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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Nov.4 I think you spoke to our council last 

night.  Thank you it was very 
informative.    This news is of concern for 
me as I am in one of the 2 possible 
areas.  Can I ask you a few questions.   
 
What is the percentage of students from 
PJP who go to Grand River vs SMH? 
 
What is the percentage of students from 
St. Dan's who go to Grand River VS. 
SMH? 
 
What would the public school option be 
for people from Idlewood? 
 
What would the public school option be 
for people in Chicopee? 
 
What is the start time for St. Dan's? 
If you are not the right person to ask 
these questions to please direct me to 
the right place. 
 

This is not something we have 
analyzed over the last few years. 
Previous year’s data shows that the 
percentage varied significantly from 
year to year. 
 
This is not something we have 
analyzed over the last few years. 
Previous year’s data shows that the 
percentage varied significantly from 
year to year. 
 
The majority of the area is in 
Lackner Woods PS and Stanley 
Park PS. 
 
The area is within Franklin PS’s 
boundary and Sunnyside’s 
boundary. 
 
The bell times for St. Dan’s are 9:10 
AM and 3:40 PM. 
 

Nov. 4 Just curious, which area would this 
affect?  Would they be displacing any 
current students? 

In follow-up to your questions. 
Please refer to this presentation for 
the affected areas. 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII
/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-
%202015.10.19.pdf 
It is TBD how many current 
students would be affected. This 
and other issues will be determined 
throughout the Boundary Review 
Committee meetings and the BRC 
process. 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
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Nov. 4 Have possible boundary change maps 
been created for the review so we may 
view the options being presented? If so 
where can we view them? If not, when 
will they be available for viewing? 

 

Will there be consideration for the 
students entering grade 8 to choose to 
continue at their current school for their 
final year? 

If grade 8s do get to choose to stay or 
move, is this consideration granted for 
one year to all siblings attending the 
same school? 

Oh so many questions, but a reply to 
the above will be appreciated for the 
time being. 

 

Thank you 

 

PS I would consider sitting on the 
boundary council as a parent rep for 
SJPII, but according to scheduled dates, 
would be missing the first meeting 
December 14 as I will be out of the 
country that week. 

 

Thank-you for your interest in the 
Saint John Paul II boundary review. 

Please see answers to your 
questions below in yellow. 

 

Please use this link to access the 
initial staff report that includes 
boundary maps: 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report
%20-%202015.10.19.pdf 

The grandfathering of students will 
be discussed at the boundary 
review committee meetings and 
determined through the review 
process. 

Please refer to the timelines for the 
review at this link. The first meeting 
is Dec. 16, rather than Dec. 14. on 
the schedule it refers to the week 
of rather than the exact date. All of 
the other dates on this timeline are 
tentative, except the final decision 
on April 25, which is set. 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/Appendix-A-Timelines.pdf 

Thanks. 

 

 
Nov. 5 
 

Hello, 
 
As of yesterday we are aware of the 
potential rezoning of the boundary for 
children attending Saint John Paul II.  
We understand from the emailed 
information it is fairly early in the 
process, however our family has 

Thank-you for your comments. 
They will be shared with the 
Boundary Review Committee, 
WCDSB staff, and the Board of 
Trustees prior to a decision. 
Would you like me to add your 
contact information to the email 
distribution list?  

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Appendix-A-Timelines.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Appendix-A-Timelines.pdf
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significant concerns with this proposal on 
many levels.  We live in the Idlewood 
area and I want to make sure our 
opinions and comments are taken into 
consideration, as do many other families 
I'm sure.  It sounds like all will be given a 
chance to voice concerns so hopefully 
that is the case. 
 
In moving to the area a few years ago, a 
key factor in our decision to purchase 
our house was that our son and daughter 
could attend Saint John Paul II.  Our son 
is currently in SK and has made many 
friends, obviously.  Both our son and 
daughter (3 yrs old) are in Owl daycare, 
with our son being in before and after 
school care.  As we are a busy family 
like all others, we have established our 
school and daycare needs within one 
area that involved significant planning 
and wait lists (>1 year).  Our kids are 
doing great at Saint John Paul II and 
things are going extremely well. 
 
With the proposed rezoning, our 
concerns are summarized as follows: 
 
1. Idlewood area move will affect > 100 
children based the emailed information 
and require schooling mainly in 
portables.  Again our life decision to buy 
our home where we did was in large part 
due to location and quality of the Saint 
John Paul II school that our kids were 
zoned to attend; 2. Disruption to our 
entire family setup re. school/daycare 
accommodating our two children; 3. 
Disruption to our son in SK with the 
loss/adjustment to an entirely new school 
and new before and after care, and to 
our daughter having to switch out of Owl 
and find alternative care; 4. Impact to our 
home's value, as school zoning is 
significant for many families (as it was to 

I also encourage you to visit our 
website which can be found at this 
link. 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/index.html 
  
Thank-you, and have a nice 
weekend. 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
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ours) in their decision to purchase a 
house. 
 
I am sure these feelings are felt across 
the rezoning areas by other families and 
we are I am looking forward to being 
involved moving forward. 
 

Nov. 5 Hi Wendy, thank you for your responses. 
Other questions.... 

Why can this review not hold off until the 
new public board school is open, and a 
portion of our school population jumps 
boards to the new school?  This is bound 
to happen. 

Why can't we request the Owl daycare 
vacate the school, making room for 3 
more classrooms, more space in the 
school yard, more parking, and the 
possibility of a kiss and ride at the front 
of the school? 

Could the chapel not be converted into a 
classroom for a few years until numbers 
settle down? 

Why is it not being suggested that all 
current students are grandfathered in (as 
the public school board does) while new 
residents would need to attend the 
appointed school after boundary 
revisions are complete? 

Are any of the WCDSB personnel  that 
dealt with the closure of Notre Dame and 
St. Patrick accommodation meetings 
also working on this current 
accommodation? 

May we have access to the minutes from 
the accommodation meetings from the 
closure of Notre Dame and St. Patrick 
schools? 

Good afternoon Ms. X 
Please see responses to your 
questions below: 
 
 
1) We need an immediate 
solution to the enrollment pressures 
at Saint John Paul II to reduce the 
need for a 7th portable, and 
therefore Waiting until other schools 
may open in the area would not 
solve the immediate issue. 
2) The Owl daycare provides 
essential programming for our 
parents and students. Evicting Owl 
may provide some physical space 
to help our enrolment issue but it 
would still impact families at Saint 
John Paul II. 
3) The chapel is too small to 
accommodate a full class of 
students. 
4) WRDSB does not have a 
blanket policy or practice to 
grandparent all students. 
Grandparenting is assessed on a 
case by case basis. For this review 
grandparenting all of the students 
that currently attend the school 
would defeat the purpose of the 
boundary review because we need 
an immediate solution to the 
enrollment pressures. If we were to 
grandparent all existing students 
and redirect all new students we 
would have situations where 
younger siblings not yet enrolled 
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Those are my questions for today, I'm 
sure there will be many more to follow. 
Thank you 

 

would have to attend another 
school, there would be no JK class, 
children living next door to each 
other would attend different schools 
which would be extremely difficult 
from a bussing perspective. 
 
5) There are personnel on this 
review who worked on the Notre 
Dame and St. Patrick 
accommodation reviews. 
 
6) Is there anything specific you 
are looking for in the meeting 
minutes? Please let me know if I 
can help you any further. 
 
 

Nov. 8 Hi Wendy, 
 
 
As per your email below, yes please 
include us on the email distribution list.  I 
apologize for another email, but this 
potential boundary switch will greatly 
impact our family and most importantly X 
and thus, we’ve been thinking about it 
more and more and reading as much as 
we can.  I have the following concerns, in 
addition to our earlier email: 
 
1. What is the process for notifying 
all parents in the affected areas to 
ensure they are actively engaged 
throughout this process.  It sounds like 
since we asked questions we’ve been 
provided a link to the website.  Will the 
school board be doing anything further to 
engage the public/affected areas, for 
example a letter drop with the maps 
shown ? 
2. The initial report states that the 
sole reason for no additional portables at 
SJP II is that it would ‘negatively impact 
ability to use sports fields’?  If this is the 

Good Afternoon, 
 
The existing boundaries with 
enrolment projections will be shared 
at the first BRC meeting for 
discussion purposes. This would be 
the “do nothing” option. The 
information pertaining to this was 
included in the Initial Staff Report 
but not outlined as an option 
because there are immediate 
enrolment pressures at Saint John 
Paul II we’d like to address. 
 
Parent will be notified throughout 
the process in the following ways. 

• Email notification (if they’ve 
signed up) 

• Notices sent home to each 
family (this is usually done 
in advance of the public 
meeting and Board of 
Trustee meetings) 

• Notifications in school 
newsletters 

• Website updates (parents 
are encouraged to check 
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case, based on google maps areas, 
(admittedly I don’t know where property 
boundaries are), but SJP II currently has 
more available area (12,000m2) than St. 
Daniels’ (11,000m2).   It is our hope that 
there has been a complete review for the 
provision of additional portables onsite at 
SJP II prior to initiating this potential 
boundary change…can you confirm this? 
3. Based on the options presented, 
the absolute max. required # of portables 
at SJP II is 8? Which would mean two 
more are added?  And that is based on 
projections of needing 4-8 (total), so it is 
possible those additional portables are 
not even required depending on 
enrollment.  To disrupt 100+ children and 
move them to a new school seems 
excessive to avoid the use of two 
portables at SJP II.  Again the same 
issue regarding usable sports fields will 
occur at St. Daniels also… 
4. We understand the boundary 
review is a process, but given the 
solution is to add portables (at either 
location) should projected numbers for 
enrollment occur, why is this being 
looked at now?  Why can it not be 
delayed until numbers are better 
understood?  Adding one or two 
portables does not involve a long 
duration to construct so putting this 
decision off until numbers are better 
understood based on enrollment seems 
to be an alternative. 
 
Any clarification on what we are 
missing/not understanding would be 
appreciated. 
 
Just to clarify my last email, as I’m 
writing from an Idlewood resident 
perspective…can the report be added to 
demonstrate the ‘do nothing’ scenario?  
As in what would be required at SJP II if 

the site and those on our 
email list will be notified as 
updates occur) 

• All committee meetings will 
be open to the public and 
anyone may attend to listen 
to the discussions. Meeting 
details will be posted on 
the website. 

 
Regarding the number of portables, 
there is an illustration of the SJP2 
site 
(https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom
/SJPII/pdf/School-Council-
Presentation-November-2015.pdf 
(slide 5)  and where the next 
grouping of portables have to go. 
The next portable must be placed at 
least 12m away from the school 
building and the existing grouping 
of portables. This is a building code 
requirement. The dashed black line 
on the slide depicts this distance. 
As a result, any additional portables 
beyond 6 must be located on the 
existing playfields which further 
reduces playing space for students. 
 
We are projecting enrolment to 
continue to increase and would 
expect at least one more portable 
next September. We understand 
that changing schools is of great 
concern for parents and we don’t 
enter into these reviews lightly. We 
believe there are negative 
implications for students if we do 
nothing. All of the pros and cons will 
be discussed through the boundary 
review committee and the public 
consultation before any 
recommendation or decision is 
made. 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/School-Council-Presentation-November-2015.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/School-Council-Presentation-November-2015.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/School-Council-Presentation-November-2015.pdf
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neither area is assigned to St. Daniels 
(no. of portables etc). 
 
Thanks again, 
 

Thank-you for your comments and 
questions.  
 
 

Nov. 9 Hello Wendy, 

 

Thank you for your response. In rebuttal: 

1) Items proposed in the original 
email offer alternatives that could 
immediately alleviate the population 
issue at SJPII. However, they do not 
match the suggestions currently 
proposed by the Accomodation 
committee, they simply offer viable 
alternatives I would like the committee to 
consider. 

2) Would removing Owl  Daycare not 
affect fewer families than options the 
Accomodation committee is currently 
proposing?  Would removing an external 
daycare provider not actually increase 
attendance with before and after school 
care programs offered by the board? 

3) I believe we have previously 
utilized the chapel as a classroom, 
therefore find it difficult to believe it is not 
of sufficient size now, if it was suitable 
previously. 

4) I enquired about grandfathering 
FAMILIES, not individual students, so all 
siblings would attend the same school. 
Also, the suggestion was only for the 
Idlewood and Chicopee areas sending 
new registrations to alternate schools. 
Those in area A would always attend 
SJPII, therefore the argument of no JK's 
is an invalid point. Lackner Woods, the 
WRDSB school in the same area as 

Good afternoon Ms. X 
Please see responses to your 
questions below: 
 
 
1) We need an immediate 
solution to the enrollment pressures 
at Saint John Paul II to reduce the 
need for a 7th portable, and 
therefore Waiting until other schools 
may open in the area would not 
solve the immediate issue. 
2) The Owl daycare provides 
essential programming for our 
parents and students. Evicting Owl 
may provide some physical space 
to help our enrolment issue but it 
would still impact families at Saint 
John Paul II. 
3) The chapel is too small to 
accommodate a full class of 
students. 
4) WRDSB does not have a 
blanket policy or practice to 
grandparent all students. 
Grandparenting is assessed on a 
case by case basis. For this review 
grandparenting all of the students 
that currently attend the school 
would defeat the purpose of the 
boundary review because we need 
an immediate solution to the 
enrollment pressures. If we were to 
grandparent all existing students 
and redirect all new students we 
would have situations where 
younger siblings not yet enrolled 
would have to attend another 
school, there would be no JK class, 
children living next door to each 
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SJPII  did, in fact, grandfather as 
suggested in my original email. They 
understood that poor planning on the 
part of their school board should not 
affect currently registered families. I 
believe they are in the final years of 
bussing children from their original 
catchment area prior to their boundary 
changes. 

5). I am requesting  ALL the minutes 
from the Notre Dame/St. Patricks 
assessment. I recall items discussed in 
council meetings that should be available 
in the minutes which could have an 
impact on the current assessment. I 
believe the freedom of information act 
backs this request. Please forward them 
as soon as possible so I may have 
sufficient time to review and locate the 
items I believe should be recorded in the 
original minutes. 

6) I will let you know when I locate it 
in the minutes. Mr. Reitzel should have 
some recollection and idea of what I 
would be looking for. 

Looking forward to receiving the minutes 
as requested. Thank you, 

 
Good morning 
 
Could you please provide a total number  
for total complaints received from 
families registered at SJPII due to over 
population of the school.  
Do you record such statistics? 
Please advise  
 
Thank you 
 

other would attend different schools 
which would be extremely difficult 
from a bussing perspective. 
 
5) There are personnel on this 
review who worked on the Notre 
Dame and St. Patrick 
accommodation reviews. 
 
6) Is there anything specific you 
are looking for in the meeting 
minutes? Please let me know if I 
can help you any further. 
 
 
Dear Ms. X, 
 
We do not have information about 
over population inquiries.  
 
At this time, we are not considering 
removing Owl from SJP2. All of 
your comments and suggestions 
will be shared with and reviewed by 
the boundary review committee.  
 
For all of the minutes, please 
contact Sandra Vieira (Privacy and 
Information Management Officer) at 
Sandra.Vieira@wcdsb.ca or 519-
578-3660 ext.2381. 
 
Thanks. 
 

mailto:Sandra.Vieira@wcdsb.ca
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Nov. 10 
 

 
My son attends St John Paul II he is in 
JK. I am getting concerned as I don't 
fully understand what is happening but 
continue to get emails on the boundary 
review. We live at 30 Eden Oak Trail. Is 
there a possibility my son will have to 
switch schools. 
 
I really hope not as he loves his school. 
Thank you in advance for helping me 
understand more about what is 
happening here. 
 
 

 
Good afternoon Sabrina, 
 
In response to your question about 
your son moving schools- currently 
the two proposed options according 
to the maps and sub groups in this 
presentation 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report
%20-%202015.10.19.pdf, show that 
you live in the Grand River sub-
group which means that you would 
not have to change schools. 
However, please be informed that 
the two options presented in this 
report are not exclusive and are 
subject to change based on the 
upcoming meetings and 
subsequent decisions. 
 
I have added your contact 
information to the email list for you 
to keep informed about this 
boundary review. 
 
Thanks. 
 

Nov. 10 Hello : 
 
How are you? 
 
I was hoping that you could share this 
information with the Trustees and 
committee selected to deal with the 
SJPII decision. 
 
Concerns by parents/students: 
 
Sending students to a different school 
especially families that were asked to 
wait/move with Notre Dame closure (we 
were one of many affected families). If a 
decision to move is made - this would 

Dear Joe and Barb, 
 
Thank-you for your email. We will 
ensure that the Trustees and the 
BRC are made aware of your 
concerns and the recommended 
solutions you have put forth. Please 
visit this website for meeting dates 
and times. 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/index.html 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
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represent the second move for the 
families; 
 
Splitting a subdivision (Idlewood) in 
order to set a new boundary - this 
effectively splits a community. 
 
Going to St. Daniel's which already has 
capacity and gym usage issues (shared 
with the Stanley Park Community 
Centre). 
 
Non Issues/Items: 
 
A smaller playground is not considered 
an issue for the students or parents. If 
the students had to decide on a smaller 
playground or move. - they would elect 
a smaller playground. 
 
A. Maintain current boundary to include 

the Idlewood subdivision. 
 

B. Short term solution - add more 
portables, shrink the existing 
playground and use City of Kitchener 
property in back part of the adjoining 
land to accommodate student play 
time; 

C. Longer term solution - build a two 
storey addition where the current 
portables are located. 

D. Longer term solution - send excess 
capacity to new school in Breslau 
which is scheduled to open in 2 
years. 

 
We look forward to updates from the 
WCDSB and a schedule regarding 
upcoming meetings. I would like to thank 
you for forwarding this valued 
information to our elected Trustees. 
Concerned Parents / Idlewood Resident 
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Nov. 10 To whom it may concern, 
I am writing as a concerned parent of 
two young children whom attend St. 
John Paul. It has been brought to our 
attention as parents, that there is a 
consideration to move our children to St 
Daniels school due to overcrowding at 
SJPII. I am frustrated at the idea of 
uprooting my kids, as they have only 
begun to settle into their school 
environment finding friends and finally 
being assessed for learning delays. As 
two individuals who work for the board, 
whose commitment to teaching children 
is the number one goal, I'm confused as 
to why disrupting a child’s education is 
even an option. Studies have long told 
the story of what causes anxiety and 
children, and of those top causes, 
starting a new school weighs heavy on 
the list. If you look at the research 
conducted at Warwicks Mental Health 
hospital, the study proves this point. 
Not only is the board asking us to move 
children, but the safety concerns 
attached to walking from the Idlewood 
area to St. Daniels is ridiculous. There 
are main intersections along the route, 
not to mention the distance alone is one 
no young child should be expected to 
walk twice daily. 
As a family, we moved to the Idlewood 
area because of the school our young 
children would be attending, only to find 
out now that because of the building up 
of the newer area around the school, our 
children are to be displaced. 
My husband and I are from different 
faiths, we discussed at length the pros of 
bring our family up in the Catholic faith 
and although he may not have seen eye 
to eye with me on many points he 
couldn’t argue that SJPII was the best 
school for our kids to attend. I’m at a loss 
as to what to tell him now. I believed 

Dear Ms .   
 
Thank-you for your comments 
regarding the Saint John Paul II 
Boundary Review. Would you like 
your contact information to be 
added to the distribution list for this 
review? Please also feel free to 
access the meeting dates and times 
at this link where you can voice 
your concerns.  
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/index.html as well as other 
background information about this 
review. 
 
Thank-you. 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
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moving to this neighbourhood and 
attending our school was the best choice 
for the family, now, to see we can be 
dismissed by the board so easily and 
shuffled off to another school, Im left 
disheartened. 
Sincerely, 
A concerned parent, 
 

Nov. 12 Wendy, 
 
Thank you for the taking the time to 
reply.  I don’t feel as though my 
questions were answered completely, 
but myself and my wife will continue to 
stay involved along with the other 
families becoming better informed. 
 
I will pass along some additional 
concerns / questions to the trustees 
group.  These additional 
comments/requests for information 
include: 
 

- A thorough explanation on why all 
area in the adjacent lands 
(greenfield/playground) is 
unusable for SJPII and why that 
restriction must remain 
indefinitely; 

- Can portables be added to the 
end of the existing ‘rows’ to add 2, 
and then a set of 3 where the 
‘flag’ is on Slide 5? 

- Has SJPII worked with OWL on 
any of this, or is that considered a 
completely separate 
issue.  Obviously we will not be 
able to use OWL if moved from 
the school. 

- My understanding from talking 
with a Public School trustee is that 
portables are included with new 
schools because young families 
(such as ours) tend to move to 

Good afternoon,  
 
Please see my answers to your 
questions below in red. 
 
Thank-you 
 

- Are you referring to the 
adjacent park? The red line 
on the air photo is our 
property line. It is my 
understanding that SJP2 
does use the adjacent 
parkland. However, we do 
not have a formal agreement 
with the City to do so.  

- The next portable has to be 
set back at least 12m from 
the existing group of 6. 
Therefore, 2 additional 
portables cannot be added 
to the existing rows. A set of 
3 certainly could be added 
where the flag is showing. 
However, we believe that 
would negatively impact 
students because it would 
drastically reduce 
playground space. 

- We have not had any 
specific discussions but Owl 
is aware of the boundary 
review.  

- Yes, that is true. The timing 
of the enrolment peak varies 
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these areas initially, and as 
children get older and move on, 
enrollment typically reduces from 
these initial peaks…is that the 
case?  I’m mainly just curious on 
this point and not claiming to 
understand all the nuances of a 
new school. 

 
We will continue to stay actively involved 
to do everything possible to find an 
alternative solution to our son moving 
schools. 
 
