challenge that is turning into a real strength, J. Thompson 
has taken our work to another level.  Staff attended the ISTE Conference and are taking a leadership role 
around the province. This is what happens when our staff lead; we have gone from a challenge to now talking 
about . 
 
B. Agnew thanked J. Thompson. 

 
3. Actions to be taken 
 3.1 Minutes of the February 12, 2018 SEAC Meeting 

Moved by:    R. Quesnel 

Seconded by:   D. Hotopeleanu 

RESOLVED, that the minutes of the February 12, 2018 SEAC Meeting be approved as presented.  
 
The Chair called for a vote and the motion CARRIED. 

 
4. Declarations of Conflict of Interest 

No conflicts of interest were declared. 
 
5. Business Arising from Previous Meetings 

Members were reminded about submitting SEAC Soundbytes; the Chair will also send out a reminder; would 
like to have Soundbytes by June; these can be submitted any time before June. 
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6. Action and Information Items 
6.1  SEAC Role Review (B. Agnew) 
It was suggest that the SEAC Role Review be deferred to the next meeting; all were in agreement to defer. 

 
7. Communications to SEAC 

7.1  
B. Browne provided updates on: 
 
Special Need Strategy: an update was received today; current process remains for now; the government 
remains committed to seeing this through.   
 
Chief of Mental Health Programming: interviews took place after the February SEAC meeting and we are very 
pleased to announce the hiring of T. Melkuty to the role. She will be starting after the March Break 
 
Professional Development: Itinerant SERTs for Blind/Low Vision and a Speech Language Pathologist will be 
attending the inter-professional workshop at Holland Bloorview on supporting Alternative and Augmentative 
Communication in children with vision challenges 

  
Stay, Play Talk classrooms: a third wave will be starting after March Break 
 
Psychology: have hired a temporary Psycho-Educational Consultant to replace staff on a leave of absence 
and have confirmed the addition of a new position starting April 3rd; beginning then FTE will be up by 1.0, 
until the end of May; there are some anticipated leaves coming up.  
 
Compassionate Care Crisis Response Team (CCRT): Special Education staff have been significantly involved 
in multiple CCCRT responses recently; in addition to Chaplains, the CCCRT involves Special Education staff, 
including I-CYCs, Social Workers, Psychology Staff and the school based CYCs; staff are out there doing 
amazing, challenging work. 
 
Gifted Screening Process: currently in the final days of the gifted screening; based on results, we have 
revised our current cut-off criterion for the CCAT-7 VQN score in the group test stage downward to 
95th percentile; adding all students with that score to our stage 2 screening. Preliminary numbers suggest 
that we are identifying 2.2% of the grade 4 population, up from the last two years, which were the first years 
with the WISC-5. for extensive research evaluation of our process. 
 
Gifted Survey of Secondary Students: staff have been taking a look at gifted program options at secondary 
school. Part of this research involved an intentional look at student voice; secondary students identified 
Gifted were invited to participate in a survey about how secondary is meeting their needs from a variety of 
perspectives. The survey received an 81% response rate, from an overall perspective: the majority of 
students responded being satisfied with their program, options, and opportunities overall in all three: the 
regular stream, the Advanced Placement (AP) program, and International Baccalaureate (IB).  IB reported 
slightly lower due to a lack of flexibility in course selection. Qualitative responses valued the importance of 
course selection, extra-curricular, social, and high marks. We are pleased that secondary students reported 
strongly their satisfaction with the options available to them in secondary.  
 
Kindergarten Information Night: for families of students with special needs, who will be joining us in 
September took place on Wednesday February 28th at 7:30 pm at St. Benedict School in Milton. Participation 
included SEAC, Special Education and Curriculum staff.  B. Agnew presented on behalf of SEAC and did a 
great job of connecting with parents; Special Education Consultants connected with parents to start the 
transition process.  
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Spirit of Inclusion Award: presentation of individual awards will take place on Monday, April 30th at Corpus 
Christi; look forward to celebrating with our elementary and secondary award winners; as emailed previously 
SEAC members are welcome to attend. 
 
Culture Counts Conference: B. Browne was invited to sit on panel, from a school board perspective, at a 
Cultural Responsiveness and ASD Conference on March 2nd; proud to share and talk about the work we do: 
our focus on capacity building; our foundational assumptions; our work towards independence; and how 
individual student needs drive our work. 
 
7.2 Trustee Reports  
S. Trites asked if members had any questions. 
 
7.3  Association Reports 
 
 7.3.1  VOICE for Hearing Impaired Children (R. Quesnel) 
R. Quesnel shared two upcoming events:  

 The 26th Annual VOICE Conference: Hear Me, Hear You  Technology & Transitions.  The conference 
takes place Friday May 4th 8:00 AM  430 PM and Saturday May 5th 8:00AM-4:30 PM at Centennial 
College - Event Centre, 937 Progress Ave in Scarborough. May 4 is for professionals; May 5 for 
parents.  Can register on line at website www.eventbrite.ca/e/26th-annual-voice-conference-tickets 
 

 2018 Dress Loud Day will take place on Friday May 4, 2018. Dress Loud Day typically occurs on the 
first Friday of Hearing Awareness Month. It is an event meant to raise awareness about hearing loss 
where participating schools and workplaces encourage students and staff respectively to dress in 
loud clothing, wild hats or accessories and participants can donate a toonie if they wish. Those 
wishing to participate can contact VOICE for more information. https://www.voicefordeafkids.com/  

 
Discussion on providing 
calendar. B. Agnew will send out a follow up email to gather information from associations to be included in a 

for consideration by schools.  The goal will be to 
pull information together by the end of the school year.   
 
 7.3.2  Easter Seals Ontario (B. Agnew) 
B. Agnew informed members that March is Easter Seals Awareness Month; fundraisers will be happening at 
retailers.   
 
B. Agnew reported that Alison Morse has been appointed to the Education Accessibility Standard 
Development Committee for Kindergarten to Grade 12. A second Standard Development Committee (SDC) 
has been established for post-secondary education. The standard committees will be developing 
recommendations for the Accessibility Directorate of Ontario about how to improve accessibility in schools. 
The first meeting was held on February 5th; topics included:  Mandate and Guiding Principles; K-12 Education 
SDC Key Messages Orientation Meeting; and Accessibility Survey Results in Context. 
  
The Accessibility Survey  Results in Context 
the Ministry of Education. At the first meeting, in the session on barriers, there was support for expanding 
the list of identified barriers in education.   
 
A. Morse will provide information to on how conversations go, regarding all students across the board; 
information will be shared as things move forward. 
 
7.4  Reports from Other Stakeholder Meetings  CPIC  
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The Council of Chairs meeting took place February 28th; last Wednesday: each council received 44 books; 
items on the agenda included: Catholic Literacy; Indigenous Education; Christian Meditation; and the 
Legalization of Cannabis Impact on Schools.   

 
8. Next Agenda: Meeting Monday, April 23, 2018 

to allow preparation and distribution of the meeting documents to occur earlier in the month; it was agreed 
that documents  would be submitted by Friday, April 6 and meeting documents will be 
distributed by April 11. 

 

The April agenda will included Renewed Math Strategy; Empower Reading Program update; Special 
Education Plan updates from each subcommittee; and SEAC Role Review (item 6.2 deferred) 

 
9. Adjournment 

9.1 Resolution re Absentees (Chair) 
Moved by:    L. Stephenson 

Seconded by:   S. Trites 

RESOLVED, that L. Currie, A. Iantomasi, H. Karabela be excused. CARRIED 

 
 

9.2  Adjournment and Closing Prayer (Chair) 
Moved by:    S. Trites 

Seconded by:   D. Hotopeleanu 

RESOLVED, that the meeting adjourn.     CARRIED 

 
 The meeting adjourned 9:05 p.m. with a prayer led by the Chair. 
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From: Marilyn Casey [mailto:marilyn1casey@gmail.com]  
Sent: April 20, 2018 11:33 AM 
To: Comments <Comments@hcdsb.org> 
Cc: minister.edu@ontario.ca 
Subject: Re-direction of Charitable Funds 

 

Halton District  
Catholic  
School Board,  Board Chair 
  
I will be re-directing my taxes to public education. Listen to your area 
constituents. 
  
The recent decision to exclude many charitable organizations on the basis 
that the organizations service practices around the subject of women and 
health has prompted me to take action by directing my taxes to public 
education.  
  
To discourage the practice of supporting these organizations is to threaten 
the health and well being of women and children. I am appalled at the idea 
that you would think this is a representation of Catholic Education.  
  
We empower our children to learn and use their education to make their 
own personal decisions not to have it dictated to by broad policy 
statements at a board level.  
  
It is beyond reason that the Board would think this is necessary.   
  
Regards, 
Marilyn Casey 

Mike Casey  
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Geoffrey F. Cauchi, LL.B., CIC.C 

1523 Princeton Cres., 

Oakville, Ont. L6H 4H5 

 

By email message to rabendad@hcdsb.org and dawsonp@hcdsb.org 

 

April 30, 2018 

Diane Rabenda, Board Chair 

Paula Dawson, Secretary to the Board and Director of Education 

Halton Catholic District School Board 

 

Dear Ms. Rabenda and Ms. Dawson: 

 

Re:  Charitable Activity Board Policy 

 

In an insane world, all the sane can do is to continue to repeat the 

obvious 

 

G.K. Chesterton 

This is yet another follow up letter to my first letter of February 17, 2018 (“Letter #1) (see my 

second letter of March 19, 2018) (“Letter #2).   Quite simply, I am a Catholic Elector who seeks 

to enforce the collective right of the members of the “class of persons” referred to in section 93 

of the Constitution Act, 1867 to have the group of Trustees they elected carry out their own 

constitutionally protected mandate to manage the denominational aspects of the affairs of the 

Board in compliance with the tenets of the Catholic faith.   This right and this mandate are 

protected from interference by the Ontario Legislature, the Ministry of Education, and even the 

courts,1 and trump the Charter rights of individuals opposed to the mandate and the collective 

class rights of Catholic Electors.    

                                                           
1 To those who might say that the court decisions in Marc Hall (see Hall (Litigation guardian of) v. Powers, 2002 

CanLII 49475 (ON SC) and Hall v. Durham Catholic District School Board, 2005 CanLII 23121 (ON SC) and 

Erazo  (see Erazo v. Dufferin-Peel Catholic District School Board, 2014 ONSC 2072 (CanLII)) refute my statement 

of the law I counter with the argument that the courts made egregious errors of law in those cases.   Any reasonable 

court in the post-Amselem and post-Loyola era would consider the decision of Justice MacKinnon on the motion for 

interim injunctive relief in the Hall case and the decision of the Divisional Court in the Erazo case to have been 

wrongly decided and therefore not binding or even persuasive in cases where an individual challenges the decisions 

of a Catholic Board.  
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For the record, I have not received even the most basic courtesy of an acknowledgment of my 

correspondence from the Board. 

To avoid repeating myself in this letter, I re-affirm and rely upon everything I stated in Letter #1 

and Letter #2. 

I am aware that, on April 17, 2018, David Harvey served upon the Board a Notice of Application 

for Judicial Review of the Board’s decision to pass the Charitable Activity Board Policy without 

first consulting with all of the Board’s School Councils.  I have obtained a copy of the 

Application, but not copies of the affidavits that he proposes to offer in evidence in support of his 

Application.   It is not clear from the Notice of Application whether or not Mr. Harvey is a 

Catholic Elector.    I am not privy to the Board’s records as to his status in this regard.  However, 

my comments in this letter are premised on the assumption that he is a Catholic Elector, and 

therefore a baptized Catholic. 

In my opinion, his legal proceeding is ill-conceived2 and “ill-fated”, for many reasons, including 

those described by Mr. Justice Duncan A.D. Grace in Myriam Michail v. Ontario English 

Catholic Teachers’ Association (‘OECTA’) et al, London District Catholic School Board 

(‘LDCSB’), Ontario Labour Relations Board (‘OLRB’), 2017 ONSC 3986 (“Michail”).3    

I have a right to expect, and do hereby insist, that all of the Trustees instruct the Board’s lawyers 

to vigorously oppose, on behalf of the Board, Mr. Harvey’s initial preliminary motion for  the 

“leave” part of his Application, pursuant to the provisions of subsection 6(2) of the Judicial 

Review Procedure Act (the “JRPA”).   If the Board’s lawyers have already advised the Board 

that this is a viable legal strategy and recommended it, then I would obviously encourage the 

Board to follow that advice.    

That said, just to be clear, if the judge hearing the Application on May 9, 2018, refuses “leave”, I 

would not support follow up submissions to the judge indicating the Board’s consent to the judge 

ordering that the Application be transferred to the Divisional Court.4  In other words, the Board 

ought to insist on an order dismissing the Application, albeit without prejudice to Mr. Harvey’s 

right to commence the Application anew at the Divisional Court.   Neither should the Board 

agree with Mr. Harvey on any kind of “consent” order to the same effect on the condition that 

the Board undertakes to not enforce the Policy for any period of time.   In my opinion, Mr. 

Harvey’s positions on the secondary preliminary issues of standing, justiciability, and 

jurisdiction are so weak that, even if the matter is transferred to the Divisional Court, it would 

likely be summarily dismissed by the Divisional Court at the start of the hearing for either lack 

of standing or lack of jurisdiction.   Alternatively, it is highly unlikely that Mr. Harvey would be 

                                                           
2 Mr. Harvey ought to have commenced his Application in Divisional Court and then included in his Application a 

request for an interim order in the nature of an injunction, if he was insistent that enforcement of the Policy be 

restrained until the full Application could be heard.  See section 4 of the JRPA. 

 
3 See, especially, paragraphs 41 to 49 of the decision (referred to in my detailed analysis below). 

         
4 The judge hearing the motion for leave in the Michail case exercised his discretion to do so in that case pursuant to 

the provisions of subsection 6(3) of the JRPA.   See paragraph 51. 
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able to satisfy the legal test for interim relief in the nature of an injunction.5   In the further 

alternative, I would argue that it is “premature” to refer the matter to the Divisional Court until 

such time as the Board’s efforts to “consult” (i.e., in an attempt to “cure” its alleged procedural 

defects) with School Councils have been completed.   The expected date for completion is June 

1, 2018.   See Jafine v. College of Veterinarians of Ontario, 1991 CanLII 7126 (ON SC).  

I also will be very upset if the Board now passes a resolution, voluntarily, and without legal 

compulsion, to suspend enforcement of the Policy for any period of time.  It is now my 

understanding that the Board intends to vote on a new resolution to voluntarily suspend the 

operation of the Policy on the night of Tuesday, May 1, 2018. 

In my opinion, such action would constitute an egregious breach by the Trustees of their 

fiduciary duty of loyalty to the Catholic Electors to take steps to ensure that the Board’s activities 

and those engaged in by teachers and students in the name of the Board are consistent with 

Catholic teaching, and that its teachers stop failing to fulfill their statutory duties set out in 

section 264(1)(c) of the Education Act, and their duties as Catholics under Canon Law. 

Capitulating to Mr. Harvey would be akin to the Board granting to him a “heckler’s veto”.6 

I also warn the Board that, given what I know about the current Trustees and OECTA’s lobbying 

efforts to reverse the Policy, many of its Trustees could be in danger of contravening sections 5 

and 6 of the Municipal Conflicts of Interest Act.7  I know that at least one of the Trustees 
                                                           
 5See the recent Federal Court decision in Right to Life Association of Toronto and Area v. Canada (Employment, 

Workforce and Labour), 2018 FC 102 (CanLII) :  “ [9]   Hence, in order to succeed in their motion for an 

interlocutory injunction, the applicants must establish that they satisfy each prong of the conjunctive three-part test 

set forth by the Supreme Court of Canada [SCC] in RJR-Macdonald Inc v Canada (Attorney General), 1994 CanLII 

117 (SCC), [1994] 1 SCR 311 [RJR-Macdonald]. Under that test, the applicants must establish that: 1) a serious 

issue has been raised in the Underlying Application; 2) they will suffer irreparable harm if the stay is not granted; 

and 3) the balance of convenience, which examines the harm to the applicants and to the respondent, as well as the 

public interest, favours them.”    Mr. Harvey does not allege any justiciable harm that he himself has suffered; his 

Notice of Application cites only alleged harm that others, who are not parties to his Application, might suffer.   

Accordingly, it would be absurd to suggest that he has any chance of satisfying either the second or the third prong 

of the Macdonald test.  He was given an opportunity to communicate his views directly to the Board, and he took up 

that opportunity on April 17, 2018.    He does not challenge the proposition that the Board has every legal and 

constitutional right to disregard the views of School Councils or individual parents and enact the Policy per se, and 

it is highly unlikely that any reasonable court would agree that he could. 

 
6 See R. v. Keegstra, 1988 ABCA 234 (CanLII):  “This claim has been called the heckler’s veto: if you say that, I 

will be furious and very likely will burn down the town; therefore, you should not say it.” 

 
7 5 (1) Where a member, either on his or her own behalf or while acting for, by, with or through another, has any pecuniary interest, direct or 

indirect, in any matter and is present at a meeting of the council or local board at which the matter is the subject of consideration, the member, 

(a) shall, prior to any consideration of the matter at the meeting, disclose the interest and the general nature thereof; 

(b) shall not take part in the discussion of, or vote on any question in respect of the matter; and 

(c) shall not attempt in any way whether before, during or after the meeting to influence the voting on any such question.  R.S.O. 1990, 

c. M.50, s. 5 (1). 

*** 

Disclosure to be recorded in minutes 

6 (1) Every declaration of interest and the general nature thereof made under section 5 shall, where the meeting is open to the public, be recorded 

in the minutes of the meeting by the clerk of the municipality or secretary of the committee or local board, as the case may be.  R.S.O. 1990, 

c. M.50, s. 6 (1). 
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intending to vote in favour of the motion to suspend has received financial contributions to his 

election campaigns in the past, and have good reason to suspect that all of the Trustees have been 

contacted by OECTA and promised support in the next election campaign if they vote the way 

the union wants them to vote on this issue, and threatened with active efforts to defeat them in 

the election if they do not.  This in itself is sufficient to establish a pecuniary conflict of interest.8   

To comply with the law, any such Trustee who intends to vote in favour of the resolution needs 

to make full and complete disclosure of all such communications from OECTA on the Policy 

issue, and comply with the requirements of section 5.   

If he or she does not, and the resolution passes because one or more of the affected Trustees 

voted in contravention of the requirements of section 5, I will be instructing my solicitors to 

commence an application to a judge under the provisions of section 8 and/or 9, and requesting all 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Idem 

(2) Every declaration of interest made under section 5, but not the general nature of that interest, shall, where the meeting is not open to the 

public, be recorded in the minutes of the next meeting that is open to the public.  R.S.O. 1990, c. M.50, s. 6 (2). 

*** 

 
8 See O’Malley, note 11, at paragraphs 95-99: 

 
[95]            Elected officials are expected to be free from conflicts so as to enable them to provide an unbiased, even-handed, and disinterested 

consideration of anything that comes before the elected body and to co-operate with their colleagues to administer the affairs of the elected body 
in a judicial manner. The Board submitted that a trustee who is in litigation with the very Board of which he is a member is attempting to "serve 

two masters". 

[96]            Disqualification at common law was discussed in Old St. Boniface Residence Assn. Inc. v. Winnipeg (City), 1990 CanLII 31 (SCC), 
[1990] 3 S.C.R. 1170. Sopinka J., speaking for the majority, discussed at p. 1196 the nature of "personal interest" which will disqualify at 

common law: 

I would distinguish between a case of partiality by reason of pre-judgment on the one hand and by reason of personal 

interest on the other.  It is apparent from the facts of this case, for example, that some degree of pre-judgment is inherent in 

the role of a councillor.  That is not the case in respect of interest. There is nothing inherent in the hybrid functions, 

political, legislative or otherwise, of municipal councillors that would make it mandatory or desirable to excuse them from 

the requirement that they refrain from dealing with matters in respect of which they have a personal or other interest.  It is 

not part of the job description that municipal councillors be personally interested in matters that come before them beyond 

the interest that they have in common with the other citizens in the municipality.  Where such an interest is found, both at 

common law and by statute, a member of Council is disqualified if the interest is so related to the exercise of public duty 

that a reasonably well-informed person would conclude that the interest might influence the exercise of that duty.  This is 

commonly referred to as a conflict of interest. 

[97]            Therefore, common law disqualification may occur for both pecuniary  and non-pecuniary reasons. The interest must be personal and 
substantial such that a reasonably well-informed person would conclude that it might influence the exercise of the public duty owed by that 

person. The interest must be more than an interest held in common with other persons of like opinion. 

 

[98]            In the matter at hand, the Board argued that there are at least two common law grounds for disqualifying Mr. O'Malley. First, the 

Board asserted that disqualification is reasonable based on Mr. O’Malley’s discussing and voting on the motion to commence legal proceedings 

against him. Second, the Board took the position that disqualification should follow Mr. O’Malley’s having repeatedly sued the very Board of 

which he was a member. 

[99]            With respect to the first ground, Mr. O'Malley had a "substantial personal interest" in the November 10, 2005 motion. This personal 
interest was both pecuniary and non-pecuniary.. He had a non-pecuniary personal interest in continuing in office which would necessarily have 

influenced his vote irrespective of whether it was consistent with his public duty. In addition, he had a pecuniary interest based on the Board's 

claim for solicitor and client costs. A reasonably well-informed person would conclude that these interests would influence the exercise of his 
public duty. 

 

 

321

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/rso-1990-c-m50/latest/rso-1990-c-m50.html#sec5_smooth
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1990/1990canlii31/1990canlii31.html


5 
 

or some of the relief available to me under the provisions of sections 9 and 10.9   I may also ask 

my solicitors to add a common law claim based on non-pecuniary conflicts of interest --- a 

Trustee’s dissenting views on Catholic teaching. 

I trust that you have now been adequately forewarned and will govern yourselves accordingly.  I 

also trust that this will mean that all of you will re-direct your loyalties to the Catholic Electors 

who want you to fulfill your fiduciary duty to us to ensure the Catholicity of our schools. 

In my capacity as a Catholic Elector of the Board, I am very dependent upon the Trustees to 

defend our class denominational rights on our behalf.   The Education Act deems the Board to be 

a “corporation”, but it is unlike any “corporation” in the normal sense.    If it were a share capital 

or non-share capital corporation, I would be a shareholder or a member.  It would have to hold 

annual general meetings, at which I could exercise certain rights.   I would also have statutory 

and by-law rights to join with other shareholders or members in requisitioning a general meeting 

to consider removing from office directors and officers who do not fulfill their corporate duties.  

I would have statutory “derivative action” remedies if I believed that the board of directors was 

not asserting causes of action that it ought to pursue.   If the corporation were a business 

corporation, I would have statutory “oppression” remedies.  But no similar rights for electors 

have been included in the Education Act.  Furthermore, if I thought the old common law 
                                                           
9 8 (1) An elector, an Integrity Commissioner of a municipality or a person demonstrably acting in the public interest may apply to a judge for  a 

determination of the question of whether, 

(a) a member has contravened section 5, 5.1 or 5.2; or 

(b) a former member contravened section 5, 5.1 or 5.2 while he or she was a member. 2017, c. 10, Sched. 3, s. 7. 

Six-week period 

(2) An application may only be made within six weeks after the applicant became aware of the alleged contravention. 2017, c. 10, Sched. 3, s. 7. 

*** 

9 (1) Subject to subsection (3), an elector may, within six weeks after the fact comes to his or her knowledge that a member may have 
contravened subsection 5 (1), (2) or (3), apply to the judge for a determination of the question of whether the member has contravened subsection 

5 (1), (2) or (3).  R.S.O. 1990, c. M.50, s. 9 (1). 

Contents of notice of application 

(2) The elector in his or her notice of application shall state the grounds for finding a contravention by the member of subsection 5 (1), (2) or (3).  

R.S.O. 1990, c. M.50, s. 9 (2). 

Time for bringing application limited 

(3) No application shall be brought under subsection (1) after the expiration of six years from the time at which the contravention is alleged to 

have occurred.  R.S.O. 1990, c. M.50, s. 9 (3). 

Power of judge to declare seat vacant, disqualify member and require restitution 

10 (1) Subject to subsection (2), where the judge determines that a member or a former member while he or she was a member has contravened 

subsection 5 (1), (2) or (3), the judge, 

(a) shall, in the case of a member, declare the seat of the member vacant; and 

(b) may disqualify the member or former member from being a member during a period thereafter of not more than seven years; and 

(c) may, where the contravention has resulted in personal financial gain, require the member or former member to make restitution to the 

party suffering the loss, or, where such party is not readily ascertainable, to the municipality or local board of which he or she is a 

member or former member.  R.S.O. 1990, c. M.50, s. 10 (1). 
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corporate law principles that were akin to these statutory rights applied to the electors of a 

Catholic Board, I would have to convince a court to make “new law”.    Finally, I draw to your 

attention that OECTA has issued an email message to all of its member teachers, inviting them to 

volunteer to help defeat the “Slate of 5” at the upcoming elections in November.   The “Slate of 

5” know who they are, and others know that they will be receiving the benefit of campaign 

assistance from the union.   In the current legal environment, a Catholic Elector has no effective 

statutory or regulatory remedy to stop a union from carrying on this egregious interference with 

his or her denominational rights.   I can stop the courts and the Legislature from prejudicially 

affecting my rights, but I can’t stop  OECTA from doing so.   This is why Catholic Electors are 

so dependent on their Trustees having the backbone to endure the abuse they have been receiving 

from the opponents of the Policy.   