Thanks again, 
 
 

significantly from school to 
school.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Nov. 15 All, 
 I’m sure you have all received many 
emails in the past few days (some from 
us) regarding the proposed Boundary 
realignment.  I would like to add our 
families concerns/issues/comments to 
the matter for your consideration.  In 
short, our son is now in SK at SJPII and 
our daughter is starting shortly.  Both our 
kids are in the attached OWL daycare.   
 Upon moving to Kitchener in 2011, one 
of the most important considerations in 
buying our home was what school and 
daycare our kids would attend.  Based 
on our current Idlewood location and the 
fact that we are Catholic, SJPII offered 
our family the ideal place to have our 
kids attend.  We put our son on a wait list 
for one year (across town) just so he 
could eventually get into SJPII OWL and 
then his sister could after.  We now have 
our family set up for daycare and school, 
as X (SK) has finally adjusted well to 
starting school and has established 
friends in many classes, as kids that 
aren’t in his class are neighbors. 
We receive multiple weekly emails from 
the WCDSB and were very surprised 
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that one of these emails included the 
report on boundary realignment (Nov. 
5th).  Like all families we have talked to 
so far, we were informed by friends first, 
and most of those friends were informed 
by their kids.  This starts off the entire 
process in a bad light, and implies it was 
not well thought out and that the 
potential impact to families was 
underestimated. 
Based on the limited reports we have 
received and had access to, it looks as 
though SJPII is not capable of handling 
more portables as it would affect the 
area of the sports field.  This is a tough 
reason for us to understand as the 
alternative disruption to our kids is far 
greater than them being able to run 
around on a slightly reduced plot of 
poorly kept sports field.  The reports use 
this reason alone for dismissing the 
option of more portables at SJPII.  It 
appears that no effort has been made to 
try and make it work at SJPII first.  My 
past questions on this issue have not 
been addressed. 
In our opinion the focus should be on all 
other options first…including expanding 
SJPII, adding portables and what that 
would look like, exploring permission to 
use some the large adjacent field and 
playground, grandfathering in new home 
buyers to St. Daniels, etc.  Our home 
values are also linked in part to the 
school districts they reside in. 
I understand that when a new school is 
built, portables are normally built to 
account for the influx (new home buyers) 
of young families.  As these kids get 
older, the enrollment naturally goes 
down and portables are either kept 
(likely) or removed (not at SJPII I’d 
guess).  That is my understanding and 
perhaps I am wrong. 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public Comments and Planning Department 
Responses  November 4 to December 7, 2015 
 
 

15 
 

 In summary the most important thing for 
us is to look out for the well-being of our 
kids, and for X and X to continue to 
thrive in a stable familiar environment. 
 I look forward to hearing more on this 
issue and will stay involved as much as 
possible. 
 Thank you for your time. 
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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Dec 9 Hello, 

Hi Wendy, 
I have read over the public comments 
and questions in the email forwarded to 
those on the distribution list. I can 
empathize and relate to the concerns, 
questions and suggestions reported as I 
too am a parent of affected children in 
the Idlewood subdivision.  
I am concerned that my children may 
move to another overcrowded school. I 
am concerned my children may remain 
in an overcrowded school! My children's 
number one complaint about SJPII is the 
lack of play space. But my greatest 
concern is classroom sizes. I understand 
that enrollment is not always predictable, 
but surely class size has been 
considered in the proposal. Are there 
any projections in regard to this? What 
will class sizes look like at both schools 
(St. Dan's if the boundary change 
occurs, SJPII with either scenario)? 
I'm assuming students would be bussed 
to St. Dan's?  I don't want my kids to be 
uprooted either but I want to have a clear 
understanding of all the pros and cons. 
Thanks. 
 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank-you for your email inquiry. 
Regarding class sizes for both 
schools under both scenarios being 
presented in the Boundary Review, 
please refer to the projections on 
pages 5, 6 and 8 of this report 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report
%20-%202015.10.19.pdf which 
show the overall student totals. 
Regarding individual class sizes, 
the Ministry of Education has 
specific bench marks for average 
class sizes which are the following: 
 
Class sizes are based on pupil to 
teacher ratios and depend on 
grade.  
JK/SK – 26 students average 
board-wide, maximum of 29 
Gr.1-Gr.3 – 20 students max (10% 
of classes board-wide are allowed 
to go up to 23) 
Gr.4-Gr.8 – 25 students average 
board-wide 
 
Hopefully this answers your 
questions. 
 
Thank-you. 
 

 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Jan 04 I am a concerned parent of two children that 

attend SJPII. 
My concerns are regarding the proposed 
boundary change to either Idlewood/Chicopee. 
 
I understand that the goal of this review is to 
reduce the pressure at Saint John Paul II 
Catholic Elementary School. 
I hope at the same time the goal is to look at all 
of the children and what the effects this move 
would have on them social, mentally and 
academically. 
Studies have proved that moving children from 
one school to another is just as devastating as 
parents divorcing. 
This all would effect our children in their 
education and socially. i.e. anxiety, depression, 
low self esteem and bullying.  
 
The outgoing child may not participate any 
longer and grades can go down. 
The child with existing anxiety may go into a 
depression. 
The emotional impact is not only with the 
children moving it is with the children 
staying.  Relationships have been made with 
families, teachers and the school community. 
 
Why are portables not being considered at 
SJPII?  This should be an option. 
Yes I do understand that the yard is not very 
large but I do feel that there is room at the side 
of the Owl Daycare for portables. 
Possible solution, portables and different recess 
times for different age groups.  
Adding 2 more portables for a short term 
solution instead of disrupting 100 children and 
their families. 
 
If the boundary change occurs will the children 
of SJPII be grandfathered?  All new people 
moving into the area to go to St. Daniels.  A 
public school in this area has previously done 
this.  Families that moved into a nearby area 
earlier were able to attend the school and if 
siblings were not enrolled yet, they were allowed 
to attend the same school, therefore not 
separating siblings.  All others that moved into 

Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Regarding the number of portables, 
there is an illustration of the SJP2 
site 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/School-Council-
Presentation-November-
2015.pdf(slide 5)  and where the 
next grouping of portables have to 
go. The next portable must be 
placed at least 12m away from the 
school building and the existing 
grouping of portables. This is a 
building code requirement. The 
dashed black line on the slide 
depicts this distance. As a result, 
any additional portables beyond 6 
must be located on the existing 
playfields which further reduces 
playing space for students. 
 
WCDSB tries to avoid moving 
students twice, whenever possible.  
 
Changing boundaries is not 
something we enter into lightly and 
we would not be contemplating this 
boundary change if there weren’t 
urgent needs. Grand-parenting 
students will be discussed as part of 
the implementation phase of the 
review.  
 
Increasing enrolment at SJP2 will 
add pressures to the facility and site 
and would not be beneficial for the 
students.  St. Daniel school has the 
ability to better accommodate 
additional portables, and all children 
at St. Daniel school would still 
receive weekly gym time if the 
population grew.  
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the area after a certain date went to a different 
school.   Will this be a consideration for SJPII? 
If not all, will any? (grade 7&8 and their 
siblings)    
Will they still be bussed if grandfathered? 
 
THE CHILDREN OF IDLEWOOD/CHICOPEE 
HAVE ALREADY BEEN MOVED.  Is it not in the 
mandate not to move children more then once?  
 
Purchasing a home is the biggest investment a 
person does in their life. 
The first step in purchasing a home is the 
location. 
We of Idlewood/Chicopee have purchased our 
homes based on the location and the school that 
our children would be attending.  We all did this 
because our children would be attending SJPII. 
 
From the review in 2007/2008 it stated, In the 
Idlewood area it is anticipated there would be a 
strong desire for parents to send their children to 
Lackner Woods in preference to sending them 
to St. Daniels.  Lackner Woods is a newer 
school. 
Lackner Woods is rated #1 in the area.  People 
will gravitate to that rating. 
Sadly speaking to parents this is a big 
consideration.  I truly hope this isn’t the case. 
I hope we can keep our faith and school 
community strong. 
 
Right now a number of children of SJPII are not 
Catholics and are attending the school because 
of location. 
In the next 2 years there is a new public school 
opening (Fairway and Lackner) and a new 
catholic school opening(Breslau), therefore 
reducing the pressure from SJPII. 
Why is there such a push for 2016 when there is 
so much happening in the area that will change 
things.  Why not wait? 
 
Both schools are at capacity, which school can 
handle the extra students better?   
Does St. Daniels have bathrooms, gym time 
etc.  My understanding is that St. Daniels has 
one set of bathrooms, can the school take 
another 100 children, will the kids be loosing 
gym time?  Going from weekly to monthly? 

Thank-you once again for 
comments, and hopefully I have 
answered your questions. 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public comments and planning department 
responses December 16, 2015 to January 5, 2016  
 

3 
 

This would not be fair to the children of SJPII 
and the children of St. Daniels. 
Are we not just shifting the problem from one 
school to the other.  How is this helping the 
children? 
School times are different therefore affecting 
parents and schedules for work and 
babysitting.  Wait times for babysitting are unto 
a year. 
 
Why is this happening if people are not 
complaining?   
I hope the other option being presented is 
nothing to be done. 
 
SJPII has a strong supportive community 
bond.  I will be the first to admit coming from 
Nortre Dame I didn’t think this was possible 
here. I was shocked at the relationships and 
closeness my children and I feel to the students, 
teachers and parents.  As we were walking to 
the school the other day my youngest said 
“mommy you know everyone here” it is a school 
that is filled with a lot of support, love and 
respect for each other. 
 
I hope that the Board and Trustees find ways to 
keep our school community strong. 
 
Thank you 
 

Dec 18 Please forgive the long email - I have a lot on 
my mind after Wednesday night's meeting. 
  
I would like to begin by thanking you for your 
time and energy at the meeting at SJPII. As I am 
sure you are aware, there is a great deal of 
anxiety among parents and students and I would 
like to take a moment to discuss my own 
thoughts and feelings.  
  
I feel utterly and totally helpless. Like many 
parents, my wife and I chose our neighborhood 
based, at least in part, because of the school. 
We purposefully chose our home thinking that 
all four of our children would attend just one 
elementary school - SJPII. My wife attended 
many elementary schools as a child and she did 
not treasure the experience of moving into new 
schools. We moved before our oldest child 

Thank-you for your email, it will be 
shared with the committee members 
and trustees.  
 
As was presented in the first 
Boundary Review Committee 
meeting, the enrolment projections 
are based on various moving 
targets. Although we attempt to 
ensure accuracy, there are factors 
that are not conducive to definitive 
determination, such as human 
behaviour. 
 
You are correct in that the new 
WRDSB school at the corner of 
Fairway and Lackner is slated to 
open in September 2017. Although 
there is a potential for WCDSB to 
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started school so they would have the 
experience of going to just one elementary 
school.  
  
Now, three of our children attend SJPII and our 
fourth is about to start in September and we are 
being told that we might be moved based on 
errors in projections. Now, forgive me for being 
glib here, the projections that were created 
when the school was built were clearly off, but 
we are being asked to trust in the new 
projections nonetheless. Even though we were 
told of at the meeting that the projections are 
merely a "best guess" based on a certain data. 
Many define insanity as doing the same thing 
over and over and expecting a different result - 
that sort of feels like what we are doing here. If 
the last projections were so badly misjudged, 
why should we have faith in these new ones? 
  
As we know, the new public school opening at 
the corner of Fairway and Lackner will surely 
affect the population at SJPII for a number of 
reasons, bussing, geography, faith, convenience 
for both parent and child to name just a few. 
Doesn't it make sense to at least let this new 
school open before we make a decision that is 
going to dislocate a neighborhood and cause 
anxiety among both students and parents? What 
I heard from Mr. Eckert at the meeting, was that 
SJPII was coping with the high numbers and 
even had a little wiggle room in terms of 
resources (the gym, bathrooms, play space, 
etc.). The first room that we went into during the 
tour was used as a classroom during the 2nd 
floor renovations - actually it was my oldest 
daughter's classroom that year. I know Mr. 
Eckert spoke of converting the room into a 
teacher resource room, but surely we could hold 
off for a year or so and use it as a classroom 
until we see how the new school alters things. It 
seems to me that an April deadline is a little 
hasty with such a factor (the new public school) 
in the near future. If the proposal is to go to St. 
Daniel's and "make do" - couldn't we "make do" 
at SJPII with some small modifications and see 
what happens when the new school opens? I 
phoned the planning department at the 
WRDSB Thursday morning to get some 
information on the new school. They are 

lose students, this is not the reason 
for conducting this review. In 
addition, we are unsure how many 
students we may lose to the public 
board, if we even lose any. If the 
WCDSB waits until the new school 
opens, this will be putting off the 
issue that SJPII is overcrowded and 
the enrollment pressure at SJPII is 
expected to further increase- 
detrimentally affecting the students. 
 
Although parking is one of the 
issues, there are a host of other 
reasons that the current conditions 
are not optimal at SJPII, the primary 
one being the well-being of the 
students who are subject to the 
over-crowded conditions. 
 
The Planning Department does not 
take the task of shifting boundaries 
lightly. Our children are our most 
precious resource, and we 
understand that their well-being is to 
be put above all else. 
 
Thank-you for your questions and 
comments. Please do not hesitate to 
contact us at any time during the 
Review. 
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quite sure the doors will open in Sept. 2017 as 
many of the zoning issues have been dealt with 
and fewer stumbling blocks remain for 
construction to begin. It doesn't seem like a long 
time to wait to get some valuable data in the 
projections - it seems by the end of October 
2017 - we might have a clear picture of how the 
new school will effect SJPII's numbers.  
  
At times of high anxiety, rumors are always 
flying around. One of the rumors is that the 
timing of this boundary review and haste to 
make a decision is because of a fear of losing 
students to the new public school. Please ease 
my mind and tell me that this is not the case. As 
was mentioned on Wednesday evening, a high 
percentage of parents in the neighborhood are 
clearly choosing Catholic education for their 
children. It would be awful if we were being 
played, pardon the analogy, like pawns in a 
political game where the board was worried 
about retention numbers and not the well being 
families who have already shown commitment to 
Catholic Schools. 
  
Please understand, I know that we live in a real 
word where dollars and cents matter. But I don't 
feel that every option has been looked at with 
idea of trying to keep the SJPII community 
together, which, in my opinion should be Option 
1. It felt at the meeting that the two options 
pitched were simply the easiest options and 
nothing else really being considered. There 
have to be creative and innovative ways to deal 
with the challenges presented. I feel like some 
time needs to be dedicated to finding that option 
as it feels like moving students is simply the 
easiest option. Again, I know we live in a real 
world, but it is difficult to look your grade 3, 
grade 1 and JK children in the eye and say, "you 
have to move schools because there isn't 
enough parking."  
  
 
I have many other points I would like to bring up 
- but in respect for your time I will end with this - 
the term high yield was used at the meeting and 
I thought immediately about the irony of using 
such a term when we are referring to families 
and children and not dollars and cents. It feels 
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like me children are being thought of as a 
commodity and not people. One cannot expect 
to simply shift people as if they were ticks on a 
ledger and think that it is okay.  
  
I look forward to hearing your thoughts in the 
near future. 
  
I wish you all a Merry Christmas, 
 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 6 

I am writing this evening to let you know my 
feelings in regard to the proposed boundary 
changes for our school. 
 
I have spent a few days thinking, grumping, 
speaking with other parents, grumping some 
more, and ultimately trying to find some 
alternate solution to this issue. 
 
First, let me say, the children of the school 
community know, and they ARE talking, and 
worrying, and crying. The younger they are, the 
more emotion (from the ones I have spoken 
with). Their concept of not until next year is 
clouded, and they fear this change as if it will be 
tomorrow, not next September. 
 
Now, to air some of my grumpies ... 
The school board had to have known, before the 
school was even built that over population was 
going to be an issue, so why did they make the 
boundaries so large in an area with so much 
development potential in the immediate area? 
Why, as was proposed during the Accomodation 
meetings for school closures to be able to build 
SJPll, was the Chicopee Area (area C for this 
Accomodation process) not sent to St. Anne's or 
St. Aloysius? 
Why, when looking at the current Accomodation 
process walking web map, were those in the St.  
Daniel walking web from the area around Old 
Chicopee Drive from Holborne down to 
Roehampton/Huntington not sent to St. Daniels?
Why, in the suggested new boundary area are 
Roehmapton/Huntington still included in the 
SJPll boundary, when they could walk to St. 
Daniels according to their own maps? 
 
I have plenty of alternate suggestions for the 
over population issue, some more feasible than 
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others but do not have the full knowledge of 
agreements and contracts to know if they would 
truly be feasible. 
 
I am hoping that the Accomodation committee, 
which still has Mr. Reitzel, a member from the 
last Accomodation committee for school 
closures, can look back upon the meeting 
minutes, and recall that we were told ldlewood 
boundaries were guaranteed, and would be a 
non-issue if they needed to revisit boundary 
changes in the future. Our area had already 
experienced the upheaval of Notre Dame 
closing its doors. 
Every other school got to keep their grade 8 
graduating class together, they Grandfathered 
them in. Even St Patrick graduates were kept 
together by all being sent to St. Daniels. 
No provision could be made for Notre Dame 
graduates. They were divided between St 
Anne's, St. Daniels, Canadian Martyrs and 
SJPll. 
 
I think that is my main point of contention. The 
school board had already disregarded our 
children, and now, a few years later, are 
proposing to do it again!! 
 
My mind is overflowing with possible alternate 
solutions, with no current families needing to be 
moved away from our SJPll community. No 
division of friends, and families, no need to pit 
one community against another while we are all 
part of the same school community.  SO MANY 
possible alternate solutions to put an end to this 
before it grows into something big and ugly. 
  
I would like to ask, could the school itself (not 
the school board, but just our school) please 
offer a meeting for all parents who are interested 
to come together for one evening (sooner rather 
than later- perhaps even in this coming week) to 
share ideas for alternate solutions? 
Not to grump and moan and complain, but to 
brainstorm and develop a REAL alternative that 
we, as a school community, could present to the 
Accomodation committee and/or the school 
board? 
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Also, if it could be suggested that we actually 
have 3 parents to sit on the committee, one from 
each of the areas A, B and C so all families can 
believe they are being fairly represented at the 
meetings. Even though the forms ask you to 
check off that you can be impartial, let's face it, 
no one can be completely impartial when 
discussing items that could directly, or even 
indirectly affect their own children. Asking for 
only 2 parents is bound to bring forth animosity 
at some point in the process. We may be a 
Catholic community, but we are all still human. 
 
Please seriously consider my request for a 
general meeting for parents to be held next 
week, and let me know your ideas on this 
request. 
 
Facebook groups for the various areas have 
already popped up, it will be easy to spread the 
word to those parents that have already unified 
(separately of course, the lines have been 
literally drawn and presented) to find a solution. 
It would be so much better to work as ONE 
cohesive community instead of 3 communities 
pitted against each other.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 7 

I am going to apologize in advance for the long 
email - brevity has never been my strength. 
 
The proposed boundary review and changes 
have troubled Jessica and a great deal and I am 
writing to you today to tell you of our displeasure 
and anxiety. 
 
Like many people, the house we purchased a 
few years ago was chosen with our children's 
future in mind. We moved to this location before 
our oldest daughter, Mia, was to start school 
because we wanted her to have the experience 
of going to one school (an experience that I was 
lucky enough to have but Jessica was not). We 
felt and continue to feel that, staying in one 
school for all of elementary school is helpful in 
creating and maintaining a sense of community 
and a sense of stability. 
  
Over the years, we have sent two more children 
to SJPII,Gracie and Aubry, and should be 
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sending our fourth, Bella, in September. We 
have taught our children to be proud of the 
school they go to and to value every day at 
school. SJPII has become a large part of our 
household and is more than just a school for us. 
As I went to interviews on Thursday, I was 
greeted by past teachers of my children, staff 
who recognized me from school functions and 
other parents who I have met over the years.  In 
short, I felt at home. And now, with looming 
boundary changes, that sense of home has 
been replaced by helplessness. I have taught 
and modeled to my children that you need to 
invest in your school and community to truly be 
a part of it, But, how do you teach your kids to 
invest in their community when they are moved 
because they live on the wrong side of the 
street? Why invest in any school if you are at the 
whims of projections and boundary changes? 
Another incorrect projection could mean another 
move - correct? I know you might say, "Another 
school change wouldn't happen in this 
neighborhood". I am sure the parents of the 
students who moved from Notre Dame to SJPII 
felt they were safe from further disruptions and 
movement as well. 
 
Please know Rod, I am not writing this just for 
the benefit of my own kids. I don't feel that the 
students from any neighborhood should be 
subject to moving schools. I honestly believe 
that if you moved to a neighborhood within a 
school's boundaries, you should have access to 
that school until your kids are done. If the board 
or school feels that they need to work around 
over-population, they need to know that there is 
no overnight solution. There needs to be 
accommodations for the families already living 
within the current boundaries of the school. I 
have looked at the projections as sent out by the 
board, what happens to the projections if people 
moving to Idlewood or Grand River after 
September 2016 are told they are in the St. 
Daniel's boundary? Might be interesting to see 
how the numbers come out. 
 
I would also like to make clear that I don't think 
St. Daniel's is a bad school. , as you well know, 
spend a lot of my working life dedicated to the 
transitions that grade 8 students make to grade 
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9. (I send this email intentionally from my 
WCDSB account because I think it is significant 
that I have insider knowledge of St. Daniel's.) I 
have spent a lot of time with St. Daniel's 
graduates and spent some time in the school 
itself. I think it is a fine school. It is not the 
school, however, that I chose to send my kids 
to, I chose to send them to SJPII, and that 
brings me to my closing. 
 
As a parent, all we can do is make the choices 
that we feel are the best ones for our children. 
You have to assume that the parents that 
currently fall within the SJPII boundaries made 
the choice to live here, at least in part, to send 
them to SJPII. To take that fundamental parental 
choice away from parents is damaging to the 
relationship between parent and school board. I 
once had a principal tell me that, "like any 
business, schools are selling something to the 
public - what we are selling is trust. The 
community needs to trust us or we are in big 
trouble". I feel like a decision to send a 
neighborhood of the school to another school 
because of an error in projections that the board 
made will do irrevocable damage to the 
relationship between the board and parents. 
  
I really don't know Rod, what impact, if any, you 
have in the final decision. But I wanted to let you 
know my thoughts and, if you think it is worthy, 
please send this along to others in the decision 
making process. Please cc me if you do send it 
along. I would love to the chance to speak with 
anybody regarding this process.  
 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 9 

I hope and trust this shall find you well.   I have 
had several people come up to me to discuss 
their displeasure at the school boundaries email 
that they have received.   I must say I am very 
concerned as well.   I am sincerely hoping that 
my twins Ryan and Grace can finish their grade 
eight year at Saint John Paul II. 
 
Having the students move to a third school that 
live in this immediate area is not a good thing. 
 
I am asking that the grandfather clause be in 
effect for those currently at your school and that 
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all new registrations be forwarded to the 'new' 
school. 
 
Yes, I do see your school becoming larger and 
larger but their are other means of resolving this. 
For the 100 or so students in ldlewood I am 
asking you to reconsider. 
 
I thought about phoning you and thought better 
of it as you will probably be busy with parents 
phoning you this week.  When you do get a 
moment can you please let me know your 
thoughts and/or recommendations? 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 9 

I received an email at home last week that there 
will be a boundary review done for Saint John 
Paul II School. My daughter came home from 
school and also advised me that this was going 
to be taking place and she was quite upset, in 
tears, at the possibility of having to change 
schools in September 2016. 
 
We live at 31 Templeton Drive in the Idlewood - 
Sub-Area B. We have lived at this address since 
2000. My son started SK in September of 2006 
at Notre Dame. As a result of the East Kitchener 
Accommodation Review, the decision was made 
to close Notre Dame and accordingly, our son 
was forced to change schools. In 2010 he 
started Grade 4 at Pope John Paul II School. 
 
In September of 2009, my daughter was eligible 
to start JK. Parents of children starting JK were 
given the option of having their children start JK 
at the school they would be attending in 2010. I 
did not have this option for my daughter as Pope 
John Paul II School was not operational. I felt I 
had no other option but to keep her home that 
year. I did not want her first year of school to be 
at a school that was intended to close and then 
have her experience more disruption in her early 
school years by having her start a new school 
again in SK. 
 
My son has graduated to Grade 9 this year but 
my daughter still attends Saint John Paul II 
School. She is currently in Grade 5.If a decision 
is made to alter the school boundary to exclude 
Idlewood, my daughter will be forced to start a 
new school for Grades 6, 7 and 8. Important 
school years in a young girl's life. 
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We, the Idlewood area, have already 
experienced a boundary change and the family 
disruption that comes with such a change. We 
do not want to experience another! 
 
My daughter Meghan, loves her school and 
cannot even imagine being forced to attend a 
new school. As mentioned, she was already in 
tears at the mention of the boundary review and 
possibility of having to attend another school. 
There is no valid reason to ask existing 
students, especially students and their families 
in the Idlewood area, to go through another 
disruption and change schools again! 
 
Meghan and our family want her to graduate 
Grade 8 from the same school in which she 
started. The school her brother graduated from. 
She has seen her brother move through the 
Grades at Saint John Paul II and she looks 
forward to doing the same. 
 
I realize that this is still early in the process and 
no decisions have been made, however, the 
initial staff report appears to favour Option 1 - 
Move Idlewood to St. Daniel, given there will be 
less students and fewer portables needed in the 
future. 
 
Although it is early in the review, our family 
thought it was the appropriate time to advise 
that Option 1 is not an option for the children 
and families that live in the Idlewood B Sub-Area 
and for those children who currently attend Saint 
John Paul II. 
 
I have requested on your website that my email 
address be added for updates on the boundary 
review. 
 
I appreciate your time and hope that you 
consider my comments and the comments of 
other families in the Idlewood Sub-Area as 
options/decisions are considered through this 
boundary review process. 
As the process progresses, I will definitely be 
participating and providing more input. Thank 
you. 
 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public comments and planning department 
responses December 16, 2015 to January 5, 2016  
 

13 
 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 9 

I am writing to express my opposition to the 
proposed boundary changes for St. John Paul II 
CES. While I understand that a solution needs 
to be arrived at to alleviate the enrollment 
pressure, I do not believe that the proposed 
changes are in the best interest of the students, 
nor do I believe it will provide more than a band 
aid solution. The problem is really in the method 
by which these schools are designed and built, 
and now it is the families that pay the price of 
poor planning practices. 
 
I am frustrated that the school community we 
have worked so hard to build is at risk of being 
broken. Many of the families affected have 
already been through the upheaval of relocation 
and school closure, and now you are asking 
them to uproot once again. This is not only 
unfair but demonstrates at lack of compassion 
for these families and a disregard for the ideals 
you claim to stand for. 
 
Equally frustrating is the inability of an intelligent 
group of individuals to present a creative 
solution that will deal not only with the current 
problem, but also addresses the future 
population growth in this area. Surely, you can 
do better. It is time to show that our faith and 
trust in your capabilities was not misplaced, and 
time to put the kids first. 
 

 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal  
Nov 9 

My wife and I have recently been made aware of 
upcoming boundary alterations to the SJP II 
boundary area. As is the case with many other 
parents in the ldlewood area, this is causing our 
family great concern.  Based on the fact that 
dates for public consultation etc. are not yet 
established, we assume that we are early in the 
process. That being said our family has a 
number of concerns: 
 
The way the boundary review process is being 
communicated is of concern to us.   My wife and 
I were informed about the potential boundary re-
alignment from a friend who directed us to one 
of many emails we receive from WCDSB 
Newswire.  I'm sure you can appreciate how 
busy family life is, and not all families have time 
to read each of these notifications.  Of all the 
families we have talked to since last Thursday 
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evening (November 5th email), which is 
approximately 5 families, all heard from other 
parents. In my line of work as a Professional 
Engineer, this method of communication would 
not be acceptable.  It is now up to all parents to 
inform each other?  And then form groups to 
make sure concerns are addressed? 
The reasons for realignment of the boundary, 
based on the report, seem to be based on the 
fact that SJP II does not want to add portables 
which would reduce the sports field size? I 
cannot see how this same impact would not be 
felt at the smaller yard (based on google maps) 
of St. Daniel's. Again, the impact to families in 
our area and disruption to our kids development 
is significant and based on the information we 
have been provided, it does not appear that all 
options (including what would happen if no 
boundary alignment change occurred) have 
been accounted for. 
Our family moved to the area in October 2011. 
Prior to purchasing our house in ldlewood, one 
of the most critical considerations was childcare 
and schools for our two kids. The value of our 
home was absolutely linked to the school and 
daycare available. We enrolled Colton in an Owl 
Daycare on the other side of Kitchener for one 
year while he waited for a spot at Owl in SJP II. 
This has now allowed our second child to get a 
spot there also.  Should our area be moved, we 
will be forced to find alternate care for both of 
our kids. 
Given the circumstances should the boundary 
realignment for ldlewood go through, our family 
will unfortunately be forced to consider enrolling 
in Lackner Woods.  Its proximity to our location 
and historical reviews indicate it may be a 
preferable option for us at this time. To get to St. 
Daniels they would be forced to use trails behind 
the shopping centre and cross River Road. 
Our son is now firmly established in his second 
year of school.  As with many JK and SK's the 
adjustment at starting school at such a young 
age is extremely stressful.  Colton started school 
at 3 1/2, given his late birthday.  He now loves 
his school, teacher, and many friends, and 
Penny will be starting very soon.  It is our job as 
parents to look out for our children and give 
them every chance to excel and be happy.  
Having Colton start all over again next year in a 
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new school cannot be beneficial to him in 
anyway. I would prefer he stay where he is 
established even with a reduced size sports 
field. 
 
I hope that our comments are taken into 
consideration. I also hope sincerely that more of 
an effort to actively engage the affected families 
is taken prior to any more progress on this 
issue. Based on a recently established facebook 
page, too many are just finding out about this. 
 
We have also sent two previous emails to 
Wendy de Gomez. 
 
Thank you all for your time, 
 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 9 

This email is to share my views on why 
Idlewood Group A shouldn't be the solution to 
the overcrowding at SJPII. 
I have 3 kids that are students at SJPII, one will 
be leaving next year for St. Mary's. When we 
moved from Holy Family (in New Hamburg) into 
the area, we knew that this area had already 
been part of a boundary review when Notre 
Dame was slated to close. I understand that at 
that time, there was a lot of movement of kids to 
3 different schools, some having to go as far as 
St. Anne's. Knowing that a boundary review had 
been done, that the school board and trustees 
had created boundaries that would be the best 
fit for the future of all students involved, we 
decided to move into the area with confidence 
that our kids would start and finish at SJPII. 
Some of my concerns about the proposed 
boundary review are as  follows: 
*Most boundary reviews take a couple of years 
to figure out. Why is this being decided in 6 
months?  Why the rush? Have you really 
thought out the best options? 
* There are students that are allowed at SJPII 
who live outside of the current boundary - why? 
How many students are there? That is a start to 
lowering enrollment since the school is 
populated enough that there shouldn't be 
exceptions made. 
*With a public school being built in the area, 
have you considered just how many students 
SJPII will lose to the new school?  Is it worth the 
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aggravation/anxiety/stress to the students that 
will be affected? 
* How many students that currently go to SJPII 
aren't practising Catholics (one of the parents 
was baptized so the child is eligible to attend). 
To further make my point, how many students 
are not receiving the Sacraments due to not 
practising Catholicism? My children have 
mentioned just how many students do not take 
communion during a Mass (arms crossed while 
walking up to the priest - and these aren't pre-
First Communion students). My children should 
not be pushed out of a school that they attend 
because it's convenient f or others to enroll in, 
until a better option opens up. That should be 
the other way around.  Maybe it's time to 
change some rules. 
 * The Waterloo Catholic School Board 's vision 
is: "Our Catholic Schools: heart of the 
community -- success for each, a place for all" 
Talk about heart of the community - The 
community that attends SJPII is wonderful! My 
children go to school with our friends' children - 
people that my wife and I went to high school 
with. There is truly a unique community at SJPII. 
My children's younger cousin goes to the 
school. Do you know just how much happiness it 
brings her as well as my own children, seeing 
each other before/during/after school each day?  
The next youngest cousin will be starting in 
September. He already enjoys seeing my 
children before and after school when dropping 
off /picking up his sister. Why ruin this family 
connection? What a place for all! 
The other part of the board's vision is success 
for each. 
If my children are made to move schools, I don't 
believe that they will be as successful as they 
are right now. You see, my daughter gets so 
anxious at the start of each school year, that she 
doesn't want to go. Now, you may think that all 
students f eel this that first week of September. 
My daughter loves SJPII, her friends, the clubs 
and sports teams that she's involved in yet she 
gets soo anxious that she doesn't eat breakfast, 
she's emotional , and refuses to go to school. 
This is in a school that she loves. Can you 
imagine the stress that she will f eel if she is 
forced to go to another school?  Having to start 
as an intermediate (gr.7) with a small group of 
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grade 7's that she would be acquainted with (but 
no really good friends from Idlewood) would be 
terrifying! I know that our school board would not 
want to add any unnecessary anxiety to my 
children since the board has mandated that they 
are dedicated to the well-being of all students 
and parents, with regards to mental health and 
well ness. 
My son would also be starting the 5th grade with 
a couple of good friends from Idlewood. 
Although you have outlined our area to be the 
magic number that will solve the problem, in the 
bigger picture, you are alienating these students 
and forcing them to be outcasts at another 
school. It would take a couple of years for these 
students to feel like they belong. You have 
chosen an area based on the convenience of 
the number of students that live there without 
taking into account that these are little people 
with real feelings, who feel safe where they are 
and have relationships with other students/staff 
members in the school. Their vision is being 
successful at SJPII, where they already belong 
and have a place to learn. 
 *The boundaries that are in place now, are 
they/can they not be grandfathered? It is not 
feasible that you would move students from 
such a small area to another school again. The 
numbers that the school board projected when 
SJPII was being planned certainly were off, yet 
you needed the students from Idlewood to 
populate the school, otherwise the boundary 
would have been different from when the school 
first opened. As an option moving forward, any 
students that move into the Idlewood area could 
be directed to St.Daniel 's. 
*When SJPII was built, information was shared 
about there being an option to put portables on 
the roof as a third floor. Since it was in the 
plans, it must have been suggested that there 
may come a time when it would need to be 
implemented. Why is this not an option?  You 
are proposing that SJPII will need 2 portables - 
great - build up! Why would you want 8 
portables at St. Daniel's - can they effectively 
accommodate the extra students being it's an 
older building - without the exclusive use of the 
gym? More students would mean more 
availability required f or gym times. Right now 
the gym can only be used when programming 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public comments and planning department 
responses December 16, 2015 to January 5, 2016  
 

18 
 

isn't taking place through the community centre - 
there would be less gym time with the addition 
of more classes.  This isn't acceptable in today's 
era where children are not getting enough 
physical activity. 
*In terms of saving money (and perhaps putting 
it to use f or that 3rd floor?), I would be willing to 
give up my children's transportation rights, if it 
would mean that my children stay at the school. 
We all know that busing is always a major 
expense for any school. 
The fact of the matter is that the option that is 
being proposed isn't a good one for the families 
affected. I would like to see my children stay at 
the school because the reality is that all the 
students that are presently there have made that 
school what it is today. The enormous fund 
raising that is collected, the sports teams, 
extracurricular clubs and the Broadway 
programs are a testament to the wonderful 
students, staff and parent community of SJPII. It 
just doesn't make sense to take this all away 
from these children in order to make this 
problem look good on paper. 
 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 9 

> As a parent in the SJP community, I am 
writing to voice my concerns regarding the 
school boundary change. 
> My son started kindergarten this year. For the 
past three years, we have been looking for a 
house in the ldlewood area. We have family 
here, my husband and I grew up here, and we 
wish to raise our family here. Our prayers were 
answered when we finally found the house of 
our dreams in a neighbourhood with an 
excellent school. The school also happened to 
have a bus route that drops off at our daycare, 
where our youngest son spends his day and our 
older son has before and after school care. 
> There are many wonderful aspects to SJP that 
we have already had the privilege of 
experiencing, from the caring staff, to the 
wonderful students with whom my son has 
connected. To take us away from this 
community, after we specifically moved here for 
this school, would be devastating, and would 
prompt us to look for an alternative school, 
perhaps out of the Catholic board altogether. 
> So many families in our neighbourhood are 
frustrated with this decision. We want what is 
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best for our kids. To move them to a new school 
that is also already beyond capacity is not the 
solution to a planning problem. Closing two 
schools, and not anticipating growth in a new 
community was a poor planning on the board's 
behalf. 
I implore you to look for an alternative solution. 
One that will include keeping our kids at a 
school where they are Already established. . 
 
> Thank you for your consideration. 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 9 

I'm sure you have all received many emails in 
the past few days (some from us) regarding the 
proposed Boundary realignment.  I would like to 
add our families concerns/issues/comments to 
the matter for your consideration. In short, our 
son is now in SK at SJPll and our daughter is 
starting shortly.  Both our kids are in the 
attached OWL daycare. 
 
Upon moving to Kitchener in 2011, one of the 
most important considerations in buying our 
home was what school and daycare our kids 
would attend.  Based on our current ldlewood 
location and the fact that we are Catholic, SJPll 
offered our family the ideal place to have our 
kids attend. We put our son on a wait list for one 
year (across town) just so he could eventually 
get into SJPll OWL and then his sister could 
after.  We now have our family set up for 
daycare and school, as Colton (SK) has finally 
adjusted well to starting school and has 
established friends in many classes, as kids that 
aren't in his class are neighbors. 
 
We receive multiple weekly emails from the 
WCDSB and were very surprised that one of 
these emails included the report on boundary 
realignment (Nov. 5th). Like all families we have 
talked to so far, we were informed by friends 
first, and most of those friends were informed by 
their kids. This starts off the entire process in a 
bad light, and implies it was not well thought out 
and that the potential impact to families was 
underestimated. 
 
Based on the limited reports we have received 
and had access to, it looks as though SJPll is 
not capable of handling more portables as it 
would affect the area of the sports field. This is a 
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tough reason for us to understand as the 
alternative disruption to our kids is far greater 
than them being able to run around on a slightly 
reduced plot of poorly kept sports field.  The 
reports use this reason alone for dismissing the 
option of more portables at SJPll. It appears that 
no effort has been made to try and make it work 
at SJPll first. My past questions on this issue 
have not been addressed. 
 
In our opinion the focus should be on all other 
options first…including expanding SJPll, adding 
portables and what that would look like, 
exploring permission to use some the large 
adjacent field and playground, grandfathering in 
new home buyers to St. Daniels, etc. Our home 
values are also linked in part to the school 
districts they reside in. 
 
I understand that when a new school is built, 
portables are normally built to account for the 
influx (new home buyers) of young families.  As 
these kids get older, the enrollment naturally 
goes down and portables are either kept (likely) 
or removed (not at SJPll I'd guess). That is my 
understanding and perhaps I am wrong. 
 
In summary the most important thing for us is to 
look out for the well-being of our kids, and for 
Colton and Penny to continue to thrive in a 
stable familiar environment. 
 
I look forward to hearing more on this issue and 
will stay involved as much as possible. Thank 
you for your time. 
 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 10  

The purpose of my email to all of you is to voice 
my concern as a parent regarding the proposed 
boundary change at St. John Paul II. 
 
I don't agree the proposed plan is the best for 
the SJPll family, and believe it would not be of 
benefit to those families who have specifically 
bought houses, estates and new homes and did 
so in that area because they researched the 
school of choice as many of us concerned 
parents do regarding our children's education. 
 
We are now a part of a family, staff, students, 
parents, businesses, and local home owners. 
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Children thrive at their best when they are 
comfortable in their surroundings and teaching 
patterns. St. John Paul II is working hard, and 
together to resolve this issue and I hope 
whoever is responsible for the final decision has 
taken every single concern into consideration to 
the resolution of this matter. 
 
As a Family courtroom clerk/registrar I hear day 
in day out from Judges how important it is to 
keep consistency and routine for children, to 
avoid change in their education and keep them 
in a comfort zone to enhance their education, 
regardless of the logistics of adults and what 
adults think is best. I'm sure if we took the 
children's voices into account we would be 
hearing from them to keep them together, but as 
we all know children's opinions are never taken 
into consideration, it's left up to someone who 
sometimes doesn't have a clue about the needs 
of our future. 
 
St. John Paul II has land to expand to 
accommodate the growing community, let's 
enhance the school riot diminish it for all it's 
worth by splitting the family we are. 
 

Sent to 
SJPII 
Principal 
Nov 10 

I am writing to you as a concern parent. My 
name is Claudia Hennige and my son is Owen 
Hennige. He is in grade three with Ms. Schmidt. 
We moved in to the ldlewood just six months 
ago. He attended SJPll in May of 2015 for two 
months. One of the biggest reason we moved to 
this area was because of SJPll, its rating and 
the small population of kids with turrets with in 
the school. As a parent I was over joyed 
knowing he will be understood. 
My son has recently been diagnosed with turrets 
and his last school didn't understand why he 
was acting the way he was and was mistreated 
causing mistrust with teacher, self esteem, not 
wanting to go to school and specially the 
learning to be delayed because of his turrets 
and constant singling him out and yelling at him, 
the teacher well knowing he was being 
accessed. 
Owen's nervousness to start SJPll last year (for 
two months) was great. To the point he would 
cry every morning for the first week because he 
thought SJPll was like his previous school. I 

 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public comments and planning department 
responses December 16, 2015 to January 5, 2016  
 

22 
 

don't see how this move to another school will 
be beneficial to him or his well-being at all. It will 
add STRESS and ANXIETY which will result in 
more tics. 
 
This year, slowly has adjusted and is  
gaining the trust of his teacher and  
pears. Specially now he LOVES going 
to SJPll, his teacher and his new friends who 
are NICE and KIND to him, as he says. He 
finally found safety  and feels comfortable at his 
new school and going to a new school because 
of boundary change he will regress and will miss 
all that he has gain at this school. He came 
home super worried. 
 
Please help him stay at SJPll as this is a major 
reason for him to stay!!! 

Sent to 
Trustee  
Nov 25 

I am writing to voice my concerns over the 
proposed changes to the boundaries for Saint 
John Paul II School. My family lives in the 
Idlewood area and have made this community 
our home for the past 8 years. We intend to 
remain here as it is an excellent community to 
raise a family with great access to services 
including the schools. 
 
Our daughter is currently enrolled at Saint John 
Paul II in Senior Kindergarten, and has also 
been attending the adjacent Owl Daycare since 
she was one years old where she still attends 
before and after school care as needed. The 
school has offered a great faith based 
curriculum with wonderful facilities and 
community spirit. It is our intention to have our 
second daughter attend the Owl Daycare and 
SJPII school once she turns one next year. 
 
The recent proposals would disrupt our 
intentions by moving our designated school to St 
Daniels. We intended to have our youngest 
attend Owl Daycare at SJPII, due to the great 
care they provided to our eldest, an easy 
transition to kindergarten into a school they are 
familiar with and having both children in the 
same building gives us a greater sense of 
security. 
 
We would have to manage additional travel 
between each facility if our eldest attends St 
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Daniel before and after school, which is difficult 
and stressful enough when both parents are 
working. We would have to remove our daughter 
from a community she has grown up with, and 
from a school we are very well acquainted with 
and specifically chose to attend by moving into 
the area. 
 
If a boundary change is to occur, it may be a 
difficult decision for us to make that our 
daughters transition to Lackner Woods PS 
where we will be closer to and maintain a high 
level of education (as Lackner Woods PS ranks 
high in Kitchener). It will also reduce the amount 
of travel to drop off and pickup for school. 
Unfortunately it would mean removing our 
daughters from the catholic school system and 
curriculum. 
 
This feels like it is a rushed decision, and 
improper long term planning has occurred. I 
would prefer to see a well planned and informed 
decision, given that new schools will be opening 
in the near future requiring further boundary 
changes again. If that mean delaying an 
additional year or adding portables to relieve a 
short term enrollment increase, that should be 
considered. 
 
I hope a decision is made with full impact 
analysis of any neighbourhood and family, future 
enrolment expectations and all information is 
presented and discussed in full. I put my trust in 
my elected Trustees and School and City 
Council to make the right decision. 
 
Thank you for your considerations, please 
contact me if you require any further feedback or 
clarification. 
 
Best Regards 
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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Jan 06 Planning Committee, 

  
Here is a few emails that were sent to the 
trustees because we were led to believe that 
this was the correct action. However after the 
most recent meeting this is NOT the case! So I 
have forwarded them to you for public record! 
EMAILS BELOW...... 
 
I am very concerned that there has been ONLY 
2 options presented to the families at this time! 
Both of these options are moving children from a 
happy learning environment and forcing them to 
go to another school. Many of these children 
have already been switched to SJPII when it 
was opened. Now the planning committee is 
proposing a LIMITED option to solution that will 
once again force these students to another 
school!  
 
In the proposal you are taking children from a 
classroom environment and moving them to a 
portable. As St. Daniels will not be expanding 
the school to handle the 100 plus students that 
are being forced to go there due to the LIMITED 
options that are currently presented! Another 
concern it the washroom facility that is currently 
at St Daniels..... How will the school handle 
this?! St Daniels has one set of washrooms for 
the entire school. Gym times will be another 
problem. The school currently shares the gym 
with the Stanley Park community centre. How 
are you going to ensure that these children will 
receive the proper amount of physical exercise 
that is required?  
 
How is the community of St. Daniels liking the 
idea of their school population being pushed to 
max capacity?! The strain on their resources... 
computers, library, special education  or children 
with an education assistant?!  
 
At the recent meeting there was mentioned 
adding another portable to SJPII school. Our 
numbers are not currently at max. adding 
another portable would allow some of these 
families to finish up at a school that they have 
been a part of developing and growing a loving 
community and school spirit. I know over the 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. Your 
comments will become public in the 
next round of comments as they 
missed the deadline for this time 
around. 
 
The number of washrooms and 
access to gym time are being 
reviewed as part of the boundary 
review process and will directly 
impact the number of portables we 
can add to St. Daniel and the 
number of students that could move. 
The St. Daniel school community is 
aware of this boundary review and 
their feedback will be taken into 
consideration. 
 
We are at the maximum number of 
portables at Saint John Paul II from 
a program perspective, not 
necessarily a building code or 
infrastructure perspective. The 
addition of a 7th portable to the site 
would negatively impact the 
playground available to students.  
 
The two options provided were 
based on our staff report. At the last 
BRC meeting the committee was 
asked for additional options and 
none were brought forward. If you 
have another option that you'd like 
us to examine you can either send it 
to us in an email or work with your 
parent representatives on the BRC. 
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past 3 years that the school yard has gone 
through an extensive changes. With the after 
construction of the school... To the addition of 
the second storey construction.... The children 
continue to adapted to their play environment 
being in a state of disarray. So adding another 
portable will NOT be a major issue!     
 
My concern is that these are the only solutions 
that have been  presented, and there has NOT 
been another option! When there could be! I 
have spoken to Greg Reitzel and he made it 
clear that there are other options! I look forward 
to your response and to see other options!!! 
 
Regards, 

 
Jan 8 Wendy, 

  
I do have another question that I wondered if it 
is too late to address at the Tuesday 
meeting.  Specifically, Lackner Woods Public 
School enrollment is in mid-March of 2016.  It is 
with great regret that our family, should the 
boundaries for SJPII be re-organized as 
presented, will likely enroll our son and daughter 
at Lackner Woods in the Public System, and 
continue with our own/church teachings 
pertaining to our Catholic Religion.   
  
In would benefit our family and I’m sure many 
others if there was some type of decision made 
earlier than this time, so that we do not switch to 
the Public Board unnecessarily. 
  
Anything you can provide or comment on 
regarding making a decision would be 
appreciated. 
 
Thanks, 
 

Good morning Chad, 
 
Unfortunately an outcome decision 
for this boundary review will be 
made as indicated on the project 
timeline that can be found here:  
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/Appendix-A-Timelines.pdf.  
 
Thank-you.  
 

Jan 9 
Originally 

sent to 
the 

Trustees 

Dear Planning Committee, 
(This letter was originally sent to the Board of 
Trustees) 
 
We’re writing this letter to voice our concern with 
the boundary review being initiated for Saint 
John Paul II and St Daniel schools to reduce 
enrollment pressures at Saint John Paul II. 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. I will respond 
to your subsequent emails shortly. 
Sincerely, 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Appendix-A-Timelines.pdf.
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Appendix-A-Timelines.pdf.
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Our concern is that the initial report provided 
only two options, both of which could have 
negative impacts on the students from the 
affected communities (Chicopee and Idlewood), 
and both schools. Both options would force a 
move to another school on students that were 
moved 6 years ago when Saint John Paul II 
opened; we believe this level of disruption will 
be detrimental to their development. 
 