In particular, I think it is essential that you specifically instruct your lawyers to argue that 

sections 19-23 of Regulation 612/00 are merely “directory” and not “mandatory”; a failure to 

“consult” with School Councils does not ipso facto result in any subsequently passed fundraising 

policy being a nullity.   The court should then be strongly urged to exercise its discretion to 

either disregard or judicially “cure” any alleged non-compliance by the Board with sections 19-

23 of the Regulation.   Vis-a-vis Mr. Harvey, who is a “parent” but not a School Council or a 

member of a School Council, and the only applicant, the Board substantially complied with 

sections 19 and 23 of Regulation 612/00 by permitting him a full opportunity to appear before 

the Board on April 17, 2018 and make his case against the Policy directly to the Board.   He took 

up that opportunity.  As for any prejudice suffered by others, they have not commenced legal 

proceedings, they have been given multiple fair alternative opportunities to express their views, 

and, in the final analysis, the Regulation does not require the Board to accept direction from 

School Councils and parents on the substantive content of the Policy.10  Indeed, to conclude 

                                                           
10 See B.W. v. Child and Family All Nations Coordinated Response Network, 2009 MBCA 95: 

“35               The word “shall” is presumptively imperative in nature and imposes an obligation to do something. See: s. 15 of The Interpretation 
Act, C.C.S.M., c. I80, Re Manitoba Language Rights, 1985 CanLII 33 (SCC), [1985] 1 S.C.R. 721 at para. 27, Ruth Sullivan, Sullivan 

on the Construction of Statutes, 5th ed. (Markham: LexisNexis Canada Inc., 2008) at 74, and Pierre-André Côté, The Interpretation of 

Legislation in Canada, 3d ed. (Scarborough: Thomson Canada Limited, 2000) at 236. 

36               In most cases the crucial debate is not whether the word “shall” is imperative, but whether there are consequences for not complying 

with an obligation. Obviously, where the legislation sets out the consequence there is no debate. Where the legislation is silent “it is 

left to the courts to determine whether non-compliance can be cured.” See Sullivan, 5th ed. at p. 75. 

37               Sydney B. Horton, “The Manitoba Language Rights Reference and the Doctrine of Mandatory and Directory Provisions” (1987) 10:3 

Dal. L.J. 195 explained the difference between mandatory and directory provisions (at pp. 197-98): 

 

 …. The leading cases show that the distinction between mandatory and directory provisions is not between those that must be obeyed and those 

that need not be. Both mandatory and directory provisions are obligatory. Both are to be observed. The distinction has only to do with the 

consequence of breach of the provision. If the provision is mandatory, invalidity of the act in question is automatic…. 

 Sullivan explained the differences similarly (at p. 75):  

  

If breaching an obligation or requirement imposed by “shall” entails a nullity, the provision is said to be mandatory; if the 

breach can be fixed or disregarded, the provision is said to be directory. 

  

38               The object of the legislation in question and the effect of the ruling are crucial factors for determining whether a provision is 

mandatory or directory. See British Columbia (Attorney General) v. Canada (Attorney General); An Act respecting the Vancouver Island 
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Railway (Re), 1994 CanLII 81 (SCC), [1994] 2 S.C.R. 41, and Blueberry River Indian Band v. Canada (Department of Indian Affairs and 
Northern Development), 1995 CanLII 50 (SCC), [1995] 4 S.C.R. 344, in which McLachlin J., as she then was, wrote (at para. 42): 

  

…. This Court has since held that the object of the statute, and the effect of ruling one way or the other, are the most 

important considerations in determining whether a directive is mandatory or directory: British Columbia (Attorney 

General) v. Canada (Attorney General)…. 

39               In Caddy Lake Cottagers Association v. Florence-Nora Access Road Inc. et al. (1998), 1998 CanLII 14094 (MB CA), 129 

Man.R. (2d) 71 (C.A.), Helper J.A. adopted the following three factors, as explained by Côté (at para. 42): 

Three factors appear to influence the courts: the prejudice caused by non-compliance with formalities, the potential consequences of 

a court finding of nullity, and the subject matter of legislation. “ 

The Court went on to say the following, at paragraphs 46-49: 

“As already stated, if a provision is mandatory, non-compliance with the obligation results in a nullity.  However, non-

compliance with an obligation contained in a directory provision does not mean that there is no consequence.  Rather, it is 

within the discretion of the court to decide if the non-compliance should be disregarded or cured.  Binnie, J., writing for the 
court, made this point in M& D Farm Ltd. et al. v. Manitoba Agricultural Credit Corp., 1999 CanLII 648 (SCC), 

[1999] 2 S.C.R. 961; 245 N.R. 165; 138 Man.R. (2d) 161; 202 W.A.C. 161 (at para. 44): 

  
The distinction is well established between legislative provisions that are mandatory (in the sense that non-

compliance results in invalidity) and directory (where non-compliance may in certain circumstances be relieved 

against):  Reference re Manitoba Language Rights, 1985 CanLII 33 (SCC), [1985] 1 S.C.R. 721, at p. 737. ... 
(Emphasis added) 

  
The two most crucial factors for the courts to consider when exercising their discretion are the extent of the non-
compliance and the extent of any prejudice suffered as a result of it. 

  

When considering the extent of the non-compliance, judges often write in terms of whether or not there has been 
substantial compliance with the requirement.  See, for example, Regina (City) v. Newell Smelski Ltd. (1996), 1996 

CanLII 5084 (SK CA), 152 Sask.R. 44; 140 W.A.C. 44 (C.A.); Wascana Energy Inc. v. Gull Lake No. 139 (Rural 

Municipality) et al. (1998), 1998 CanLII 12344 (SK CA), 168 Sask.R. 58; 173 W.A.C. 58 (C.A.); Friedrich v. 

Agricultural Credit Corp. of Saskatchewan (1988), 1988 CanLII 5322 (SK CA), 66 Sask.R. 107 (C.A.); Central 

Mortgage and Housing Corp. v. Co-operative College Residences Inc. et al. (1975), 1975 CanLII 636 (ON CA), 71 
D.L.R. (3d) 183 (Ont. C.A.); Washtronics Ltd. v. Winnipeg (City) et al. (1994), 97 Man.R. (2d) 258; 79 W.A.C. 258 

(C.A.), affirming the decision of Beard, J., at (1994), 94 Man.R. (2d) 21 (Q.B.).  See also S.G.G.  Edgar, Craies on Statute 

Law, 7th Ed. (London: Sweet & Maxwell Limited, 1971), at 260.” 

 

See also J & R Property Management et al. v. Kenwell, 2011 MBCA 5 (CanLII) and Steinmann v. Kotello, 2012 

MBCA 30 (CanLII).    In the latter case, the Manitoba Court of Appeal said the following at paragraph 25: “While 

substantial compliance favours the exercise of discretion to disregard or cure the non-compliance, it must be considered in the context of all of 

the circumstances, including any prejudice suffered by others.  It may be that there has been substantial compliance, but there has also been 

prejudice suffered by the other party.  In the end, it is a question of what is fair and just in the circumstances.” 

I would also argue that the very “vagueness” of sections 19-23 of Regulation 612/00 is also one of the “circumstances” that a court would need 

to consider in deciding whether or not they are directory or mandatory.   It seems to me that if the Minister of Education ever attempted to 

compel a school board to conduct a “consultation” and then tried to prosecute a failure to comply with that “order”, such an attempt would not 

likely survive a section 1 or section 7 (right to liberty) Charter challenge on a “void for vagueness” basis.  See Chernard and Bunn v City of 

Barrie, 2016 ONSC 2120 (CanLII) and R. v. Nova Scotia Pharmaceutical Society, 1992 CanLII 72 (SCC), [1992] 2 S.C.R. 606.   What kind of 

“consultation” is required?   Must a formal written notice of a request be sent?  If so, to whom must the notice be sent?  The chair of every 

School Council?  Is the fact that a School Council is not a legal entity relevant?   How much time must be given to a School Council to provide 

its feedback?   In what form must the feedback be provided?   It seems to me that if this requirement is mandatory, no school board could ever 

be reasonably sure that it had offered sufficient “consultation” to enable it to proceed to pass a fundraising policy that was lawful.   This would 

be absurd.   Indeed, the very vagueness of these provisions supports the view that the Legislature had no intention of imposing on school board 

the consequence of nullity on any school board that fails to comply with this procedural requirement before passing a policy. 

  

 

324

https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1994/1994canlii81/1994canlii81.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1995/1995canlii50/1995canlii50.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/mb/mbca/doc/1998/1998canlii14094/1998canlii14094.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1999/1999canlii648/1999canlii648.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1985/1985canlii33/1985canlii33.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/sk/skca/doc/1996/1996canlii5084/1996canlii5084.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/sk/skca/doc/1996/1996canlii5084/1996canlii5084.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/sk/skca/doc/1998/1998canlii12344/1998canlii12344.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/sk/skca/doc/1988/1988canlii5322/1988canlii5322.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onca/doc/1975/1975canlii636/1975canlii636.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1992/1992canlii72/1992canlii72.html


8 
 

otherwise would be absurd, since the Regulation itself requires School Council to comply with 

Board policies, and one of the core denominational rights of Catholic Electors is to have the 

Trustees they have elected (and no one else) manage the denominational aspects of the 

operations of their schools and carry out their constitutionally protected mandate to indoctrinate 

their students in the Catholic faith.   

I take the position that any advice from your lawyers to the contrary would be irresponsible; it 

would be inviting the Trustees to do what may be personally politically expedient to them, but 

ignoring their overriding fiduciary duties to the Board’s Catholic Electors.   These duties include 

the duty of loyalty; the duty to put the legal and constitutional rights of your Catholic Electors 

above your personal interests and the interests of OECTA.  

If the circumstances were different --- if there was no evidence that the Board’s teachers were at 

the time the Policy was passed not fulfilling their statutory duties and were not failing to adhere 

to established Catholic doctrine on formal cooperation with evil, material cooperation with evil, 

and scandalizing other Catholics (especially young, impressionable students), I might agree with 

a strategy to compromise with Mr. Harvey’s demands, in order to prevent a dispute that should 

be contained within the Catholic community from being aired in public and the civil courts.   But 

those aren’t the facts, which are not in dispute.   Even OECTA has conceded that its member 

teachers (with its own encouragement) have been engaging in conduct that the Catholic Church 

forbids.   The Board’s own survey of the approximately 100 current third party charitable and 

non-profit “partners” of the Board reveals that about 70 of them carry on activities that the 

Church deems to be evil.   The Board cannot be willfully blind to these facts.  It must not agree 

to fetter its own constitutionally protected mandate to exercise, on their behalf, the 

denominational rights of its Catholic Electors, as a class; and it must not agree to delay taking 

action that is immediately necessary.   

In Canada, at least 12 Bishops have recently taken immediate action in respect of alleged 

misconduct on the part of its own charitable arm --- Development and Peace --- and the Board 

must emulate this response in the context of third party charitable activities carried out in its 

name.  In particular, Cardinal Collins is reported to have said that Development and Peace is a 

“significant recipient of funds collected as part of our annual ShareLife appeal. We consider our 

relationship with our donors to be that of a sacred trust……As CCODP is the development arm 

established by the Catholic bishops, it is critical to ensure that it allocates no funds to projects or 

groups that operate contrary to the moral and social teachings of the church.” How could a 

reasonable judge conclude that a Catholic Board cannot take the same position with respect to 

the charitable activities of its teachers and students that are carried out in its name?   Moreover, 

how could such a reasonable judge conclude that he or she has lawful jurisdiction to make an 

order that impedes a Catholic Board’s ability to take immediate action to stop such activity, 

which also happens to constitute, from a purely secular and civil law perspective, a contravention 

of a provision of the Education Act  (s. 264(1)(c))?    

I require the Board to advise me, as soon as practicable, and, in any event, before noon on 

Tuesday, May 1, 2018, whether or not the Board intends to vigorously oppose Mr. Harvey’s 

Application for Judicial Review (including his motion for “leave” to proceed in the Superior 
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Court of Justice) and of the arguments it intends to make in court if it commits to such 

opposition. 

If the Board informs me that it will oppose the Application but I am not satisfied that the Board 

and its lawyers will adequately represent and defend the interests of its Catholic Electors in this 

matter, I will be instructing my own solicitors to commence a motion within the Application for 

leave to intervene as an added party, under Rule 12.01 of the Rules of Civil Procedure. 

If the Board does not respond to this letter, or I learn that it will capitulate to Mr. Harvey’s 

demands, I will be instructing my own solicitors to commence: 

1. an action against all of the Trustees who voted against the Policy or who now vote to 

suspend its enforcement, claiming: 

(a) substantial and punitive damages for breach of their fiduciary duties to me, a Catholic 

Elector; and 

(b) substantial and punitive damages arising from their commission of the tort of misfeasance 

in public office;  

2. my own Application for Judicial Review of any decision by the Board to suspend 

enforcement of the Policy, with the intention of obtaining an order quashing that 

decision, on administrative law grounds.  Before commencing any such Application, I 

will first seek any relief from the Diocese to which I may be entitled, as a Catholic, under 

Canon Law; and 

 

3. Proceedings under the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act, and under the common law, as 

applicable.  As previously indicated, if the Board passes a new resolution suspending the 

operation of the Policy, I will definitely pursue this option.   However, even if it does not, 

I intend to commence an Application to a judge, based on the common law, for an order 

declaring vacant the seats of the current Chair of the Board and the three directors who 

originally opposed passage of the Policy, for the next two elections (See Amaral v. 

Kennedy, 2010 ONSC 5776 (CanLII)  and O'Malley11), on the ground of conflict of 

                                                           
11 Calgary Roman Catholic Separate School District No. 1 v. O'Malley, 2007 ABQB 574 (“O.Malley”). See 

paragraphs 98-112: 

 
“[98]            In the matter at hand, the Board argued that there are at least two common law grounds for disqualifying Mr. O'Malley. First, the 

Board asserted that disqualification is reasonable based on Mr. O’Malley’s discussing and voting on the motion to commence legal proceedings 

against him. Second, the Board took the position that disqualification should follow Mr. O’Malley’s having repeatedly sued the very Board of 
which he was a member. 

[99]            With respect to the first ground, Mr. O'Malley had a "substantial personal interest" in the November 10, 2005 motion. This personal 

interest was both pecuniary and non-pecuniary. He had a non-pecuniary personal interest in continuing in office which would necessarily have 
influenced his vote irrespective of whether it was consistent with his public duty. In addition, he had a pecuniary interest based on the Board's 

claim for solicitor and client costs. A reasonably well-informed person would conclude that these interests would influence the exercise of his 

public duty. 
[100]         With respect to the second ground, there is legal support for the proposition that if a trustee chooses to sue the board of which he is a 

member, he can create a disqualifying conflict for himself. 

[101]         Historically, there were many statutes which contained disqualifying provisions concerning elected officials being in litigation with the 
body to which they were elected to serve. An example is found in Regina ex rel. McLean v. Whitton (1968), 1967 CanLII 200 (ON SC), 1 O.R. 

128 (Ont. H.C.J.), which involved an alderwoman who brought legal proceedings to quash a resolution that she had voted against, but that had 
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been passed by the municipal council. The enabling legislation provided that any person who has a claim, action or proceeding against a 

municipal corporation forfeited his or her right to sit and vote and must vacate his or her seat. The Ontario High Court found that the alderwoman 
forfeited her right to sit and, in doing so, commented at pp. 132 and 135 on the purpose of the disqualifying provision and the mischief it seeks to 

prevent: 

Although there are many cases dealing with s. 35(1) (q) there seems to be an absence of decided cases interpreting cls. (r) and (s) but 

Judges and text writers have said many times […] that their object "is to prevent from being elected or sitting or voting as a member of 

a council any one whose personal interest might clash with that of the corporation." [...] 

In a number of cases it has been said that the precise object of these three clauses is obvious.  "No person should be or become a 

member of a municipal council who cannot give a disinterested vote on a matter of dispute that may arise." 

[…] 

It is the attitude of conflict and disagreement within the Council which the statute seeks to remedy.  It seeks to prevent a member 

sitting who is unable to give a disinterested vote.  Her personal interest is her disagreement with other members of Council.  She 

cannot settle her disagreement outside Council and remain on Council too. 

[102]         The High Court also commented at p. 132 on elected officials who were not prepared to accept the will of the majority, but instead 

continued their campaign of opposition outside of the elected body. In light of Mr. O’Malley’s conduct, these comments are worth repeating: 

 

The principle is as old as democratic Government. When the governing body has by the vote of a majority of its members decided on a course of 

action, that decision must be accepted by all members.  Those who are not prepared to accept the result must resign.  It is a rule enforced - at least 

up to the present time - ruthlessly in higher echelons of Government everywhere. If a member is of a mind to continue his opposition outside the 

governing body he must resign.  The reason is plain, the implications are plain from the principles mentioned […]                              

[103]         This principle also has been addressed in the school board trustee context by the Ontario Superior Court of Justice in Hearst  (Town) 

v. District School Board Ontario North East, [2000] O.J. No. 3419 at paras. 39 and 40: 

 

[...] The individual trustees comprise the Board. [...] The Board's authority is exercised by the trustees making resolutions in duly convened 

meetings.  While they are accountable to their communities, that accountability is both general and specific.  From time to time, there will 

be a conflict between the interests of a specific constituency and the school community in general.  That is to be expected.  The trustees 

must make decisions in the best interests of the entire school community while trying to accommodate the specific constituencies.  This will 

not always be easy.  In fact, it is well accepted that there will often be a minority view or position which cannot be accommodated without 

special measures.  Should an individual trustee be unable to persuade her colleagues to accept her view and wish to ask the Courts to favour 

her position over the majority of her colleagues, she should resign.  

[...] 

In answer to the vexing problems, that the trustee has limited powers of dissent if she disagrees with actions of the majority, the simple 

answer is that she should resign if she wishes to participate in litigation against the Board. 

[104]         It is only right that elected representatives should form views and opinions and declare themselves on issues of public interest. Elected 

officials are and should be entitled to maintain and forcefully to express their views without fear of disqualification or unwarranted interference 

by the courts. In this case, however, any reasonably well-informed person acquainted with the facts would inevitably conclude, as Justice 
McMahon did, that Mr. O'Malley, by attacking the validity of core governance policies through the courts, has a personal conflict of interest (both 

pecuniary and non-pecuniary) that likely would preclude him from bringing an unbiased mind to the performance of his Board responsibilities. 

Mr. O’Malley attempts to characterize this as a “political dispute”. Whatever the characterization, he has demonstrated that he cannot and will not 
accept the will of the majority of the Board members or recognize the authority of the Chief Superintendent. 

 

[105]         Each time Mr. O'Malley chose to sue the Board, he ran the risk of legal costs being awarded against him, meaning that he had a 

personal financial interest which was in conflict with the financial interest of the Board. Moreover, a trustee who chooses personally to engage his 

own Board in litigation by attacking the Board's core governance policies necessarily places his private interest ahead of his public duty. Other 

trustees, including Maureen Emond and Chair Williams, testified that all decisions and activities of the Board flow, directly or indirectly, from 

these governance policies. Arguably, Mr. O'Malley was in an untenable conflict of interest on everything that came before the Board since he was 

opposed to all of the core governance policies and was seeking to have those policies declared null and void. 

[106]         Finally, but certainly not the least significant concern, Mr. O'Malley placed his private interest ahead of his public duty to carry out 

and advance the work and responsibilities of the Board when he sued over the issue of bussing fees. Mr. O'Malley unsuccessfully attempted to 

enjoin his own Board from deliberating on and passing its yearly budget. Mr. O'Malley admitted at discovery that this is an important and 
fundamental responsibility of the Board. 
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[107]         Mr. O'Malley had a shared public duty to advance the work of the Board, which included deliberating on and passing a yearly budget. 
Yet he tried to halt the Board's budget work, thus putting his private interest in conflict with his shared public duty to carry out the responsibilities 

and work of the Board. Justice McMahon’s comments at paras. 41-43 of his Reasons for Decision are particularly apt: 

 

The trustees collectively and individually owe a public duty to carry out their responsibilities and the work of the Board in good faith and 

with reasonable diligence. They are elected for that purpose. They need not be of like mind. They may hold strong and conflicting views. 

They may debate with vigour, and occasionally with rancour. There is no rule requiring trustees to like each other. But they do have one 

overarching responsibility - a shared public duty to advance the work of the Board to which they had the privilege of being elected. A 

trustee who chooses to personally engage his Board in litigation concerning the Board’s fundamental operations places a private interest 

ahead of a public duty. 

The lawsuits [Mr. O’Malley] brought have been described earlier. When, for example, [Mr. O’Malley] attacked in Court the very policies 

under which the Board operated, and later sought a court order to halt its budget work, he brought himself into conflict with that collective 

duty. Appended to one of his affidavits in support of his motion was a letter in which his position was clearly stated: the “Board has lost all 

jurisdiction to deal with the budget in any way until the Notice of Motion is dealt with.” Thus his private interest in maintaining that 

position in his litigation with the Board conflicted with his public duty to deal with the Board’s responsibilities. 

A trustee who cannot in good conscience continue to perform that duty has a choice. He can resign his position and regain the elector’s right 

to challenge the Board in court. What he cannot do is remain and abandon his public duty to advance his private interest. He is unable, in 

those circumstances, to bring an unbiased mind to the performance of his public duty. 

[108]         If Mr. O'Malley was unable to accept the decisions and collective will of the Board, he should have resigned.  

 

7)         Did Mr. O'Malley breach his fiduciary duties to the District? 

[109]         Mr. O'Malley's steadfast refusal to play by the rules has caused untold  turmoil and grief, not to mention the wasted time, money and 
resources expended to address and respond to his unethical conduct, frivolous lawsuits and unmeritorious complaints. It is clear from authorities 

such as Margolis at p.4 and Toronto v. Bowes (1854), 4 Gr. 489, aff’d. (1856), 6 Gr. 1 (C.A.), aff’d. (1858), 11 Moo. P.C. 463 that a school board 

trustee is a fiduciary. The position of fiduciary imports a high degree of trust requiring a very high standard of care. The need to maintain 
integrity in public office is of paramount importance and requires that elected officials be held to a very high objective standard of care. 

 

[110]         Ms. Moore, the corporate governance expert, testified that, upon reading Mr. O'Malley's Amended Statement of Defence, she 
concluded that Mr. O'Malley has a misguided understanding of to whom his fiduciary duties are owed. Ms. Moore testified that the fiduciary 

duties are owed to the corporate body (the Board) which is, in turn, accountable to the Catholic ownership. Mr. O'Malley wrongly believes that 

his duties are owed only to the people who voted for him. At p. 11 of her report, Ms. Moore quotes as follows from Carol Hansell's text entitled 
Corporate Governance: what directors need to know (Toronto: Carswell, 2003): 

 

[…] the courts have been very clear that the fact of a director having been nominated to the board by a particular person does not 

entitle that director to prefer the interests of that person to the interests of the corporation.  A director must be concerned first and 

foremost with the interest of the corporation.  As an Ontario court put it, the corporate life of a nominee director who votes against the 

interests of his or her nominator 'may be neither happy nor long', but that director must nevertheless act in the best interests of the 

corporation. [Emphasis in expert report.] 

[111]         The Board also relied upon Michael Ng’s text, Fiduciary Duties: Obligations of Loyalty and Faithfulness, looseleaf (Aurora, Ont.: 
Canada Law Book, 2003) at p. 2-6 for the proposition that the standard of faithfulness required of a fiduciary depends on the fiduciary's role but 

that, often, codes of professional conduct governing a particular group of fiduciaries inform the standard.   

 
[112]         The Board's Code of Conduct Policy GP-5 (the “Code of Conduct”) sets out the standard of faithfulness and lays out the obligations 

owed by a trustee of the Board. The Board summarized as follows the provisions of the Code of Conduct which it alleges were breached by Mr. 

O'Malley: 

(a)        The preamble which provides that trustees shall conduct themselves in an ethical and prudent manner and in a manner 

that reflects respect for the dignity and worth of all individuals; 

(b)        Clause 1 of the Code of Conduct which stipulates that trustees shall be loyal to the interest of the ownership which 

loyalty shall supersede the personal interest of any trustee or any loyalty to any advocacy or special interest groups; 

(c)        Clause 2 which provides trustees [must] exercise their powers and discharge their duties honestly and in good faith; 

(d)        Clause 4 which stipulates trustees shall not attempt to exercise individual authority over the Chief Superintendent or any 

member of the staff; 
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interest, both pecuniary and ideological.   The Chair and the three directors have put the 

interests of OECTA and their own peculiar religious beliefs ahead of the constitutional 

rights of Catholic Electors, which include the right to have their catholic schools 

managed in accordance with the tenets of the Catholic Church by the Trustees they have 

elected.  I recently received evidence that OECTA has announced its intention to actively 

interfere in the election of Trustees for the Board at the next election in November; to 

actively work to defeat the five faithful Trustees who passed the Policy.  I reasonably 

anticipate that those efforts will also include positive pecuniary support for the re-election 

of the Chair and the other three Trustees. This simply confirms that OECTA is willing to 

continue the same unethical tactics it has employed in past elections.  I will do whatever I 

can do to ensure that the Chair and the three directors and other “OECTA favoured 

candidates” cannot benefit from this unethical interference by OECTA in the upcoming 

election. 