There is a negative environmental impact that 
should be considered as well, this boundary 
change will increase the average distance to the 
school for the affected children increasing 
transportation costs and reducing the likelihood 
the students would walk or bike to school. 
 
We would request the boundary review take a 
broader approach that includes considering the 
impacts on the affected students and school 
communities and would encourage the 
boundary review to consider other options that 
don’t require changes to the current boundaries 
for both schools. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 

Jan 9 Dear Planning Committee, 
 
The below email is the response and my 
subsequent follow up email to the Board of 
Trustees regarding the Boundary Review for 
Saint John Paul II, could you please provide 
information on the metrics that were used for the 
evaluation of the scenarios beyond the student 
count? 
 
Regards, 
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Jan 11 Dear Planning Committee, 
  
After attending the first Boundary Review 
Committee meeting at St John Paul II on Dec 
16, 2015, we had a number of questions that 
we’re hoping you can answer: 
  
With respect to St John Paul II: 
1.      It was noted that St John Paul II has the 
highest student yield of any school in the board, 
have any reasons been identified to explain why 
the yield is so high? 
2.      With the planned opening of the new 
public school in the same neighbourhood do you 
expect there to be any change in the student 
yield rate for St John Paul II? 
3.      Does your model assume the student yield 
rate will remain unchanged in the area for the 
duration of the modeled period? 
4.      How has the model been validated and 
what confidence do you have in the modeled 
numbers? 
5.      Were there variables in the model, that 
when adjusted yielded different student numbers 
for the modeled period? 
6.      Have you reviewed the original model for 
the number of students anticipated to attend St 
John Paul II to determine if the model produced 
reliable results? 
7.      If the original model for the St John Paul II 
student population differs from the actual 
student population have you determined the 
factors that caused the model to be wrong? 
  
With respect to St Daniels: 
  
1.      What is expected life span of school? 
2.      Can school infrastructure handle additional 
student load (electrical service to site, water 
supply, sanitary sewer, etc)? 
3.      It was noted during the meeting that St 
Dan’s has a lower than average student yield for 
the board, have any reasons been identified for 
the lower yield? 
4.      Are there any plans to improve the student 
yield at St Dans? 
5.      What factors have been identified that 
affect the student yield number in a given area? 
  

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
  
In response to your prior email, it is 
up to the Boundary Review 
Committee to determine the pros 
and cons of the presented 
scenarios, and any other scenarios 
which are suggested. The Trustees 
will make the final decision once the 
BRC discusses all options and 
Board staff make the final 
recommendation. Please feel free to 
present alternative options to the 
Planning Department, or work with 
the parents on the Boundary Review 
Committee to present alternative 
options. 
 
With respect to this current email, 
you are correct that the student 
yields at SJPII are high, but there 
are schools in the Board that have 
higher student yields. The reason 
it's high would be multifaceted but 
we know location is a strong 
determining factor in parental 
decisions and that the alternative is 
being bussed a large distance to a 
public school. The opening of the 
new public school will likely 
decrease student yields in certain 
areas of the SPJ2 boundary over 
time. This is very difficult to predict 
and there may not be a large 
decrease in the first year of opening. 
Upon examination of our past 
experience, the change in student 
yield varies significantly. Our 
enrollment projections assume a 
small decrease in student yield.   
 
The enrolment projections are 
based on residential development, 
birth rates, and retention of students 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public comments and planning department 
responses January 5 to January 12, 2016 
 

5 
 

With respect to the Boundary Review process 
and school planning: 
  
1.      What typically triggers a capital 
improvement proposal for a school? 
2.      How often does a significant increase in 
student population at a school result in a capital 
improvement proposal being submitted for the 
school? 
3.      If the staff and leadership at St John Paul 
II can put together a plan to adequately deal 
with the increased student population is the 
boundary review necessary? 
4.      How accurate has the model used for 
student populations predictions been for the 
board?  
  
We are looking forward to your timely response 
to our questions, 
  
Sincerely, 
 

from grade to grade. The projections 
which were used to determine the 
initial enrolment numbers for SJPII 
were based on the same variables, 
and SJPII has become a very 
desirable school in this area based 
on subsequent years of increasing 
enrolment. Enrolment projections 
are updated annually, factoring in 
the best known information at the 
time they're developed. The 
accuracy of the projections varies 
from school to school and year to 
year because the numbers are 
continually being updated. The 
accuracy also varies board wide vs. 
by school projections because the 
smaller the population, the larger 
impact even one family moving has 
on the accuracy percentage.  
 
Capital projects, such as additions 
are reviewed annually by planning 
and facilities. A boundary review is 
not necessary but we always look at 
whether students can be 
accommodated within existing 
infrastructure.  
 
Plans to improve student yields are 
done on a board-wide basis rather 
than targeting specific schools (e.g. 
allowing non-Catholic students to 
register, advertising, etc.).  
 
Thank-you for your comments, and 
please feel free to contact the 
Planning Department at any time 
during the Boundary Review. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Jan 11 Good afternoon, 
 
This letter is pertaining to the Boundary Review 
our school, Saint John Paul II will be going 
through over the next few months. Our family is 
in the Chicopee area and is an active part of our 
school community. We wish to share how this 
involves us. I know we were not the only family 

Good afternoon, 
  
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
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shocked by the presented possibilities. It would 
be a tremendous change to all of our lives. We 
pray you will indeed consider the impact such 
changes would bring to the children and their 
families. 
 
We researched which schools would be 
available to our daughter when we were looking 
for our next home. Her placement at Saint John 
Paul II assisted in our final decision. Having 
started school elsewhere initially, this is her 
second school in five years. We have planned to 
keep her rooted here for the span of her 
elementary school education.  
 
As all kids, she has gone through some 
childhood challenges. These events had us in 
contact with the school staff to work out 
resolutions and healthy steps forward. We have 
we been thoroughly pleased and supported 
through these times by the teachers, Principle 
and Vice Principle. With all the effort and 
communication put forth, we as parents feel 
more connected to our child's educators. The 
staff has become even more a part of our 
daughter's positive history and support team. As 
a family, we feel a sense of belonging to the 
SJPII family. 
 
By uprooting and relocating our children, they 
would have a higher likeliness of facing bullying, 
low self-esteem, and mental health problems. 
These possibilities are ones we take quite 
seriously. Due to our child's history, we already 
place an emphasis on esteem building, self-
loving & building strong relationships. We fear 
her changing schools and losing the 
environment she has come to trust and love, will 
most definitely set her back. We know our 
daughter's personal development is not your 
priority, you have numbers and space to figure 
out. We are asking that you indeed spend the 
time to hear families' stories, of how this 
potential change will impact their lives.  
 
If we were moved to St. Daniel's, that would be 
our child's third school in six years. Would that 
even be a permanent relocation? Would there 
be another boundary change a few years down 
the road, a fourth school? Our understanding of 

The WCDSB endeavours wherever 
possible to not move children more 
than once, and the well-being of 
students is highly considered.  The 
issue of grandfathering specific 
students at SJPII will be part of the 
implementation phase of the 
Boundary Review.  
 
The parking is already at a premium 
and it would be undesirable from a 
safety perspective for students to 
have to walk through an active 
parking lot to get to their 
classroom. If additional portables 
are required they would be placed 
on the current sports field at SJPII.  
  
Please feel free to attend all of the 
Boundary Review Committee 
meetings that are located at this 
schedule. 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/index.html  
 
Sincerely, 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
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the SJPII capacity issue initially, was that 
current students attending would be 
grandfathered in. WHY are we not seeing a 
proposed option that includes this?? It looks like 
extra portables could be added along the back 
parking lot of PJPII. Could portables be placed 
in the current parking lot or part of it? There is 
no longer parent/visitor parking, perhaps some 
staff parking could be relocated to the front, 
currently used by Owl Daycare.  
 
We find ourselves once again, starting the 
search for our next school. We are unsure about 
our potential relocation to St. Daniel's. We are 
interested to know where other PJPII friends will 
go. We hope to keep some current friends, 
classmates, if at all possible. We are also 
considering switching school boards for the first 
time. There are so many facets of this decision. 
 
PLEASE do take the time to read through our 
stories. PLEASE put time and energy into 
finding ALTERNATE OPTIONS. We ask that 
you not uproot our children, detrimentally impact 
their education and sense of belonging, and 
separate our SJPII community. 
 
I truly thank you for your time. 
 
 

Jan 12 Thanks for your response. Just a note about the 
parking lot idea. Of course no one would 
suggest kids walking through an "active" parking 
lot. A fence or partition could seperate the two. 
I am glad to hear the students well-being is a 
priority. As well, that the  grandfathering option 
is to be considered. 
 
I look forward to hearing more tomorrow 
evening. 
 

 

Jan 12 We are writing with regard to the recent 
boundary proposal and changes to the boundary 
at Saint John Paul II school. We are very 
disappointed to see that the students in one of 
the two areas under consideration will possibly 
be moved to another school. Currently our 
children attend Saint John Paul II.  
             

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
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The impact of these boundary changes would 
be significant. Some of these students would, 
under the proposed boundary changes, be 
attending a third school in our board within their 
elementary years without changing homes. That 
is not acceptable.  
             
We value our entire school community and we 
strongly urge the board and trustees to take all 
family concerns into consideration. Specifically, 
we ask that you please consider options that do 
not include having current students of Saint 
John Paul II moved to another school.  
  
Sincerely,  
 

Consideration of options that are 
brought forward are part of the 
Boundary Review Committee 
assignment. Please feel free to work 
with the Boundary Review 
Committee on alternative options, or 
send your alternatives in writing to 
the Planning Department. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Jan 13 Good afternoon Board of Trustees, 

 
I'm writing to express my concern over the 
boundary change. I live in the Chicopee area 
and have 3 children who attend. SJPll is such a 
gem of a school. I think any family affected heart 
fell by finding out their kids might have to 
change schools. It's sad to think that for one of 
the areas this might become a reality very soon. 
SJPll has been a blessing and my kids are 
flourishing in the caring, supportive environment 
they have created. I truly feel privileged for my 
kids to be able to attend such a wonderful 
school. I know if it's our area I will be completely 
devastated and if it's not it will still be sad 
thinking what the other families are going 
through. I wish you could hold off a little longer 
until the new public school opens as well as the 
school in Breslau. I really believe that will relieve 
enrolment pressures. Please find it in your 
hearts to try to find another away to keep SJPll 
together without moving our children and turning 
families lives upside down. Thinking about this 
has brought so much anxiety and I'm sure this 
has been felt by everyone in the effective area. 
We can offer our feed back but at the end of the 
day it's up to the trustees. It's been a privilege 
for my kids to go to SJPll I really hope you can 
find another way to keep all our children 
together. 
 
Thank-you, 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 

 

Jan 15 Hello, 

 I would like to look at all the public comments, 
minutes and information regarding the closing 
and boundary changes and process for Notre 
Dame Catholic Elementary School but I can't 
find them on line.  

Can you please send me a link - or direct me 
where to find it on the website? I looked under 
the completed reviews section of the website but 
did not see it there. 

 Thanks in advance, 

 

Good Morning Tony, 

  

Those items are no longer on the 
website because all of the 
recommendations from the review 
have been implemented. I would 
suggest that you work with our 
Privacy and Records Information 
person Sandra Vieira 
(Sandra.vieira@wcdsb.ca) to narrow 
down specifically what you are 
looking for and then we can see if 
we have it. Please note that back 
then we did not share all of the 
comments publically. This means 

mailto:Sandra.vieira@wcdsb.ca
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that we would have to go through 
each comment individually to redact 
all personal information which may 
take a while. If there is something 
specific you are looking for then that 
would help us get whatever it is you 
need in a timely manner. I’ll let you 
work through that with Sandra 
though.  

Jan 18 Hello 
 
I received the email today and I am not able to 
attend the planned meetings.  I am however 
curious about the statement made in the email: 
  
 "Even if you are not in an area proposed to 
move there may be implications for you and 
your family".   
  
I am wondering if you can please provide some 
clarification about this statement. 
  
thanks 
 

Good morning, 
 
Although the implications outside of 
being a family that may have to 
move in this review differ for families 
in the SJPII and St. Daniel areas, 
the following issues may affect 
parents from both areas:  
 

1. Over-crowding issues 
2. Reduced physical activity 

time and space (potentially 
both playground and gym 
time) 

3. Potentially restricted access 
to the use of City parklands 
(for SJPII families) 

4. Potentially reduced ability to 
participate in sports teams, 
intramurals and school 
productions (for SJPII 
families) 

5. Potentially more restricted 
library use (for SJPII 
families) 

6. Increased parking issues (for 
SJPII families) 

 
Thank-you.  

Jan 18 Hello, 
 
I know your all extremely busy. So I thank you in 
advance for taking the time to help me further 
understand. 
 
I am not in one of the purposed neighbourhoods 
to possibly move to St Dainel, but in the email 
below it does outline that: " 

Good morning, 
 
Although the implications outside of 
being a family that may have to 
move in this review differ for families 
in the SJPII and St. Daniel areas, 
the following issues may affect 
parents from both areas:  
 

1. Over-crowding issues 
2. Reduced physical activity 

time and space (potentially 
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Even if you are not in an area proposed to 
move there may be implications for you and 

your family".    
 
Can you kindly explain what type of implications 
other neighbourhoods will experience? I, for 
example live on Eden Oak Trail. I am panning to 
attend the meeting on Jan 28th if I find it's 
necessary. 
 
Thank you and have a great day  
 

both playground and gym 
time) 

3. Potentially restricted access 
to the use of City parklands 
(for SJPII families) 

4. Potentially reduced ability to 
participate in sports teams, 
intramurals and school 
productions (for SJPII 
families) 

5. Potentially more restricted 
library use (for SJPII 
families) 

6. Increased parking issues (for 
SJPII families) 

 
Thank-you.  

Jan 18 Thanks for your help Lindsay. 
 
I will contact Sandra. 
 
Take care, 

 

Jan 19 Hi Lindsay  
When did the boundary review for the note 
dame closure happen?  
The information around the Sweeney review is 
still available. 
Just wondering 

Good Morning Tony, 
 
The review took place during the 
2007-2008 school year. We remove 
the reviews from the website once 
they’ve been fully implemented. In 
this case it was 2010. The John 
Sweeney one is still up because it 
resulted in a new school which has 
not yet been built.  
 

Jan 19 Thanks for the information. 
 
I hadn't heard anything about a new school in 
the neighborhood. When is the projected 
timeline to break ground for that school? 
 

Good afternoon, 
 
The new school is located southeast 
of Huron Road and Fischer-Hallman 
Road in the southwest area of 
Kitchener. The earliest possible 
opening date for that school is 
September 2018 but it is a moving 
target because we are waiting on 
land.  

Jan 19 I'm unclear if Idlewood kids would qualify for 
bussing if moved to St. Dan's. Thanks!  
 

Good afternoon, 
 
Please refer to the staff presentation 
at this 
link  https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/ac
com/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Re
port%20-%202015.10.19.pd on 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
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pages 6 to 7 which explains the 
walking web area for the Idlewood 
area. Children in Grades 4 to 8 in 
Idlewood who live within 1.6 km of 
St. Daniel would not qualify for 
bussing. Kids in JK to grade  3 in 
Idlewood who live within  0.8 
km  from St. Daniel would not 
qualify for bussing. Please note too 
that the STWR takes into account 
other factors when determining 
bussing eligibility for students such 
as if there are open trails close by, 
and these will not show up if you are 
doing a straight calculation of your 
residence from the school. 
 

Jan 21 Good afternoon, 
 
My daughter attends St. Daniels School. I'm 
very concerned about more children coming to 
our school from Saint Pope John Paul II. I 
understand their school is full but St. Daniels is 
a very small school which is also full. We 
already share a gym with the community center, 
only have one public washroom, and have full 
classrooms. How can this be good for the 
children. There has to be another option then to 
pick children from a pocket in the community 
and put them into another school which cannot 
accommodate more students. We specifically 
picked the neighborhood to buy our house so 
our children would attend a small school.   And 
now to think the school might have to put up 6 
portables, have overflowing classrooms, kids 
waiting to use the ONE washroom, or have to 
share the educational tools more then they 
already have to is very upsetting to a lot of St. 
Daniel parents. I will be sure to attend the 
meeting next week.  
 
Thank you,  
 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Jan 22 An open letter to the Waterloo District Catholic 
School Board of Trustees and School planning 
department 
  
From the first meeting when a SJPII parent rep 
spoke to the board of trustees we were told to 
keep our eyes and ears open by Manuel da 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
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Silva.  In telephone conversations with board 
trustees and email correspondences we 
were told no decision has been made.  After 
sitting in on 2 meetings and being at the original 
school council meeting where the planning 
committee originally spoke it seems clear that a 
decision to move a portion of the population out 
has been made.  We are very concerned that 
the planning committee is not actively coming up 
with any solutions other then the original 
suggestion of moving out a section of the 
SJPII population.  We are happy that the status 
quo was added at the last meeting and hope 
that real solutions are made for any 
problems that have been mentioned (i.e. teacher 
parking).   We think that you would want to 
exhaust all options before making the decision 
to force children to move schools (in some 
cases this will be many childrens' 3rd 
elementary school).   
 
Many suggestions were brought up and quickly 
struck down before even being 
explored.   Portables would be our first 
economical and problem solving solution.  The 
planning committee agreed to look into this 
option for SJPII but continued to point out 
negative impacts while ignoring these same 
impacts on St. Daniel's.   Keeping the students 
currently at the school and then having new 
builds go to a different school was said to be not 
possible because it was just small pockets here 
and there. At the second meeting it was said 
that over 209 new units are occurring in the 
Grand River South area by SJPII school.   All 
the new builds are in the same general area.  A 
bus already comes to that general area and 
takes a portion of students to Canadian Martyrs 
school.  This would be a possible solution that 
does not affect existing students but the idea to 
look at it was never considered.  This is what 
has occurred in the public board for Lackner 
Woods and this would be a real solution in order 
to keep students currently enrolled at SJPII.  In 
the meeting it was dismissed as these children 
will be part of the walking area to SJPII.  So are 
the children who are bussed in that area to 
Canadian Martyrs yet it was ok for them.  These 
children will be starting at a new school whether 
it be SJPII, St Daniel's or Canadian 

 
You are correct in the methodology 
of the utilization numbers you have 
provided. However, the ratio of 
school building capacity to 
enrolment is one variable in this 
discussion. We also take into 
account playground size (under all 
scenarios St. Daniel’s is bigger), 
overall site size (St. Daniel’s is 
bigger under all scenarios), parking 
(under all scenarios St. Daniel’s is 
bigger), washrooms (under all 
scenarios capacity at both schools 
is not an issue), etc.  
 
The impacts on both schools and all 
of the students are being thoroughly 
discussed and evaluated through 
this process.  
 
Sincerely, 
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Martyrs.  They have chosen to move 
schools.  We have not, yet our children are 
being forced to change schools.  There is a 
difference in our mind.  Another option is to do 
nothing and wait to see what actual numbers 
are.  This would be our preferred option while 
coming up with creative solutions to solve 
current challenges.       
 
We have yet to hear any board member tell us 
how moving children out of the PJPII will be of 
benefit to those children.  We have heard how it 
will benefit the remaining SJPII community and 
how it will benefit existing students of St Dan's 
but the children moved will suffer 
greatly.  Families will have to once again shuffle 
their busy lives to adapt to another change in 
bell time, emotional stress for children, loss of 
friendships, and stress on the family as they 
have to yet again accommodate family life to fit 
into a changing school day.  All these and others 
are the reasons why we would like the option of 
keeping our school community together 
explored with real effort to make it work.   
 
It appears to us that SJPII needed numbers to 
open a big school to accommodate the growth in 
that area.  Numbers were needed for the 
addition to SJPII.  Now that all construction is 
completed our children are being used to move 
over to St. Daniel's school to better that 
school.  At the last meeting it was said that a 
positive is that St. Daniel's can now apply for 
capital funding for improvements.  Our children 
should not be used for administrative purposes 
as pawns in a political process.  Children should 
come first not politics.   Children should be the 
Trustees and the boards first priority.  As 
Christians we should put people first and treat 
them with dignity and respect.  Not once in all 
these meetings has the impact to the children 
and families been mentioned or given 
consideration.   
 
Finally we would like to leave you with this graph 
and hope you can explain these numbers to us 
(these are the numbers used at the last 
boundary review meeting).  The purpose of the 
review is to transfer students from 1 school to 
another in order to balance enrolment as per the 
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boundary review staff presentation listed on their 
website.  Also to reduce enrollment pressures at 
SJPII as per the initial presentation of planning 
members.  Please help us make sense of the 2 
options that are being looked at.  We have 
heard that waiting is not an option for SJPII 
school as enrollment issues need to be 
addressed immediately.  How is it that an over 
population of 23.2 % is an immediate concern 
and rising to 33.9% would not be manageable 
for SJPII but the options being looked at would 
put St. Daniel's school in a worse condition.  St. 
Daniels would be 39% over capacity and grow 
to 48% over capacity if the Idlewood option is 
implemented and 21% rising to 39% if the 
Chicopee option is looked at.  Lindsey Ford said 
we are not hear to look at capacity issues of St. 
Daniel's at the last meeting.  Please help me 
understand how the 2 options being presented 
don't just move a problem from SJPII to St. 
Daniel's at the expense of our children.   
YEAR 2015 2016 2020 2025 

Existing Condition (Status Quo Option) 

St. Daniel's (CAP = 317) 323 328 351 379 

Percentage over capacity 1.9% 3.5% 10.7% 19.6% 

SJPII (CAP = 611) 730 753 818 804 

Percentage over capacity 19.5% 23.2% 33.9% 31.6% 

 
Option 1: Move Idlewood to St. Daniel 
St. Daniel's (CAP = 317) 442 443 455 471 

Percentage over capacity 39.4% 39.7% 43.5% 48.6% 

SJPII (CAP = 611) 611 638 713 711 

Percentage over capacity 0.0% 4.4% 16.7% 16.4% 

 
Option 2: Move Chicopee to St. Daniel 
St. Daniel's (CAP = 317) 380 386 413 442 
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Percentage over capacity 19.9% 21.8% 30.3% 39.4% 

SJPII (CAP = 611) 673 695 755 741 

Percentage over capacity 10.1% 13.7% 23.6% 21.3% 

Please vote to keep Saint John Paul II school 
community together.   
 
Thank you  
Concerned parents of Saint John Pual II school 
 
 

Jan 25 Hello; 
 
I am a parent of an out of bounds child 
registered at the St. Daniel's School.  I am very 
concerned about these changes due to the fact 
that if we are already at capacity and we will be 
grossly over capacity once the change happens 
I will not be authorized to be allowed back into 
the school.  I recognize that it is my choice to 
send my child to an out of bounds school and I 
am aware that I am not guaranteed to be let 
back in every year, however with these changes 
being implemented the chances of being denied 
become far more likely.   
 
I currently have my child enrolled in this school 
because I have been a member of the St. 
Anthony Daniel Parish for over 25 years and my 
parents live in the school boundary and babysit 
my children after school hours.  My youngest will 
be starting JK in September and I am anxious to 
put her in this coming year and then the 
following year we are advised that we are not 
allowed back in due to the high enrollment 
numbers.   
 