I set out below various sources of information about the tenets of the Catholic Church that are 

relevant to this dispute, so that the Board and its lawyers will have a better understanding of the 

context of my submissions in this letter, as well as those set out in Letter #1 and Letter #2. 

Sources of Key Principles to Establish Context 

“To appeal to a ‘faith of the Church’ in order to oppose the moral Magisterium of the Church is equivalent to 

denying the Catholic concept of Revelation.  Not only that, but one can come to violate the fundamental right of the 

faithful to receive the doctrine of the Church from those who teach theology by virtue of a canonical mission and 

not the opinions of theological schools….Love for whoever errs must never bring about any compromise with error:  

error must be unmasked and judged.  The love which the Church has for man obliges her to tell man how and when 

his truth is being denied, his good unrecognized, his dignity violated, his worth not adequately addressed.” 

Pope St. John Paul II, Address to Participants in the International Congress of Moral Theology, April 7-12, 

1986. 

“It is sometimes claimed that dissent from the Magisterium is totally compatible with being ‘a good Catholic’ and 

poses no obstacle to the reception of the sacraments.  This is a grave error that challenges the teaching office of the 

Bishops of the United States and elsewhere.” 

Pope St. John Paul II, Address to the Bishops of the United States in Los Angeles, September 16, 1987. 

“While exchanges and conflicts of opinion may constitute normal expressions of public life in a representative 

democracy, moral teaching certainly cannot depend simply upon respect for a process; indeed, it is no way 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
(e)        Clause 4.1 which stipulates that individual trustees shall make no judgments of the Chief Superintendent; 

(f)        Clause 4.2 which stipulates that trustees shall not encourage communication with employees who attempt to by-pass 

administration.; 

(g)        Clause 6 which stipulates that trustees shall represent the Board's corporate position when interacting with the public; 

(h)        Clause 7 which stipulates that trustees shall be familiar with the rules of procedure and proper conduct of a meeting; 

(i)         Clause 9 which stipulates trustees shall regularly take part in relevant trustee meetings such as the district advisory 

council meetings and the family school council meetings.’ 
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established by following the rules and deliberative procedures typical of a democracy.  Dissent, in the form of 

carefully orchestrated protests and polemics carried on in the media, is opposed to ecclesial communion and to a 

correct understanding of the hierarchical constitution of the People of God.  Opposition to the teaching of the 

Church’s Pastors cannot be seen as a legitimate expression either of Christian freedom or of the diversity of the 

Spirit’s gifts.   When this happens, the Church’s Pastors have the duty to act in conformity with their apostolic 

mission, insisting that the right of the faithful to receive Catholic doctrine in its purity and integrity must always be 

respected. 

Pope St. John Paul II, Veritatis Splendour (the Splendour of Truth), 1993,  paragraph 113.2.  

“Truth cannot be measured by majority opinion.” 

Pope St. John Paul II, Address to Participants in the Fourth International Conference for the Family of 

Europe and Africa,  March 14, 1988. 

“70. At the basis of all these tendencies lies the ethical relativism which characterizes much of present-day culture. 

There are those who consider such relativism an essential condition of democracy, inasmuch as it alone is held to 

guarantee tolerance, mutual respect between people and acceptance of the decisions of the majority, whereas moral 

norms considered to be objective and binding are held to lead to authoritarianism and intolerance. 

But it is precisely the issue of respect for life which shows what misunderstandings and contradictions, accompanied 

by terrible practical consequences, are concealed in this position. 

It is true that history has known cases where crimes have been committed in the name of ‘truth’. But equally grave 

crimes and radical denials of freedom have also been committed and are still being committed in the name of 

‘ethical relativism’.  When a parliamentary or social majority decrees that it is legal, at least under certain 

conditions, to kill unborn human life, is it not really making a ‘tyrannical’ decision with regard to the weakest and 

most defenceless of human beings? Everyone's conscience rightly rejects those crimes against humanity of which 

our century has had such sad experience.  But would these crimes cease to be crimes if, instead of being committed 

by unscrupulous tyrants, they were legitimated by popular consensus?  

Democracy cannot be idolized to the point of making it a substitute for morality or a panacea for immorality. 

Fundamentally, democracy is a ‘system’ and as such is a means and not an end. Its ‘moral’ value is not automatic, 

but depends on conformity to the moral law to which it, like every other form of human behaviour, must be subject: 

in other words, its morality depends on the morality of the ends which it pursues and of the means which it employs. 

If today we see an almost universal consensus with regard to the value of democracy, this is to be considered a 

positive ‘sign of the times’, as the Church's Magisterium has frequently noted.   But the value of democracy stands 

or falls with the values which it embodies and promotes. Of course, values such as the dignity of every human 

person, respect for inviolable and inalienable human rights, and the adoption of the ‘common good’ as the end and 

criterion regulating political life are certainly fundamental and not to be ignored. 

The basis of these values cannot be provisional and changeable ‘majority’ opinions, but only the acknowledgment of 

an objective moral law which, as the ‘natural law’ written in the human heart, is the obligatory point of reference 

for civil law itself. If, as a result of a tragic obscuring of the collective conscience, an attitude of scepticism were to 

succeed in bringing into question even the fundamental principles of the moral law, the democratic system itself 

would be shaken in its foundations, and would be reduced to a mere mechanism for regulating different and 

opposing interests on a purely empirical basis.  

Some might think that even this function, in the absence of anything better, should be valued for the sake of peace in 

society. While one acknowledges some element of truth in this point of view, it is easy to see that without an 

objective moral grounding not even democracy is capable of ensuring a stable peace, especially since peace which 

is not built upon the values of the dignity of every individual and of solidarity between all people frequently proves 

to be illusory. Even in participatory systems of government, the regulation of interests often occurs to the advantage 
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of the most powerful, since they are the ones most capable of manoeuvering not only the levers of power but also of 

shaping the formation of consensus. In such a situation, democracy easily becomes an empty word.  

71. It is therefore urgently necessary, for the future of society and the development of a sound democracy, to 

rediscover those essential and innate human and moral values which flow from the very truth of the human being 

and express and safeguard the dignity of the person: values which no individual, no majority and no State can ever 

create, modify or destroy, but must only acknowledge, respect and promote. 

Pope St. John Paul II, Evangelium vitae (the Gospel of Life), 1995, paragraphs 70-71. 

 

 

Code of Canon Law of the Catholic Church: 

Canon 803: 

1. A Catholic school is understood as one which a competent ecclesiastical authority or a public 

ecclesiastical juridic person directs or which ecclesiastical authority recognizes as such through a written 

document. 

2. The instruction and education in a Catholic school must be grounded in the principles of Catholic doctrine; 

teachers are to be outstanding in correct doctrine and integrity of life. 

Canon 804(2):  The local ordinary [the Bishop] is to be concerned that those who are designated teachers of 

religious instruction in schools, even in non-Catholic ones, are outstanding in correct doctrine, the witness of a 

Christian life, and teaching skill. 

Canon 806:  The diocesan bishop has the right to watch over and inspect the Catholic schools situated in his 

territory….He also has the right to issue directives concerning the general regulation of Catholic schools…. 

Canon 1399:  In addition to the cases established here or in other laws, the external violation of a divine or 

canonical law can be punished by a just penalty only when the special gravity of the violation demands punishment 

and there is an urgent need to prevent or repair scandals. 

Canon 229(1):  Lay persons are bound by the obligation and possess the right to acquire knowledge of Christian 

doctrine appropriate to the capacity and condition of each in order for them to be able to live according to this 

doctrine, announce it to themselves, defend it if necessary, and take their part in exercising the apostolate. 

Canon 227:  The lay Christian faithful have the right to have recognized that freedom which all citizens have in the 

affairs of the earthly city.  When using that same freedom, however, they are to take care that their actions are 

imbued with the spirit of the gospel and are to heed the doctrine set forth by the magisterium of the Church.  In 

matters of opinion, they are to avoid setting forth their own opinion as the doctrine of the Church. 

Canon 750(2):  Each and every thing which proposed definitively by the magisterium of the Church concerning the 

doctrine of faith and morals, that is, each and every thing which is required to safeguard reverently and to expound 

faithfully the same deposit of faith, is also to be firmly embraced and retained; therefore, one who rejects those 

propositions which are to be held definitively is opposed to the doctrine of the Catholic Church. 

Canon 752:  Although not an assent of  faith, a religious submission of the intellect and will must be given to a 

doctrine which the Supreme Pontiff or the college of bishops declares concerning faith and morals when they 

exercise the authentic magisterium, even if they do not intend to proclaim it by definitive act;  therefore, the 

Christian faithful are to take care to avoid those things which do not agree with it. 
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Canon 220:  No one is permitted to harm illegitimately the good reputation which a person possesses nor to injure 

the right of any person to protect his or her own privacy. 

Canon 221(1):  The Christian faithful can legitimately vindicate and defend the rights which they possess in the 

Church in the competent ecclesiastical forum according to the norm of law. 

Canon 223: 

1. In exercising their rights, the Christian faithful, both as individuals and gathered together in associations, 

must take into account the common good of the Church, the rights of others, and their own duties towards 

others. 

2. In view of the common good, ecclesiastical authority can direct the exercise of rights which are proper to 

the Christian faithful. 

*** 

74. The passing of unjust laws often raises difficult problems of conscience for morally upright people with regard 

to the issue of cooperation, since they have a right to demand not to be forced to take part in morally evil actions. 

Sometimes the choices which have to be made are difficult; they may require the sacrifice of prestigious professional 

positions or the relinquishing of reasonable hopes of career advancement. In other cases, it can happen that 

carrying out certain actions, which are provided for by legislation that overall is unjust, but which in themselves are 

indifferent, or even positive, can serve to protect human lives under threat. There may be reason to fear, however, 

that willingness to carry out such actions will not only cause scandal and weaken the necessary opposition to 

attacks on life, but will gradually lead to further capitulation to a mentality of permissiveness. 

In order to shed light on this difficult question, it is necessary to recall the general principles concerning 

cooperation in evil actions. Christians, like all people of good will, are called upon under grave obligation of 

conscience not to cooperate formally in practices which, even if permitted by civil legislation, are contrary to God's 

law. Indeed, from the moral standpoint, it is never licit to cooperate formally in evil. Such cooperation occurs when 

an action, either by its very nature or by the form it takes in a concrete situation, can be defined as a direct 

participation in an act against innocent human life or a sharing in the immoral intention of the person committing it. 

This cooperation can never be justified either by invoking respect for the freedom of others or by appealing to the 

fact that civil law permits it or requires it. Each individual in fact has moral responsibility for the acts which he 

personally performs; no one can be exempted from this responsibility, and on the basis of it everyone will be judged 

by God himself (cf. Rom 2:6; 14:12). 

To refuse to take part in committing an injustice is not only a moral duty; it is also a basic human right. Were this 

not so, the human person would be forced to perform an action intrinsically incompatible with human dignity, and 

in this way human freedom itself, the authentic meaning and purpose of which are found in its orientation to the true 

and the good, would be radically compromised. What is at stake therefore is an essential right which, precisely as 

such, should be acknowledged and protected by civil law. In this sense, the opportunity to refuse to take part in the 

phases of consultation, preparation and execution of these acts against life should be guaranteed to physicians, 

health-care personnel, and directors of hospitals, clinics and convalescent facilities. Those who have recourse to 

conscientious objection must be protected not only from legal penalties but also from any negative effects on the 

legal, disciplinary, financial and professional plane. 

Pope St. John Paul II, Evangelium vitae (the Gospel of Life), 1995, paragraph 74. 

Catechism of the Catholic Church: Paragraphs 2284-2287 

Respect for the souls of others: scandal 

 

2284 Scandal is an attitude or behavior which leads another to do evil. The person who gives scandal becomes his 

neighbor's tempter. He damages virtue and integrity; he may even draw his brother into spiritual death. Scandal is a 
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grave offense if by deed or omission another is deliberately led into a grave offense.] 

 

2285 Scandal takes on a particular gravity by reason of the authority of those who cause it or the weakness of those 

who are scandalized. It prompted our Lord to utter this curse: "Whoever causes one of these little ones who believe 

in me to sin, it would be better for him to have a great millstone fastened round his neck and to be drowned in the 

depth of the sea." [Mt 18:6; Cf. 1 Cor 8:10-13] Scandal is grave when given by those who by nature or office are 

obliged to teach and educate others. Jesus reproaches the scribes and Pharisees on this account: he likens them to 

wolves in sheep's clothing. [Cf. Mt 7:15] 

 

2286 Scandal can be provoked by laws or institutions, by fashion or opinion. 

 

        Therefore, they are guilty of scandal who establish laws or social structures leading to the decline of morals 

and the corruption of religious practice, or to "social conditions that, intentionally or not, make Christian conduct 

and obedience to the Commandments difficult and practically impossible." [Pius XII, Discourse, June 1, 1941] This 

is also true of business leaders who make rules encouraging fraud, teachers who provoke their children to anger, 

[Cf. Eph 6:4; Col. 3:21] or manipulators of public opinion who turn it away from moral values.  

 

2287 Anyone who uses the power at his disposal in such a way that it leads others to do wrong becomes guilty of 

scandal and responsible for the evil that he has directly or indirectly encouraged. "Temptations to sin are sure to 

come; but woe to him by whom they come!" [Lk 17:1] 

*** 

“When a Catholic institution ends up owning, sponsoring or otherwise merging their [sic] Catholic mission with the 

delivery or sponsorship of what the Catholic Church forbids, the reality of positive scandal also demands a correct 

statement of principles rather than a misleading one.” 

Msgr. William B. Smith, Modern Moral Problems  (edited by Fr. Donald Haggerty) ( San Francisco: Ignatius, 201), 

at p. 51. 

*** 

“Therefore, by the authority which Christ conferred upon Peter and his Successors, in communion with the Bishops-

who on various occasions have condemned abortion and who in the aforementioned consultation, albeit dispersed 

throughout the world, have shown unanimous agreement concerning this doctrine-I declare that direct abortion, 

that is, abortion willed as an end or as a means, always constitutes a grave moral disorder, since it is the deliberate 

killing of an innocent human being. This doctrine is based upon the natural law and upon the written Word of God, 

is transmitted by the Church's Tradition and taught by the ordinary and universal Magisterium.  

No circumstance, no purpose, no law whatsoever can ever make licit an act which is intrinsically illicit, since it is 

contrary to the Law of God which is written in every human heart, knowable by reason itself, and proclaimed by the 

Church.  

63. This evaluation of the morality of abortion is to be applied also to the recent forms of intervention on human 

embryos which, although carried out for purposes legitimate in themselves, inevitably involve the killing of those 

embryos. This is the case with experimentation on embryos, which is becoming increasingly widespread in the field 

of biomedical research and is legally permitted in some countries. Although ‘one must uphold as licit procedures 

carried out on the human embryo which respect the life and integrity of the embryo and do not involve 

disproportionate risks for it, but rather are directed to its healing, the improvement of its condition of health, or its 

individual survival’, it must nonetheless be stated that the use of human embryos or fetuses as an object of 

experimentation constitutes a crime against their dignity as human beings who have a right to the same respect 

owed to a child once born, just as to every person.”  
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Pope St. John Paul II, Evangelium vitae (the Gospel of Life), 1995, paragraphs 62.3 – 63. 

“To concur with the intention of  another person to commit suicide and to help in carrying it out through so-called 

‘assisted suicide’ means to cooperate in, and at time to be the actual perpetrator of, an injustice which can never be 

excused, even if it is requested.” 

Pope St. John Paul II, Evangelium vitae (the Gospel of Life), 1995, paragraph 66.2. 

*** 

 

 

 

The More Detailed Analysis 

 

If I were legal counsel for the Board, and also sensitive to the denominational rights of the class 

of persons referred to in section 93 of the Constitution Act, 1967, I would be seeking to persuade 

the Court to find the facts and reach the legal conclusions described below, on the preliminary 

issues of leave, standing, justiciability, and jurisdiction: 

  

Leave 

 

1. Based on the legal principles set out in the Michail decision alone,12 it is highly 

unlikely that David Harvey will be granted “leave” to have his Application for 

Judicial Review heard by a single judge of the Superior Court of Justice. 

                                                           
12See Michail , paragraphs 41- 49  [41] None of the other cases considering s. 6(2) of the JRPA have involved a 

similar situation.  Those decisions have involved situations where a Superior Court Justice was able to consider the 

preliminary issue and the merits of the judicial review application after a single attendance as rule 68.02(2) of the 

Rules of Civil Procedure contemplates.  

[42] A preliminary motion, followed by an application that in all likelihood will be heard on a bifurcated basis at 

least months apart, appears to be unprecedented.  

[43] If the Superior Court of Justice was to assume jurisdiction, a single justice would have to be identified who, for 

reasons of judicial economy, would be expected to hear the application in its entirety.  However, work ordinarily 

done by the Divisional Court is not part of the usual docket and would have to be scheduled on an exceptional basis.  

As it now stands, I would be the logical choice given the volume of materials I have already reviewed.  Yet no date 

is currently available until December 21, 2017.  

[44] The Divisional Court has limited presence in London.  As noted, I am told that the Divisional Court list in 

London is currently full for November.  There will be no other sitting until April, 2018.  I believe the matter – at 

least the first component – could be accommodated then.  

[45] However, had Ms. Michail proceeded in the normal course and filed a notice of application in form 68A in the 

Divisional Court and the application record and certificate of perfection rules 68.04 and 68.05 require, this matter 

could have been heard (once again, at least the first stage) in November, 2017.  It cannot be the case that an ill-fated 

request for review under s. 6(2) of the JRPA can transform the underlying application into one that meets the failure 

of justice requirement.  

[46] In any event, there will not be a failure of justice.  I recognize that Ms. Michail says that she cannot travel to 

Toronto.  She relies on the letter of Dr. Reist dated November 25, 2015.  However, it is clear from the record that 

she has done so.  

[47] If provided with a hearing date well in advance – as she would be – I simply do not accept that the travel would 

be prejudicial let alone compromise or result in a failure of justice.  
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Granting “leave” is up to the discretion of the judge.   However, the judge does not have 

discretion to grant “leave” unless the Applicant meets two preconditions: 

i) It is “made to appear to the judge that the case is one of urgency”; and 

ii) “the judge is satisfied the delay required for an application to the Divisional 

Court is likely to involve a failure of justice”. 

 

It seems to me that Mr. Harvey can meet neither of these preconditions.   

The only relevant “sense of urgency” here is that experienced by the Applicant himself as 

a result of being directly impacted by the Board’s acts or omissions, as perceived by the 

Applicant.  Any sense of urgency he feels vicariously through others directly impacted by 

such acts or omissions does not qualify.   He has not been approved as the 

“representative” or guardian ad litem in respect of the Application for any such other 

person or entity, and the proceeding has not been certified as a class action.  Mr. Harvey 

is not a student or teacher of the Board and is not a member of a School Council.   As a 

parent, he was not prejudiced by the alleged failure to “consult”, as he was given an 

opportunity to express his views to the Board on April 17, 2018 and he took advantage of 

that opportunity.  He is not personally harmed by any decision by the Board to enforce 

the Policy immediately; he is quite free to continue donating his money and time to the 

causes of the Canadian Cancer Society, despite its immoral activities (embryonic stem 

cell research).  The only “harm” he could possibly claim is personal annoyance or “hurt 

feelings” in response to the  Board’s refusal to join him in dissenting from Catholic 

teaching and to permit its teachers to continue to contravene section 264(1)(c) of the 

Education Act with impunity.  No court on this planet would find that such narcissistic 

“harm” is a justiciable harm.   

The delay required for an application to the Divisional Court is not likely to involve a 

“failure of justice” because: 

(a) Notwithstanding any alleged failure to “consult” with School Councils (composed by 

volunteer and unelected parents, some of whom may not be Catholic Electors), the 

Trustees have the exclusive and constitutionally protected mandate to ensure that the 

denominational aspects of any fundraising Board policy are consistent with Catholic 

teaching.   In other words, in the final analysis, whether or not “leave” is granted, the 

Applicant is not likely to achieve his desired end result (to change the Policy so that 

teachers and students will be permitted to continue to contravene the Education Act 

and Canon Law).   Courts generally are not willing to entertain requests to make 

orders that are meaningless or that will have no practical effect; 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
[48] Importantly, rule 1.08, item 7 of the Rules of Civil Procedure expressly allows an application for judicial 

review to be conducted by video conference.  Ms. Michail objected to that suggestion too.  With respect, I simply do 

not accept that her current health conditions as communicated to the court preclude participation in that fashion.  

[49] Ms. Michail’s application raises a litany of issues.   
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(b) The Applicant is not a School Council or a member of a School Council, and that is 

the only entity with which the Board is required to consult under the terms of section 

19 of Regulation 612/00.  The Applicant cannot, arguably, personally experience an 

injustice in these circumstances; 

 

(c) As previously stated, the alleged defect of the Board’s process did not, in practical 

terms, result in substantive prejudice or injustice to the Applicant personally, as he 

was invited to and did in fact convey his views on the Policy directly to the Board; 

and 

 

(d) Mr. Harvey’s Application raises “a litany of legal issues” that could not possibly be 

adequately addressed by a single judge, at a single sitting during the period set aside 

for motions on May 9, 2018.    As this letter indicates, the Application raises complex 

legal issues of standing, jurisdiction (including the possible application of the Judicial 

Non-Interference Rule in respect of private religious organizations), section 93 

Constitution Act issues [whether ss. 19-23 of Regulation 612/00 “prejudicially affect the 

rights and privileges protected by s. 93”], the proper interpretation of regulatory provisions 

that have never been judicially considered before (Is section 19 mandatory or merely 

directory?  If merely directory, should the defect be disregarded or cured by the 

Court?  Is the failure to consult, in any event, even justiciable?  Is section 19 void for 

vagueness and uncertainty?)  (What is the interplay between sections 19-23 of  the 

regulation and sections 1(4) and 1(4.1), section 264(1)(c), section 53(3), section 

230.19 and section 257.52 of the Education Act?), and Charter issues. 

 

2. Even if the two preconditions were met, the judge would likely refuse to exercise his 

or her discretion in favour of the Applicant for one or more additional reasons.   

 

Although a judge considering a request for “leave” is not supposed to consider the 

substantive merits of the application it seems to me that there is no principled reason why 

the judge could not anticipate some of the preliminary standing, jurisdiction, and 

justiciability issues that the Divisional Court would have to face if he or she decided to 

transfer the Application to the Divisional Court pursuant to his discretionary authority 

under subsection 6(3) of the JRPA.   In other words, the court should be urged to dismiss 

the Application outright if it believes the Applicant faces insurmountable obstacles on the 

preliminary issues.  That should be argued in respect of Mr. Harvey’s application.  In 

respect of actions, courts regularly do this on motions for summary dismissal of the 

action on the ground that the Statement of Claim discloses no reasonable cause of action, 

and they do so without being accused of making a decision on the merits of the case.  

Below are some of the grounds that qualify for this kind of treatment.   In the case of 

grounds with respect to which a court would likely insist on a factual matrix and legal 

argument beyond the text of the Application for Judicial Review, and therefore likely 

refuse to dispose of the Application summarily, I deal with those in the next section, 

where it is presumed, for the sake of argument, that the Application is transferred to the 

Divisional Court. 

 

a) The Application is made in bad faith and for an improper purpose  
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Mr. Harvey’s reliance on the Board’s failure to comply with section 19 of Regulation 

612/00 is a mere pretext to his real complaint, which is about the substantive content of 

the Policy.13   This is demonstrated well by the content of the text of his oral presentation 

to the Board heard on April 17, 2018. The dispute is essentially an internal dispute about 

discipline and doctrine in the Catholic community.  The Court should be persuaded to 

consider the ulterior motives of Mr. Harvey in exercising its discretion to grant “leave” in 

this matter.   Mr. Harvey appears to have an animus against the Catholic Church and the 

teachings of the Church.   This supports the conclusion that his Application is not made 

in good faith.    

He is clearly “opposed”  (Can. 750(2)) to Catholic doctrine on formal cooperation with 

evil, material cooperation with evil, and scandalizing other Catholics.  He ignores and 

seeks to undermine the denominational rights of other Catholic Electors to elect and 

maintain in office Trustees who will ensure that the Board will carry out its constitutional 

mandate to indoctrinate their children in the Catholic faith, as well as their canonical right 

to have their children indoctrinated in the Catholic faith.   Mr. Harvey appears to have no 

concern that, if he succeeds, the Trustees, management and staff, and students of the 

Board, due to their own association with the Board, will be compelled, against their will, 

to become associated with political causes that many of them do not support as a result of 

charitable activities engaged in, in the name of the Board, that are forbidden by the 

Church.   State-compelled ideological conformity is against Charter values, and some 

judges have said that it infringes the right to freedom of association of those who are 

victimized by it.     