I have spoken with Mr. Foran on a few 
occasions regarding my situation and he is 
sympathetic, however, most Principals get 
moved around after approx 5 years at a school 
and the next Principal that comes may not 
necessarily know our family and may not be as 
sympathetic to the situation and only follow the 
Capacity guidelines for allowing out of bounds 
children to attend the school (as it is up to the 
principal's discretion) 
 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Sincerely, 
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I am also very concerned about the lack of 
resources and funding that are not 
accompanying the additional 6 -8 classrooms 
that will be added to the school.  The increased 
number of students will reduce gym times and 
library times available to each classroom.  The 
additional portables added will reduce the 
amount of playground space available during 
recess times.  With the number of students 
added there will be no additional bathrooms 
added.  I am also concerned about the class 
sizes.  One of the draws to St. Daniel's for me 
was that the classroom sizes were never maxed 
out.  
 
I have attended a few of the meetings and I will 
be at the Public Open House Meeting on 
Thursday.  I wanted to make sure that my 
concerns were on record regarding this situation 
as I know that there has not been a lot of St. 
Daniel family members that have voiced their 
opinions regarding the situation. 
 
Thanks  
 

Jan 27 Dear Planning Committee, 
 
At the last Boundary Review meeting a request 
was made for other proposals that could be 
considered to alleviate the enrollment pressure 
at St John Paul II. 
 
I would like to propose a modification to the 
status quo for consideration: 
 
Looking at the development map the majority of 
the growth will be in the 498 multi-units area 
along Lackner Boulevard, with the majority of 
the development in that area being on the east 
side of Lackner, as the west side is largely 
developed with only a few 'in fill' developments 
to take place and the east side having no 
development at all. 
I would propose that the students coming from 
the yest to be developed area east of Lackner 
be included in the St Dan's boundary.  As there 
is no development currently in that area no 
students would have to be relocated if that area 
is included in the St Dan's boundary. 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Typically we see more kids coming 
from low density development rather 
than the higher density development 
in the Multi-units you have identified, 
so having these kids go to St. Daniel 
would not alieve much of the 
pressure at SJPII. 
 
If the children in the 209 
undeveloped units in the eastern 
part of the SJPII boundary were to 
be bussed to another school it 
would essentially be breaking up a 
neighborhood where some kids 
would be going to one school and 
other kids to another school. This 
would also make transportation 
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As the housing development in that area hasn't 
started including the area in the St Dan's 
boundary won't immediately change the student 
population at St Dan's allowing time to 
determine if a capital upgrade to St Dan's would 
be required to best support a growing population 
there. 
I would also suggest the boundary on the East 
side of the St John Paul II boundary be reviewed 
to ensure any street at the extreme eastern 
edge of the boundary that doesn't currently yield 
any students (or isn't developed yet) be added 
to the school boundary immediately to the east 
of the St John Paul II boundary (development 
map doesn't identify the school in the boundary 
immediately east of St John Paul II boundary).  
 
This option could allow for the school board to 
review the enrollment projections and move the 
area back into the St John Paul II boundary up 
to the time development starts on the east side 
of Lackner without any disruption to the student 
population (In the event development is delayed 
in the area by a number of years). 
 
Sincerely, 
 

issues complicated. However, this 
option has been discussed by the 
BRC and they will see your request 
to further examine this option. 
 
Thank-you. 
 

Jan 28 Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
My daughter attends Saint John Paul II and has 
since she was in grade SK.  She is now 11 
years old and is in grade 5.  She is a very shy 
little girl who doesn’t make friends easily and 
keeps only a small group of friends.  She has 4 
very close friends with whom she plays with on 
a daily basis.  She is not very outgoing and 
doesn’t like to put herself out there.  For a very 
shy little girl, it was extremely for my daughter 
when she was taken out of Notre Dame School 
(when it closed) and began attending 
SJPII.  She had to start over at that time as 
there were only a couple of her friends who 
moved with her.  It took her some time, but 
eventually she met the little girls that she plays 
with to this day.  To now take her and do this to 
her again at such a fragile age will devastate 
her.  She does not need the worry of being 
ripped from her school once again and being 
placed at another school with only 1 of her 
friends.  How is this fair to her?  How do I now 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
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again try and explain this to her?  How is getting 
rid of her better for the school that she has 
grown to love.  
 
Our family has stayed in the same home for the 
past 7 years in order to provide stability for our 
children.  We have only moved 1 time prior to 
that.  We have been wanting to move to the 
Country, however, we have not taken this step 
as we know how devastating this will be for our 
children.  If my daughter is forced to attend Saint 
Daniel’s school, this will be her 3rd school and 
our family has not moved.  How does this 
provide stability for my daughter?  It is not in any 
child’s best interests to be put into these 
circumstances even once, but to do it to her 
twice.  She has only been in school for 7 years 
and to have attended 3 schools.  To me as a 
parent, this is simply not acceptable.  Especially 
when it has not been our choice.  A parent 
moving their child from school to school would 
be frowned upon, so why is this acceptable for a 
school board. 
 
I have been told, now I am unsure if this is 
correct information, that no bussing will be 
offered to our children.  St. Daniel’s from my 
home is not a safe walk for my daughter.  She 
will either have to walk straight down Ottawa 
Street, which is extremely busy at both in the 
morning and afternoon, or she will be walking 
down side streets and through the back of a 
mall.  This is both terrifying and completely 
unsafe for my little girl.  She is not comfortable 
walking this far from home on her own.  We 
have gone through the area to find a safe route, 
but I have been unable to find one.  Both my 
husband and I work full-time and are unable to 
take our daughter to and from school.   
 
Please help my daughter and keep her SJPII 
community together.  Let her stay and graduate 
with her friends.  She just will not create the 
same strong bonds with new friends in the short 
amount of time that she will have at St. Daniel’s 
before heading off to high school.        
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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Jan 28 Dear Boundary Review Committee Members, 
  
We are writing to you today to express our 
concern over the possible boundary change at 
SJPII that would negatively affect our two 
children.  We currently reside in the Chicopee 
area and are one of the areas being considered 
in the boundary review.  Our children, currently 
in Grade 3 and Grade 6 would be forced out of 
the school they love where they have formed 
friendships and a sense of community and be 
forced to move to a new school.  The Chicopee 
area is relatively small and forcing our children 
to attend a new school would mean making this 
change with only 1 friend for my son in Grade 6 
and absolutely no friends for my son in Grade 3. 
Our youngest son (in Grade 3) suffers from 
anxiety and this move would have serious, long 
lasting effects on him. For our son in Grade 6, 
who will be entering his senior elementary 
years, going to a school where he has no 
friendships would also be devastating and would 
impact his enjoyment of school and learning in 
his final and critical elementary school years.   
  
This boundary change would also be the second 
time our son in Grade 6 has been relocated not 
by our choice - once from St. Anne's to SJPII 
and then possibly again next year. It is very sad 
for us to think that we have 4 children (two now 
in high school) and should this boundary change 
happen – not one of our four children will have 
started and finished their elementary years in 
the same Catholic school.  We have never 
moved out of the Chicopee area!!  We choose to 
send our children to the Catholic School Board 
so that our children could “realize their full 
potential” but having been through a boundary 
change already we know the negative effects 
that this change can have on our children. In 
your vision you state that Catholic Schools 
provide “success for each” – this boundary 
change will not provide success for my children 
– it will negatively affect them both, for many 
reasons, a few of which we have shared above.  
  
When our older children were moved from St. 
Anne’s to SJPII the issue of going through a 
boundary change again did come up and we 
were promised at that time by school board 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
The WCDSB endeavours to make 
sure that children do not move 
twice, whenever possible. We are 
unaware of any promises made 
regarding this issue. 
 
Thank-you. 
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officials that we would not be made to go 
through another boundary change – what has 
happened to that promise? 
  
We ask you to please consider other possible 
scenarios that would spare the children that are 
currently enrolled at SJPII. The scenario of 
moving children from SJPII to St. Daniel’s is 
simply moving the problem from one school and 
overcrowding another. While we understand the 
problem of overcrowding at SJPII, there have 
been scenarios presented that deal with the 
issue in a more logical manner and do not affect 
any children in a negative way.  We ask you to 
please consider these and allow our children to 
remain in their current school. 
  
We thank you for your time and consideration.    
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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Jan 28 To Whom this may concern, 

 
I was able to attend the last meeting as an 
observer in the St. Daniel's school library.  I 
must say it was extremely challenging to hear 
and lipread as a few of the members were so 
soft spoken; perhaps at future meetings a 
microphone could be placed at the center of the 
table or have the table set up as a horseshoe so 
everyone can be seen and heard? 
 
I am very concerned about my children going to 
school number three if this motion is pushed 
through as we have lived in the same 
neigbourhood for 17 years.   
 
I heard of a few options that night and began to 
think of a few on my own.  
 
Parking is indeed an issue at St. John Paul, the 
buses could possibly have students load on and 
off the bus on the street in front of the 
school.  At other schools they do not have a 
drop off zone on school property so the buses 
park onto the road in front of the Catholic and 
Public schools.  This would free up some 
possible side parking for the school and yet still 
have a fire safety zone for emergency vehicles 
to park.  Also the street directly in front of the 
school could be used for parents to drop off their 
children. 
 
Is there anyway an extra classroom could be 
freed up from the Owl Day Care to be used as a 
Kindergarten classroom? 
 
More portables could be placed into the back 
and on the opposite side of the school; currently 
it has six portables and have been told the max 
it can hold is twelve.  The city property could be 
used temporarily as well.  I remember a school 
in particular that also had a high population and 
they were able to do different recess times for 
the primary students and the junior and 
intermediates had their separate recess 
times.  For assemblies they also divided it up 
from Kindergarten to grade four and grade five 
to grade eight, St. J.P could possibly do the 
same as well.  

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Removing Owl daycare to make 
another classroom is not an option 
due to contractual obligations and 
financial feasibility. The location of 
the portables has been established 
due to building codes, and we 
cannot rely on City parkland for 
additional portables. 
 
Further discussion about 
grandparenting will take place at the 
next BRC meeting this Thursday 
and there will be opportunity for 
feedback on grandparenting at the 
next public meeting.  
 
Thank-you.   
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I am fully aware of the many homes that 
continue to be built around St. John Paul.  I 
anticipate that at one point in the future the 
board will say no more students from the areas 
beyond Lackner but I am asking you to allow the 
students to stay under the grandfather clause 
with busing.  I personally am in a unique 
situation as my husband has experienced 
several critical health issues for the last few 
years and I unfortunately don't have the ability to 
personally drive my kids to school as I work full 
time.  Having my children take the bus to school 
has given me the peace of mind knowing that 
they will arrive at school in a safe manner. 
 
The below excerpt is taken from the petition that 
is being used for the parents to sign against the 
motion. Please read it again as the below 
possible plans of action just do not make logical 
number sense. 
 
Furthermore, we question the urgency for which 
this course of action is being undertaken. We 
are concerned that the proposed boundary 
change simply transfers enrolment pressures 
from SJPII to St. Daniel. For example, in 
boundary change option 1, which has the 
Idlewood area move to St. Daniel, there would 
be 82 students over capacity at SJPII and 137 
students over capacity at St. Daniel in 2016, the 
first year of the proposed boundary change. In 
boundary change option 2, which has the 
Chicopee area move to St. Daniel, there would 
be 92 students over capacity at SJPII and 75 
students over capacity at St. Daniel in 2016. The 
enrolment pressures would continue to exist at 
both schools.  
 
Moving both or one of Idlewood and Chicopee 
communities to St. Daniel's is not going to 'fix' 
the population concerns as it will only 
compound/create it at St. Daniel's as it too will 
then be over their cap as well.  The option plans 
that the board has put forth does not make good 
sense nor does it seem just when the students 
being affected have been there since day one.   
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So what am I asking?  I am asking that all 
current students that are enrolled at St. John 
Paul ll Catholic School to be allowed to finish 
their elementary academic learning there with 
the current busing service in place.  I realize 
there has to be steps put into place so we can 
solve this to make it workable without 
implementing an exclusion plan of sending the 
current students away to start a new 
school.  Please reexamine all of the suggestions 
the families and others have sent you.  I am 
asking you to please find it in your hearts to 
have some compassion for the students who 
want to stay.  I reexamined the board's vision 
last night and it states: 
 
“Our Catholic Schools: heart of the community -- 
success for each, a place for all.” 
 

Please do not take away the 'heart' of our 
current St. John Paul ll school community, let 
the students continue to feel successful and 
secure in their relationships with their staff and 
peers at St. John Paul ll. 
 

Thank you for your consideration to the above. 
Sincerely, 
Anne Hughes 
 
 

 
 
 

Feb 1 February 1, 2016 
 
Members of the Boundary Review Committee 

 
I was unable to attend the Boundary Review 
Committee meeting on Thursday, January 
28, 2016 due to family commitments. If I 
could have gone, I definitely would have been 
there to voice my thoughts and concerns 
because I have very strong feelings 
concerning this process. Instead I have written 
them below for your consideration. 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Firstly, I want to say that I cannot believe 
that we are here today considering this 
boundary review with the decision of the last 
school and boundary review so fresh in our 
minds! Families in the Idlewood area were 
previously disrupted with change when Notre 
Dame closed in 2010. And I can tell you this 
was an emotional time for our family. 

 
The planned subdivision growth in the areas 
that surround Saint John Paul II was a known 
fact when the school was planned and when 
it opened in 2010. Yet it was decided at that 
time that the Idlewood area would going to go 
to Pope John Paul II instead of St. Daniel’s. 
Now only 5 years later (2015), to even 
consider and suggest that the children in the 
Idlewood area attend a new school is beyond 
comprehension! It really is unbelievable given 
the anticipated population growth in and 
around the school has remained unchanged 
since at least 2000. 

 
It would appear that that you have no regard 
for the impact that yet another decision for 
the Idlewood area families will have, otherwise 
the moving of the Idlewood area to another 
school community wouldn’t even be an option 
for consideration 

 
This option in effect is asking children to lose 
friendships, lose relationships with teachers 
and staff, and lose familiarity and comfort with 
their school for a second time. It is asking 
families to adjust to new bell times, deal with 
safety concerns with children having to walk 
and cross a busy intersection to get to St.  
Daniel’s,  lose relationships with teachers 
and staff  that  previous children have had and 
possibly deal with overcrowding at St. Daniel’s 
and wondering when the axe of another 
boundary review will fall again. 

 
I understand that you can’t have more children 
at a school than the capacity of the school and 
that something needs to be done. However, 
the options that you have placed on the table 
do not take into account that you plan to 
disrupt Idlewood families yet again. How can 
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disrupting children for the second time, be 
good for them? If this is how you plan and 
provide a service to children and their families 
wanting a catholic education than I am not 
sure that I have any faith in the Waterloo 
Catholic District School Board. 

 
If you must make some boundary decisions, 
then I hope that you consider what is in the 
best interest of the children and their families 
in the Idlewood and Chicopee areas and allow 
them to continue attending Saint John Paull 
II. To do otherwise is a disservice to the 
children and families in these two communities 
and a disregard for the emotional disruption we 
have already experienced. 

 
Thank you. 

 
Feb 1 Hello There, 

  
In light of the recent boundary review meeting at 
SJPII and in speaking with fellow parents in my 
community (Idlewood), I did some research on 
the effects of children changing schools. The 
results were somewhat alarming and I have 
shared them in an attached PDF file. Please 
take time to consider before we create any 
unnecessary detriment to our children's mental 
health. As a teacher and proud member of the 
WCDSB I am very concerned about the already 
increasing prevalence of mental health issues at 
the elementary level and I feel very strongly that 
we have a duty to protect our young people, 
when we can, from unnecessary anxiety and 
angst. 
 Thank you for your time, diligence 
and commitment to choosing the best option for 
our kids first and foremost. 
  
 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Feb 2 Hello everyone. I am sending this email with a 
heavy heart. I’m disappointed and let down by 
the Catholic school board, that we are even 
experiencing this boundary review. As you 
know, many families already experienced 
uprooting their children from a school when 
SJPll opened. It is beyond me, that the board 
would even consider doing this to the same 
families and same children again. I can’t believe 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
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it isn’t against some policy. I’d actually like 
confirmation that it’s not going against a policy. 
It’s not just wrong, it’s harmful. Very. 
Comparable to a broken family, divorce, etc. 
Some children are never the same. This is NOT 
something I want for my children. I already loved 
the Catholic system for implementing the 
teachings and values of Christ within the school. 
But on a separate level, I was drawn to the fact 
that my 3 year old starting JK, would remain at 
the same school until graduating grade 8. That 
is HUGE to me, when it comes to forming who 
our children are. Although you are all doing your 
jobs, to investigate and calculate, these are our 
children! They are people, not numbers or 
ponds to justify funding. I want my children to 
remain at their current school while living in 
Chicopee, as I’m sure the Idlewood parents feel. 
It’s not that easy to get up and move into 
another neighbourhood to make that happen. 
Buying a house is the biggest investment of 
most people lives and it isn’t one that should be 
taken lightly. That being said, most people take 
the school district into huge consideration. We 
did, and I want my children (3 of them currently 
and a 4th in few years) to stay there. There is no 
way I will send my child to a school that is 
already full, has one set of bathrooms and 
shares a gym with the community center. 
Although I suppose that’s the “plan” is to get 
some more children over there in order to fulfill 
whatever requirements are needed to approve 
renovation funding. Well, my kids have already 
asked to be homeschool should they be 
FORCED out of what they consider their home 
now. It hurts me that they are even having this 
stress in their lives. It’s not just the parents, my 
children have cried out of worry that they will be 
FORCED to leave their OWN school!? And they 
are smart enough to know that if they are lucky 
enough, to stay, does that mean their Idlewood 
friends are going.  I love Saint John Paul II. My 
children love it. They are doing so -well and I will 
be devastated to see that change. I understand 
that life has ups and downs and children, like 
adults will be faced with hardships. But this one 
is unnecessary and I will tell that to whoever will 
listen above and beyond. We were blind sided 
with this rushed decision. Everyone knows 
another school is being built which will likely 

The WCDSB does not have a policy 
stating that children cannot be 
moved more than once. However, 
significant effort is made for this not 
to happen.  
 
The playground size at SJPII is 
currently not an issue. It would 
become an issue if additional 
portables would be added to it. The 
public comment sheets from the 
January 28, 2016 public 
consultation session, which are 
posted on the SJPII boundary 
review website, indicate that many 
parents believe this to be a major 
issue facing SJPII. 
 
Once a final decision is made by the 
Board of Trustees in April, a paper 
notice will be sent home with the 
children of SJPII, and posted on the 
school newswire, and on the Board 
website. 
 
Thank-you.  
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relieve some of this schools pressures. As well, 
no one is complaining. ?? Who has ever 
complained about the size of the yard? Should 
that be an issue on paper to someone, 
somewhere.. Then maybe our primary student 
should have a separate lunch hour from the 
intermediate, etc.. Even if the school went as far 
as to grandfather the existing students in, and 
allow no further enrollments from the Chicopee 
and Idlewood areas, at least this school 
community and family would not be torn apart. 
Again, some families JUST went through this!? 
Clearly, like many, this is VERY upsetting to me. 
And again, it hurts to see young children 
stressing over this? They have even asked me, 
how will the news be delivered? That something 
I would like to know as well. So, other than 
taking my comments and suggestions into 
consideration, I would like to hear back 
regarding these couple stated items. Thank you.  
 

 



 

 

February 2, 2016 

 

To: WCDSB Board of Trustees 

Joyce Andersen(joyce.anderson@wcdsb.ca); Bill Conway(bill.conway@wcdsb.ca); Manuel 
da Silva(manuel.dasilva@wcdsb.ca); Amy Fee(amy.fee@wcdsb.ca); Frank 
Johnson(frank.johnson@wcdsb.ca); Wendy Price(wendy.price@wcdsb.ca); Greg 
Reitzel(greg.reitzel@wcdsb.ca); Brian Schmalz(brian.schmalz@wcdsb.ca); Melanie Van 
Alphen(melanie.vanalphen@wcdsb.ca); Karen Hakim; Sebastian Monsalve 

Re: St.John-Paul II / St.Daniel boundary review process issues 

 

 

To the trustees, 

      After the recent public meeting at St.John Paul II (SJPII) school we felt it was necessary 
to write a letter to all the trustees. While looking at the display boards with all the 
information there seems to be some misinformation and contradictions being communicated 
and parent voices are not being heard.  

     Before the options are discussed and voted on, we would like to point out some of the 
issues that the display boards bring up by addressing each point separately, starting with the 
“Existing Boundaries” board, then “Option 1-Move Idlewood” and “Option 2-Move 
Chicopee”. 

Please consider the following in your discussions. 

Thank you 

 

Steve & Paula Dosen 

  

Wendy deGomez
Text Box



 

 

“EXISTING BOUNDARIES” Display Board 

 
Display Board Statement: 
 
“May lose families to the public board due to overcrowding” 
 
 To our knowledge, this is not an issue for parents at SJPII and there is no talk of leaving the 
Catholic system over SJPII being overcrowded. Both Option 1 and Option 2, however, will severely 
overcrowd  St.Daniel. These options would be more of a concern for losing families if students are 
forced to move, given that this boundary review is apparently to reduce overcrowding of students at 
SJPII, only to force them into a more crowded situation at St.Daniel. This is also unfair to present 
St.Daniel students and parents, creating a much greater strain on school resources and facilities that 
are already inadequate for the current school population. 
 
Display Board Statement: 
 
“Reduced physical activity at SJPII (gym and playground) - impacts on health” 
 
 This is more likely to be a factor at St. Daniel where they cannot accommodate gym time 
easily for extra students, as was stated by the principal of St.Daniel at one of the first meetings that 
we attended of the Boundary Review Committee (BRC) on December 16, 2015, where they 
discussed gym times. Both principals had drawn up mock schedules and reported on how each 
school would be able to accommodate gym times. Principal Rod Eckert said SJPII would have no 
problem and principal Gerald Foran stated that St. Daniel would have a problem accommodating 
extra gym times, that not every class would be able to have two gym times, as the gym is shared 
with the community centre.   
 
Display Board Statement: 
 
“Relies on City park for playground - City does not support this. Use of City park may be 
restricted or eliminated” 
 
 It has been stated at the first BRC meeting by both principals that the city allows this and 
they do not have an issue with it. In any case it would be the same threat for both schools, reducing 
both playgrounds. Also, many times students at SJPII are asked to stay on asphalt due to ground 
conditions, so the students are already used to having little playground space.  

This also answers the argument of reduced playground space at SJPII if an additional 
portable is placed on site. Additionally, the portables placed at St. Daniel to accommodate the 40-
45% influx of new students would offset the slightly larger playground size, which would then  



 

 

“EXISTING BOUNDARIES” cont’d 

  

make it more equivalent to SJPII playground size. The difference in playground size would only be 
about the size of SJPII back parking lot, or less.  

Display Board Statement: 

“Whole school assemblies would not be possible at SJPII” 

 Why would this not be possible? Whole school assemblies are possible now, why would the 
additional students projected suddenly make this an impossibility? 

 
Display Board Statement: 
 
“Increased parking issues at SJPII (currently not enough parking)” 
 The main increase in population is in students. Teachers would be a very small percentage 
of the increase, which could be solved in a number of ways. Parking spaces could be reclaimed 
from OWL daycare if needed. Alternatively, a carpool system could be implemented , as has been 
done at Grand River Hospital (ie: meet and park at Food Basics and one person drives in to the 
school). Surely this must be a less important issue than uprooting friends, forcing schedule changes 
for families and overcrowding students into a smaller school? 
 
Display Board Statement: 

“Fewer opportunities to participate in sports teams/school productions” 

 This assumes that EVERYONE tries to participate in these activities. The percentage that do 
would not be increased by a relevant amount, if at all. That being said, what is the point being 
made?  Many students are already in programs outside of school or are in their own sports and 
activities.  Most times these are the students that will try out for the school sports and activities and 
end up getting the spot. Part of life is learning that you don’t always make the team, or get the part.   

 

  



 

 

OPTION 1-MOVE IDLEWOOD Display Board 

 

Display Board Statement: 

“May retain families by alleviating enrolment pressures at Saint John Paul II” 

 This point, stated slightly differently, is both under Opportunities and Threats on the same 
display board. This is not an issue for parents at SJP, families are not threatening to leave the school 
due to it being too crowded. This should have been more than evident from comments received by 
the planning department so far. In fact, the more likely scenario is the statement in the Threats 
column if parents and students are subjected to unnecessary upheaval due to this process. 

 
Display Board Statement: 

“Moving more children increases probability of students moving with friends” 

 In reality this is not the case, as again should be obvious by the comments received by the 
planning department. Many students would be forced to move and not one of their friends move 
with them resulting in unnecessary emotional stress. Combine this with the fact that many students 
have had to move schools once before, and this would be a second move, which parents were 
assured at the time would not happen. 

 
Display Board Statement: 

“Capital funding application could be made for an addition and daycare at St. Daniel”  

This, we and others parents believe, is the underlying reason for this boundary review, under the 
guise of reducing enrollment pressure at SJPII. If the numbers presented are studied, the only 
explanation that makes sense is that St.Daniel is purposely being overcrowded to 140-145% 
capacity, when it does not have the facilities to support this population, in order to present a more 
favorable application for funding. As the school would be severely overcrowded with inadequate 
facilities, it would appear to be an urgent case to receive funding ahead of other applicants for the 
same funding.  This means that the best interests of the children are not being considered, and they 
are being used as pawns to get funding for St.Daniel school. If this was not the case, why would it 
be acceptable to overcrowd St.Daniel to 145% capacity with the presently inadequate facilities, but 
it is not acceptable to have SJPII operate at 120% capacity, as it has been doing? SJPII is the one 
school of the two that has more than adequate facilities to handle any extra student population. 



 

 

OPTION 1-MOVE IDLEWOOD cont’d 

 

Display Board Statement: 

“Potential to rent more gym space for St. Daniel from City”  

The gym space is shared with the community centre programs, and it actually was stated at the 
December 16,2015 meeting that this is not a good possibility.  

 

Display Board Statement: 

“Additional students may strain resources at St. Daniel” 

 There is no question that extra students at St.Daniel will strain it’s resources, especially 
overcrowding the school under this option to 145%. This reinforces the reason behind this boundary 
review, to strain resources in order to get preferential standing for funding renovation at St.Daniel.  

 

  



 

 

OPTION 2-MOVE CHICOPEE Display Board 

 

Display Board Statement: 

“Reduces enrollment pressure at Saint John Paul II” 

 This, again, transfers extra students to a school that cannot handle the extra students. 
Although it is a better balanced transfer of students, it still is not a good option as St.Daniel does not 
have the facilities to accommodate more students, and again points to overcrowding St.Daniel in 
order to receive funds for renovations as the reason for this boundary change.  

 
Display Board Statement: 

“Does not significantly alleviate enrollment pressure at Saint John Paul II” 

 This option reduces enrollment at SJPII by about 10%, and SJPII has proven to function 
effectively at 120%. St.Daniel, however, would jump to 120-130% enrollment, bringing the 
question back to why it would be acceptable to strain the resources of an older school with 
inadequate facilities to support the extra population when it is apparently unacceptable for SJP to 
operate at this level, when SJP has more than adequate facilities for the extra population.  

The projected numbers for the St.Daniel population under this option are almost identical to the 
projected numbers for SJPII population if Existing Boundaries are left as they are. It must be more 
logical to leave boundaries as they are and allow the newer school with better facilities to absorb the 
increased population of students. At the very LEAST until a review can be done of how the new 
public school to be built in the area will impact enrollment. 

(Many of the other display board statements are the same as for Option 1, and the responses to 
those display board statements would be the same for Option 2 as for Option1. 

  



 

 

From the beginning of this boundary review process, it has appeared as if the process has 
been rushed through and parent voices have not been effectively heard. Our only alternative has 
been to write to all the trustees that will be voting on a final decision in regards to this boundary 
review.  

 Hopefully the responses above to the BRC display board statements send a clear message of 
how the parents of the students affected actually feel about the information presented. If we look at 
the numbers presented to us, it is difficult to explain how this boundary change would be to the 
benefit of the students.  

There are a number of problems with the BRC statements . It is not logical to think that parents 
would leave SJPII because they believe it is overcrowded, but would accept a more crowded 
situation at St.Daniel. Neither is it logical to state that SJPII needs to alleviate enrollment at 120% 
capacity, and the way to achieve it is to push an older school to 145% capacity. A statement was 
made in a BRC meeting discussion that ‘we are not discussing school capacity’ when we clearly 
are! Is it logical to state that the facilities are equally capable of supporting an over capacity 
population, when that is obviously false? (ie: washrooms; How does one student washroom at 
St.Daniel equate to four student washrooms at SJPII?)  Playground size is also a major point to the 
BRC argument for this change, even though the students only spend about 15% of their school day 
in recess. The 85% of the day spent using classrooms and other facilities and resources of the school 
are much more important, and by all accounts SJPII is better equipped to handle more students, 
especially with its outstanding staff and strong parent support.  Also, with the additional portables 
required at St.Daniel for the extra population in Options 1 and 2, the playground space between the 
two schools becomes nearly equal.  

After studying the numbers and information presented, we believe this proposed boundary change is 
little more than an attempt to secure funding for St.Daniel renovations, by pushing its population to 
overcapacity to make it appear that they have an urgent need. Our children will be used as pawns in 
this process and are not having their best interests represented. They should be your primary 
consideration, after all, and one that many of you, the trustees, have reiterated to us in your email 
responses to our questions. We all want what is the best option for the students, and we believe that 
leaving the boundaries as they are is the best option. 

 

Steve & Paula Dosen 

 

Wendy deGomez
Text Box
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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Feb 2 Good evening, 

 
I want to thank you for listening to all the parents 
who have voiced their concerns during the 
boundary review.  If I may add a suggestion to 
my email below, what would be the harm in 
waiting 1 more year until the new public school 
opens at the corner of Lackner and Fairway?  If 
we lose families to the new school, that will 
reduce the enrollment pressure at SJPII and it 
will be at the choice of the families.  If no 
families move and the pressure at SJPII 
continue to be an issue, then a decision to 
revise the boundaries will be justified.  No one in 
our community feels that this is a problem that 
needs immediate attention. 
 
Also, the school board is thinking about 
enrollment pressures in 10 years, but 
realistically, there will be funding for a new 
school in this area within that time.  The location 
of St. Daniel's is in a developed neighbourhoud 
with a mixed bag of empty-nesters, families with 
young adults or high-schoolers, and families 
with young children.  It is not as new as the area 
where SJPII is, so why would the school board 
be asking for capital funding for an older school, 
in an older neighbourhood, when in 10 year's 
time, they can build a new school, in the newest 
and still growing part of Kitchener?  Is the plan 
to keep bussing all the new families in the new 
subdivisions to Canadian Martyr's?  You will be 
having over-crowding issues at that school next, 
forcing you to send kids back to SJPII.  The 
capital funding will likely not cover a suitable 
addition to St. Daniel's, but rather, the funding 
will be spent on fixing the school due to its age 
and bringing it up to code.  Not to mention that 
by then, St. Daniel's will be another 10 years 
older.    
 
Here's another suggestion to free up playground 
space, the JKs and SKs have their own recess 
time.  Why not include the grade 1's and 2's in 
that recess? 
They all know each other and are all in the same 
age group. 
 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. This comment 
missed the cut off for those 
comments posted today and will be 
posted with the next comments. 
 
The timing of implementation was 
proposed by staff to be this coming 
September but no decision has 
been made. The BRC has also 
discussed a split lunch/recess for 
JK-Gr.2’s and that information was 
provided at the public meeting last 
week. Both a delay in 
implementation and a split lunch are 
still options that are on the table. 
 
At this time, there is no additional 
elementary school planned for the 
east side of Kitchener over the next 
10 years. The area that has been 
designated to Canadian Martyrs will 
be bussed until there is sufficient 
space available at Saint John Paul 
II. We have done numerous 
additions at older schools and 
believe it is appropriate to invest in 
our existing schools.  
 
The decision in 2008 to move St. 
Anne students to SJPII was made 
using the best available information 
available at the time.  
 
The kindergarten registration will 
proceed as planned at SJPII as no 
decision has been made for this 
Boundary Review and will not be 
made until April 2016. If it is decided 
that the boundaries will change for 
September any students who 
register within the affected area will 
be transferred to St. Daniel.  
 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public comments and planning department 
responses February 2 to February 5, 2016 
 

2 
 

I still don't understand why Chicopee is even 
being considered and why my daughter was 
moved from St. Anne's as St. Anne's is still 
opened and fully operational.  She could have 
stayed there uninterrupted this whole time.  I 
understand the closure of Notre Dame and St. 
Patrick's because they were older and no longer 
in younger neighbourhoods, but why did the 
St.Anne's kids have to be moved if you knew 
you were building a school in an booming 
area?  Now we have 2 daughters who attend 
SJPII and the levels of anxiety couldn't get any 
worse when they talk about the boundary 
review, especially for my 10 year old daughter 
(grade 5), who is at the crossroads of a very 
important time in her life between childhood and 
adolescence.  She feels that regardless of what 
happens, she will not be with her 2 best friends 
next year as her 2 best friends live in the 
Idlewood area.  If Idlewood goes, she's alone 
but at least still within the familiarity of her 
current school.  If Chicopee is chosen to go, 
she's alone in a new school.  My 6 year old has 
not been spared either, crying the biggest tears 
at the thought of losing her friends.  I hope you 
can imagine the look of fear and worry in their 
eyes.   Both of my daughters are very involved 
in their school, from kindergarten helpers, to the 
school's broadway production, class rep, lunch 
time art, mad science, chess club and 
more.  This was a natural progression and 
involvement that they developed in their secure 
environment.  They are very good students with 
excellent report cards.  I fear that if they go to 
St. Daniel's, they will not want to be involved in 
school activities anymore, and their grades will 
suffer.  It doesn't matter what the integration 
program offers, it will be a forced integration 
feeling for the kids and rather than integrate, it 
will backfire. 
I went through many schools growing up, and 
the resentment I feel towards that experience is 
tremendous.  Stability and security are 2 very 
important elements that we want to maintain in 
our children's lives. 
We have been part of the SJPII community 
since it opened in 2010 and we find it unfair that 
we might be uprooted because the numbers 
didn't jive in 2007/2008.  It also feels like our 
community is being pitted against each other.   
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If you really want what is best for the kids at 
SJPII, you will leave the boundaries alone and 
think of a new solution and involve our 
community to figure it out.  Uprooting families is 
NOT what is best for the kids. 
 
One last question.  I noticed today that SJPII will 
begin kindergarten registration.  What exactly 
should the families in Idlewood and Chicopee be 
doing if they have little ones starting school this 
fall? 
 
Thank you, 

 
 

Feb 3 Hello Wendy, 
  
My Ex-husband moved out of the school 
boundary but did receive permission from the 
school board to keep our son in SJP2 
Due to his special needs (ADHD).  He is 
currently in grade 7 and will graduate from 
elementary school in a year and a half. 
Do I need to be concerned with the boundary 
review?  Does this apply to my son?  I do not 
want to upset his routine, as routine is important 
to his success. 
Please advise. 

 

Good morning, 
 
The map at this link 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/Existing%20Boundaries%
20Display%20Board.pdf shows the 
sub-areas B and C, which are the 
two areas that may be moved from 
SJPII (only one area, not both may 
be moved). Out of Boundary 
admissions are assessed on a 
yearly basis. Currently SJPII is 
capped, and you would have to 
reapply for the school year of 2016-
2017. 
  
Thank-you. 

Feb 3 Hi 
  
I’m very appalled by the recent public meeting 
on Jan 28th.  The Waterloo Catholic School 
Board should be ashamed of its self for that 
survey. They way you had positioned the 
survey, you were only looking for the answers 
you wanted to hear and not giving a chance for 
untainted feedback.  You basically bullied 
everyone in to the response you wanted to hear 
and also bullied us to taking one side over the 
other when it came to the ranking section on the 
different options.   
 
I’d like to say kudos to Idlewood for not falling in 
to your trap by indicating we want to stick 
together by most families that responded.   

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
St. Daniel was seen as the best 
alternative school in the area. St. 
Anne will be over capacity within a 
couple of years due to French 
Immersion. Canadian Martyrs has 
one portable and the development 
area at Zeller & Fairway is being 
redirected there so enrolment will 
increase. Even though there are 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Existing%20Boundaries%20Display%20Board.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Existing%20Boundaries%20Display%20Board.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Existing%20Boundaries%20Display%20Board.pdf
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This survey should have had questions but with 
no pre-selected answers or multiple choice – 
this would have given a real, true, none 
influenced feedback and opinions from those 
who completed the survey. 
  
I can’t figure out why this is being so rushed.  It 
was just a few months ago we found out that 
this was happening, Us as parents, the parent 
school council members and our children 
haven’t even had time to process this.  Your 
time line is way too tight. This process shouldn’t 
be rushed in to a few months – it should be at 
least a year-long process.  This would allow for 
enough time for proper research, suggestions, 
investigation, and a decision. 
  
There are many rumors to why this is even 
happening.  Funding to St. Daniels for upgrades 
and daycare are big on the listing.   
  
What I don’t understand is how a school is build 
and then 5 years later it’s having to shift 
boundaries due to capacity.  This doesn’t make 
any parents feel warm and fuzzy about the 
estimate numbers you are providing as you 
were wrong in the past and when building SJP 
And with the experience we’ve had what kind of 
guarantee do we have that you are right with the 
prediction numbers now?   (this bring us back to 
the reason you are doing this – Funding for 
upgrades/daycare at St. Daniels or something 
else that you are not sharing with us). 
 
I wasn't even aware there were issues at SJP.  
My children are very happy there and haven't 
made any comments to over crowding, 
problems with the playground space or any 
other issues.  Sure parking seems to be an 
issue but there are lots of companies out there 
that have parking limitations but they have 
programs like car pool and other options 
available to their staff. 
 
If the true reason is funding and a daycare - 
How can you plan to extend this schools area  
by adding a daycare.  Wouldn't this take away 
from the children's play area?  Isn't this already 
a concern at this school and SJP.  St. Daniels is 

other schools further away that have 
space we felt it was important for 
children to attend a school that is 
relatively close to where they live 
and within the same secondary 
school attendance boundary.  
 
In terms of the real reason for the 
review, we have been forthcoming 
and honest with the reasons. We 
believe as Saint John Paul II 
continues to grow there will be 
program implications and 
compromises on the types of 
programs we offer.  
 
Chicopee and Idlewood were 
selected based on location. They 
are the furthest neighbourhoods 
from SJP2 and also abut St. 
Daniel’s existing boundary. A 
portion of Idlewood can walk to St. 
Daniel. Although these were the two 
options that were initially proposed 
by staff we have been open to other 
suggestions and have been 
repeatedly asking for other ideas. 
The BRC chose not to explore any 
other boundary options but options 
that have been suggested by the 
public have been discussed. 
 
The number of washrooms has 
been discussed for both schools. St. 
Daniel has capacity for 728 students 
& staff and SJP2 has capacity for 
1000 students and staff. Enrolment 
at both schools under any of the 
scenarios will not approach these 
numbers. 
 
I encourage you to continue to 
participate in the review process. 
Our next public meeting is 
scheduled for February 17, 2016 at 
St. Daniel. Details of this meeting 
will be distributed shortly. 
 
Thank-you. 
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already using the city land - where would all go 
and what benefit does it have for the children?   
  
Why can’t you be transparent and tell us the 
reasons – the real reasons for this change as I 
don’t believe it’s over-crowding at SJP as we are 
not even near the max number this year or next 
and with prediction number that are not 
trustworthy. 
  
You may have a better chance of people 
understanding and in agreeance with your 
change if you are transparent with the real 
reasons. 
  
I’ve attended all the meetings we’ve has thus far 
and I can tell that the school board has its own 
agenda.  The first meeting at SJP was 
infuriating.  The school board reps didn’t listen to 
a thing the parent counsel from both sides 
where saying or even the 2 trustee 
representatives.  They have their own 2 ideas 
and they couldn’t move past this.    
  
This is why we need more time to review other 
options and review the numbers more to see 
what actually makes sense – not just what the 
school board wants. 
  
I have never been a part of this process before 
but from what I hear is you have already made 
up your mind and are just having this process to 
get everyone else on board. 
  
I’d like to share some of the idea’s I have – 
some might not make the most sense but I think 
they should at least be explored as an option 
(you never know what might actually end up 
making the most sense):   
  
My preference would be to do nothing and see 
what the next 2 years brings to the school.  But 
here are some suggestions I have and have 
heard from others I’ve talked to: 
  
•        Make SJP and K-6 school, moving all 7 
and 8’s to another school  
•        Take Chicopee and part of idle wood 
(walkers) and move them to St. Daniels – this 
would include the 2 streets not included in this 
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review that are within walking distance to St. 
Daniels 
•        Allow for everyone who is being move to 
be grandfathered – this would be a guarantee 
until grade 8 (not a yearly thing) 
•        Make the cut off Fairview road – moving 
all students from Fairway to Chicopee to other 
schools 
•         Take back the daycare space - sure this 
will cost a lot but will eliminate the entire 
problem. 
•         Is is possible to take some of the shared 
class room space (rooms between classrooms) 
and make that space them in to an actual 
classrooms at SJP.  I'm sure this space is well 
used but in older schools this space isn't 
available so to help with space issues, this is 
space that might be able to be reused for a 
greater purpose. 
  
Why does the school have to be St. Daniels?  
They are already nearing their maximum 
capacity.   
 
Does it really make sense to move one problem 
from one school to another?   
 
If there has to be a choice I would think that a 
smaller group of children would relieve pressure 
at one school without adding a ton to another 
that is already having pressure on resources.  
 
It was confirmed that St. Daniels has enough 
washroom facilities to handle the extra children.  
I can tell you that I don't want my 5 year old 
hearing the conversations of gr.8's because they 
are sharing the same washroom. 
 
This is a plus at SJP - there are lots of 
washrooms and they are different sections to 
keep things like this from happening.   
 
What I would like to know is the actual numbers 
of the facilities at each school.  Is this possible? 
 
St. Daniels might meet the requirements but I 
can't really see it.  SJP has to have more 
facilities available for children to use based on 
the number of bathrooms.   
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Could it be that SJP actually exceed the number 
required and St. Daniels just meets what's 
required? 
 
If this is the case then why move us to a school 
that can't keep up with the demand with lower 
number of students. When we were on our tour - 
they already have issues with a bathroom that 
isn't used very often (not the  main one) as it 
had backed up. 
 
Why does the choice have to be Chicopee or 
Idlewood - How did you arrive at these two 
neighborhood being selected?   
 
What makes them special over other options? 
 
My children keep asking me 'Why Them', 'Why 
do we have to move schools'. 
 
For Idlewood your not only splitting these 
children from their school family but also 
subdivision - you cut Idlewood in half and then 
didn't include families that are within in walking 
distance to St. Daniels.  How does this make 
any sense? 
 
Here's why my family has great concern: 
  
Friends, friends and friends:  These mean 
everything to children especially in the early 
years of attending school, this is when special 
bonds are made, early learnings of what 
friendships mean and why its important to have 
strong relationships. 
  
From my children’s experience it take a long 
time for children to really bond with friends.  
Sure they call everyone their friend but to truly 
build a strong friendship that lasts a life time 
takes many years – Years which my Son now 
has being at the same school for 5 years.  
These are years he won’t get back if moving 
schools or won’t have time to build another set 
of friendships likes these.   
  
By moving these children around you are not 
only harming their mental state but also their 
inner self confidence. 
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My son is very shy – it wasn’t until grade 3 that I 
didn’t have to attend birthday parties with him 
anymore.  He cried at the beginning of each 
school year to the point where I had to walk him 
to his class in grade two with him clinging to my 
leg and crying in front of the class.  Moving him 
is not only going to be devastating to him as he 
is now in a good place with these struggles but 
will set him back a million miles emotionally and 
mentally.  Do you want to be the one 
responsible for this? 
  
Is the school board willing to play with these 
emotions and be the one responsible for 
children’s struggles – are they going to provide 
someone for the children to talk to longer than 
the transition period if they are struggling with 
this change? 
  
Let’s review a different situation but with the 
same result.  A family splits up – mom and dad 
are no longer together for whatever the reason 
is and they have moved away. 
  
You see what splitting that family up does to the 
children – they are emotional unstable, scarred 
for life and not in a good emotional or mental 
state for a long time.   
  
In my opinion this is the same thing – you are 
splitting up a child’s school family – the ones 
they spend 6+ hours a day with.  The ones they 
have special bonds with.  The ones they tell all 
their stories to, confide in and have fun with 
outside the classroom. 
  
This family is just as important to these children 
as their actual family. 
  
Talk to adults today that have move around a lot 
as children.  They don’t have fond memories of 
changing schools, they don’t have long time 
friends from elementary school, can’t remember 
who their were friends with at what school etc.  
For some this will be their experience as they 
have been move more than one already. 
  
Safety concerns for my family is huge: 
Idlewood Students that would have to walk if 
moved to St. Daniels. 
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o   I think a bus should be provided for all of 
these children.  If you are picking up some 
children form this area – then why not pick up all 
of them. 
 

•   Cros s ing old Chicopee trail and River 
Road are very concerning as these are 
busy streets but also because you’re 
asking young children to cross 2 
entrances to a mall.  One in which isn’t 
very visible.  These areas are a high 
threat area and there are parents that 
are very concerned with this as safety is 
a big thing in our society today. It's not 
like 20 years ago when you didn't have 
to worry about where you walked.   

 
 
 As I'm writing this email other thoughts keep 
popping up as I can't get my head around why 
this is even happening.  Is it really about over 
crowding, budget money for a school needing 
an upgrade, parking issue, playground issue etc.   
 
I just really hope that by moving one set of 
children out you are not making room to extend 
the boundary to allow the area that is currently 
not included within SJP boundary - I believe it's 
just on the other side of Old Zeller Drive but I 
could be mistaken.  It's the area we were 
informed about last year. 
 
All I ask is that you really, really truly think about 
what this is going to do to these children, I want 
what is best for my children and moving them to 
another school isn't it,  especially when this plan 
isn't very well thought out and isn't taking what's 
best for the children in to account.  My children's 
mental and emotional state is at risk with this 
proposed change.   
 
Please do not move my children to another 
school.  There has to be another option. 
 