 

Critics of the Policy generally have expressed the view that the Policy should reflect a 

“much broader vision” of Catholic social teaching.   In my view, this is the typical 

euphemistic and intolerant language we hear from people who are really saying that they 

dissent from the teachings of the Catholic Church and insist that all other Catholics do so 

as well.  I think it is clear that Mr. Harvey’s real intentions are to try to change the 

religious beliefs of the Church, in general, and the religious beliefs of the Trustees, 

specifically.   This is an improper purpose, and therefore the Court should be persuaded 

to refuse leave and jurisdiction in this case for the same reasons the Human Rights 

Tribunals refused jurisdiction in the cases of  Dallaire v. Les Chevaliers de Colomb, 2011 

HRTO 639 (CanLII) and Tesseris v. Greek Orthodox Church of Canada, 2011 HRTO 

775 (CanLII), to which I referred  in my previous letters to you.   His efforts could also 

be reasonably described as an abuse of the process of the court.  I also think the lawyers 

should rely upon a little known statute by the name of the Religious Freedoms Act 

(Ontario), which states the Legislature’s “guarantee” of the right of every citizen in 

Ontario the right to practice his or her faith.   This statute suggests that the Province’s 

courts have a duty to use their discretionary authority to prevent litigants from infringing 

this statutory right of others. 

 

                                                           
13 See Hart v. Roman Catholic Episcopal Corp. of the Diocese of Kingston, 2011 ONCA 728 (CanLII): (“Even 

though some aspects of Father Hart’s dispute with the Archdiocese concern matters of property, for example, his 

loss of lodging, at its essence this dispute is ecclesiastical”). 

 

337

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onhrt/doc/2011/2011hrto639/2011hrto639.html?searchUrlHash=AAAAAQAjYWJvcnRpb24gbW9udW1lbnQgSHVtYW4gUmlnaHRzIENvZGUAAAAAAQ&resultIndex=1
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onhrt/doc/2011/2011hrto775/2011hrto775.html?searchUrlHash=AAAAAAAAAAEAFjIwMTEgSFJUTyA2MzkgKENhbkxJSSkAAAABAA0vMjAxMW9uaHJ0NjM5AQ&resultIndex=14


21 
 

b) Estoppel by Representation or Conduct 

I have assumed that Mr. Harvey is a Catholic Elector.   He could not be a Catholic 

Elector if is not a baptized Catholic.  In his Notice of Application, he does not describe 

his own “religious” status.  However, I would also attempt to persuade the Court that, by 

representation and his conduct, he is estopped from denying that when he became a 

Catholic Elector and enrolled his children in the Board’s schools, he had consented to the 

Board’s Trustees managing those schools with the constitutionally mandated purpose of 

indoctrinating his children in the Catholic faith, which would necessarily involve crafting 

policies that required adherence to Catholic teaching on faith and morality.  

 

c) The Application Should be Dismissed on the Ground of Non-Justiciability Alone. 

 

Even though I believe that Mr. Harvey’s allegation of non-compliance with the 

“consultation” requirements of the Regulation is a mere pretext for a challenge of the 

substantive content of the Policy, let us, for the sake argument focus on the plain text of 

his Notice of Application for Judicial Review, and set aside the question of “non-

justiciability” of his real complaint for the next section on “Jurisdiction”. 

 

Sometimes a court will find that a respondent has contravened a statutory provision that 

imposed upon the respondent an obligation.   However, notwithstanding that the statute 

used the word “shall”, the court finds that the obligation is “non-justiciable” and 

dismisses the application for judicial review.   This line of argument should be pressed in 

this case.   In Friends of the Earth v. Canada (Governor in Council),14  the Federal Court 

said the following (from the headnote): 

 
“The issue of the applicant’s standing was to be resolved solely on the basis of the 

justiciability of the substantive issues it raised. The justiciability of these issues was a 

matter of statutory interpretation directed at identifying Parliamentary intent: in 

particular, whether Parliament intended that the statutory duties imposed upon the 

Minister and upon the GIC by the KPIA be subjected to judicial scrutiny 

and remediation.  

      While the failure of the Minister to prepare a Climate Change Plan may well be 

justiciable, as evidenced by the mandatory term “shall” in section 5 of the KPIA, an 

evaluation of its content is not. The word “ensure” found in section 5 and elsewhere in 

the KPIA is not commonly used in the context of statutory interpretation to indicate an 

imperative. The Act also contemplates an ongoing process of review and adjustment 

within a continuously evolving scientific and political environment. These are not 

matters that can be completely controlled by the Government of Canada such that it 

could unilaterally ensure Kyoto compliance within any particular timeframe. As 

paragraph 5(1)(f) allows for a failure to implement any of the required remedial 

measures for ensuring Kyoto compliance in a given year, it is implicit that strict 

compliance with the Kyoto emission obligations in the context of any particular Climate 

Change Plan is not required by section 5. It would be incongruous for the Court to be 

able to order the Minister to prepare a compliant Plan where he has deliberately and 

transparently declined to do so for reasons of public policy.       

                                                           
14 2008 FC 1183, affirmed 2009 FCA 297 (Fed. C.A.); leave to appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada refused, 

[2009] S.C.C.A. No. 497 (S.C.C.). 
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      That the words “to ensure” used in section 5 reflect only a permissive intent is also 

indicated by the use of those words in section 7 dealing with the authority of the GIC to 

pass, repeal or amend environmental regulations.  

      If section 7 of the KPIA does not create a mandatory duty to regulate, it necessarily 

follows that all of the regulatory and related duties described in sections 8 and 9 of the 

KPIA are not justiciable if the GIC declines to act. If the government cannot be 

compelled to regulate, it cannot be required to carry out the ancillary duties of 

publishing, reporting or consulting on the efficacy of such measures—unless and until 

there is a proposed KPIA regulatory change. 

      The issue of justiciability was also assessed in the context of the other mechanisms 

adopted by the KPIA for ensuring Kyoto compliance. KPIA creates rather elaborate 

reporting and review mechanisms within the Parliamentary sphere. Considering the 

scope of these review mechanisms, the statutory scheme must be interpreted as 

excluding judicial review over issues of substantive Kyoto compliance including the 

regulatory function. Parliament has, with the KPIA, created a comprehensive system of 

public and parliamentary accountability as a substitute for judicial review.” 

In the case of the present Application, the Board’s lawyers should make the following 

arguments: 

 

1. Although section 19 of Regulation 612/00 uses the word “shall”, it requires the Board 

to only “consult”, and section 23 requires the School Councils to comply with the 

Board’s fundraising policies.   Furthermore, if neither the courts nor the Legislature 

can interfere with the denominational aspects of the content of Board’s fundraising 

policy [section 93 of the Constitution Act, the Hirsch and Griffin cases15], then it 

would be “incongruous for the Court to be able to order “ the Board to suspend the 

operation of its Policy until it “goes back” and corrects its procedural “defect”. 

 

2. If the Education Act does not give the Minister of Education jurisdiction to interfere 

at all in the denominational aspects of the Board’s fundraising policies, and the 

Catholic Trustees have the exclusive mandate over the denominational aspects of 

their policies and a mandate to indoctrinate their students in the Catholic faith, then 

“it necessarily follows” that all of the procedural duties regarding consultation with 

School Councils (made up of unelected volunteers who may or may not be Catholic 

and who may or may not dissent from Catholic teaching] and parents [who may or 

may not be Catholics and who may or may not dissent from Catholic teaching]  “are 

not justiciable” if the Board decides to make the terms of the Policy consistent with 

the teachings of the Catholic Church. 

 

3. It would be absurd for the Court to assume jurisdiction to make an order that would 

hinder or delay a Catholic Board’s ability to take immediate steps to correct an 

existing problem of non-compliance with its governing statute (s. 264(1)(c) of the 

                                                           

15
Hirsch  v. Protestant Board of School Commissioners of Montreal, 1928 CanLII 500 (UK JCPC), [1928] A.C. 200; 

1926 CanLII 67 (SCC), [1926] S.C.R. 246   See also Griffin v. Blainville Deux-Montagnes (Commission scolaire 

regionale)  (1989),  63 D.L.R. (4th) 37 (Que. S.C.). 
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Education Act and Catholic teaching [e.g. paragraph 74 of Evangelium vitae and 

paragraph 2287 of the Catechism] because of a defect in a mere procedural 

requirement in a regulation under that statute.  

 

In the final analysis, therefore, the Application ought to be dismissed solely on the 

basis that the issues raised by the plain text of Mr. Harvey’s Notice of Application for 

Judicial Review are “not justiciable”.  

 

d) The Superior Court judge is satisfied that, based on the Application Record, there is 

no possibility that he or she or the Divisional Court would find that any court had 

jurisdiction to grant any of the relief the Applicant requested. 

 

See the argumentation below, in the Jurisdiction section. 

 

 

 

e) David Harvey has no “standing” to bring this Application for Judicial Review 

 

I have already explained why it is essential that the Board’s lawyers argue before the 

Court that David Harvey has no private interest or public interest standing to commence 

the Application for Judicial Review.  Even if we concede that the Board has not 

technically complied with the “consultation” requirement, he has not been personally 

prejudiced by that alleged defect.  It is trite law that courts are only concerned with “live 

controversies” between the parties named as parties in the legal proceeding; not 

hypothetical questions.  Moreover, I submit that no reasonable court would grant him 

public interest standing in this matter.  I draw your attention to the case of Landau v. 

Ontario (Attorney General), 2013 ONSC 6152 (CanLII).16  See also, on the subject of 

                                                           
16 The court said the following: 

 
“[16]      Being a citizen, resident, taxpayer, does not give someone private interest standing to challenge government action a person believes is 
unconstitutional.  This is trite law.  Rather, to have private interest standing, a person must have a direct personal legal interest in the issue.  In 

respect to issues of public policy, to have standing an applicant must show that she is “exceptionally prejudiced” or  is “specially interested” in 

the issue.  “Interested” here means having a legal interest, not having one’s intellectual passion aroused.  Ms Landau has no “special interest” 

here, nor is she “exceptionally prejudiced” by the funding of Catholic separate schools. 

 [17]      Further, Ms. Landau’s emphasis on her status as a “taxpayer” is, in my view, misplaced.  “Taxpayers” do not have a privileged position 

to challenge state action.  Those who are too poor to pay taxes do not have less recourse than others.  Stay-at-home parents, children and young 

people who have not yet entered the work force, and the destitute, are not accorded reduced access to the courts because they do not pay taxes.   

[18]      Most of the time, where there is concern that government may be acting unconstitutionally, there are people directly affected who can 

bring legal challenges on the basis of their private interests.  When that does not happen, another public actor, such as another level of 
government, a public agency or a non-governmental agency may do so.  And sometimes there may be no one to bring a challenge, and yet there 

may be good reason for supposing that a challenge may have merit.  It is for that limited range of cases that the courts have devised public interest 

standing. 

[19]      If Ms. Landau’s position on private interest standing is correct, then there would be no need for public interest standing.  Virtually 

everyone would have standing to challenge the constitutionality of virtually any government action.  It is because this is not so that the courts 

devised public interest standing.  

[20]      I conclude that Ms Landau does not have private interest standing to bring this application. 

*** 
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standing, the case of Good Spirit School Division No. 204 v Christ the Teacher Roman 

Catholic Separate School Division No. 212, 2017 SKQB 109 (CanLII). 

 

Jurisdiction to Hear the Application 

 

 

3. If “leave” is nevertheless granted and somehow the “standing” problem is 

overcome, or if the Application is transferred to the Divisional Court, in either case 

the Court will entertain arguments on the additional preliminary question of 

whether or not the Court has jurisdiction or should accept jurisdiction to hear the 

case, before agreeing to hear the true merits of the case.  These arguments could be 

the same arguments heard on the “leave” question (without success) but which 

might receive a more receptive hearing on the strict question of “jurisdiction”.   The 

Board’s lawyers should press these arguments at this stage as well, if the case 

reaches this stage.   In addition, the following arguments should be pressed, if 

necessary: 17 

 

a) The Application is Premature 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
[21]      Private interest standing is not a matter of the court’s discretion.  If someone has a legal interest, she is entitled to come to court as of 

right to protect it.  Public interest standing is discretionary and is sometimes granted to a person who does not have private interest standing 
because the court concludes that it is in the public interest that the case proceed, and that the proposed applicant is an appropriate person to bring 

it. 

In exercising the discretion to grant public interest standing, the court must consider three factors: (1) whether there is a 

serious justiciable issue raised; (2) whether the plaintiff has a real stake or a genuine interest in it; and (3) whether, in all 

the circumstances, the proposed suit is a reasonable and effective way to bring the issue before the courts….  The plaintiff 
seeking public interest standing must persuade the court that these factors, applied purposively and flexibly, favour 

granting standing.  All of the other relevant considerations being equal, a plaintiff with standing as of right will generally 

be preferred.  

[22]      Ms Landau cannot satisfy any of the prongs of the test for public interest standing: 

(a)               There are many persons with private interest standing who could bring this case so there is no need to appoint a public 

interest litigant; 

(b)               The impugned judicial decisions are of recent vintage from the Supreme Court of Canada and the Ontario Court of 

Appeal.  Subsequent jurisprudence does not suggest that these authoritative decisions are ripe for reconsideration.  There is 

no serious issue to be tried in this application on the record before me. 

(c)               Ms Landau is not an appropriate public interest litigant for this application.  She has no personal interest in any of the 

issues she raises.  Neither is she an experienced and qualified public interest litigant, such as the intervenor CCLA.  An 

application brought by her is not a reasonable and effective means to bring these issues before the court.” 

 
17 See  Volochay v. College of Massage Therapists of Ontario, 2012 ONCA 541 (CanLII);   Savone v. Law Society 

of Upper Canada, 2013 ONSC 1015 (CanLII);  Windsor-Essex Catholic District School Board v. Human Rights 

Tribunal of Ontario, 2018 ONSC 1955 (CanLII);  Attorney General for Ontario v Ontario Secondary School 

Teachers’ Federation and York District School Board, 2015 ONSC 2438 (CanLII); Lambton Kent District School 

Board v. Workplace Safety and Insurance Board, 2013 ONSC 839 (CanLII) . 
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The Board has extended the time for receiving input on the Policy from interested parties 

until June 1, 2018.   It could therefore be reasonably argued that the Application is 

premature, and therefore should be summarily dismissed at the outset of the hearing of 

the Application. 

 

Ontario courts have repeatedly stated that they will consider applications for judicial 

review of ongoing proceedings only in exceptional circumstances (see for example 

Volochay v. College of Massage Therapists of Ontario, 2012 ONCA 541 (CanLII)). 2 

        

In Halifax (Regional Municipality) v. Nova Scotia (Human Rights Commission), [2012] 

S.C.R. 364 at para. 36, the Supreme Court of Canada summarizes the reasons for such 

judicial restraint as follows:    

Early judicial intervention risks depriving the reviewing court of a full 

record bearing on the issue; allows for judicial imposition of a 

“correctness” standard with respect to legal questions that, had they been 

decided by the tribunal, might be entitled to deference; encourages an 

inefficient multiplicity of proceedings in tribunals and courts; and may 

compromise carefully crafted, comprehensive legislative regimes. 

 

b) Because the Policy has exclusively denominational aspects, in passing the Policy the 

Catholic Board did not exercise any statutory power of decision, but rather a right or 

privilege that existed prior to Confederation.  As a result, the Court has no 

jurisdiction to judicially review the decision to pass the Policy.   The exercise of 

statutory power of decision is a condition precedent to such jurisdiction. 

 

This argument is premised on a finding that, even though a Catholic Board is 

incorporated under the Education Act, it does not get its powers exclusively from that 

statute.  As discussed more fully in the next subsection (c), I think that the Board’s 

lawyers should not have much trouble persuading a reasonable court to make that finding. 

 

A court gets its jurisdiction to hear applications for judicial review exclusively from the 

JRPA.   There is no jurisdiction to hear such applications unless the decision being 

reviewed involved the exercise of a statutory power of decision.   There are many 

decisions a Catholic Board makes that have no denominational aspects, and in those 

cases, the Catholic Board is exercising a statutory power of decision authorized by the 

Education Act.   I concede that all such decisions are subject to judicial review under the 

provisions of the JRPA. 

 

However, in this case, surely it is not debatable that the Policy has exclusively 

denominational aspects.    In this case, the Board’s authority comes exclusively from the 

rights and privileges of its Catholic Electors that pre-dated Confederation, including the 

core right and privilege of Catholic Electors to have Catholic Trustees they have elected 

manage their schools.   These rights and privileges are not statutory;   section 93 of the 

Constitution Act, 1867 and sections 1(4) and 1(4.1) of the Education Act merely 
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recognize those rights and privileges ---- these statutory provisions are not the source of 

such powers of decision. 

 

Accordingly, if the Board wanted to pass a fundraising policy that prohibited teachers, 

students, and School Councils from participating in “chocolate bar” fundraising activities 

at the schools to raise money for band uniforms if the chocolate bars contain peanuts or 

peanut by-products, compliance with the “consultation” requirements of sections 19-23 

of Regulation 612/00 might be a pre-condition to passage of the policy.   Any decision to 

proceed without consultations would be subject to judicial review, and a court might 

decide that compliance was mandatory unless the Board had to urgently respond to an 

order by the Minister of Health to put the policy in place immediately, as a matter of 

public safety. 

 

In this case, however, it seems to me that a reasonable court could find that the decision 

to pass the Policy was not subject to judicial review at all because it was not an exercise 

of a statutory power of decision, and compliance or non-compliance with the procedural 

consultation requirement was irrelevant.   In passing, the Court might explain that 

sections 19-23, for constitutional reasons, must be “read down” to apply only to those 

policies that have no denominational aspects.   It seems to me that sections 1(4) and 

1(4.1)  of the Education Act essentially invite, if not direct, courts to take this kind of 

approach to interpreting the statute and the regulations thereunder. 

 

c) The Applicant did not first exhaust his remedies under Canon Law before seeking 

relief from the civil courts. 

 

This argument will be relevant only if the Board is able to establish that, from an 

administrative law perspective, 

 

(i) The Board is part of  a private religious organization, even though it is 

incorporated under the Education Act; and 

 

(ii) The Board and the Catholic Church itself are affiliated and inseparable parts of 

that organization, even though, from a secular perspective, they are distinct 

corporate entities.    

 

I think that a reasonable court would be open to making this finding, despite the 

conclusion reached by Justice MacKinnon on an interlocutory motion  in the Marc Hall 

case, in 2002, that a Catholic Board was a “religious government actor” for Charter 

analysis purposes (the action was eventually dismissed).   Ontario Catholic Boards are 

unique kinds of entities, as they are required to “serve two masters”.   When their actions 

have exclusively denominational aspects, they are accountable to the Church and not to 

the Minister of Education; when their actions have exclusively secular or non-

denominational aspects, they are accountable to the Minister of Education and the public. 

 

Presuming that Mr. Harvey is a baptized Catholic, he has not pleaded in his Application 

that he has sought and exhausted his remedies under Canon Law before commencing his 
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Application.   It is arguable that he had recourse to the Canonical legal system and 

process of the Hamilton Diocese if he believed that his rights as a Catholic were infringed 

by the passage by the Board of the Policy.  

 

From the perspective of the Catholic community, the Catholic schools in Ontario are an 

inseparable part of the Catholic Church, even though, from a civil law perspective, the 

Bishop (a corporation sole) and the Board (a statutory corporation) are distinct legal 

entities.   Canon law makes the Board accountable to the Bishop in respect of 

denominational aspects of their management of the schools.  Moreover, a Catholic School 

Board in Ontario, together with the Catholic Church, are “self-governing” in respect of 

denominational aspects of their school operations, by virtue of the denominational rights 

protected by section 93 of the Constitution Act, 1867.   Individual Catholics have rights 

and obligations under Canon law, including rights and obligations relating to their own 

education and the education of their children, and their interactions with their fellow 

Catholics.   

 

Based on principles that go back to Magna Carta, the courts in Canada have recognized 

that they have no inherent jurisdiction to resolve internal disputes of discipline and 

doctrine in private associations, and particularly, private religious associations, and will 

refuse to accept jurisdiction in those cases.   I have called this the “Judicial Non-

Interference Rule” [see Geoffrey F. Cauchi, “A Catholic Lawyer Looks at the Marc Hall 

Case”, in Fr. Alphonse DeValk (Ed.), Judicial Activism (Toronto:  Life Ethics 

Information Centre, 2003), at pp. 70-111], and I think a reasonable court would agree that 

the Rule applies in this case.    In Syndicat Northcrest v. Amselem, 2004 SCC 47, the 

majority opinion of the Supreme Court of Canada conceded that “a court is not qualified 

to rule on the validity or veracity of any given religious practice or belief, or to choose 

among various  interpretations of belief” [para. 51].   Iacobucci, J. said:  “In my view, the 

State is in no position to be, nor should it become, the arbiter of religious dogma.   

Accordingly, courts should avoid judicially interpreting and thus determining, either 

explicitly or implicitly, the content of a subjective understanding of religious 

requirement, ‘obligation’, precept, “commandment”, custom or ritual.  Secular judicial 

determinations of theological or religious disputes, or of contentious matters of religious 

doctrine, unjustifiably entangle the court in the affairs of religion.” [para. 50].   The 

exceptions to the Rule recognized by the line of cases prominently discussed in Lakeside 

Colony of Hutterian Brethren v. Hofer, [1992] 3 S.C.R. 165 ---- “where a property or 

civil right turns on the question of membership [in the church]”---- do not apply in this 

case.  

 

Mr. Harvey has not asserted in his Application that he has exhausted his remedies under 

Canon Law.    In my opinion, this defect is fatal to any effort by him to persuade any 

court to either give him “leave” to proceed with his Application at the Superior Court or, 

generally, accept jurisdiction to deal with his complaint.   An ancillary part of the Judicial 

Non-Interference Rule is the principle that a member of a Church complaining of 

mistreatment at the hands of Church authorities should not be permitted to have recourse 

to the civil courts for a remedy unless and until he or she has exhausted his or her 

remedies under the Church’s own legal system, if it has one.  A number of reported cases, 
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including some very recent ones, support this principle.18  These cases are based on the 

age-old common law attitude towards “voluntary associations”, especially Churches.    

Members or adherents are assumed to have voluntarily submitted themselves to the 

authority of the association or Church to measure their conduct against its own internal 

code of required conduct.   I submit that a reasonable court would find that Mr. Harvey is 

estopped from denying that he  submitted himself to the authority of Bishop Crosby (of 

the Hamilton Diocese) when he applied to have himself recorded on the taxpayer rolls as 

a Catholic Elector, and enrolled his children in the  Board’s schools.   As far as I know, 

Mr. Harvey has made no effort to engage the Church’s internal court system to deal with 

his dispute.    

 

d) The Applicant has not asserted in his Application that he has exhausted both his 

remedies under the Board’s internal complaint process and his “public law 

remedies” under the Education Act.  Quite apart from the common law relating to 

private associations or private religious associations, evidence of this is a pre-

condition to the Court accepting jurisdiction to hear the Application. 

 

I am aware that the Minister of Education has issued a letter to the Board that 

“encourages” the Board to suspend the Policy until a full consultation has been 

completed.   However, the Minister of Education has thus far stopped short of actually 

ordering it to do so.  The Applicant has not pleaded that he has requested the Minister of 

Education to make such an order and that this request has been refused.   It may be that 

the Minister of Education does not have the constitutional authority to compel the Board 

to suspend the Policy.   In that case, the point is moot.   If the Minister has in fact made 

that assessment and is correct in that assessment (which I believe she is), then the court 

also lacks jurisdiction to provide the relief he has requested (Hirsch, Griffin) (as I discuss 

in the next section, below). 

 

In Lambton Kent District School Board v. Workplace Safety and Insurance Board, 2013 

ONSC 839 (CanLII), the Divisional Court stated the following: 

     
[28]           Judicial review is a discretionary remedy.  Where an applicant has an 

adequate alternative remedy, failure to pursue that remedy may preclude relief by way 

of judicial review.  For example, in Volochay v. College of Massage Therapists of 

Ontario, 2012 ONCA 541 (CanLII), the Court of Appeal rejected an application for 

judicial review of an investigation by the College of Massage Therapists, as there was 

an adequate alternative remedy available through the Health Professions Appeal and 

Review Board.  The Court of Appeal described an alternative remedy to be adequate 

if the alleged defect is capable of being raised before the reviewing body, and the 

reviewing body is capable of curing the defect (at para. 73). 

 

[29]           The applicants have an alternative remedy to pursue in seeking the 

 

                                                           
18 See Pedersen v. Fulton (1994), 111 D.L.R. (4th) 367 (Ont. Gen. Div); Zebroski v. Jehovah’s Witnesses (1988), 11 

A.C.W.S. (3d) 153 (Ont. C.A.); Hart v. Roman Catholic Episcopal Corporation of the Diocese of Kingston, in 

Canada, 2011 ONCA 728 (CanLII): (“A person who voluntarily chooses to be a member of a self-governing 

organization and who has been aggrieved by a decision of that organization must seek redress in the internal 

procedure of  the organization”)    (appeal  to the Supreme Court of Canada dismissed, 2012 CanLII 26666 (SCC) 

— 2012-05-17); Anozie v. McGrattan, 2017 HRTO 1208 (CanLII). 
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personal information of the workers by bringing a freedom of information request.  

One of the applicants has commenced this process, but has not yet proceeded with the 

appeal to the IPC.  While the applicants argue that the IPC will not consider the 

application of ss. 42 and 43 in the context of an appeal, it is not evident that this will 

be the case.   

[30]           It is preferable that the appeal of the earlier denial of access to information 

be determined by the IPC, a process that is less costly and likely to be more 

convenient than a court proceeding.  If the applicants are not successful, they can then 

pursue an application for judicial review of the IPC decision.  For this Court to 

determine the scope of the provisions of the FIPPA and their interaction with the 

WSIA in the present proceeding risks an inconsistent decision with that of the IPC.     

 

  

  

 

e) If the Ontario Legislature has no lawful jurisdiction to prejudicially affect a 

denominational right under section 93 of the Constitution Act, 1867, then neither 

does any court of law. 

 

In my opinion, the lawyers for the Board should have no difficulty establishing that, at 

the very least, it is necessary for the Board to pass the Policy with the content it has in 

order to carry its constitutionally protected mandate to indoctrinate its students in the 

Catholic faith.   In the Daly and Loyola cases, the school boards offered in evidence the 

opinions of experts in Catholic education (Loyola – Professor Douglas Farrow from 

McGill University).  In the Marc Hall case, the Catholic board offered an affidavit from 

the local Bishop – the late Bishop Meagher.19   It could also submit in evidence similar 

policies passed by neighbouring Catholic boards --- see three examples attached as 

“attachments” to this email letter. 

                                                           
19 In Hall, Justice MacKinnon inexplicably accepted submissions from OECTA’s lawyer, Paul Cavaluzzo, that he 

ought to disregard Bishop Meagher’s affidavit because there was a “multiplicity of Catholic opinions” on the 

morality of allowing a “gay” student to bring a same-sex date to a Catholic High School prom.   I dare say that, in 

2018, in the post-Amselem, post-Loyola era, no reasonable judge would make the same egregious error.   It is 

interesting to note that the American version of  the Judicial Non-Intervention Rule has a corollary principle that 

Canadian law does not currently explicitly recognize, but which I believe will inevitably adopt in the near future.   

See Hosanna-Tabor Evangelical Lutheran Church and School v. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 565 

U.S. 171 (2012), a decision of the U.S. Supreme Court.   In the course of the majority judgment, Justice Roberts said 

the following:  “In Watson v. Jones, 13 Wall. 679 (1872), the Court considered a dispute between antislavery and 

proslavery factions over who controlled the property of the Walnut Street Presbyterian Church in Louisville, 

Kentucky.  The General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church had recognized the antislavery faction, and this 

Court—applying not the Constitution but a “broad and sound view of the relations of church and state under our 

system of laws”— declined to question that determination.  Id., at 727. We explained that “whenever the questions 

of discipline, or of faith, or ecclesiastical rule, custom, or law have been decided by the highest of [the] church 

judicatories to which the matter has been carried, the legal tribunals must accept such decisions as final, and 

as binding on them.”  Ibid. As we would put it later, our opinion in Watson “radiates . . . a spirit of freedom 

for religious organizations, an independence from secular control or manipulation—in short, power to decide 

for themselves, free from state interference, matters of church government as well as those of faith and 

doctrine.”  Kedroff v. Saint Nicholas Cathedral of Russian Orthodox Church in North America, 344 U. S. 94, 116 

(1952).” 

 

346

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/rso-1990-c-f31/latest/rso-1990-c-f31.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_United_States_Supreme_Court_cases,_volume_565
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Reports


30 
 

  

In Hirsch  v. Protestant Board of School Commissioners of Montreal, 1928 CanLII 500 (UK 

JCPC), [1928] A.C. 200; 1926 CanLII 67 (SCC), [1926] S.C.R. 246, the Privy Council said 

the following [emphasis added]:   

 

It is plain also that the dissentient supporters of such a school, who are 

bound together by a common religious faith, form a ‘class of persons’ 

having special rights and privileges with respect to the school, including 

the right to appoint the managing Trustees and through those 

Trustees to select the teachers at the school, to control the course of 

study and to exclude children of another faith. 

 

Anglin, C.J.C. of the Supreme Court of Canada had held the following (a finding which 

was not disturbed by the Privy Council on the further appeal):  

 

 

An analysis of the Separate Schools Act of Upper Canada of 1853, c. 5, 

makes it reasonably clear that in that province only Roman Catholics had 

the right of privilege of sending their children to Catholic Separate 

Schools, although non-Catholic children might be admitted to them 

as a matter of grace (s. 12). The separate school could be established 

only by Roman Catholics (ss. 2-3) and ‘for Roman Catholics’ (s. 2): only 

Roman Catholics could become separate school supporters (s. 14) or 

withdraw their support (s. 18): only Roman Catholics who were separate 

school supporters were exempted from the payment of public school 

taxes (s. 14): only Roman Catholic pupils might be taken account of in 

the apportionment of the legislative grant for common schools (ss. 12, 20, 

22). As a privilege at the Union by law conferred in Upper Canada on the 

separate schools and school trustees of the Queen’s Roman Catholic 

subjects, the power of excluding the adherents of other religious 

faiths was by s. 93 (2) extended to the ‘dissentient schools,’ but not to 

the ‘common schools’ of the province of Quebec. The latter remained 

subject to the provisions of ss. 66 and 129 of the Act of 1861.   

 

 

See also Griffin v. Blainville Deux-Montagnes (Commission scolaire regionale)  (1989),  

63 D.L.R. (4th) 37 (Que. S.C.), in which the court refused a request from English-

speaking Catholic students for an order directing English-speaking Protestant dissentient 

schools, on the grounds that it lacked jurisdiction under section 93 of the Constitution 

Act, 1967 to do so.   It reconfirmed that section 93 was intended to protect, in Quebec, the 

denominational rights of Protestants only.   

 

I submit that what is true for one denominational right or privilege must be true for all of 

them.   If an Ontario Catholic Board has the denominational right to control the 
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denominational aspects of its fundraising policies, then neither a court nor the Ontario 

Legislature has any jurisdiction to prejudicially affect that right. 20  

 

 

Jurisdiction to Grant the Requested Remedies 
 

4. Assuming for the sake of argument that the Applicant overcomes all of the obstacles 

to the court assuming jurisdiction to hear it, the court will nevertheless entertain 

preliminary submissions that the court lacks jurisdiction to grant some or all of the 

relief that the Applicant has requested.  The Board’s lawyers should make such 

submissions on the following grounds: 

a) It is unlikely that the court will accept jurisdiction to grant the Applicant either 

interim or permanent injunctive relief because of Charter concerns. 

The Applicant has requested an order in the nature of an injunction.  The authority of the 

court under the JRPA to order such relief is imprecise. 

In Slaight Communications Inc. v. Davidson, [1989] 1. S.C.R. 1038, Chief Justice Lamer, 

speaking for the majority, said the following: 

Legislation conferring an imprecise discretion must …be interpreted as not allowing the 

Charter right to be infringed.  Accordingly, an adjudicator exercising delegated powers 

does not have the power to make an order that would result in an infringement of the 

Charter, and he exceeds his jurisdiction if he does so. 

In other words, the court is required to consider the impact of any order granting relief on 

persons and entities other than the applicant.  In my view, there is no principled reason 

why a reasonable court would not extend this principle to constitutional rights other than 

Charter rights, such as those recognized  by section 93 of the Constitution Act, 1867.   In 

the alternative, it should be interpreted as including these particular rights as they are 

specifically referenced in the Charter and recognized as superior to Charter rights. 

It seems to me that a strong argument can be made that injunctive relief should not be 

extended to David Harvey because such an order would infringe upon the denomination 

rights of Catholic Electors, as well as the section 2 Charter right to freedom of religion of 

the corporation (see Loyola), the individual Trustees, the Catholic Electors, teachers, 

principals, and Bishop Crosby, to the extent that they DO NOT dissent from Catholic 

                                                           
20 As an aside, I think the result in the Erazo case would have been quite different had the Hirsch and Griffin cases 

been brought to the attention of the three judges of the Divisional Court who heard the case.  Section 42 of the 

Education Act ought to have been struck down as unconstitutional, or at least “read down” to the extent it purported 

to apply to Separate Schools [for all twelve years of schooling].  If a Board has the constitutional and autonomous 

right to exclude all non-Catholics, then, if it admits them “as a matter of grace”, as a matter of  logic, it must also 

have the constitutional right to impose conditions on their attendance, and neither a court nor the Legislature has 

jurisdiction to prejudicially affect that right. 
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teaching on the issues of formal cooperation with evil, material cooperation with evil, and 

scandalizing others.   It seems to me that an injunction would also infringement the 

following other Charter rights of these persons and entities – the right to the freedom of 

conscience and opinion, the right to freedom of expression (including the right to NOT 

express support for any cause one does not actually support ---compelled speech), and the 

right to freedom of association (including the right to NOT associate with causes with 

which one disagrees; to not be subjected to coerced ideological conformity).   As 

previously stated, some teachers and students, in the name of the Board, have been 

providing financial and material assistance to external organizations that carry on 

activities that the Catholic Church forbids.   An injunctive order would frustrate the 

efforts of the Board to prevent those teachers and students from associating the Board’s 

name with such activities. 

In any event, as I have previously stated, it is unlikely that the Applicant would be able to 

satisfy the current legal test that justifies an order granting interim injunctive relief. 

b) It is unlikely that a reasonable court would exercise its discretion to order 

declaratory relief. 

In my opinion, a reasonable court could be persuaded that no order declaring that the 

Policy is a nullity because of a defect in the Board’s consultation process should be 

issued because such an order would “serve no practical purpose because the dispute is 

theoretical, hypothetical or abstract”, and would “have no utility”.  Ultimately, the Board 

is constitutionally mandated to teach what the Catholic Church teaches, not what 

individual parents or School Councils want it to teach, and has no legal obligation to 

implement any input provided by parents and School Councils on a fundraising policy 

that contains only denominational aspects.   It cannot effectively ignore the results of any 

consultation with them. 

In  Baars v. Children’s Aid Society of Hamilton, 2018 ONSC 1487 (CanLII), Justice A.J. 

Goodman of the Superior Court of Justice said the following: 

[17]       Notwithstanding that s. 97 of the Courts of Justice Act, RSO.1990, c. C.43. 

provides for declaratory relief under the Superior Court’s inherent jurisdiction, at the 

outset of these proceedings, I raised the question of whether this Court ought to 

entertain the request for a declaration in this case. 

[18]       A declaratory judgment is "a formal statement by a court pronouncing upon the 

existence or non-existence of a legal state of affairs": Zamir & Woolf, The Declaratory 

Judgment, 3rd ed. (London: Sweet & Maxwell, 2002). The nature of the relief was 

articulated in detail by the Supreme Court of Canada in Canada v. Solosky, 1979 

CanLII 9 (SCC), [1980] 1 S.C.R. 821, [1979] S.C.J. No. 130 at pp. 830-832: 

Declaratory relief is a remedy neither constrained by form nor bounded by substantive 

content, which avails persons sharing a legal relationship, in respect of which a "real 

issue" concerning the relative interests of each has been raised and falls to be 

determined. 
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The principles which guide the court in exercising jurisdiction to grant declarations have 

been stated time and again. In the early case of Russian Commercial and Industrial 

Bank v. British Bank for Foreign Trade Ltd, [[1921], 2 A.C. 438] in which parties to a 

contract sought assistance in construing it, the Court affirmed that declarations can be 

granted where real, rather than fictitious or academic, issues are raised. Lord Dunedin 

set out this test (at p. 448): 

The question must be a real and not a theoretical question, the person raising it must 

have a real interest to raise it; he must be able to secure a proper contradictor, that is to 

say, someone presently existing who has a true interest to oppose the declaration sought. 

[19]       It is trite law that a declaratory action is discretionary.  Two factors will 

influence the court in the exercise of its discretion are the utility of the remedy, if 

granted, and whether, it will settle the questions at issue between the parties. A Superior 

Court will be disinclined to grant a declaration in situations that are abstract or 

theoretical in nature: Hudson:Declaratory Judgments in Theoretical Cases: “The 

Reality of the Dispute” ((1977) 3 Dal. L.J. 706). 

[20]       In the case of Glaspell v. Ontario, 2015 ONSC 3965 (CanLII), Perrell J. had 

occasion to comment on this issue.  At paras. 27 to 29, the learned jurist held: 

Under section 97 of the Courts of Justice Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.43, the Superior Court 

may make binding declarations of right, whether or not any consequential relief is or 

could be claimed. Declaratory orders are in the discretion of the court: CTV Television 

Network Ltd. v. Kostenuk, 1972 CanLII 435 (ON CA), [1972] 3 O.R. 338 (C.A.) at 

para. 5. 

The court's discretion to make a declaration should be exercised sparingly and with 

extreme caution: Re Lockyer, 1933 CanLII 137 (ON CA), [1934] O.R. 22 (C.A.). As a 

general policy, the court will not make a declaratory order or decide a case when the 

decision will serve no practical purpose because the dispute is theoretical, hypothetical 

or abstract, and the remedy of declaratory relief is not generally available where the 

dispute or legal right may never arise: Borowski v. Canada (Attorney General), 1989 

CanLII 123 (SCC), [1989] 1 S.C.R. 342; Green v. Canada (Attorney General), 2011 

ONSC 4778 (CanLII), 2011 ONSC 4778 (S.C.J.). 

Being a discretionary remedy, the court will withhold the exercise of its discretion to 

grant a declaration in circumstances in which a declaration cannot meaningfully be 

acted upon by parties; a declaration must have some utility: Solosky v. The Queen, 1979 

CanLII 9 (SCC), [1980] 1 S.C.R. 821 Giacomelli v. Canada (Attorney General), 2010 

ONSC 985. 

[21]       Perrell J.’s analysis and reasoning in Glaspell is instructive. I appreciate that 

the court has a discretion to refuse to grant declartory relief and if granted, such relief is 

granted sparingly. 

[22]       I am also persuaded that this Court, as opposed to the Divisional court, is the 

appropriate forum and is suitably situated to hear the nature of this type of application 

for relief under the auspices of the Charter. 

Arguments on the Merits 

5. Assuming the Applicant could overcome all jurisdictional issues, the court would 

then proceed to hear arguments on the merits.  In that case, the court is asked to 
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determine whether the Board’s decision to pass and implement the Policy met the 

appropriate standard of review.  In my opinion, the appropriate standard of review 

for school board policies is “reasonableness.”21   

The decision to pass the Policy and implement the Policy without consulting with School 

Councils and Parents was reasonable in all the circumstances.   

The circumstances include the following: 

1. The urgency of the situation.   Teachers and students were contravening Church 

teaching and section 264(1)(c) of the Education Act. 

2. The Trustees have a constitutionally protected mandate to indoctrinate its students in 

the Catholic faith. 

3. The Catholic faith means the teachings of the Church as prescribed by its 

Magisterium; these teachings are not determined by taking a poll of students or 

parents --- they are determined by the Trustees, who are expected to consult 

authoritative documents setting out the teachings of the Magisterium. 

4. The content of the Policy is consistent with the moral requirements of the Catholic 

Church. 

5. The Regulation does not require the Trustees to accept the recommendations of 

School Councils or parents. 

6. In light of the denominational rights of Catholic Electors and the fiduciary obligations 

of the Trustees to the Catholic Electors, the provisions of the Regulation must be 

“read down” in order to save them from being struck down as an unconstitutional 

fetter on the discretion of the Trustees to manage the denominational aspects of a 

fundraising policy.  Accordingly, sections 19-23 must be interpreted as applying only 

to the aspects of a fundraising policy that are non-denominational. 

7. It was therefore reasonable for the Board to proceed with the Policy without first 

doing a consultation in connection with the Policy. 

8. In any event, sections 19-23 are merely directory and not mandatory. 

9. The Policy is not a nullity. 

*** 

 

Govern yourselves accordingly. 

 

 

“Geoff Cauchi” 

 

Geoffrey F. Cauchi, LL.B., CIC.C 

 

cc. 

 
Diane Rabenda, Milton Trustee & Chair of the Board 

905-632-6314 x. 7185 
rabendad@hcdsb.org 

                                                           
21 See Chamberlain v. Surrey School District No. 36, [2002] 4 SCR 710, 2002 SCC 86 (CanLII). 
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Paul Marai, Oakville Trustee & Vice-Chair of the Board 
905-842-3826 
maraip@hcdsb.org 

Arlene Iantomasi, Burlington Trustee, Wards 1 & 2 

905-632-6314 x. 7182 
iantomasia@hcdsb.org 

Jane Michael, Burlington Trustee, Wards 3 & 6 
905-802-6258 
michaelj@hcdsb.org 

Susan Trites, Burlington Trustee, Wards 4 & 5 

905-637-7377 
tritess@hcdsb.org 

John Mark Rowe, Halton Hills Trustee 

905-877-9510 
rowem@hcdsb.org 

Anthony Danko, Oakville Trustee 

905-825-9159 
dankoa@hcdsb.org 

Helena Karabela, Oakville Trustee 

289-230-1423 
karabelah@hcdsb.org 

Anthony Quinn, Oakville Trustee 
905-338-3919 
anthonyquinn@hcdsb.org 
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DUFFERIN-PEEL CATHOLIC DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 
BOARD POLICY 

 
Board Policy Number: 4.20  
Subject: Fundraising  
Effective Date: Revised (511) October 18, 1994; Revised (074) January 25, 2011; 

Revised (164) August 28, 2012 

 

 
Reference:   General Administrative Procedure (GAP) 538.00, Fundraising; GAP 547.00, 

School Food and Beverage;  GAP 514.02, Anaphylactic Reactions – Epi-Pen 
Use;  Policy 1.01, Code of Ethics;  Policy 5.30, Supply Chain Management 

 
Supporting charity and social justice is a constitutive element of the Dufferin-Peel Catholic 
District School Board.  The Board may allow fundraising initiatives for charitable and social 
justice purposes as well as supporting local school needs.  Charitable fundraising initiatives are 
activities to raise money or collect goods for local or global needs as identified by the Board 
and/or the School.  All fundraising initiatives must adhere to the moral teachings of the Catholic 
Church as communicated through the local Ordinary (Archbishop of Toronto) and shall reflect 
the mission, values and system direction principles of the Board. 
 
Definitions 
 
"Fundraising Activities" are those activities for raising funds or other resources for school or 
charitable purposes which are devised and organized by the school community.  
 
“School-generated funds” are funds that are raised and collected in the school or broader 
community in the name of the school. These funds are administered by the school principal, and 
are raised or collected from sources other than the school board’s operating and capital 
budgets. School-generated funds is a broad category which includes not only fundraising for 
school purposes, but also all funds that are collected and paid out through school accounts to 
support a variety of programs such as payments to charities or other third parties. 
 
“School community” refers to students, parents, guardians, trustees, school administrators and 
staff, members of the broader community and partners, as well as others who support the local 
school and student achievement, as represented by the School Council. 
 
All fundraising activities shall have a designated purpose and timeline. Fundraising activities, to 
support school related needs, shall be permitted according to this policy and regulated as per 
General Administrative Procedure (GAP) 538.00. 
 
These activities must support the moral teachings of the Catholic Church and shall reflect the 
mission, values and system direction principles of the Board, and must also comply with current 
legislation and ministry policies and/or guidelines, which include a component encompassing 
consultation, transparency and accountability with the school community.  
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Policy 4.20:  Fundraising 

2 
 

Fundraising proceeds shall not be used to replace public funding for education and shall not be 
used for items funded through provincial grants including, but not limited to, classroom learning 
materials, textbooks, and repairs or capital projects that increase the student capacity of a 
school (e.g., classrooms, labs) or significantly increase the operating or capital costs of the Board 
or school. For examples of acceptable and non-acceptable uses of fundraising proceeds refer to 
GAP 538.00. 
 
The following items must be adhered to when undertaking any fundraising activity: 
 
1. All fundraising activities must be complementary to, and not a replacement for, funding for 

public education, and all capital projects must receive prior approval as prescribed by GAP 
538.00; 
 

2. There must be no additional cost to the Board as a result of any fundraising activities; 
 

3. A reasonable balance should exist between fundraising efforts which benefit the school 
community and those which constitute charitable or social justice outreach; 
 

4. All school fundraising activities shall be carried out under the jurisdiction and supervision of 
the Principal and in consultation with the school community as represented by the School 
Council; 
 

5. The safety of children shall receive prime consideration during all fundraising initiatives; 
 

6. Participation in fundraising activities shall be voluntary for staff and students.  All students 
under the age of 18 shall participate in fundraising activities only with the consent of their 
parent/guardian; 
 

7. Under the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (MFIPPA) and the 
Personal Health Information Protection Act (PHIPA), no personal information of staff, 
students or other individuals shall be collected, used or disclosed for the purposes of 
fundraising activities, without express consent. 
 

8. Financial reporting and accountability procedures must be adhered to as per GAP 538.00 
and GAP 704.02.  
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Background: 
 
1. The Ministry of Education released a Fundraising Guideline to establish a province-wide standard for 

fundraising in schools. The fundraising guideline: 
 

 identifies guiding principles and best practices, 
 provides a foundation for school boards to develop or update existing guidelines, 

 policies and procedures, and 
 gives examples of appropriate and inappropriate practices to protect school board   

 staff and fundraising volunteers when managing fundraising proceeds. 
 
2. Like all activities that support education, fundraising should reflect the values and expectations of the school 

community, including those of parents, students, staff and school board trustees. 
 
Comments: 
 
3. All school boards are required to have an updated fundraising policy that is consistent with the ministry's 

guideline. The requirements outlined in the Ministry Guideline came into effect September, 2012. Our schools 
were informed of the requirements, and the public was notified via the Board website while the process for 
policy revision was undertaken. 

 
4. The revision process started last school year, but was delayed due to job action. It continued through this year 

involving consultation with principals, vice-principals, school communities, and, more recently, Catholic 
Parent Involvement Committee.   

 
5. Based on feedback from this process and the new requirements as outlined in the Fundraising Guideline, a 

revised Canvassing and Fundraising Policy and Guidelines are provided under a new name to better reflect 
requirements.  

 
6. The draft policy/guidelines refers to the School Reference Guide, including the “Guidelines for School-

generated funds” to ensure compliance with Accountability and Financial Reporting requirements as outlined 
in the Fundraising Guideline. 

 
7. The revised policy and guidelines PCE-06 Fundraising and School-generated Funds is provided as Appendix A.  

8. Our current policy and guidelines PCE-06 Canvassing and Fundraising are attached as Appendix B. 

9. The newly released Fundraising Guidelines from the Ministry of Education are attached as Appendix C. 
 
10. Staff has undertaken the process of consultation and revising the current policy and guidelines to ensure 

that they are in compliance with the new guidelines.    
 
11. The Board Policy Review Committee reviewed and provided comments on several draft revisions over 

the past year.  At the June 11th meeting, the Board Policy Review Committee recommended that the 
Board approve the final revision, as presented. 
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Recommendation: 
 
12. That the Board approve the revised Parent/Community Engagement Policy PCE-06 Fundraising and 

School-generated Funds, as presented. 
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PARENT/COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

 
Policy Number PCE-06 

 
Fundraising and School-generated Funds 

 
 

A. POLICY 
 

1.1 In keeping with the teachings of the Roman Catholic Faith and the Philosophy of the 
Simcoe Muskoka Catholic District School Board, the Board endorses the principle of 
student participation in projects and activities to assist charitable organizations and 
community causes. 

 
1.2 The Board also recognizes the value of and supports excursions and other school 

based projects for which the Board does not fully budget. 
 

1.3 The Simcoe Muskoka Catholic District School Board supports the raising of funds 
and the collection of monies for these causes in accordance with the Guidelines 
listed below. 

 
B. GUIDELINES 

 
1. Definitions   

 
1.1 Fundraising is defined as the raising of money for the support of a charity, of 

a community cause, or to defray the cost of excursions and other school 
based projects. Fundraising is any activity, permitted under a school board’s 
policy, to raise money or other resources, that is approved by the school 
principal, in consultation with, and upon the advice of the school council, 
and/or a school fundraising organization operating in the name of the 
school, and for which the school provides the administrative processes for 
collection. Such activities may take place on or off school property.  

 
1.2 School-generated funds are funds that are raised and collected in the school 

or broader community in the name of the school by school councils or other 
school or parent administered groups. These funds are administered by the 
school principal, and are raised or collected from sources other than the 
school board’s operating and capital budgets. School generated funds is a 
broad category which includes not only fundraising for school purposes, but 
also all funds that are collected and paid out through school accounts to 
support a variety of programs such as payments to charities or other third 
parties (e.g. tour operators, and lunch programs). 
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1.3 The school community refers to students, parents, guardians, school 

councils, trustees, school administrators, staff, members of the broader 
community and partners, as well as others, who support the local school and 
student achievement. 

 
1.4 A major fundraising project is one which involves the majority of the school 

community.  The nature of the undertaking could be either a single large 
scale activity or a series of smaller activities the funds for which are directed 
toward one specific cause. 

 
2. Guiding Principles 

 
2.1 The terms of this policy shall apply to all fundraising activities carried out in 

the name of the school or of the Simcoe Muskoka Catholic District School 
Board which may involve students, staff or a school associated fundraising 
group. 
 