Sincerely  
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Feb 4 Good afternoon, 
 
Unfortunately I find myself unable to attend 
tonight's Boundary Review Committee Meeting 
at SJPII. I was hoping to hear of any progress, 
new ideas, and more community input. 
Our first priority is of course our children's best 
interest. Being rooted in a good community, at 
an excellent school whose staff and programs 
we believe in, have all been important to us. We 
have already expressed concern for our child's 
adjusting to another school, community, people 
& how all these will influence her self esteem 
and her studies. 
In recent weeks we as a family have looked 
deeper into what this change may mean to us. 
We do not support the move of Idlewood or 
Chicopee to St. Daniel's, believing these are in 
no way to the benefit of our children or either 
school community. The more I discuss this with 
fellow parents, the more suspcious I feel of the 
motives to do so and the swift time lines which 
would leave our community reeling. 
So if our Chicopee area was cut, we would have 
a few months to decide what to do. The decision 
only being handed down at the end of April - 
does that leave us enough time to stage and sell 
our home, find another? This is a huge life 
decision and not one we took lightly when we 
first moved in. Our children's placement at Saint 
John Paul was a factor for chosing this 
neighbourhood. To leave us no choice but to 
move us to a school not of our chosing, well we 
cannot accept that. Of course we will continue to 
have input on our kid's learning environment. If it 
means leaving SJP in this round, it likely 
equates to us leaving the Catholic school board 
altogether. How very, very sad. I grew up in the 
seperate school board and never doubted my 
children's path... until now.  
Is that really the answer? Is THAT how you want 
to balance the numbers? Watch a hundred 
families move over to the public system? It is a 
very realistic option for several of the families.  
 
Of course, moving our home will likely not sway 
your opinions.. but there is so much at stake for 
so many. People will be scrambling for before 
and after school care, when there is such a 
demand for it already. That will of course impact 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
A preferred option will be presented 
at the next public consultation 
session on February 17, 2016. The 
BRC decided on a modified status 
quo option at last night’s meeting as 
their preferred option. We 
encourage you to attend the 
meeting and provide feedback. The 
option is not final and it could 
change at any point before the 
decision at the end of April. 
 
Thank-you. 
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families finances as well. Many children are 
already located at B&A school care, in the 
community and at Owl. So these children will 
also lose those connections. How could all of 
this possibly be for their benefit? 
I urge you once again to brainstorm and find a 
way to MAKE THE STATUS QUO OPTION 
WORK. The Idlewood and Chicopee areas are 
both great contributors in making the  SJPII 
family what it is. 
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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Feb 9 Where could I find the proposed map for the 

new 'existing boundary' proposal, indicating the 
new development areas being potentially sent to 
St.Daniel?  

 

Good afternoon, 
 
Information regarding the modified 
status quo option being proposed by 
the Boundary Review Committee 
will be presented at the next Public 
Consultation Session on February 
17 (4-8PM) at St. Daniel school. 
This will include a map of the new 
development areas proposed to go 
to St. Daniel.  This map will also be 
posted on the website that day after 
the meeting. 
 
Thank-you. 
 
 

Feb 18 Hello, 
To remove bussing for current students is only 
about money and has no bearing on the 
overcrowding which is what I thought this was 
about. What about the constant drop off and 
traffic concerns since the school opened? That 
doesn't matter now? With this new proposal I 
have no idea how my kids will get home from 
school in the winter months. I feel like removing 
bussing is like grabbing an opportunity to save 
money at our expense because we are 
vulnerable to possibly moving schools. I am 
frustrated beyond belief since it has become 
clear that more issues than overcrowding are in 
play and you are manipulating the people you 
should be serving. I am ready to pull my kids 
from the Catholic board if this is how you 
operate. 
 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
We have not discussed the 
implementation pieces of the 
proposed option yet but will do this 
at the next BRC meeting on March 3 
and the grandfathering of siblings 
and transportation provision will be 
on the agenda at this meeting. 
 

Feb 19 I am not clear on how grandfathering works. My 
understanding was that families that were 
affected by a boundary change who already 
attended a school could be "grandfathered" so 
they could continue to attend that school while 
new children to that neighborhood would adhere 
to the boundary change and go to the other 
school.  I am wondering under the new proposal 
why Idlewood and Chicopee would be 
considered grandfathered if according to this 
plan they are not an affected area? The 
boundaries are still within Pope John Paul 
according to the map. Or will new residents to 

Good morning, 
 
Under the BRC proposed option, 
grandfathering only applies to the 
existing children who are in the new 
development areas that are labelled 
Bussed to St. Daniel on the map 
found on the Notice who currently 
attend SJPII.  
 
Children who would move into the 
areas labelled Bussed to St. Daniel 
would be bussed to St. Daniel.  
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these areas go to St. Daniel's? It doesn't seem 
so. This may have been covered at the last 
meeting but I was unable to attend so I 
apologize if this is repetitive. It appears that 
being grandfathered only serves a purpose to 
remove bussing which seems unequitable 
throughout the district but again, you may be 
able to clarify that. Thanks.  
 

 
Idlewood and Chicopee are not 
considered grandfathered under this 
option because the boundary 
change does not affect those areas 
and there would be no changes to 
these area (bussing or otherwise).  
 
 

Feb 19 Dear Planning Committee Members 

How can the staff propose a completely new 
option and not restart the consultation process? 
I am in this new affected area, and do not want 
my children to have to move to a new school, to 
have to leave their friends behind, make new 
friends and get to know new teachers. I chose 
my house based on proximity to St. John Paul II, 
and the fact that my children could walk to 
school. This will affect too many current SJPII 
families.  

I went to the previous meeting to vote against 
Idlewood and Chicopee being moved to St. 
Daniel, and now my neighbourhood is on the 
chopping block without being consulted or 
having the same due process that other 
neighbourhoods were given. This is unfair and 
should be stopped. Most parents that have been 
consulted during this process voted to keep the 
STATUS QUO, and make other arrangements 
to accommodate the increased enrollment (like 
split lunches). Why are the preferences of the 
people being affected by this change being 
ignored? 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
The proposed option is the 
culmination of the work of the 
Boundary Review Committee to this 
point in time and has been, in part, 
the result of parental feedback. The 
proposed option indicates that 
children who live in the area on the 
notice described as Bussed to St. 
Daniel who currently attend SJPII 
would not be moving but would be 
grandfathered into SJPII. The 
implementation pieces of the option 
such as grandfathering siblings and 
transportation provision for 
grandfathered students will be 
discussed at the March 3 BRC 
meeting at St. Daniel school. Please 
note the proposed option may 
change at any point prior to a 
decision by the board of trustees. 
 
 

Feb 19 Hello, I am the parent of a child living in one of 
the newly proposed boundary areas. Until now 
no mention of my neighbourhood has been 
communicated to parents at SJPII. This is rather 
unfair and feels unduly underhanded. I 
respectfully request this new boundary proposal 
be submitted to the public through consultation 
in the same manner the first two options were 
presented. I understand my child will be 
grandfathered, but I also understand this can 
and likely will be reviewed if and when future 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
The proposed option is the 
culmination of the work of the 
Boundary Review Committee to this 
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reviews take place. I am not happy with this for 
obvious reasons, but more importantly, parents 
and families have not even been given the 
chance to debate this proposal. Due diligence 
demands they be given this option. 

 

point in time and has been, in part, 
the result of parental feedback. 
Throughout the Review process 
options have and may continue to 
change, and I encourage you to stay 
involved as no decision is final until 
the Board of Trustee decision on 
April 25, 2016. 
 
The implementation pieces of the 
option such as grandfathering 
siblings and transportation provision 
for grandfathered students will be 
discussed at the March 3 BRC 
meeting at St. Daniel school.  
 
The issue of future boundary 
reviews was addressed on our 
Public comment sheets that can be 
accessed online at this link 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/Comment%20Sheet%202
_2016%2002%2010-Final.pdf and 
can be emailed to the Planning 
Department directly, and a 
recommendation may be put forth 
regarding this issue by staff and/or 
the Boundary Review Committee. 
 
 
 
 
 

Feb 19 Hi Wendy, 
 
I know you must be extremely busy with all the 
up coming changes. I will do my best to attend 
the meeting on the 3rd. However with work 
hours conflicting  I may not be able to. My son 
currently attends SJPII he is in JK, my other son 
will be 4 in  2017, I see the mail below says 
there may be some implications for the siblings. 
I really hope siblings will not be split up, and can 
go to the same school. Can you provide some 
insight as to what implications we could face? 
Thank you 

I forgot to mention in the first email I sent on 
friday that I live at 30 eden oak trail, and I see in 
the shaded area in the BRC proposed option 

Good morning, 
 
Under the BRC proposed option, 
grandfathering only applies to the 
existing children who are in the new 
development areas that are labelled 
Bussed to St. Daniel on the map 
found on the Notice who currently 
attend SJPII.  
 
The implications for siblings would 
apply to those children living in the 
new development area on the 
Notice that are labelled (Bussed to 
St. Daniel) who currently attend 
SJPII. Under the proposed option 
kids who currently attend SJPII and 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Comment%20Sheet%202_2016%2002%2010-Final.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Comment%20Sheet%202_2016%2002%2010-Final.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Comment%20Sheet%202_2016%2002%2010-Final.pdf
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that it notes bused to St Dainels, for my street. I 
want to note that my husband and I specifically 
purchased our home in April 2015 so that my 
two sons could attend SJP. This is a huge 
disappointment. I completely understand 
something needs to be done to address the over 
crowding but many families plan their lives 
around the school their children are to attend. I 
would like to further understand the BRC 
proposed option. Does this mean, my son can 
continue to attend SJP as he is currently 
enrolled? And what does this mean for my 
second son who is set to start JK in 2017. Also, 
my son is currently in JK and takes the bus, will 
this no longer be an option next year? We find 
the bus very helpful but more importantly the 
safest way to get my son to and from school, 
due to all the construction going on in the area. 
Although walking is a good option is very unsafe 
will all the large trucks passing, construction 
materials and the heavy traffic in general due to 
the new homes being built. 

live in this area would be 
grandfathered into SJPII. We have 
not discussed the implementation 
pieces of this option yet but will do 
this at the next BRC meeting on 
March 3 as grandfathering siblings 
of these children is not an automatic 
policy of the Board and typically 
grandfathered students do not 
qualify for bussing. 
 
As per our phone conversation this 
morning, under the proposed BRC 
option both of your children living in 
this area would be within the St. 
Daniel boundary and would qualify 
for bussing. 
 

Feb 24 I am very disappointed to see the proposed 
boundary change we bought a home very close 
to school so they can participate in catholic 
school system we live one street away from 
school Pope John Paul and now your saying the 
can't go there my kids must go to other school 
way farther away. That doesn't make sense kids 
closest to school should go to that school make 
sense. Please do not make these changes they 
are not right. I very concerned how my kids will 
react and not cause them stress. Reconsider 
Eden Oak area it's one street away from school 
it doesn't make sense. 
 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Please note that under the BRC 
proposed option, all students that 
currently attend SJPII would be 
grandparented into the school. 
Students in undeveloped units or 
turn-over ownership houses would 
be bussed to St. Daniel.   
 
The issue of grandparenting the 
siblings of these students and 
transportation for grandparented 
students will be discussed at the 
next BRC meeting on March 3 at St. 
Daniel Elementary school. 
 
Please note that the BRC proposed 
option may change at this meeting 
and no decision is final until the April 
25 Board of Trustees meeting. 
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Feb 25 Dear Planning Committee and Honoured 
Trustees, 
 
Our names our Carla and Slavko Andrasic and 
we are the parents of 5 year old Isabela and 7 
year old Sofia.  Since hearing about the new 
proposed option of Deer Creek and Valebrook, it 
has been a stressful time for us, as we don't 
understand the reasoning on "why" these two 
streets were chosen.  We will start off by stating 
that we are supporters of keeping SPJII families 
together.  We wrote an email to all trustee 
members that Idlewood and Chicopee families 
are an integral part of our school community.  At 
the time that we wrote the email, the Deer Creek 
St. and Valebrook Dr. were not even 
options.  We live on Deer Creek St., we will built 
our house purposefully on this street, so that our 
children can walk to school and not have to go 
through a boundary change, since we are 1.2 
km from our front door to SJPII.  All our 
children's peers would still attend SJP II, while 
our children would have to be bused to a 
completely different neighbourhood.   
 
We did attend one of the public meetings at St. 
John Paul II prior to this new development and 
all the arguments that the planning committee 
made makes even less sense when applied to 
this new option.  We feel and many in our 
community feel that we have been blindsided by 
the planning committee.  We do not support or 
understand the rational and it seems that this 
process is being rushed through.  The boundary 
review committee, which includes parents from 
both Idlewood and Chicoppee have had months 
to respond to the planning committee and 
trustees, while we the families that would be 
directly effected by this new option have had no 
time  at all.  Furthermore, we can not voice our 
concerns at the next boundary review meeting, 
which shows complete disregard for our 
concerns. Parents from Idlewood and 
Chixoppee have had months to converse, 
research and petition.  Most importantly they 
have had the opportunity to voice their concerns 
in a public forum. Since the new option was 
added at the eleventh hour, we have been told 
that we can send emails, but we can not speak 
at this last and final meeting on March 6th. In 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Please note that under the BRC 
proposed option all children who 
currently attend SJPII would be 
grandparented into the school and 
only students who would move into 
the unbuilt units and turn-over 
ownership in the area you have 
noted would be bussed to St. 
Daniel. The idea of grandparented 
siblings of these children and 
providing transportation to students 
who are grandparented will be 
discussed at the next BRC meeting 
on March 3 at St. Daniel elementary 
school. 
 
Please also note that the BRC 
proposed option could change at 
this meeting and no decision is final 
until the April 25 Board of Trustees 
meeting.  
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fact, it is very disappointing that something that 
would so drastically effect our daily and personal 
lives we have had to learn and read about 
through social media and word of mouth from 
other parents.  We feel that we have not had all 
the information and it is very unclear if the 
current students would be grandfathered to 
SJPII and would this be up for debate every 
year.  
 
With regards to a few of the "Existing 
Boundaries" display boards, we counteract 
many of your statements.  Not one family, 
including ours would leave St. John Paul II due 
to overcrowding, however some families have 
stated that their children would be removed from 
the Catholic system due to this boundary 
change, which is very unfortunate. Furthermore, 
the statement,"moving more children increases 
probability of moving with friends," is absurd 
when you chose Deer Creek and Valebrook.  
 
We ask you the trustee members and 
planning committee to take into consideration 
the best interest of the children that would be 
directly effected.  Each child is different and not 
every child can handle a drastic change like this. 
As parents we know our children best and we 
have made a conscious decision to stay in one 
house in order for our children to stay at one 
school, and the fact that this decision is one that 
might be made for us, by circumstances that we 
have no control over is wrong.  So please take 
the time and say no to moving Deer Creek and 
Valebrook families.   
 
 

Feb 25 My name is Jose Leon and my kids attend the 
St John Paul II school. I received last week a 
notification regarding the boundary review 
process that you're conducting and, to my 
surprise, I noticed that now there's a third option 
being considered in which apparently my house 
isn't included in SJP II boundaries anymore. 
 
I understand that current students will be 
grandfathered but I have a third little boy that's 
starting school on 2017 and because of this third 
option being considered he might need to go to 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Under the proposed BRC option if 
you live within the area that would 
be within the St. Daniel boundary 
you could choose to have all of your 
children attend St. Daniel and they 
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a different school and be separated from his 
siblings. 
 
At this point I believe it isn't fair to be 
considering a third option without giving visibility 
of it to all the parents in the area. I've been 
following the process very closely and, if to me it 
this comes as a surprise, imagine for the 
parents that aren't even aware. I feel like we're 
being thrown under the bus here.  
 
My house doesn't even qualify for bussing in 
SJP II. I walk my kids everyday to school. We go 
to school activities at church, go to the BBQs 
every year and participate in the community. My 
kids have been attending SJP II for 5 years so 
we've been there since the beginning and I want 
my little son to also be part of that. If this isn't 
going to be the case, it means we won't be able 
to participate in the community activities for both 
schools (we'll have to pick and choose). The 
different bell times will complicate our routines 
and my job schedule putting in danger our family 
income. 
 
I prefer the option of keeping the status quo and 
doing split lunches, split the gyms or do more 
portables but keep the community together and 
hope those conducting the review will uphold 
"the principles of proximity and community that 
have long guided" enrollment rules in Ontario. 
 
 

would qualify for bussing. You are 
correct that bussing students to 
another school that live within 
walking distance of SJPII is not 
staying true to the idea of active 
transportation. 
 
The proposed BRC option will be 
discussed at the next BRC meeting 
on March 3 at St. Daniel Elementary 
school and issues such as 
grandfathering siblings and 
transportation for grandfathered 
children will be discussed. 
 
Please note that that no decision 
has been made and the proposed 
BRC option may change at this 
meeting and we encourage you to 
stay informed.  
 

Feb 25 Hello, my name is Wanda Quezada and I’ve been 
part of Grand River South for 5 Years, have two 
children actively in SPJII and another child to 
enroll in 2017. 

Imagine my surprise, outrage, when I saw your 
option 3 and notice that my house is being 
proposed to be out of boundary, I’m only 7 
minutes (700 m) of walking distance from the 
school and now you want my children to be an 
hour of walking distance away (3.9 km).  I don’t 
understand why a school like SPJII will want to 
eliminate their own neighbors of their school.  

When my kids started SPJII all parents could fit 
in the Gym on Christmas concerts and events, so 
I considered myself to be part of the school since 
their beginning. We rented in this community and 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
The proposed option is the 
culmination of the work of the 
Boundary Review Committee to this 
point in time and has been, in part, 
the result of parental feedback.  
 
The issue of grandparenting the 
siblings of students who currently 
attend SJPII and live in this area 
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because we wanted to give our children stability 
my husband and I decided to sacrifice ourselves 
and buy a house close to this school so we did 
not have to take them out and give them peace, 
something that this option is taking away from us. 

This is destroying our community, my feeling is 
that we are being thrown under the bus because 
the pressure is too much. Yes, there are 
constructions in some areas around my home but 
I should not get discriminated because of 
this.  Your numbers are not real in regards of this 
option 3 area, you are taking into account houses 
that have not even being built and ghost families 
that you don’t even know if they will be want to be 
part of the Catholic community. This area is 
divided even now and you’re just creating a 
bigger gap between neighbors, when my own 
neighbors will be part of SPJII and my children 
will not. 

Even though you decide to grandparent my 
children, what is going to happen to my other 
child? Are you going to split my family too? Is this 
your objective? Having my husband and I split for 
events or meetings between schools, my children 
having to see only one parent at a time on 
important moments? For the committee this is 
just an idea but this idea is bringing stress in our 
family unit, in our peace of mind. 

Just the proposal of option 3 brings this review to 
a stop, is a surprise for a lot of people at this level 
in the process to bring a new option, and if this is 
how the board feels then we need to restart this 
review again when all of the affected people can 
be heard, even those neighbors that are living in 
this new affected area that are not part of the 
school and have no idea what is happening, that 
is unfair for them as well.  

I don’t really know if you are listening but we want 
our “Community to stay together”, we have many 
changes coming to this area and we need to wait 
and see what is going to happen. Children 
already in SPJII and their siblings should be kept 
together.  Don’t break our community apart, our 
families. This is not your vision…”Heart of the 
Community”…”Place for all”??? 

  

 

and providing transportation to 
grandparented kids will be 
discussed at the next BRC meeting 
on March 3 at St. Daniel elementary 
school.  
 
Please note that the BRC proposed 
option may change at this meeting 
and at any time before the final 
decision by the Board of Trustees 
on April 25, 2016, so please stay 
involved in the process. 
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Feb 25 Hi, 
 
Thanks for your response. I'd also like to add: 
 
The main reason our family decided to invest in 
this neighborhood and, specifically the house we 
live in, is because we're at walking distance 
from the school. We don't want our kids to be 
bussed to school. We believe in exercise and 
healthy living and don't see anything wrong with 
having to walk to school. 
 
Keep in mind that my surprise doesn't come 
from the fact that this third option is now 
excluding us from the school boundary but that 
we're actually walkers to school. We don't 
qualify for bussing. This goes against the 
guidelines of active transportation that are 
outlined in the Active Transportation Charter 
approved by the Board of Trustees of the 
Waterloo Catholic District School Board on May 
16, 2011 and which one the mission statements 
explicitly says: 
 
"Support and encourage the adoption of Active 
and Safe Routes to School programs in schools 
across the Board" 
 
Which isn't being met in this case. It's also going 
against its goals of: 
 
- Health and Well-Being: my kids (and many 
other kids) will stop walking to school affecting 
their health -> Quote: "The benefits of active 
transportation given our obesity epidemic have 
the attention of both planners and health 
professionals. Increasing instances of obesity 
are linked to sedentary lifestyles and decreasing 
levels of physical activity (StatsCan, 2011; 
PHAC, 2011; Government of Canada, 2011). 
Obesity and physical inactivity are considered 
risk factors for heart disease, stroke, and other 
chronic diseases, such as cardiovascular 
disease, type 2 diabetes and various cancers. 
Each additional kilometer walked per day 
reduces the likelihood of becoming obese by 
nearly 5%, while each hour per day spent in a 
car increases the likelihood of becoming obese 
by 6% (Ontario College of Family Physicians, 
2005)".  

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision.  
 
We encourage you to stay involved 
in the SJPII Boundary Review 
process as no decision is final until 
the April 25, 2016 Board of Trustee 
meeting. 
 
Thank-you. 
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- Environmental Sustainability: This option will 
add more buses to the street -> Quote: "Active 
transportation benefits, many of which are 
significant in light of current issues and trends, 
include improved public health, decreased air 
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, lower 
energy consumption, local economic 
development, and, where active transportation 
networks are well planned, positive impacts on 
overall community and individual well-being. 
(Transport Canada, 2012)". 
 
- Community Cohesion and Vitality: this will 
divide a community that's already in its infancy. 
 
A full read of the charter can be found here: 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/pdf/Active-
Transportation-Charter-2011.pdf 
 
It also goes against the active transportation 
guidelines and recommendations established by 
the Ministry of Education of Ontario: 
https://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/curriculum/elem
entary/transportfact.pdf 
 
It also goes against the goal of SJP II of 
increasing school walkers as seen in the council 
meeting minutes done on October 2015: 
http://sjp.wcdsb.ca/wp-
content/uploads/sites/23/2014/08/October-2015-
Council-Minutes-.pdf 
 
Is this what we want? Is the goal of this review 
to transform SJP II into a school where the only 
way to get there is by school bus? 
 
I believe this process should be stopped and 
started all over again and if this isn't possible 
then I prefer the option of keeping the status quo 
and doing split lunches, split the gyms or do 
more portables but keep the community 
together. Also encourage that those conducting 
the review will uphold "the principles of 
proximity and community that have long 
guided" enrollment rules in Ontario.  
 
References: http://www.ohcc-
ccso.ca/en/webfm_send/582 

 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/pdf/Active-Transportation-Charter-2011.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/pdf/Active-Transportation-Charter-2011.pdf
https://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/curriculum/elementary/transportfact.pdf
https://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/curriculum/elementary/transportfact.pdf
http://sjp.wcdsb.ca/wp-content/uploads/sites/23/2014/08/October-2015-Council-Minutes-.pdf
http://sjp.wcdsb.ca/wp-content/uploads/sites/23/2014/08/October-2015-Council-Minutes-.pdf
http://sjp.wcdsb.ca/wp-content/uploads/sites/23/2014/08/October-2015-Council-Minutes-.pdf
http://www.ohcc-ccso.ca/en/webfm_send/582
http://www.ohcc-ccso.ca/en/webfm_send/582






























































































































Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public comments and planning department 
responses February 26 to March 1, 2016 
 

1 
 

Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Feb 27 Dear Planning Committee and Trustees, 

 
Our names are Chris and Allie Berscht and we 
are the parents of three young boys, aged 2, 5, 
and 7.  We have been living in our home on 
Valebrook Street in the Lackner Woods 
neighbourhood for 5 ½ years.  We watched 
Saint John Paul II Catholic Elementary School 
be built from the ground up, knowing that it was 
the school to which we would entrust our 
children’s Catholic education.  
 