2.2 The safety of students is a primary consideration in all fundraising activities. 
Door-to-door and other types of canvassing by pupils in elementary and 
secondary schools in support of fundraising projects is strictly prohibited. 

 
2.3  The Principal shall arrange and space fundraising activities so as not to 

overburden the school community at any one time. 
 
2.4   Instructional time used for fundraising purposes is to be kept to an absolute 

minimum. 
 
2.5 Funds raised for school purposes are used to complement, not replace, 

public funding for education.  
 
2.6 The purposes for which funds are collected are consistent with the school 

board’s mission, vision and values, and multi-year strategic plan. 
 
2.7  Participation in fundraising activities is strictly voluntary. No individuals 

should feel compelled to participate in any fundraising activity, nor should 
they be subject to penalties, or be denied any benefits, if they choose not to 
participate.  

 
2.8 Privacy must be respected. The personal information of staff, students or 

other individuals is not shared for the purposes of fundraising without prior 
consent. (The use of personal information is in compliance with the 
Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.) 

 
2.9  Student fundraising activities require supervision and should be age-

appropriate.  
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2.10  Appropriate safeguards are in place regarding collection, deposit, recording, 

and use of public funds. Transparent financial reporting practices to the 
school community are in place. 

 
  2.11 Fundraising activities are developed and organized with advice and assistance 

from the school community, including students, staff, parents, and 
community organizations. A fundraising plan is then submitted each year, by 
the principal to the appropriate superintendent of schools. 

 
  2.12 A fundraising activity must not result in any person, including school board 

staff or volunteers, benefiting materially or financially from the activity. This 
is not intended to prevent individuals from receiving rewards or incentives as 
part of the fundraising campaign. 

 
2.13 Fundraising has a designated purpose and the proceeds are used for that 

purpose.  
 

 3. Fundraising for Charitable and Community Causes 
 
3.1 All requests from charitable and community organizations for student 

assistance are to receive the initial approval of the Director of Education or 
designate. 

 
3.2 Approval will not be given to any organization whose purposes appear not to 

be compatible with the teachings of the Roman Catholic faith (e.g. an 
organization that promotes abortion). 

 
3.3 Following initial approval by the Director of Education or designate, 

decisions as to the participation of individual schools will be at the discretion 
of the Principal of each school. 

 
3.4 Participation of any school in fundraising for charitable and community 

causes will be limited to two major projects per school year. 
 
3.5 Participation of any school in fundraising of a minor nature for charitable 

and community causes is subject to the discretion and approval of the 
principal and the superintendent of schools.  

 
 

4. Excursions and Other School Based Projects 
 

4.1 Any fundraising activity for excursions and other school based projects (e.g. 
awards, sports equipment, books, library resources, etc.) is subject to the 
discretion and approval of the Principal, and the Superintendent of Schools. 
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5. Lotteries 
  

5.1 Requests from charitable and community organizations to distribute and/or 
to sell lottery tickets through the students in the schools of this system will 
be denied. 

 
5.2 The sale of lottery tickets is permissible where such has been initiated by the 

school or by a School Parent Committee in support of school related projects 
and where all proceeds derived therefrom are directed to the school. 
 

5.3 Where the sale of lottery tickets does occur in a school, that activity will be 
governed by the appropriate municipal by-law(s) and be subject to the 
provisions of Section 2.2 of this policy. 

 
 6. General 
 
  6.1 The following activities in schools which generate funds by providing goods and 

services to students and parents are permitted in the Board’s schools: 
 

1. Student Photographs 
2. Lunch programs and Cafeteria Services – All food provided for sale 

must meet the requirements of the Food and Beverage Policy.  
3. Selling school shorts, t-shirts, etc. 

 
  7. Accountability 
 

All fundraising and activity in regards to school-generated funds is to meet the 
requirements as outlined in the document Guidelines for School-generated Funds. 

 
 Principals are required to review the pertinent sections of the document Guidelines 

for School-generated Funds on an annual basis with school staff and other members 
of the school community as appropriate. 

 
7.1 Record Keeping 
  

7.1.1 Principals will account for funds in accordance with the instructions 
of the Associate Director of Education (Business and Finance).  In 
the case of a school-associated fundraising group, the person 
responsible for the project shall be accountable to the Principal and 
to the membership. 

 
7.1.2 Each school will maintain a standard ledger according to the instructions 

of the Associate Director of Education (Business and Finance). 
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7.1.3 Annually each school shall submit to the Associate Director of 

Education (Business and Finance) a copy of the standard ledger in 
accordance with the requirements in Guidelines for School-generated 
funds. 

 
7.1.4 Each year school accounts, selected at random, will be subject to 

auditing.  
 

 
7.2 Safekeeping of Funds 

 
7.2.1 All fundraising proceeds should be deposited to the bank on a timely 

basis.  
 
7.2.2 Where the school acts as a “clearing house” for funds, the Principal 

will establish safe handling procedures in accordance with the 
instructions found in Guidelines for School-generated funds. 

 
7.2.3 All accounts established are to require at a minimum the signing 

authority of two persons, one of whom will be the Principal for a 
school level project. For a system level project the Director of 
Education or Superintendent will be required to be a signing 
authority.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy Statement Number SO 2-98-00   “Canvassing and Fund Raising”  
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PARENT/COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

 
Policy Number PCE-06 

 
Canvassing and Fund Raising 

 
 

A. POLICY 
 

1.1 In keeping with the teachings of the Roman Catholic Faith and the 
Philosophy of the Simcoe Muskoka Catholic District School Board, the 
Board endorses the principle of student participation in projects and 
activities to assist charitable organizations and community causes. 

 
1.2 The Board also recognizes the value of and supports excursions and other 

school based projects for which the Board does not fully budget. 
 

1.3 The Simcoe Muskoka Catholic District School Board supports the raising of 
funds and the collection of monies for the causes in accordance with the 
Guidelines listed below. 

 
B. GUIDELINES 

 
1. Definition 
 

1.1. Fundraising is defined as the raising of money for the support of a 
charity, of a community cause, or to defray the cost of excursions and 
other school based projects. 

 
1.2. A major fundraising project is one which involves the majority of the 

school community.  The nature of the undertaking could be either a 
single large scale activity or a series of smaller activities the funds for 
which are directed toward one specific cause. 

 
2. Fundraising for Charitable and Community Causes 

 
2.1 All requests from charitable and community organizations for 

student assistance are to receive the initial approval of the Director of 
Education on a county basis or the Superintendent of Schools on an 
area basis. 

 
1 

 

Appendix B

Back to Report 362



 

 
2.2 Approval will not be given to any organization whose purposes 

appear not to be compatible with the teachings of the Roman 
Catholic faith (e.g. an organization that promotes abortion). 

 
2.3 Following initial approval by the Director of Education or the 

Superintendent, decisions as to the participation of individual schools 
will be at the discretion of the Principal of each school. 

 
2.4 Participation of any school in fundraising for charitable and 

community causes will be limited to two major projects per school 
year. 

 
3. Excursions and Other School Based Projects 
 

3.1 Any fundraising activity for excursions and other school based 
projects (e.g. awards, sports equipment, books, library resources, etc.) 
is subject to the discretion and approval of the Principal, and the 
Superintendent of Schools. 

 
4. General 

 
4.1 The terms of this policy shall apply to all fundraising activities carried 

out in the name of the school or of the Simcoe Muskoka Catholic 
District School Board which may involve students, staff or a school 
associated fundraising group. 

 
4.2 Door-to-door and other types of canvassing by pupils in elementary 

and secondary schools in support of fundraising projects is strictly 
prohibited. 

 
4.3 The Principal shall space fundraising activities so as not to 

overburden any one household at any one time. 
 

4.4 4.4.1 Instructional time used for fundraising purposes is to be kept 
to an absolute minimum. 

 
4.4.2 Under no circumstances shall a child be excluded from 

participating in any activity even if no monetary contribution 
has been pledged. 

 
4.5 Lotteries 

  
4.5.1 Requests from charitable and community organizations to 

distribute and/or to sell lottery tickets through the students in 
the schools of this system will be denied. 

 
2 
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4.5.2 The sale of lottery tickets is permissible where such has been 

initiated by the school or by a School Parent Committee in 
support of school related projects and where all proceeds 
derived therefrom are directed to the school. 

 
4.5.3 Where the sale of lottery tickets does occur in a school, that 

activity will be governed by the appropriate municipal by-
law(s) and be subject to the provisions of Section 4.2 of this 
policy. 

 
 4.6 4.6.1 The following activities in schools which generate funds by 

providing a service to students and parents are permitted in 
the Board’s schools: 

 
1. Student Photographs 
2. Cafeteria Services – food and beverages must be 

nutritious and conducive to the physical growth and 
development of children 

3. Selling school shorts, t-shirts, etc. 
 

4.6.2 The collection of store tapes for the purposes of raising funds 
is allowed provided no one store or company is singled out. 

 
5 Accountability 
 

5.1 Record Keeping 
  

5.1.1 Principals will account for funds in accordance with the 
instructions of the Associate Director of Education (Business 
& Finance).  In the case of a school-associated fundraising 
group, the person responsible for the project shall be 
accountable to the Principal and to the membership. 

 
5.1.2 Each school will maintain a standard ledger according to the 

instructions of the Associate Director of Education (Business 
& Finance). 

 
5.1.3 Annually by July 15, each school shall submit to the Associate 

Director of Education (Business & Finance) a copy of the 
standard ledger. 

 
5.1.4 Each year school accounts, selected at random, will be 

audited by the Associate Director of Education (Business & 
Finance). 

 
3 
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5.2 Safekeeping of Funds 

 
5.2.1 Fundraising proceeds in excess of $200.00 must be deposited 

in a bank account.  The use of night deposit facilities is 
encouraged to minimize the amount of money kept in the 
school. 

 
5.2.2 Where the school acts as a “clearing house” for funds, the 

Principal will establish safe handling procedures in 
accordance with the instructions of the Associate Director of 
Education (Business & Finance). 

 
5.2.3 All accounts established are to require the signing authority of 

two persons, one of whom will be the Principal, Vice 
Principal for a school level project, or the Director or 
Superintendent for a system level project. 
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FUNDRAISING GUIDELINE

Objectives1

Ontarians are proud of their publicly funded education system and committed to the high
standards that provide every student with the opportunity to succeed. The province
recognizes that parents and communities may choose to support their schools through
fundraising activities. These activities have the potential to enrich the experience of our
students, but also help build a broader sense of community outside school hours. Funds
can be raised for a particular school or on a board level — both have the potential to
enhance parent engagement and contribute to a student’s educational experience2.

Like all activities that support education, fundraising should reflect the values and
expectations of the school community, including those of parents, students, staff, and
school board trustees. In addition, communities deserve to know how schools and school
boards will use the proceeds of their fundraising activities.

When a school chooses to engage in fundraising activities, it is important to consider the
purposes and principles of public education, including diversity, accessibility, and
inclusivity. These activities are conducted under the guidance of the school principal, in
accordance with school board policies and with advice and input from the school
community. Finally, it is important that fundraising has a designated purpose and that the
proceeds be used for the intended purpose.

Funds raised for school purposes:
• Should not be used to replace public funding for education; and
• Should not be used to support items funded through provincial grants, such as

classroom learning materials, textbooks and repairs or for capital projects that
significantly increase operating costs.

While most fundraising takes place at the school level, school boards set board-wide
fundraising policies and are responsible for the reporting and safekeeping of all school-
generated funds. This guideline serves as an aid to school boards in the development of
policies and to schools on how to effectively plan and administer fundraising activities and
how to report on these activities to the school community.

The objectives of this guideline are to:
• Identify guiding principles and best practices;
• Provide a foundation for school boards to develop or update existing guidelines,

policies and procedures; and,
• Give some examples of appropriate and inappropriate practices to protect school

board staff and fundraising volunteers when managing fundraising proceeds.

The best practices and examples provjded in this guideline are not intended to be a
comprehensive list. School boards may identify other examples and best practices
that reflect their geographic, demographic and community circumstances.

1 On all legal questions relating to the subjects covered in this guideline, boards should rely on the advice of their own
legal counsel.
2 For additional information on parental involvement, please see httD://www.edu.govon.ca/eng/parents/petinvolved.html
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FUNDRAISING GUIDELINE

In summary, when schools choose to engage in fundraising activities, it is important to:
• Comply with school board policies to help ensure that the activities are consistent

with the purposes and principles of public education;
• Seek advice from the school community; and
• Support and protect staff and volunteers from legal liability through practices that

promote accountability for the handling and management of the proceeds raised
from these activities.

Definitions

School-generated funds
School-generated funds are funds that are raised and collected in the school or broader
community in the name of the school by school councils or other school or parent
administered groups.3These funds are administered by the school principal, and are
raised or collected from sources other than the school board’s operating and capital
budgets.

School generated funds is a broad category which includes not only fundraising for school
purposes, but also all funds that are collected and paid out through school accounts to
support a variety of programs such as payments to charities or other third parties (e.g.
tour operators, and hot lunch programs).

Fundraising
Fundraising is any activity, permitted under a school board’s policy, to raise money or
other resources, that is approved by the school principal, in consultation with, and upon
the advice of the school council, and/or a school fundraising organization operating in the
name of the school, and for which the school provides the administrative processes for
collection. Such activities may take place on or off school property.

School Community
The school community refers to students, parents, guardians, school councils, trustees,
school administrators, staff, members of the broader community and partners, as well as
others, who support the local school and student achievement.

Outline

This guideline addresses the following four areas:
I. Guiding Principles — key principles to guide school board fundraising policies
II. Fundraising Activities — compliance requirements related to fundraising activities

including examples of eligible and ineligible activities
III. Best Practices — best practices related to fundraising activities
IV. Accountability and Financial Reporting — best practices to meet public expectations

and uphold public trust, such as financial reporting requirements.

3This does not include funds raised by the Ontaño Federation of Home and School Associations (OFHSA,
http:llofhsa.ca) as an incorporated entity; while funds are in their possession. While this guideline does not apply to the
activities undertaken by OFHSA for purposes of fundraising, schools should refer to this guideline and their boards’
policies on fundraising when accepting donations or the proceeds from fundraising activities undertaken by OFHSA or its
units.

Ministiy of Education — 2012 Page 2 of 6

Appendix C

Back to Report 367



FUNDRAISING GUIDELINE

I. Guiding Principles

A distinct board-wide fundraising policy will ensure consistency and transparency in the
collection and distribution of funds and should reflect the following principles:

Complementary to Publicly Funded Education
• Funds raised for school purposes are used to complement, not replace, public

funding for education.
• The purposes for which funds are collected are consistent with the school board’s

mission and values.
• Activities support student achievement and do not detract from the learning

environment.

Voluntary
• Participation in fundraising activities is strictly voluntary. No individuals should feel

compelled to participate in any fundraising activity, nor should they be subject to
penalties, or be denied any benefits, if they choose not to participate.

• The school community is welcome to participate in fundraising activities. These
activities should reflect the diversity, values and priorities of the local school
community.

• Privacy must be respected. The personal information of staff, students or other
individuals is not shared for the purposes of fundraising without prior consent. (The
use of personal information by school boards is governed by the Municipal
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act).

Safety
• The safety of students is a primary consideration in all fundraising activities.
• Student fundraising activities require supervision and should be age-appropriate.
• Appropriate safeguards are in place regarding collection, deposit, recording, and

use of public funds.

Accountable & Transparent
• Fundraising activities are developed and organized with advice and assistance

from the school community, including students, staff, parents, and community
organizations.

• School boards have a distinct policy for fundraising that addresses the use of
fundraising proceeds and accounting for school-generated funds. The policy is
publicly available on the school board’s website.

• A fundraising activity does not result in any person, including school board staff or
volunteers, benefiting materially or financially from the activity.

• Fundraising has a designated purpose and the proceeds are used for that
purpose.

• Transparent financial reporting practices to the school community are in place.

II. Fundraising Activities

There is a wide variety of ways a school community can show support for its local school,
or the broader school community, including fundraising. Consistency with these guiding
principles and school board policies and procedures should be considered when
conducting any fundraising activity.
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FUNDRAISING GUIDELINE

The Province provides capital funding for the construction of new schools and additions,
for repairs and renovations, and for the operation and maintenance of schools, including
heating, lighting and cleaning. Funds raised for school purposes are to be used to
complement, not replace, public funding for education. (For additional information on
education funding, please see http://www.edu .pov.on.ca/enp/parents/fundinQ/index.html).

Capital projects supported by fundraising proceeds4should:
• Be complementary to publicly funded education;
• Not result in an increase in the student capacity of a school5;and
• Not result in a significant increase in school or board operating or capital costs.

Fundraising activities must be compliant with:
• Municipal, provincial, and federal legislation; and
• Ministry of Education guidelines and policies, such as the School Food and

Beverage Policy, Equity and Inclusive Education Strategy, Facility Partnerships
Guideline and the Broader Public Sector Procurement Directive.

Examples of Unacceptable Uses of Fundraising Proceeds
• Items funded through provincial grants such as classroom learning materials and

textbooks
• Facility renewal, maintenance, or upgrades funded through provincial grants such

as structural repairs, sanitation, emergency repairs, or replacing flooring due to
wear and tear

• Infrastructure improvements which increase the student capacity of a school or are
funded by provincial grants (for example, classrooms, additions, gyms, labs)

• Goods or services for employees, where such purchases would contravene the
Education Act or a school council’s by-laws regarding conflict of interest

• Professional development including support for teacher attendance at professional
development activities

• Administrative expenses not associated with fundraising activity. Any
administrative expenses associated with fundraising activity should be minimized.

• Support for partisan political activity, groups or candidates.

Examoles of Acceptable Uses of Fundraising Proceeds
• Assistance fund (for example, a fund serving a charitable purpose to benefit

students, such as providing payment for the cost of a field trip for students who
cannot afford it)

• Supplies, equipment or services which complement items funded by provincial
grants (for example, extracurricular band equipment, audio-visual equipment)

• Field trips or other excursions (for example, in-province, out-of-province, or trips
abroad)

• Guest speakers or presentations
• Ceremonies, awards, plaques, trophies or prizes for students
• Scholarships or bursaries

4This guideline does not address joint-use facilities; please refer to Facility Partnerships Guideline (February 11, 2010)
httD://faab.edupov.on.ca/Memos/B201 0/B %201 %20Attach%20%20Facilitv%20Partnershis%20GuidelineDdf

As defined by the Ministry of EducaUon’s pupil place capacity.
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• Extracurricular activities and events (for example, travel and entry fees for sports
competitions, school team uniforms, school band, choir, clubs)

• School yard improvement projects (for example, playground equipment, shade
stwctures, gardens, outdoor skating rink)

• Upgrades to sporting facilities such as running tracks, installation of artificial turf
and scoreboards

• Support for activities that are unique to the denominational or cultural character of
the school (for example, student retreats).

Ill. Best Practices

Fundraising activities can benefit schools and their communities by fostering stronger
community and school partnerships, increased student and community engagement and
by providing support for student or charitable organizations. The contribution of the
school community towards these benefits is of value to schools.

School boards should consider the following when developing board-wide fundraising
policies:

• Supporting schools to develop fundraising plans;
• Setting a limit on the number of and extent of fundraising activities in each school;
• Co-ordinating activities across schools and community organizations;
• Limiting the impact on classroom time for staff and students and administrative

time for school principals and support staff;
• Supporting donations to board-level funds, or matching programs among schools

and/or school councils (for example, a percentage of every dollar raised is
allocated to a central board equity fund or put towards board-wide programs that
benefit all students);

• Addressing shortages, overages, and cancellations; (students participating in
fundraising activities should not be held responsible for any loss that may be
incurred);

• Depositing fundraising revenues in school accounts as opposed to accounts held
outside the school, to mitigate risk; and

• Minimizing administrative expenses associated with conducting fundraising
activities.

In cases where a portion of school fundraising proceeds will be directed to support board-
level funding, the board should be open and transparent with parents and the community
about the intended use of those funds. For example, school boards should consider
posting a list on their website that clearly identifies how proceeds from local school
fundraising activities will be used.

When schools are planning and selecting capital projects which will be supported by
fundraising activities the following best practices should be considered:

• Requiring a viability review that examines alignment with the school board’s overall
capital priorities and planning processes, the school improvement plan, and
Ministry priorities;

• Analyzing costs for future maintenance and repairs ; and
• Restrictions related to conflict of interest and procurement policies.
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FUNDRAISING GUIDELINE

IV. Accountability and Financial Reporting

To meet the public’s expectations and demonstrate stewardship for public dollars, each
school should prepare an annual report on school-generated funds.

The school community must be informed as to how proceeds from fundraising, fees, and
corporate donations, are used. The intent of the donations should be clearly
communicated to contributors to ensure that the donations can be recorded appropriately
and to address any accounting implications.
Schools may determine the best communication vehicles for their local school community
(e.g., newsletter, posting to school website). School boards may also choose to report to
the school community in an annual report, which may include an overview of school-level
fundraising across the school board and board-level donations and corporate
partnerships.

Financial Reporting

Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB) standards require that all school boards
consolidate funds generated at the school level with the annual financial statements of the
school board6. All funds collected through school, or school council, fundraising are
subject to the board’s regular audit and accountability requirements. As school councils
are advisory bodies, and not entities with the legal capacity of a corporate body, funds
collected through the school council must be reported by the school board, which is a
corporate body.

By regulation, fundraising by school councils is required to be in accordance with board
policies and for a purpose approved by the board, or authorized by board policy. In
addition, school councils must report annually to the principal and to the board on their
fundraising activities.

School board procedures must address:
• The establishment of school bank accounts, issuing receipts, authority to pay

disbursements, recording donations, investments, bank reconciliations, records
retention, financial reporting, financial responsibility for shortages and overages
generated by the fundraising activity; financial review/audit; and a chart of
accounts;

• Roles, responsibilities, and required approvals at the board and school level, for all
activities related to school-generated funds; and

• Compliance with board policies and municipal, provincial, and federal laws and
regulations.

School boards should communicate and train school administrative staff on procedures
dealing with the collection, disbursement, and accounting of school-generated funds.
These procedures should ensure both the safeguarding and the accurate financial
reporting of these funds.

6 For more information on effecve practices please see the Ontario Association of School Business Officials’ Finance’s
Committee Guidelines for School-generated Funds (Revised January 2009)
httix//www.oasbo.orci/admin/eZeditor/files/f 10 OASBO SchoolGeneratedFunds Guidelines January 2009.odf
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YORK CATHOLIC DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 
 
 

 

 BOARD POLICY 
Policy Section Policy Number 

Community 603B 

Former Policy # Page 

212 1 of  4 

Original Approved Date Subsequent Approval Dates 

September 2012 June 4, 2013 

 
 

POLICY TITLE: FUNDRAISING FOR EXTERNAL CHARITABLE PURPOSES 
 
1. PURPOSE 

 
As Catholics we are called to ‘love our neighbour’.  The York Catholic District School 
Board is committed to supporting those in need, be they in our immediate community or 
on the other side of the globe. Charitable projects and fundraising for these purposes are 
encouraged in the classroom, in the school and Board-wide. 

 
2. POLICY STATEMENT  
 

All charitable projects and fundraising activities shall be for an approved organization 
and related to charitable, humanitarian, educational or service activities consistent with 
the tenets of Catholicism and the Board’s mission and values.   Activities will be 
developed and organized with the advice and assistance from the school community. 

 
3. PARAMETERS 
 

3.1 All charitable projects undertaken by a classroom, school club, student council, 
Catholic School Council, or by the school as a whole, shall be approved by the 
Principal and consistent with the Board approved charities. 

 
3.2 All charitable fundraising proceeds shall have an approved designated purpose 

and be utilized as intended, unless further approval is obtained. 
 

3.3 Activities to raise funds for support of charities shall only be organized if the 
charity is listed on the Canada Revenue Agency website.  All exceptions to this 
practice (e.g. collection of funds for individual community charitable needs) must 
have written approval from the Superintendent of Education and must also be 
approved by the Director of Education if the expected amount to be raised is in 
excess of $1,000.  This is not applicable for gift-in-kind collections.  The funds 
raised for external charities shall be recorded in a separate sub-ledger. 

 
3.4 The Principal will complete the Fundraising for External Charitable Purposes 

form (Admin 86B) detailing each charitable project undertaken by the school 
community. The form will be submitted to the office of the Superintendent of 
Education and Budget & Audit Services Department annually for reference. The 
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principal will also post a summary of all charitable projects on the school web site 
and report annually to the school community in the June newsletter. 

 
3.5 Recognizing that all fundraising activities in a community come from the same 

source, Principals will keep in mind the financial implications on the community 
when approving all major fundraisers.  
3.5.1 There shall be no more than two major charitable fundraisers (one per 

term) in one year. A major fundraiser involves the majority of the student 
body and is expected to raise at least an average of $10 per student.  

3.5.2 Minor charitable fundraisers organized by classrooms or student groups 
should be spaced out and limited in scope so that the school is not 
constantly fundraising. Consideration should be given to having these 
charitable drives be non-monetary in nature or limited to ‘loonie’ and 
‘twoonie’ drives. 

                                                                                                                                      
3.7 Participation in charitable projects and fundraising activities is strictly voluntary 

for staff and students.  The personal information of staff, students or other 
individuals will not be shared for the purpose of fundraising without prior consent. 

  
 3.8 A fundraising activity must not result in any student, staff or volunteer benefiting 

materially or financially from the activity.  All proceeds will go to the charity 
intended. 

   
 3.9 The safety of students must be a primary consideration in all fundraising 

activities.  No student shall be asked to do door-to-door canvassing including 
sales at local malls, plazas, or similar public locations. 

 
3.10 None of the above activities shall encroach unduly on the school day, or 

adversely affect good public relations in a community or school. 
 
 3.11 Liability and Insurance 

3.11.1 Staff and Principal-authorized volunteers shall be protected against 
claims arising from the handling and management of fundraising activities 
through the Board’s liability insurance coverage, subject to the terms and 
conditions of the policy. 

3.11.2 The Board shall be protected against claims arising from the handling of 
proceeds raised from fundraising activities, through its crime insurance 
coverage, subject to the terms and conditions of the policy. 

3.11.3 Staff and Principal-authorized volunteers shall utilize risk management 
practices that promote safety, accountability and due diligence in the 
handling and management of fundraising activities and the proceeds 
raised from fundraising activities in an effort to minimize related risks and 
exposure to liability. 

 
3.12 Activities that involve the preparation and/or sale of food and beverages on 

school premises must comply with the YCDSB Healthy Schools Policies.  
 

 3.13 The proceeds of fundraising activities shall be deposited into the appropriate 
school level bank account unless the external charitable organization offers tax 
receipts to donors or has a method for directly collecting funds.  If this is the 
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case, the collections will not be deposited into the school’s bank account, but 
directly provided to the charity in the prescribed format. 

 
3.14 Accurate accounting shall be maintained by school administration and the 

treasurer of the Council to comply with the requirement of accountability for both 
to the Principal and the school community.  

 
 3.15 Accurate records of daily transactions and regular reporting through the school 

level bank accounts are to be kept in the prescribed uniform format and subject 
to internal and external audit. 

 
4. RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
   4.1 Director of Education  
  To oversee compliance with the Fundraising for External Charitable Purposes 

policy. 
 

4.2 Superintendent of Education, School Leadership 
4.2.1 To support the implementation and compliance with the policies and 

related guidelines and procedures. 
4.2.2 To review, on an annual basis, the projected fundraising events of each 

school. 
4.2.3 To provide guidance to principals on what can be included in fundraising 

activities. 
4.2.4 To act as a resource on any questions regarding interpretation of this 

policy. 
 

4.3 Principal   
4.3.1 To approve all charitable projects and to ensure adherence to this policy. 
4.3.2 To ensure that staff and authorized volunteers are aware of this Policy  
 and related School Generated Funds Administrative Procedures. 
4.3.3 To ensure that the fundraising has a designated purpose that is 

consistent with the school board’s mission and values, and that the 
proceeds are used for that purposes, as intended.   

4.3.4 To complete all documentation as outlined in the School Generated 
Funds Administrative Procedures and to supervise the record keeping of 
all fundraising revenues and  expenditures that occur. 

4.3.5 To ensure the school community is informed regarding participation and 
support of major fund-raising events, and to give a financial overview of 
these activities as per this policy. 

4.3.6 To review safety procedures with students. 
4.3.7 To be aware/manage the risk involved in the fundraising activity, i.e. 

supervision, safe location etc. 
 

4.4 Budget and Audit Services Department 
To ensure adherence to all Administrative Procedures, Guidelines and Policies 
through training and internal audits. 
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4.5 Catholic School Council 
For the activities they are directly involved with, the School Council will 
communicate to the school community the participation and support of the event 
and provide a financial overview of the activities. 

 
 

4.6 Students/Parents/Guardians 
  4.6.1 To have parental permission before approaching a friend or relative.  

4.6.2 To be accompanied by a responsible guardian while approaching a friend 
or a relative. 

4.6.3 To keep all monies at home until the total amount has been collected for 
all major charitable fundraisers.  Parents are encouraged to write a 
cheque, payable to the school for the full amount.  In this way cash is not 
transported to school.   Parents are responsible for any charges the 
school incurs because of individual NSF cheques. 

 
5. DEFINITIONS 

5.1 Gifts in Kind 
 Also known as non-cash gifts, are gifts of property.  For the purpose of this policy 
 these would include items donated for charitable purposes. 
 
5.2 Approved Charitable Organization 

A charitable organization that is currently registered with Canada Revenue 
Agency or a specific cause as approved by the Superintendent of Education or 
Director (refer to parameter 3.3). 

 
6. CROSS REFERENCES 
 YCDSB Policy 201 Healthy Schools 

YCDSB Policy 201A Healthy Schools: Eating & Nutrition 
YCDSB Policy 201B Healthy Schools: Physical Activity 
YCDSB Policy 423 Conflict of Interest for Employees 
YCDSB Policy 603A Fundraising  
YCDSB Policy 708 Volunteers in Schools 
YCDSB Policy 803 School Generated Funds  
YCDSB School Generated Funds Admin. Procedures 
YCDSB Registered Charity Program Guidelines 
YCDSB Admin. 86 Projected Fundraising for the School Year 
YCDSB Admin 86B Fundraising for External Charitable Purposes 
Canada Revenue Agency http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/charities 
Municipal Freedom of Information Protection of Privacy Act 

 
Approval by Board September 2012 

 Date 

Effective Date September 2012 

 Date 

Revision Date June 4, 2013 

 Date 

Review Date June 4, 2018 

 Date 
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From: Claudine Waddick [mailto:cwaddick@cogeco.ca]  
Sent: March 23, 2018 3:27 PM 
To: Dawson, Paula <DawsonP@hcdsb.org> 
Cc: Danko, Anthony <DankoA@hcdsb.org>; Iantomasi, Arlene <IantomasiA@hcdsb.org>; Rabenda, Diane 
<RabendaD@hcdsb.org>; Michael, Jane <MichaelJ@hcdsb.org>; DiPietro, Rosie <DiPietroR@hcdsb.org>; 
Karabela, Helena <KarabelaH@hcdsb.org>; Marai, Paul <MaraiP@hcdsb.org>; Quinn, Anthony 
<AnthonyQuinn@hcdsb.org>; Rowe, Mark <RoweM@hcdsb.org>; Trites, Susan <TritesS@hcdsb.org> 
Subject: Re: 2018 03 20 Delegation Response 

 

Good afternoon, 

 

I am still trying to contain my frustration with the events of Tuesday night’s Board meeting when 

this letter arrived in my inbox. I know it is a procedural matter but it is inflammatory because it 

confirms the Board’s approach to this motion. You have accepted all of the delegations' 

presentations - for information purposes only. As the Chair said, this means nothing more will be 

done.   

 

Over and over last night, you were told, you had violated the requirement to seek consultation 

with parents, councils, and constituents of your Board. You have received this information and 

you choose to ignore it. At one point, Trustee Quinn, even questioned whether he had received 

the information that the Board was in violation of the Education Act. In fact, the Board had 

received the information twice that I am aware of: in an email dated Feb 26, 2018 from Mr. 

Harvey and again last night from Ms. Monte’s presentation (item 5.14). I am not sure if either of 

these individuals are lawyers but you do not need to be a lawyer to understand this wording -  

 
Ontario Regulation 612/00 19.1.iv states, “Every board shall solicit the views of the school councils 
established by the board with respect to the following matters: . . . policies and guidelines respecting the 
fundraising activities of school councils.”  
 

The Board has also ignored its own guidelines and policies.  

 
Policy No: V-04: School fundraising is any activity, permitted under this policy, to raise money or other 
resources, that is approved by the school principal, in consultation with, and upon the advice of the Catholic 
School Council, and/or a school fundraising organization …” 
 
Currently, we are seeking advice on how these violations may be brought to the attention of the 
Ministry of Education. I believe the majority of delegations last night, were seeking to encourage 
consultation before moving forward. The issue is not the words or intent of the motion but the 
process that was followed.  
 

You are required to consult with your constituents and I would like to know how you are 
planning on completing this requirement before implementing this resolution. 
 

Yours truly, 
Claudine Waddick 
 
Please add this letter to any future meetings where the motion #61/18 is discussed. 
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-----Original Message----- 

From: Claudine Waddick [mailto:cwaddick@cogeco.ca]  

Sent: April 5, 2018 11:18 AM 

To: DiPietro, Rosie <DiPietroR@hcdsb.org>; Rabenda, Diane <RabendaD@hcdsb.org>; Dawson, 

Paula <DawsonP@hcdsb.org>; Rowe, Mark <RoweM@hcdsb.org>; Iantomasi, Arlene 

<IantomasiA@hcdsb.org>; Michael, Jane <MichaelJ@hcdsb.org> 

Cc: emmanuel.dowuona@ontario.ca; ted.arnottco@pc.ola.org 

Subject: Unanswered questions regarding Motion #61/18 

 

Morning Rosie, 

 

Thank you for your response but it does not answer my question as to how Trustee Danko’s 

motion was put on the Board’s agenda after it was had been dismissed at the March 20th 

meeting. 

 

I was at the meeting and watched in dismay the shenanigans surrounding this motion. I was 

proud of Chair Rabenda for doing the correct thing but I need to ask, why did she have to do it 

twice. She dismissed the exact motion at the March 20th meeting. How was it allowed to be 

brought up again? 

 

The 5 trustees are abusing the power and process in order to push their personal agendas. This 

abuse is affecting students today! No one has told me how the Board is continuing to 

implement the resolution without consultation occurring. They did not follow the process and 

therefore everything needs to be stopped and restarted following the appropriate process. I 

have copied Diane Rabenda, Paula Dawson, and Mark Rowe because I believe they need to 

answer that question. If it is easier, I’ll pose a direct question - Why was Relay for Life cancelled 

for this spring at CtK? What policy demanded that to be done? I know the resolution was passed 

with the majority of the Board but the resolution requires a policy change and that revised 

policy has not been passed by the majority of the Board or abided by the Education Act or 

Board policies. 

 

I look forward to reaching out to the CtK community to get their feedback on the eventual 

amended policy but until then please let me know why the Board continues to implement the 

resolution and entertain Motions at the Board which compound the underlying problem with 

this resolution that - no consultation has occurred!  

 

This question needs to be answered. 

 

I have also copied my contact from the Ministry of Education and Ted Arnott’s office because I 

believe they are interested in receiving this answer as well. 
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Please add this correspondence to the record for other opportunities where Motion #61/18 is 

discussed at the Board. 

 

Yours truly,  

Claudine Waddick 

 

On Apr 5, 2018, at 9:11 AM, DiPietro, Rosie <DiPietroR@hcdsb.org> wrote: 

 

 Good morning, 

 

At the April 3, 2018 Board meeting Trustee Danko's motion was dismissed. 

 

Take care, 

 

Rosie 

  

 -----Original Message----- 

From: Claudine Waddick [mailto:cwaddick@cogeco.ca] 

Sent: April 3, 2018 4:03 PM 

To: DiPietro, Rosie <DiPietroR@hcdsb.org> 

Subject: Re: Tonight's Agenda - Action Item 8.2 

 

Thank you. 

  

So if I am correct this is what happened - 

 

Trustee Danko had his motion added to the agenda at the March 20th meeting as an 

information item without providing a copy to the student trustees. He tried to have it addressed 

as a motion in response to the delegations. At that time, the motion was dismissed by the Chair. 

But because the meeting went so late and it was not considered as part of information later in 

the meeting, it is automatically moved to an action item at the next meeting. It is irrelevant that 

he tried to have it addressed and failed once. He has another chance at this meeting with again 

having no need to justify his rationale or reason for the motion. This is clearly abuse of his 

power to bring a personal agenda. 

  

Why is no one questioning the purpose of his motion? I had to justify my purpose in being a 

delegate to the meeting but a trustee does not? Please help me understand. 

  

Claudine 
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On Apr 3, 2018, at 3:28 PM, DiPietro, Rosie <DiPietroR@hcdsb.org> wrote: 

 

Good afternoon, 

 

On March 20th during the approval of the agenda, Trustee Danko made a notice of motion 

(hard copy of the text was provided to Trustees). The Chair added this item to the March 20, 

2018 meeting as information. The Chair called for a vote on the agenda, as amended and it 

unanimously carried. The meeting adjourned and we did not get to the Information items. It 

therefore is sent out electronically to all Trustees and the text is part of the March 20th minutes. 

 

A Notice of Motion becomes an Action item at the next scheduled meeting of the Board (April 

3rd). 

 

I hope this helps. 

  

Rosie 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Claudine Waddick [mailto:cwaddick@cogeco.ca] 

Sent: April 3, 2018 1:58 PM 

To: DiPietro, Rosie <DiPietroR@hcdsb.org> 

Cc: Rowe, Mark <RoweM@hcdsb.org>; Rabenda, Diane <RabendaD@hcdsb.org>; Dawson, 

Paula <DawsonP@hcdsb.org> 

Subject: Tonight's Agenda - Action Item 8.2 

Hi Rosie, 

Can you please refer me to the vote where Trustee Danko’s Motion under Action Item 8.2 was 

agreed to be put on the Agenda for the Board Meeting of April 3rd, 2018? 

 

Thank you - Claudine Waddick 
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From: Claudine Waddick <cwaddick@cogeco.ca> 

Date: April 18, 2018 at 7:22:41 PM EDT 

To: "Dawson, Paula" <dawsonp@hcdsb.org>, "Rabenda, Diane" <rabendad@hcdsb.org> 

Subject: Modification of Consultation Process on Amended Fundraising policy 

Hello Ms. Dawson & Ms. Rabenda,     

 

The activities surrounded the Board of Trustees over the past few months has been a real eye 

opener for me and unfortunately, has damaged my faith in good governance; however, I still 

believe the Board can remedy the situation. 

 

I accept that motion #61/18 has been reflected in policy and sent out for stakeholder consultation 

as per the regular, defined process for amending policies at the Board. This is good. This is what 

we have been asking for, and even the Trustees who supported this motion all along, should 

want. At the end of the day - everyone wants a fundraising policy that reflects the principles of 

upholding the sanctity of life in a manner that is consistent with the views of all stakeholders. 

 

However, there is a flaw in the process. The stakeholder consultation process typically used by 

the Board is not appropriate for this issue. Collecting stakeholder input does not mean merely 

collecting stakeholder views and opinions. The views and opinions must be informed and 

relevant. 

 

Currently, there is not a basic understanding of the revised policy and its implications to provide 

informed and relevant input. Unfortunately, when people do not understand an issue they will 

dismiss it and silence could be assumed to imply endorsement. I do not believe any one who says 

they want input, can honestly agree that, because stakeholders did not say anything, they must 

want this change. On the contrary, I would contend silence means they were happy with the 

status quo. 

 

I am proposing that the Board pass a motion that will allow Board staff to amend the stakeholder 

input process for this policy change. The process needs to include an information sharing aspect 

where stakeholders can fully understand the intent and the implications of the policy change. I 

assume Board staff would be best qualified to determine the best way to disseminate this 

information being it a town hall, email communications, council communications, survey? … 

 

Secondly, the current process must accept all input from all stakeholders yet has no transparent 

process to weigh the input of different stakeholders. This could lead to abuse as simply as an 

individual could send in 1000 feedback sheets. Also, there is no impartial approved method for 

Board staff to say that the input received from a council is more valuable than a grandparents 

view from Thunder Bay. I highlight these potential abuses because I have been witness to so 

many and I refuse to be taken advantage of by playing by the rules when others are not. No one 

wants false, irrelevant input added to the stakeholder feedback. 

 

I am aware that if the Board staff does ask for this remedy, it will not likely be passed by the 

majority of the Board (probably defeated 5-4) but I am willing to make this proposal because I 

do believe that all Trustees should want informed, relevant feedback. If nothing more than to 

support the original motion brought to the Board in January.    
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Time is of the essence with this matter because stakeholders have already received an initial 

email and are struggling with a response. 

 

Please exert any influence you may have to allow for a proper consultation process to occur - 

everyone will benefit and nobody will lose. 

 

Thank you for your time - Claudine Waddick 

 

Can you please add this letter to correspondence for the special Board meeting on April 24th or 

at any time the matter of #61/18 is discussed at the Board or policy meetings. 
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From: Maria Lourenco <lourencoowen@hotmail.com> 
Date: April 27, 2018 at 3:23:21 PM EDT 
To: "RabendaD@hcdsb.org" <RabendaD@hcdsb.org>, "Dawson, Paula" <dawsonp@hcdsb.org> 
Cc: "Marai, Paul" <MaraiP@hcdsb.org>, "AnthonyQuinn@hcdsb.org" <AnthonyQuinn@hcdsb.org>, 
Arlene Iantomasi <iantomasia@hcdsb.org>, "Michael, Jane" <michaelj@hcdsb.org>, "Rowe, Mark" 
<RoweM@hcdsb.org>, "Trites, Susan" <TritesS@hcdsb.org>, "Danko, Anthony" <DankoA@hcdsb.org>, 
"KarabelaH@hcdsb.org" <KarabelaH@hcdsb.org> 
Subject: FW: Response to Staff Report "Transportation to Advanced Placement (AP) and/or 
International Baccalaureate (IB) Programs for Gifted Students within the Halton Catholic District 
School Board Secondary Schools 

As the above noted Staff Report has been moved to the May 1st agenda, please include this e-mail and 
the attached report to the correspondence for the May 1st meeting. 
  
I would ask Trustees to pay particular attention to the Ministry’s positon on equity, as outlined both in 
the e-mail below and in the attached report.  Equity is not about giving everybody the same thing; it is 
about making sure that each student has what they need to be successful.  In addition, the Ministry 
mandates specialized programming for students identified as exceptional, including “Gifted” students.  I 
hope you will remember these very important points in your discussions and ultimately your decision 
with respect to your Gifted high school students. 
  
Kind regards, 
Maria 
   

 
From: Maria Lourenco <lourencoowen@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 6:47:02 PM 
To: RabendaD@hcdsb.org; Dawson, Paula 
Cc: KarabelaH@hcdsb.org; Arlene Iantomasi; Michael, Jane; Trites, Susan; Marai, Paul; Danko, Anthony; 
Rowe, Mark; AnthonyQuinn@hcdsb.org; Christine Thammavongsa; Barb Cyr; Barb Cyr; Victoria Larke; 
karenbivand@gmail.com 
Subject: Response to Staff Report "Transportation to Advanced Placement (AP) and/or International 
Baccalaureate (IB) Programs for Gifted Students within the Halton Catholic District School Board 
Secondary Schools  

  
To:          Diane Rabenda, Chair of the Halton Catholic DSB 
                Paula Dawson, Director of Education and Secretary of the Halton Catholic DSB  
  
CC:         All Trustees, Halton Catholic DSB 
               Christine Thammavongsa, Acting President, ABC Ontario 
               Barb Cyr, SEAC Coordinator, ABC Ontario 
               Victoria Larke, President, ABC Halton 
               Karen Bivand, ABC Ontario Alternate SEAC Representative, Halton Catholic DSB 
  
I wanted to first of all thank you for the keen attention that you gave to  the “Gifted” delegations on 
April 3rd, your thoughtful questions and discussion and your request for a Staff Report in order to 
continue this valuable conversation.   
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I am disappointed, though not surprised, in a Staff Report that strives to end the conversation.  The 
report really did not address the concerns raised with respect to inadequate programming for all Gifted 
students in HCDSB secondary schools.  Rather, the report continues to be predicated on the 
uncomprising assertion that has been in place from the beginning - that AP/IB are not special education 
programs and therefore not within the purview of the Special Education department or eligible for 
special education funding.  The attached report addresses the misleading nature of these claims as well 
as addressing some things that I was not able to share in my delegation, or respond to during the 
questions of clarification due to the restrictions imposed on delegations, which I fully understand and 
respect, but which can be frustrating for delegates.   
  
I hope that you will read the attached report as it contains a lot of good information that I think should 
be considered in deciding how to proceed.  In summary: 
  

 This request is not for a single parent/student; it is on behalf of all Gifted students. 

 AP and IB are accelerated programs, supported by research as the most effective intervention 
for Gifted students. 

 Appropriate programming for Gifted students is a legal obligation of this board – not a special 
privilege. 

 The Board does not currently provide a sufficient range of programming options for Gifted 
students. 

 The Ministry provides a great deal of discretion as to how boards provide and fund special 
education programs and services, as supported by Ministry documentation. 

 Nowhere in the Ministry documentation does it state that special education programs must be 
“staffed by Special Education teachers, run, overseen or administered by the Special Education 
Department”, or that this is even a definition of “special education programs and services”. 

  
The Ministry recognizes “equity” as a core provincial education priority.  The Ministry defines this as 
follows:  “Fairness is not sameness.  Treating all children exactly the same means that children who 
need accommodations or modifications to the program in order to succeed will be 
disadvantaged.  Some students require more or different supports than others in order to work at a level 
appropriate to their abilities and needs”.  (emphasis added) 
  
While the request was originally for transportation to AP or IB for Gifted students, the costs associated 
with IB seem prohibitive, and other school boards seem to offer one or the other as an option, not 
both.  At a cost of $188,000 to transport Gifted students to AP programs, this would seem to be a 
reasonable and a fiscally responsible request, considering the Special Education budget is almost $50 
million and the total board budget is $400 million, with only $262,000 currently spent on Gifted 
students, all in elementary, including transportation.     
  
In closing, I would like you to consider what might have happened if hockey coaches told Walter Gretzky 
that there was no advantage to his child seeking out a competitive level of hockey, because the majority 
of house league players are “satisfied” with their house league experience.  This is the plight that Gifted 
parents and advocates face every day.  
  
I look forward to further discussion of this request on Tuesday and if there are any questions in the 
meantime,  please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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Please include this communication, including the attached document, as correspondence in the April 
17th Board package. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Maria Lourenco 
ABC Ontario SEAC representative, HCDSB 
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RESPONSE TO APRIL 17TH HCDSB STAFF REPORT “TRANSPORATION TO ADVANCED PLACEMENT (AP) 

AND/OR INTERNATIONAL BACCALAUREATE (IB) PROGRAMS FOR GIFTED STUDENTS WITHIN THE 

HALTON CATHOLIC DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD SECONDARY SCHOOLS” 

 

The following report provides additional information which I was not able to include in my April 3rd 

delegation or in the ensuing discussion between Trustees and staff, as well as addressing some of the 

misleading claims that continue to be made with respect to the issue of programming for secondary 

Gifted students in the Halton Catholic District School Board. 

 

Why are AP and IB considered appropriate programming for Gifted students? 

 

One critical question I was not able to fully address was why AP (and IB) are such appropriate programs 

for Gifted students.  In fact, that could be another delegation unto itself!  Put simply, these programs are 

accelerated programs – meaning, the curriculum is covered at a faster pace than normal.  There is much 

research to support the efficacy of acceleration as a way to address the needs of gifted students, who 

become bored and disengaged in a traditional classroom.  Acceleration can be delivered in many forms 

and the one that people are most familiar with is “grade skipping”. Educators cite social / emotional 

needs as a reason to hold students back from acceleration and place them with their same-age peers 

instead of their like-ability peers.  There is also much research that refutes these claims; regardless, 

these concerns are precisely what makes AP (or IB) so ideal for Gifted students – they move through the 

curriculum at a faster pace, together with their same age AND like-ability peers. 

 

I have included the executive summaries for “A Nation Deceived:  How Schools Hold Back America’s 

Brightest Students” (Appendix A) and the follow up report “A Nation Empowered:  Evidence Trumps the 

Excuses Holding Back America’s Brightest Students” (Appendix B).   These are seminal works in the area 

of acceleration and they conclude that acceleration is the most effective intervention for Gifted 

students.  I encourage you to at the very least skim these summaries as they are very informative, but in 

the meantime, I think even the titles are quite telling.  I am happy to send the full reports as well if you 

are interested.  Just a few more hundred pages to read! 
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The Special Education department review of Gifted programming in HCDSB Secondary schools 

 

Another issue I would like to address is how ABC Ontario, and myself as their representative, have been 

overlooked throughout this process.  The “Background Information” in the Staff Report focuses on the 

initial request and ongoing conversation with one parent.  Again, this is not simply a request from one 

parent for one student.  This is a request that makes sense for all of our Gifted students, and as such I 

have continuously supported this request on behalf of all Gifted students in our Board.  As I shared in my 

delegation, I have been nominated by ABC Ontario and appointed by this Board of Trustees as the 

representative for Gifted students to this Board;  ABC being the organization recognized by the Ministry 

of Education to represent the needs of Gifted students throughout the province.  

 

My exclusion from the Background Information shouldn’t come as a surprise, as I was similarly excluded 

from this whole process, despite expressly stating my desire to be involved and to work collaboratively 

with the Special Education department, again as the ABC Ontario representative to this Board.  In 

response to a Trustee question about my involvement in the process, Dr. Browne shared that the results 

of his review were shared at a SEAC meeting at which I was not present.  Notwithstanding that the final 

reporting is not “the process”, this is true.  However, the Gifted review was not included on the 

published agenda for that meeting nor was I made aware that this would be discussed or that the review 

had been completed.  In fact, despite my role, I was not ever made aware that a survey of Gifted 

students was going to be or had been conducted; I only knew about it and saw the questions because I 

am registered to receive the same notifications as Gifted students in my son’s high school (all external 

opportunities).  Furthermore, the results of the review were shared first with Trustees, then with SEAC, 

then with the individual parent, then finally, lastly, to myself and the ABC Ontario alternate 

representative.  It also seems that Trustees were provided both with an Executive Summary and “access 

to the full report” whereas SEAC never receives anything more than a verbal report and I, the 

representative for Gifted students to this Board, was simply forwarded a copy of an e-mail sent to the 

individual parent. 
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With respect to the Staff Report, it continues to overlook some key issues, including: 

 Ministry mandated requirement for school boards to provide specialized programming to Gifted 

students; 

 Ministry discretion as to how Boards program for exceptional students; 

 Lack of sufficient or appropriate range of programming for HCDSB Secondary Gifted students; 

 Ministry flexibility in how Boards fund their special education programs and how transportation 

budgets are allocated. 