We were shocked, to say the least, when we 
heard that our neighbourhood was the newest 
neighbourhood to be added to the proposed 
boundary change debate.  From the beginning, 
we have supported our Idlewood and Chicopee 
friends, fighting to keep our school community 
together.  We attended the second to last 
meeting at SJPII and spoke passionately to the 
two trustees present, stating how important it 
was for us to keep our community together, 
even though we were not in the affected 
area.  We stated how it would also affect the 
well-being of our children, who would be losing 
some of their closest friends if Idlewood or 
Chicopee were affected.  Having shown our 
support, we did not attend the next meeting, and 
were therefore unaware of the newest changes 
affecting one of the existing neighbourhoods 
closest to SJPII, our very own neighbourhood, 
until our phones and emails started going off, 
with concerned friends and neighbours letting us 
know.  The families in Idlewood and Chicopee 
had letters sent home through their children at 
school about the possibility of their children 
being moved, and they had months to prepare 
and speak to you about this, but we found out at 
the last minute through social media and word of 
mouth. 
 
I am not sure how many members of the 
Planning Committee or the trustees have 
actually taken a walk or drive through our 
neighbourhood, the neighbourhood that seems 
to have been randomly selected as the newest 
target to move to St. Daniels.  If you have not 
yet done this, walking or driving through our 
neighbourhood would allow you to see that a 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision.  
 
The current BRC proposed option is 
the culmination of the BRC work to 
date, and is subject to change at 
any time. We encourage you to stay 
involved in the SJPII Boundary 
Review process as no decision is 
final until the April 25, 2016 Board of 
Trustee meeting. 
 
Your question about the proposal 
only including new builds or also 
houses with young children not yet 
enrolled is a good one, and 
something that has not yet been 
addressed, but will be brought up at 
the next BRC meeting on March 3, 
2016 at St. Daniel Elementary 
school. 
 
Thank-you. 
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vast majority of the homes in the neighbourhood 
have been around for a number of years, and 
contain many of the families that have made up 
the heart of the SJPII community from the very 
beginning. This is a neighbourhood that can 
actually walk to SJPII, staying healthy and active 
in the process. 
 
            There are also a great deal of our 
neighbours who are Catholic, who have small 
children, and have lived in their houses for a 
number of years. These children are friends with 
our children, and the parents moved in years 
ago with the intent of sending their children to 
the Catholic school directly in our community, 
SJPII.  Your newest proposal leaves it unclear 
as to whether it’s strictly new builds that would 
be affected, or if existing homes with young 
children not yet enrolled would be affected as 
well.  It would be unfair for these families who 
already exist in our neighbourhood community, 
to be shipped to a Catholic school different from 
their neighbours. 
 
            If this newest proposal were to go 
through, I feel that it will set a dangerous 
precedent for the students who would be 
grandfathered in. What concerns us is that in the 
future, when SJPII gets overcrowded and 
boundary issues are brought up once again, it 
will be too easy for you to send the 
grandfathered students to St. Daniels, along 
with their Catholic neighbours who are already 
going there. As well, a huge and very real 
concern is for the younger siblings of 
grandfathered students.  Our youngest son will 
enter JK in September 2017, and if you are 
grandfathering existing students, as you have 
proposed in this latest change, there would need 
to be a guarantee, without a doubt, that he 
would attend SJPII with his older brothers.  They 
would be the ones to walk him home from 
school and take care of him in the future after 
school. 
 
              It is also absolutely illogical to take 
students in our neighbourhood who already walk 
to SJPII and bus them to St. Daniels, and take 
students who would be walkers to St. Daniels 
and bus them to SJPII.  These busses would 
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literally cross paths driving through each other’s 
neighbourhood to a school further away.  What 
a financial strain for bussing that this would 
place on an already financially strapped school 
system, and a safety issue for students who 
could otherwise walk. 
 
As a Catholic educator, it pains me that we 
would lose students whose families believe 
strongly in our Catholic values, but who would 
send their children to the public school system 
for convenience.  Please consider that if you 
choose to take students from our neighbourhood 
and bus them past Lackner Woods public 
school, a school they can simply walk to, they 
will choose the simpler option.  This is not just 
an empty threat from these people; many friends 
and neighbours with whom we have spoken to 
would make this change in a heartbeat if their 
hand was forced by your decision. 
 
              Please reconsider your latest proposal 
and keep the Valebrook and Deer Creek streets 
and the surrounding areas together at SJPII, the 
school in our very own community.  Thank you 
for your consideration and understanding.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Feb 29 Hello, 

  
I have two children in grades 7 and 5 that 
currently attend SJPll.   Our family does not live 
in one of the areas that will be affected by the 
boundary changes  but I have been following the 
process on the WCDSB website.  We were also 
part of the last boundary review in this area as 
our oldest child was being bussed to St. Daniel 
at that time prior to SJPll being built.  We live on 
Janet Court, 1.4 km away from the school and 
my children walk to and from school.   
  
I wanted to voice concerns over the proposed 
BRC option and express my opposition to it 
even though my children are not directly 
affected by this, or any of the options being 
considered.  The BRC option would have 
children who are within walking distance of SJPll 
be bussed to St. Daniel at a cost of $37,000 as 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision.  
 
Please note the no decision has 
been made yet and that the BRC 
proposed option may change. This 
option and any modifications and/ or 
changes will be discussed at the 
next BRC meeting on March 3, 2016 
at St. Daniel Elementary School (6-
8PM). We encourage you to stay 
actively informed, and no decision is 
final until the Board of Trustee 
meeting on April 25, 2016. 
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well as continue to bus children within walking 
distance of St Daniel to SJPll.  As my husband 
and I are taxpayers who direct our education tax 
dollars to Catholic education I feel that this is a 
huge waste of money.  It would seem logical 
that families within walking distance of SJPll 
should stay within the school boundary and be 
allowed to go to SJPll to avoid incurring 
unnecessary transportation costs.   
  
SJPll prides itself on being an “eco” school and 
is constantly encouraging recycling, litterless 
lunches and walking/cycling to school in order to 
reduce our carbon footprint yet the BRC feels it 
is ok to propose an option that would see less 
children walk to school.  In addition, the BRC 
option is in direct contrast to the School Travel 
Planning (STP)  mandate of getting kids to 
school actively and encouraging walking.  For 
the past year SJPll has been involved with the 
STP and promoted initiatives like “walk to school 
Wednesdays” and even hosted a breakfast in 
October for parents that walked their children to 
school.  We should continue these efforts by 
making it easier for kids to walk to school rather 
than discourage it through such boundary 
changes.  
  
The declining enrolment in Catholic schools 
should also be of concern to the WCDSB as 
they consider boundary changes.   Lackner 
Woods Public school as well as the new school 
to be built on Fairway and Lackner are within 
walking distance for many in the BRC 
option.   The WCDSB would lose children in 
these areas to the public board as families will 
inevitably choose to send their kids to one of the 
public schools within walking distance over 
bussing them outside of the neighbourhood to 
St. Daniel. 
  
Lastly, the BRC option does very little to ease 
enrolment pressures at SJPll which is the 
reason for the boundary review in the first place. 
It offers a costly and temporary band-aid 
solution which will likely result in another time 
consuming boundary review in the next few 
years.  I urge the WCDSB and school trustees 
to reject the BRC option and reach a thoughtful 
and firm decision that will be cost effective, 
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encourage continued enrolment in Catholic 
education and promote healthy active ways for 
our children to get to school. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
 

Feb 29 To whom to may concern, 
 
For any child having to go through switching 
schools can definitely have an impact on their 
sense of security and stability. I know it is 
important to keep all existing students of St. 
John Paul II enrolled here together.  And with 
the continual growth of the school and our 
community the important thing is finding a 
solution we can all be happy with. 
 
I know a boundary option must be implemented, 
unfortunately the current one being reviewed is 
not the most logical.  It seems to me the two 
areas that have been selected to be bussed to 
St. Daniels at this time makes very little sense 
long term.  I know with the development of new 
construction it is hard to predict the enrollment in 
coming years. 
 
My reasons for wanting this curent option to be 
addressed: 
 
-my home address and its proximity to school 
-my children attending a school in their 
community (that we live) 
-to maintain strong relationships with their peers 
and staff 
 
I have attached two maps with 2 different home 
address'.  One being the proposed option, and 
the other being an existing boundary. 
 
 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. We will post 
the maps as part of your comment 
unless you instruct us otherwise. 
 
Please note the no decision has 
been made yet and that the BRC 
proposed option may change. This 
option and any modifications and/ or 
changes will be discussed at the 
next BRC meeting on March 3, 2016 
at St. Daniel Elementary School (6-
8PM). We encourage you to stay 
actively informed, and no decision is 
final until the Board of Trustee 
meeting on April 25, 2016. 
 
Thank-you. 
 
Good morning Kim, 
 
I just wanted to let you know that I 
could not post the maps you sent for 
two reasons: 
 

1) One map had a specific 
address on it- we cannot 
include this for privacy 
reasons 

2) The other map was not in 
the boundary of the BRC 
proposed option so we 
thought it might be confusing 
to people 

 
Thank-you.  
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Mar 1 Dear Members of the Board/Board of Trustees 

I recently became aware of the new proposal for 
the Saint John Paul boundary review and feel 
compelled to share the effects it will have on my 
family.   

I have two children who both attend Saint John 
Paul and I currently reside on Rolling Acres 
Drive which is within boundary (both currently 
and under the proposal). In November of 2015 
we made the decision to purchase a new build 
home closer to the school as we wanted our 
children to live directly in the community in 
which they attend school.  Prior to signing the 
paperwork I not only checked the boundary 
information provided on the Board’s website, but 
also went into the school office and had them 
verify our address as I wanted to be completely 
certain that our children would remain at Saint 
John Paul after we relocated.  Under this recent 
proposal our new house on Valebrook Street 
would be bused to St. Daniel.  When I look at 
the geography of the area, I find it difficult to see 
the logic in moving a small pocket of children 
living in very close proximity to Saint John Paul 
and busing them to a school that is four times 
further and not accessible by foot.  On a more 
personal level, I find it deeply discouraging that 
the board would consider uprooting children who 
are current students of SJP when it is my 
understanding that the Public Board does not 
consider isolated moves a viable solution. My 
son has two years left before he enters high-
school and forcing him to attend another 
institution would separate him from all the 
friends he’s made and force him to transition 
academically at a time that is crucial for both his 
academic and social development.  My daughter 
is in JK and has developed a deep love for 
learning and has become accustomed to the 
routines, staff and children at SJP.  It would be 
cruel to force a child to switch schools after just 
experiencing the adjustment to school itself.  It is 
my fear that this would have consequences that 
extend far beyond the transition process.  

I can’t help but think there must be a better 
solution than displacing these children.  Is a 
modular structure that would accommodate 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision.  
 
Please note that under the BRC has 
not yet discussed the 
implementation details related to 
grandparenting or timing related to 
the purchase of housing in the new 
area. This will be discussed at the 
next BRC meeting on March 3, 2016 
at St. Daniel Elementary School. 
Changes to the option are still 
possible from now until the decision 
is made by the Board of Trustees on 
April 25, 2016. The status quo 
option may still be considered – 
anything is still possible at this point. 
 
We did have a suggestion about the 
ability to add a port-a-pak on the site 
and this will be discussed at the 
next BRC meeting. It wouldn’t 
necessarily be able to 
accommodate more students 
because class sizes are determined 
by pupil to teacher ratios. It also 
may not reduce the amount of site 
consumed by portables. Please note 
that the ability to accommodate 
more students on site would not 
address any program implications 
as the result of increasing 
enrolment.  
 
There are no new areas that are 
under development aside from the 
areas outlined to move to St. Daniel 
in the BRC Proposed Option. The 
block of development at Old Zeller 
and Fairway Road has already been 
designated to Canadian Martyrs.  
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more students than single portables being 
considered?  Is adjusting the boundary for areas 
that are not yet under development an option? 
What about keeping status quo until the new 
public school is built to see whether this has an 
effect on enrollment? The area that is being 
proposed is largely developed and carries the 
same negative repercussions as do the previous 
proposals; namely the displacement of students 
who are settled in a community that their 
parents have consciously chosen for their 
children. 

If this proposal is passed and my children are 
exiled from SJP, I will be forced to seriously 
consider sending them to Lackner Woods Public 
School.  Lackner Woods has a history of high 
scores on standardized testing and is located 
just a few blocks away.  Based on my 
conversations with other effected families, I 
know I am not the only one who would feel 
forced to consider other options should this 
proposal be passed. I want nothing more than to 
support the Catholic Board of Education 
however cannot overlook the fact that the well-
being of my children is not being considered as 
priority in this decision making process.  I have 
yet to see a viable proposal that is aligned with 
the posted vision of the Waterloo Catholic 
School Board.  Quoted from the WCDSB’s 
website, “Our Vision: Our Catholic Schools: 
heart of the community – success for each, a 
place for all.” I respectfully ask that you consider 
the well-being of our children first and place a 
priority on ensuring that no child is 
uprooted.  Logistics are just that and I have faith 
that there is a viable and more logical solution 
than what is being proposed.  

Thanking you in advance for your consideration, 

 
Mar 1 

 
Dear Boundary Review Committee, 
 
Hope you are doing well. The reason behind our 
email is that we currently live In 948 Eden Oak 
Cresent and our daughter goes to Saint John 
Paul School where our kid is happy at school 
and me and my wife find the bus service to be 
comfortable along our busy schedule while 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
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leaving to work early with the 
availability/ownership of one car. 
 
Now, we have received the new boundary 
review suggestion and find it to be very 
challenging for our area with the lack of personal 
transportation many times during the week and 
we think that this exercise is more of re-
inventing the wheel. It takes a guardian/parent 
to take our daughter to reach the bus 
stop  (outside our crescent) less than 2 minute 
walk which is very convenient verses half an 
hour walk to the school which could be very 
hard and stressful  in winter a lot of the times.  
 
It is also not practical to switch schools to fit the 
boundaries as our kid would feel overwhelmed 
with this transition where she has built lots of 
friendships, good relationships with her school 
teachers and good memories at Saint John 
Paul.  
 
I would appreciate you looking into this matter 
as it means a lot to us and to our daughter who 
would hopefully add great value to this 
community in the near future. 
 

Please note that under the BRC 
proposed option, all students that 
currently attend SJPII would be 
grandparented into the school. The 
issue of grandparenting the siblings 
of these students and transportation 
for all grandparented students will 
be discussed at the next BRC 
meeting on March 3 at St. Daniel 
Elementary school. 
 
Please note that the BRC proposed 
option may change at this meeting 
and no decision is final until the April 
25 Board of Trustees meeting so we 
encourage you to stay actively 
informed. 
 
Thank-you. 
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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
March 1 Thank you for your response.  The vast majority 

of the area that is being proposed to move is no 
longer under development so I'm not sure why 
that particular area was singled out given that 
there are current students living there and it is 
so geographically close to the school 
itself.  When looking at the map and the 
numbers, it's difficult to see the logic in the 
current proposal and grandfathering current 
students is a better choice but not without issue. 
If transportation eligibility were effected it would 
create issues for some students in that area and 
it still causes general disruption in the 
community and a very confusing boundary set-
up. I was of the opinion that choosing a Catholic 
education for my children would result in then 
being part of a tight knit community that is both 
faith driven and child-centered however I can't 
help but admit that I'm questioning my 
decision.   
 
My husband and I plan on attending the meeting 
this week and are hopeful that some more 
logical and compassionate solutions are tabled 
at that time. 

 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
At the last BRC meeting, it was 
explained that there would be 
approximately 25 students in unbuilt 
units in the BRC proposed area to 
be bussed to St. Daniel. Additionally 
new families in turn-over ownership 
homes in this area would also be 
bussed to St. Daniel. 
 
Providing transportation for children 
who would be grandfathered into 
SJPII will be discussed tonight at St. 
Daniel School (6-8PM). The BRC 
proposed option may change and 
no decision is final until the Board of 
Trustees meeting on April 25, 2016. 
 
Thank-you. 
 

 
Mar 3 Good Morning Wendy, 

 
my point in sending the one that is not in the 
BRC proposed option was to show that the first 
option (map) being bussed to St.Daniels was 9 
minutes from school, and the second was 
showing that someone 38 minutes away were 
going to be allowed in the boundary of Saint 
Pope John Paul.  My thinking is that the 
proximity of the first address does not make 
sense to have them bussed out of their 
community and sent to another school. 

 

Good morning, 
 
We will include this comment you 
just sent as it explains the maps and 
it will be posted in the next round of 
comments. However, it is not our 
practice to include extra 
attachments to the comments such 
as maps. We will print a copy of the 
maps and bring them to the BRC 
meeting tonight in case they ask to 
see the maps.  
 
Thank-you. Let me know if you have 
any questions.  

 
Mar 3 Dear Planning Committee and Trustees, 

 
My family and I live on Deer Creek Street, which 
is now the area that is proposed to have 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
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students on this street bused to St. Daniel 
School. 
 
We are in shock and complete disbelief.  
 
We built our house two years ago intentionally 
so that we could further our childrens healthy 
lifestyles by having them walk to school. Having 
our children walk to school is a very important 
priority in our household and never would we 
think that we would not have this opportunity by 
living 1.2 km away from a school. 
 
My husband currently walks our JK daughter to 
SJPII. Our younger daughter will be in JK Sept 
2016 and it was our intention he would walk 
both girls everyday. 
 
We are seriously considering our options of 
changing to a public school that our daughters 
can walk to. 
 
Additionally, my daughters cousins live a few 
streets away from us and attend SJPII. It is so 
unfortunate that cousins who live in the same 
neighborhood could possibly not attend the 
same school. 
 
Regards.  
 

Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision.  
                               
Please note that all aspects of the 
BRC proposed option will be further 
discussed tonight at the BRC 
meeting#4 at St. Daniel School. No 
decision has been made about this 
or any other option presented to 
date, and no decision is final until 
April 25, 2016 when the Board of 
Trustees will make their decision.   
We encourage you to stay actively 
informed. 
 

Mar 3 To the Planning Committee; 
 
My name is Rebecca Hlavac and my  family and 
I live on Valebrook Street in Kitchener. 
I have two children (8 and 5) and they both 
attend St. John Paul II School.  
I have to say that I am extremely disappointed 
and frustrated that our neighbourhood is now 
being proposed to have our children bused to 
St. Daniel's School. 
If you have taken the time to visit our 
neighbourhood, you would see a great group of 
families that attend St. John Paul school that are 
able to walk to and from school on a daily basis. 
We have been in our house for 5 years, much 
like a lot of our neighbours and friends. 
Quite a few of our friends have either younger 
siblings that will be attending school or have a 
new family that will hope to join their friends in 
the walk to school in a few years. 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
The current BRC proposed option is 
the culmination of the BRC work to 
date and is subject to change at any 
time. There will be further 
discussion about this option and 
potential revisions and/or changes 
at the meeting at St. Daniel 
Elementary School tonight from 6-
8PM. We encourage you to stay 
involved in the SJPII Boundary 
Review process as no decision is 
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If I was planning on having another child, would 
they have to attend St. Daniel's and my other 
children attend St. John Paul?! There would be 
no logistical way to divide my children in two 
different directions and I know other families 
have this same concern. 
We do have a public school in walking distance 
as well, and if this proposal was approved, I 
would not attend St. Daniels, I would switch to 
the public board in a heartbeat much to my 
disappointment in the catholic board. 
When the proposal went out to move the 
Idelwood community, I had the opportunity to 
sign a petition for friends that are in the 
Idlewood community so they will not have to 
attend St. Daniels, and I think that it is only fair 
that our community gets the same respect and 
given a chance to fight for what we believe in. 
We want St. John Paul II School to flourish and 
be a great school and in doing this, you are in a 
way pitting the communities against each other. 
These families have grown up together and 
have become great friends and the only reason 
you are moving families is so St. Daniels can try 
to get funding for their school?! You are 
manipulating the lives of our children and 
families in exchange for money and  that is 
simply wrong. 
Both schools are over populated which we 
understand is a concern, but moving one group 
from an overpopulated school to another is not 
the answer. 
 
I ask you to please reconsider these proposals 
and leave our kids alone. They do not deserve 
to be pawns in a matter of trying to get funding. 
If you need to split up the lunch break times or 
remove the busing from our community, that is 
one thing, but I beg you as a mother to not move 
our children. 
 
Thank you, 
 

final until the April 25, 2016 Board of 
Trustee meeting. 
 
Please note that the petition you are 
referring to was organized by 
parents at SJPII and not the school 
board.  
 
 

Mar 3 Please see my attached letter for consideration 
regarding concerns about the recent proposal to 
the boundary for SJPII. 
 
Regards, 
 
 

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your letter it will be 
shared with the Boundary Review 
Committee, the Board of Trustees, 
and posted on our website prior to 
any decision. 
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The current BRC proposed option is 
the culmination of the BRC work to 
date and is subject to change at any 
time. 
 
There will be further discussion 
about this option and potential 
revisions and/or changes at the 
meeting at St. Daniel Elementary 
School tonight from 6-8PM. We 
encourage you to stay involved in 
the SJPII Boundary Review process 
as no decision is final until the April 
25, 2016 Board of Trustees 
meeting. 
 
Thank-you. 
 

 



Wednesday, March 2nd, 2016 

 

To Planning Committee and Honoured Trustees, 

 

Our family is located on Deer Creek street exactly one kilometre from St. John Paul II and my son (grade 

5) currently walks home from school.  My family was shocked and saddened by the BRC’s decision to put 

forth a new (and never before released option) to move families in my neighbourhood to St. Daniel’s.   

 

Under this new proposal, students who are living directly in the vicinity of the school would be bussed to 

St. Daniel’s, literally passing buses bringing children from the neighbouring communities to St. John Paul 

II.  I question the logic in putting children on a bus when they can walk to a Catholic school minutes from 

their home. Furthermore, school bell times were adjusted across the city to save one million dollars a 

few years ago and this new proposal suggests paying for an additional bus to take kids to St. Daniel.   We 

urge this committee to reconsider placing our children on a bus and spending money unnecessarily. 

 

Finally, there has been talk about grandfathering current children of St. John Paull II to keep the 

community together.   Under this new plan, it is unclear to us if children from the same family who do 

not attend school yet will be allowed to attend the school their siblings do.  The school community 

includes more than the children attending it.  It includes their parents, brothers and sisters and 

grandparents who attend school functions and see the learning that it is taking place.  For siblings who 

have not yet entered the school system, they become engaged and excited when they see what their 

older brother or sister is doing and look forward to becoming a member of the St. John Paul school 

community.  It will make life difficult for families to have their children enrolled at different schools with 

different school cultures.  Parents have come to understand the expectations for St. John Paul and to 

ask them to learn the expectations of another school and keep this clear (i.e., pizza days, meet-the-

parent, mission day, candy grams, etc.) during their busy lives will lead to confusion for them.  

Therefore, moving forward, the term “grandfathering”must include the entire family. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Mark Thirtle and Family 

        

Wendy deGomez
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Wendy deGomez
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