 

I will address each of these separately. 

 

Ministry mandated requirement for school boards to provide specialized programming to Gifted students 

 Ministry recognizes certain students to be at risk of not succeeding if not provided with appropriate 

programming – including Gifted students 

 S 170 (1) paragraph 7 of the Education Act states that “Every board shall....provide or enter into an 

agreement with another board to provide in accordance with the regulations special education 

programs and special education services for its exceptional pupils;  1997, c. 31, s. 80 (1).” 

 this means, if the board doesn’t have the appropriate programming, it must purchase it from 

another board 

 access to appropriate programming is a right of these students and a legal obligation of every 

school board – it is not a special “privilege” 

 all students’ needs must be met, not just the majority 

 HCDSB has previously been required by a Special Education Tribunal to purchase gifted 

programming from another board, including transportation to the program 

 why not just provide transportation to appropriate programing that already exists within our Board? 
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Ministry discretion as to how Boards program for exceptional students 

 

 in the Ministry’s Special Education Policy and Resource Guide released in 2017:  

o the Ministry provides 5 placement options that “the IPRC may consider in making its 

placement decision” and further suggests that “other options exist to meet the student’s 

needs, and parents and school board staff are encouraged to explore them” (D10) 

o a special education program is defined as “an educational program that is based on and 

modified by the results of continuous assessment and evaluation and that includes a plan 

containing special objectives and an outline of educational services that meet the needs of 

the exceptional pupil” (A3) 

o special education services are defined as “facilities and resources, including support 

personnel and equipment, necessary for developing and implementing a special education 

program” (A3) 

 nowhere in Ministry documentation does it specify that programming for these students must be 

“staffed by Special Education teachers, run, overseen, or administered by the Special Education 

Department” or even “funded through Special Education funding” 

 in fact, the vast majority of special education students are in regular classrooms with a regular 

classroom teacher for the majority if not the whole day  

 the Ministry also encourages the use of other funding sources to meet special education needs 

 if it is not the purview of the Special Education Department to provide or facilitate access to 

appropriate programming for special needs students, where does that responsibility lie? 

 some school boards do not even have Special Education Departments and all are structured 

differently; again, the Ministry leaves this to the discretion of local school boards 

 furthermore, other schools boards do provide AP or IB programs as options for their Gifted students, 

including Dufferin Peel Catholic, Halton District, York Catholic, York Region and Toronto Catholic  

 Note:  at no time did any of the delegations request “automatic admission for Gifted Students”, 

either to AP or IB 

 these school boards seem not to have jeopardized their relationships with these organizations; 

why is this an issue for HCDSB?   
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Lack of sufficient or appropriate range of programming for HCDSB Secondary Gifted students 

 

 as per above, the Ministry recommends at least 5 different placement options for exceptional 

students;  

 technically, HCDSB provides 3 of these options in high school but practically speaking it really only 

offers one; two if parents are willing to constantly advocate and be vigilant; three if students want 

to receive programming at lunchtime or before the start of the school day 

 this is based on personal experience, speaking with other parents, and meetings with Principals 

and/or Special Education department heads at 3 of HCDSB’s 9 high schools 

 students may access AP or IB programs if they are in the catchment or have transportation, 

otherwise the only option is Academic stream – or the public board 

 all exceptional students are required to have an Individual Education Plan (IEP)  

 Regulation 181/98, S (3) states that: “The individual education plan must include, (a) specific 

educational expectations for the pupil; (b) an outline of the special education program and services 

to be received by the pupil; and (c) a statement of the methods by which the pupil’s progress will be 

reviewed. 

 Gifted IEPs in HCDSB simply state “enrichment” with no further detail provided and no progress 

reporting 

 the Gifted survey results are vague and non-transparent; the percentage of “very satisfied” students 

has never been shared for any stream nor any results at all for IB students 

 the survey does not capture students who may have left HCDSB due to lack of appropriate 

programming  

 the survey fails to recognize that many students in one given stream have never experienced 

another option 

 the survey concludes that because a majority of students enrolled in any of the available programs 

are satisfied with their program, that therefore, any of the available programs will be satisfactory for 

any given student – this is simply not a logical conclusion  

 besides, the Ministry requirement is for programming to meet the individual needs of all exceptional 

students – not the majority 
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Ministry provides flexibility in how Boards fund special education programs and allocation of 

transportation budgets 

 in reviewing Ministry documentation regarding special education funding, it is quite clear that the 

Ministry provides flexibility in how boards specifically allocate their funding, in order to  meet the 

needs of its special education students (Appendix D) 

 nowhere does it say that the Special Education Grant can only be used to fund programs that are 

“staffed by Special Education teachers, run, overseen, or administered by the Special Education 

Department” 

 furthermore, the Ministry is clear in encouraging boards to access other grants to meet the needs of 

special education students (Appendix D)  

 according to Business Services, the total HCDSB Special Education budget is $48.7 million, up from 

$46.4 million last year, and; 

 HCDSB currently spends approximately $42,000 on gifted specific programming and resources (not 

including classroom teachers, which are not an incremental cost) and; 

 an additional $220,000 is spent on elementary transportation, funded through the Transportation 

Grant 

 even at $262,000, total current, gifted specific, incremental costs are just over 0.5% of the total 

Special Education budget – for the second largest group of exceptional students 

 it was indicated in the original report that “only” 10 Gifted students left our Board last year in the 

transition to high school 

 that is over $100,000 in lost funding from the GSN alone, not including other enrolment based 

grants 

 that is more than half the cost of providing transportation to Gifted students currently enrolled in 

AP – and almost half the cost of providing transportation to all out of bounds students currently 

enrolled in AP  

 according to item 8.12 on the Board’s April 17th Agenda, the Board’s budget has increased 60% in 

the last 10 years, compared to a less than 20% increase in both enrolment and the consumer price 

index 

 how can HCDSB possibly justify spending $600,000 to transport students to optional French 

programming , while denying transportation to Gifted students to access programming that is 

critical for their success? 
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A Note on Equity 

 

“Fair isn’t everybody getting the same thing.  Fair is everybody getting what they need in order to be 

successful”. 

 

It was noted in the Staff report that one of the delegations spoke to the consideration of “equity”.  In 

fact, I believe this was a running theme through all of the delegations.   

 

“Ensuring Equity” is a core provincial education priority.  It was first introduced as a key belief in the 

Ministry document “Education for All, K-6”, released in 2005 and perhaps best described in that 

document:  “Fairness is not sameness. Treating all children exactly the same means that children who 

need accommodations or modifications to the program in order to succeed will be disadvantaged. Some 

students require more or different support than others in order to work at a level appropriate to their 

abilities and needs.” 

 

For many Gifted students, access to these accelerated programs is essential in order to be successful 

and to reach their full potential.  I am in no way opposed to facilitating access to these programs for all 

students who wish to attend. However, facilitating access to Gifted students (through transportation) 

should not be contingent on providing similar access to all students.  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

In reviewing the information in the Staff Report, IB is clearly a much more expensive program to launch 

and to operate, and given that there is only one location, transportation costs are significantly higher.  It 

also appears to have lower satisfaction rates according to the survey results, which are consistent with 

the feedback I have received through ABC Ontario with respect to Gifted students.  Most other boards 

that offer these programs as Gifted placements, seem to do so through the Advanced Placement option.  

Transporting Gifted students to AP is relatively inexpensive, at a cost of less than $200,000 a year, and 

only slightly more than $200,000 for all out of catchment students. 
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Therefore, while I had initially advocated for access to either IB or AP as Gifted placements, I would be 

satisfied with the Board giving consideration instead to making AP a placement option for Gifted 

students, with transportation provided.  Whether the Board would also wish to provide transportation 

to other out of bounds students and/or to IB students within a certain radius of St. Thomas Aquinas is, 

of course, within the discretion of the Board. 
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APPENDIX A 

A NATION DECEIVED 

Executive Summary 

A Nation Deceived: How Schools Hold Back America's Brightest Students 
Nicholas Colangelo, Susan G. Assouline, Miraca U. M. Gross 

America's schools routinely avoid academic acceleration, the easiest and most effective 
way to help highly capable students. While the popular perception is that a child who 
skips a grade will be socially stunted, fifty years of research shows that moving bright 
students ahead often makes them happy. 

Acceleration means moving through the traditional curriculum at rates faster than 
typical. The 18 forms of acceleration include grade-skipping, early-entrance to school, 
and Advanced Placement (AP) courses. It is appropriate educational planning. It means 
matching the level and complexity of the curriculum with the readiness and motivation 
of the student. 

Students who are moved ahead tend to be more ambitious, and they earn graduate 
degrees at higher rates than other students. Interviewed years later, an overwhelming 
majority of accelerated students say that acceleration was an excellent experience for 
them. Accelerated students feel academically challenged and socially accepted, and they 
do not fall prey to the boredom that plagues many highly capable students who are 
forced to follow the curriculum for their age-peers. 

For the first time, this compelling research is available to the public in a bold new 
initiative to get these findings into the hands of parents, teachers, and principals. The 
report is available at no cost to schools, the media, and parents requesting copies. 

You'll find information about entering school early, skipping grades in elementary 
school, the Advanced Placement program, and starting college ahead of time. You'll read 
the comments of accelerated students, Deans of Colleges of Education, a school 
superintendent, and a school board member. Every sentence in this volume is culled 
from the research of America's leading education experts. If you'd like more research 
information, see Volume II of this report. 

With all this research evidence, why haven't schools, parents, and teachers accepted the 
idea of acceleration? A Nation Deceived presents these reasons for why schools hold 
back America's brightest kids: 

 Limited familiarity with the research on acceleration 
 Philosophy that children must be kept with their age group 
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 Belief that acceleration hurries children out of childhood 
 Fear that acceleration hurts children socially 
 Political concerns about equity 
 Worry that other students will be offended if one child is accelerated. 

This report shows that these reasons are simply not supported by research. By 
distributing thousands of copies and launching a public-awareness campaign, the 
Nation Deceived report provides teachers and parents the knowledge, support, and 
confidence to consider acceleration. 

The cost of the report, both online and print, has been covered by the John Templeton 
Foundation. A Nation Deceived hopes to change the conversation about educating 
bright children in America. This website has been established to encourage dialogue 
across the nation. 

We invite you to learn more about why acceleration is so important for America's 
children. For further information, download the report. 

The Connie Belin & Jacqueline N. Blank International 
Center for Gifted Education and Talent Development 
College of Education, The University of Iowa 
600 Blank Honors Center 
Iowa City, Iowa 52242-0454 
800.336.6463 
http://www.education.uiowa.edu/belinblank 
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APPENDIX C 

 
QUOTES FROM MINISTRY DOCUMENTS REGARDING FUNDING OF SPECIAL 

EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 
 
 
Special Education in Ontario:  Kindergarten to Grade 12, Policy and Resource Guide 2017 

 

 “While the Ministry of Education is responsible for the funding policy that directs the allocation 

of funds to school boards, each school board is responsible for allocating resources to schools, 

programs, and services according to their local needs and priorities”  (A24) 

 “The Special Education Grant....supports the incremental costs of the additional programs, 

services and equipment required to meet the educational students of these students and to 

support positive outcomes for them.  In this way, it ensures equity for all students with special 

education needs.” (A24) 

 “School boards have the authority to use their total GSN funding allocation – the SEG and other 

GSN grants – to meet their responsibility to provide programs and/or services for students who 

have special education needs”  (A24) 

 “the board’s special education plan must describe the types of students with special needs who 

are eligible to receive transportation and the ways in which these students can access the 

transportation”; the types of students listed included “students in special education programs, 

including students who are in regular classrooms”  (B15 – B16) 

 

2017-18 Education Funding:  A Guide to the Special Education Grant 

 “School boards have the ability to use other allocations of the Grants for Student Needs to 

support students with special education needs.  The goal is to ensure equity in access to learning 

for all students with special education needs.  The Education Act mandates all school boards to 

provide special education programs and/or services for students with special education needs”.  

(pg. 2) 

 “School boards have the authority and flexibility to use other Grants for Student Needs funding, 

as well as the Special Education Grant, to meet their responsibility to support students with 

special needs”.  (pg 5) 

 

396



 “School boards are given flexibility to use special education and other funding to support their 

special education policies and priorities because they have the greatest knowledge of their 

students and communities.  They are best positioned to respond to local needs when setting 

budget priorities and determining what special education programs, services and/or equipment 

to provide.  This means, for example, that individual school boards make such decision as 

classroom placement, classroom programming and staffing”. (pg. 6) 

 “The Special Education Per Pupil Amount provides funding to every school board to assist with 

the costs of providing additional support to students with special education needs” (pg. 6) 

 “A robust accountability framework for the Grants for Student Needs has been developed 

between school boards and the province.  It recognizes that accountability to the ministry must 

be balanced with the need for school board flexibility to address local conditions”.  (p. 11) 

 “School boards are also able to use other Grants for Student Needs funding to support student 

with special education needs.”  (p. 11) 

 

2017-18 Education Funding:  A Guide to the Grants for Student Needs 

 “The Learning Opportunities Grant (LOG) provides funding to help students who are at greater 

risk of lower academic achievement”.  (p. 13) 

 “The ministry has agreed to establish a Local Priorities Fund to address a range of priorities 

including more special education staffing to support children in need, “at-risk” students and 

adult education”.  (p. 13) 

 With respect to the Special Education Grant; “There is flexibility in how they may use some of 

the individual allocations within the grant, as long as the funds are spent on special education”.  

(p. 14) 

 “The Special Education per Pupil Amount provides every board with foundational funding 

toward the cost of special education supports” (p. 15) 
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To the Board of Trustees and the Secretary of the Board, 

 

Before I begin, I wanted to first say thank you to those of you who showed consideration and support to 

the “Gifted Programming” delegations at the April 3rd meeting, and for requesting a Staff Report to 

continue this conversation.   

I am disappointed, though not surprised, by the recommendation in the Staff Report about to be shared 

at the next meeting for the following reasons:   

1. The report does not address the concerns raised with respect to inadequate programming for 

ALL Gifted students in HCDSB secondary schools.   

2. The report does not include the needs of our current grade 7 and 8 students as the April 3rd 

motion requested.   

3. The report once again, does not acknowledge the ministry mandate to meet the needs of EVERY 

INDIVIDUAL exceptional learner.   

The report continues to ignore the lacking HCDSB high school gifted programming by asserting that 

AP/IB are not special education programs and therefore not within the purview of the Special Education 

department or eligible for special education funding.   

In order to respond to the Staff Report by addressing the misleading nature of these claims and to 

provide clarifications for the questions raised during delegations, as I was not fully able to respond due 

to the restrictions imposed on delegates, I had put in another request to delegate at the upcoming 

meeting.  Unfortunately, I have been denied the opportunity.  I am deeply disappointed that some 

people were allowed to delegate about opposition to the Sanctity of Life motion three times, but not 

the gifted delegations.  However, I do understand the Chair’s decision to follow through with the 

delegation policy to ensure that delegations no longer interfere with the board’s ability to address all 

other businesses. I have provided my proposed delegation script as a correspondence and I ask that you 

take the time to read it prior to the meeting as I clarify three main points: 

1. AP is a research proven, most effective acceleration program for gifted students 

2. Current HCDSB Gifted programming does not meet the needs of ALL Gifted students 

3. Many other boards are using AP to meet their legal duty to program for Gifted students 

I also ask that the Chair of the Board include this email as a correspondence in the upcoming May 1st 

board meeting package. 

 

First, why AP? 

One critical question the 12 year old students weren’t able to fully address during their question period 

was why AP is such an appropriate program for gifted students.  You may recall from the delegations 

that their teacher, who is specially trained to support these students, recommended AP as their high 

school program during transition conversations.  
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AP is an accelerated program - Students move through traditional curriculum at rates faster than 

typical, with a focus on critical thinking skills and real life connections.  Students in elementary gifted 

classes are already benefiting from acceleration.  For example, my daughter’s teacher does not make my 

daughter and her peers go lesson by lesson through the grade 7 math textbook just because they are in 

grade 7.  Kids are grouped by their ability levels and learn through collaboration and open-ended 

challenges. They are allowed to speed up and dive into deeper challenges together.  What will she be 

doing in her Academic grade 9 math?   With the current programming model, I guess she will repeat the 

curriculum she already knows, quietly do her other class work during math, and maybe try out some of 

the math contests if she feels like it. Does this sound like individualized enrichment programming to 

you? 

Another benefit of the AP program is that it allows for flexibility for individual students to select the 

areas of study to be accelerated in.  For that alone, AP is the most suitable curriculum extension for 

gifted students as each identified students are to have an IEP in alignment with their strengths and 

needs.  I already spoke at length in my last delegation why the current “enrichment list” and 

“differentiation” model don’t provide enough stimulation and engagement for all Gifted students. 

Acceleration is the most effective, research proven, intervention for Gifted students.  “A Nation 

Deceived:  How Schools Hold Back America’s Brightest Students” (access full report here) and “A Nation 

Empowered:  Evidence Trumps the Excuses Holding Back America’s Brightest Students” (access full 

report here) are seminal works in the area of acceleration.  I’d like to briefly highlight parts of the 

reports. 

Acceleration is appropriate educational planning. It means matching the level and complexity of the 

curriculum with the readiness and motivation of the student. According to these reports, an 

overwhelming majority of accelerated students say that acceleration was an excellent experience for 

them. Accelerated students feel academically challenged and socially accepted, and they do not fall prey 

to the boredom that plagues many highly capable students who are forced to follow the curriculum for 

their age-peers. 

Acceleration supports the social and emotional development of students by placing them with other 

like-minded students. Acceleration provides academic challenges and stimulation, which are needed for 

continuous development of student’s abilities.  AP is this acceleration. AP is an option in this board. But 

AP is NOT accessible by all gifted students. 

 

Is HCDSB Really Meeting the Needs of All Gifted Students? 

Dr.  Browne again concluded in his Staff Report that the board staff are able to meet and are meeting 

the Gifted students’ needs in any chosen program or pathway.  He stated “the most relevant takeaway 

is that the majority of gifted students in the secondary schools report being satisfied or very satisfied 

with their current program with a low percentage reporting dissatisfaction.”  What he neglects to tell 

you is that the needs of EVERY SINGLE student must be met.  For those dissatisfied, the board is not 

doing its job.   
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As well, for those that are satisfied, we must remember that they are not ALL Academic stream 

students.  AP students are just as well satisfied.  But sadly, we only know the satisfaction rate of 

students who were fortunate enough to continue Catholic education with the board.  For those who left 

our board after grade 8 due to lack of programming options, their voices will never be heard.   

When Superintendent Pinelli was asked about the number of Gifted students who chose AP, she 

responded that some do, but “not overwhelmingly.” When my daughter delegated with her peers, they 

did tell you that 75 percent of St. Andrew’s grade 7 gifted preferred AP as a program of their choice. Do 

you not wonder how many of these 16 students will actually end up attending Holy Trinity’s AP program 

come September 2019? Well, I would bet that they will “not overwhelmingly” choose AP.  Why? 

Because potentially more than half of the class won’t have transportation for the program that was 

recommended as the most suitable program during transition conversations with the Special Education 

classroom teacher.  I guess you will never know how lacking the current high school programming 

options are as no input was taken from the grade 7 and 8 parents and students, and again many will 

have to look to the Public board to access what they deserve. 

And don’t forget - Last year alone, 12 % of our Gifted students left the board during their high school 

transition.  Dr. Browne told me I would be encouraged to hear that only 10 out of 90 students left the 

board.  Does this sound encouraging to you?  Would you say the same if 1 in every 9 autistic or 

developmentally delayed students left this board to have their needs met elsewhere? I sure hope not.   

You see,  the response to the delegations overlooks something really critical.  Giftedness is a Ministry 

defined exceptionality.  The Education Act defines an “exceptional pupil” as one “whose behavioural, 

communicational, intellectual, physical or multiple exceptionalities are such that he or she is considered 

to need placement in a special education program.”  Under the Education Act, the Ministry of 

Education mandates that all exceptional children in Ontario have available to them appropriate 

special education programs and services without payment of fees.  If AP is the most suitable 

accelerated programming for gifted students, they should not have to pay for private transportation to 

attend the program. 

 

Legal Obligation to Program for ALL Gifted Students 

Because Dr. Browne insists that transportation to AP is not within the purview of Special Education, and 

that student interest just isn’t there for clustered/congregated based on his survey questions, I had 

requested AP as a proxy to a clustered program.  This board does not have the student population to 

create a clustered program at every high school. I get that.  But as you can clearly see from the April 3rd 

delegations, there are students who need access to AP to meet their learning needs.  That is why I asked 

for transportation to AP for Gifted students.  There are AP schools in each of the 3 regions of the board. 

Clustering is already occurring naturally at these locations.  It is a simple solution!   

Let me highlight how other boards have already taken advantage of AP/IB programs to support Gifted 

learners: 
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DPCDSB: IB program designated as a high school program choice for gifted students  

HDSB: Nelson - Gifted (clustered) 

            Georgetown - Gifted, IB 

            Milton - Gr 9-10 clustered classes + AP option 

            Abbey Park – Gr 9-11 clustered + Gr 12 AP 

            Iroquois Ridge – Gr 9-11 clustered + Gr 12 AP 

            O.T. – Gr 9 – 11 clustered classes + AP option 

 YCDSB: 4 regional schools with clustered program as pre-AP + Gr 12 AP             

 (Please note that YCDSB has elected to identify AP as the curriculum extensions for Gifted students) 

 YRDSB: 4 regional schools with congregated program Gr 9-10 + 11-12 AP choice 

 PDSB: 4 regional schools with clustered Enhanced learning program 

 TDSB: 10 congregated program locations 

 TCDSB: 7 clustered program locations including AP, STEM, IB and regional arts program as enrichment 

At the April 3rd board meeting, when Superintendent Pinelli was asked to comment on the percentage of 

Gifted students in the program, she instead went on to talk about partnerships with outside agencies for 

the AP/IB programs as she emphasized that these are NOT Gifted programs.  I am sure that the above 

boards must have similar partnership arrangements with the AP/IB programs as we do, and surely if 

they have not jeopardized their standing with these programs, then why is this a concern for HCDSB?   

In the Staff Report, AP College Board by-law Section 11.C was referenced to emphasize AP’s 

nondiscriminatory practice. However, providing transportation to Gifted students does not violate the 

“equitable access to admission” clause in the by-law. The program will still be open to all students.   

There also was the mention of possible system effect. While I respect Trustee Iantomasi’s voiced 

concern for possible reverse discrimination or inequity that other AP students and parents may feel, I 

must remind all of you that this ignores the equity for our exceptional learners.  At the April 3rd board 

meeting Trustee Iantomasi referred to Gifted students as may be being “entitled to something.” What 

this fails to recognize is that something she thinks of as “entitlement” is actually a legal obligation!   

The Ministry recognizes “equity” as a core provincial education priority.  And with giftedness being a 

Ministry defined exceptionality, not having access to such necessary programming is a violation of the 

Education Act. Appropriate programming for Gifted students is a legal obligation of this board – not a 

special privilege. 

Even the Discussion Paper on a New Vision for Student Transportation  emphasizes the Ministry’s new 

focus on "equity" for all learners in alignment with Ontario’s goals for education.  It clearly states that it 

is important that the system continue to meet the needs of students who require specialized 
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transportation.  On pages 14 and 15, it also poses key questions on provisions for students with special 

needs and comparability of service to other Ontario jurisdictions:  

 Does the student transportation system adequately take into account the divers needs of 

different types of students? 

 Do you have any specific examples of situations that show that there is an equity issue that 

needs to be addressed?  

 What sorts of innovations and partnerships could help us create a more equitable and accessible 

transportation system? 

Sadly however, the Staff Report you will be presented with at the next meeting only focuses on 

balancing the board’s transportation budget and neglects your duty to meet the needs of ALL special 

needs students.  

Consider this example.  You could have a special needs child with physical issues, for who perhaps the 

only Special Education funding needed was for transportation to an accessible building in which she 

would participate fully in the regular programming in a regular class. I doubt anyone would say her 

transportation should not be provided or funded, or that it is “unfair”... the AP is the “accessible 

building” in this context for our Gifted students, a necessity, not an option to enjoy. 

 

Conclusion 

Access to a flexible accelerated program such as AP is essential in order for many Gifted students to be 

successful.  Students should not have to forego of Catholic Education to reach their full potential.  The 

board must meet its Ministry mandate and the principle of equity to all Gifted students by providing 

them with transportation to existing AP programs, regardless of the cost.   
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