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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

A boundary review involving Saint John Paul II and St. Daniel Catholic Elementary Schools was 
initiated on October 26, 2015. An initial staff report was presented to the Board of Trustees 
outlining the background information, preliminary analysis, and two potential options for 
consideration.  

Following the initial staff report, a Boundary Review Committee (BRC) was formed, updated 
enrolment numbers were analyzed, public consultation sessions were held, and additional 
options were created.  

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the process that was undertaken, all of 
the relevant materials that were considered, and the recommendations of the BRC and Board 
staff. 

1.1 GOAL OF THE REVIEW 

Reduce enrolment pressure at Saint John Paul II Catholic Elementary School. 
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2.0 BOUNDARY REVIEW PROCESS 

The purpose of a boundary review is to transfer students from one school to another in order to 
balance enrolment. This boundary review focused on moving students from Saint John Paul II to 
St. Daniel. The Ministry of Education Pupil Accommodation Review Guideline does not apply to 
boundary reviews. The procedure outlined in Part A of APF008: Pupil Accommodation Review 
Process was followed. 

The following tasks were completed in accordance with APF008. 

 The decision to proceed with a boundary review will be made by the Board of Trustees 
following the review of an initial staff report. 

The initial staff report dated October 26, 2015 was presented to the Board of Trustees 
before proceeding with the boundary review. The Board of Trustees approved the 
following motion to initiate the boundary review.  
 
“2015-105 -- It was moved by F. Johnson and seconded by G. Reitzel:  
THAT the Board of Trustees initiates a boundary review involving Saint John Paul II and 
St. Daniel Catholic Elementary Schools with the purpose of reducing enrolment pressure 
at Saint John Paul II. --- Carried by consensus” 
 

 Form a Boundary Review Committee  

Membership Representative 
Superintendent of Corporate 
Services 

Shesh Maharaj 

Superintendent of the affected 
schools 

Derek Haime 

Principal of each school under 
review 

Saint John Paul II – Rod Eckert 
St. Daniel – Gerald Foran 

Two Trustees Joyce Anderson and Amy Fee 

Two parent representatives from 
each school under review 

Saint John Paul II – Dawn Shuh and Kristiina 
Montero 
St. Daniel – Samantha Ball and Katie Sousa 

Support Staff 
Lindsay Ford, Manager of Planning (Chair) 
Virina Elgawly, Planning Officer 
Wendy de Gomez, Capacity Planning Analyst 

 One of the parent representatives will be selected by the principal at each school and one 
will be the school council chair or designate. 

Dawn Shuh and Samantha Ball are the school council chairs at Saint John Paul II and 
St. Daniel, respectively. The school communities were notified of an application process 
for the selection of one additional parent representative at each school and invited to 
apply. Based on the application process, the principals selected Kristiina Montero (Saint 
John Paul II) and Katie Sousa (St. Daniel).  

 



3 | P a g e  
 

 Meetings of the BRC will be open to the public. 
All BRC meeting dates were posted on the Board’s website along with the following 
statement: “The following meetings are working sessions of the Boundary Review 
Committee (BRC). These meetings are open to the public. Parents and community 
members will not be allowed to actively participate in these meetings but are invited to 
listen and observe.” 
 

 Board staff will provide the BRC with a Terms of Reference based on the generic Terms of 
Reference. 

The Terms of Reference for the BRC was reviewed at the December 16, 2015 BRC 
meeting.  
 

 A minimum of one public meeting is required. 
Two public meetings were held. 
1) January 28, 2016 at Saint John Paul II 

 An open house was held from 4:00pm – 8:00pm.  

 Presentations were given at 5:00pm and 7:00pm. 

 Background information, existing conditions, and boundary options were 
presented. 

2) February 17, 2016 at St. Daniel 

 An open house was held from 4:00pm – 8:00pm.  

 Presentations were given at 5:00pm and 7:00pm. 

 The BRC’s proposed option, implications, and some implementation 
recommendations were presented. 

In addition, a presentation was given to each school council. 

 November 3, 2015 at Saint John Paul II 

 November 19, 2015 at St. Daniel 
 

 The public meeting will be advertised in advance using a variety of methods (e.g. posted on 
website, notice in school newsletter, notice sent home with students at the affected schools, 
etc.). 

Public meeting dates were posted on the Board’s website following the first BRC 
meeting in December 2015. An e-mail notification was sent to those who had signed up 
to receive more information about this review. Notices were sent home approximately 
two weeks in advance of each public meeting. Notices were also posted on the Board’s 
website. Each time additional information was posted on the website, the email 
distribution list was notified. 

 Staff will submit a final staff report to the Board of Trustees. This report will include an 
overview of the process and materials considered, the recommended option, and 
implementation recommendations. 

This report is the final staff report and includes the above information. 



4 | P a g e  
 

 The final staff report will be made available to the public and posted on the Board’s website. 
This report was posted on the website on March 14, 2016.  

 
 The final decision will be made by the Board of Trustees. 

The following Board Meetings will be used to discuss this boundary review. 

 March 21, 2016 – Present final staff report, delegations. 

 April 11, 2016 – Questions of clarification, delegations. 

 April 25, 2016 – Final decision, no delegations. 

  



5 | P a g e  
 

3.0 ANALYSIS 

The initial staff report used 2014-2015 data as the basis for enrolment projections and analysis. 
The analysis and enrolment projections used throughout the review, during the BRC meetings, 
public meetings, and presented in this report are based on 2015-2016 data. 

3.1 EXISTING ENROLMENT VS. CAPACITY 

The existing boundaries are shown below. 

 

Saint John Paul II has a capacity of 611 pupil places and currently has 730 students (October 
31, 2015 enrolment). The site currently has six portables and enrolment is projected to continue 
to increase.  

St. Daniel has a capacity of 317 pupil places and currently has 323 students (October 31, 2015 
enrolment). The site currently has one portable and enrolment is projected to increase.  
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3.2  PLAYGROUND SPACE   

The table to the right 
shows each school’s 
overall site size, existing 
playground sizes, and 
the areas of adjacent 
City parks.  

City parks may be used 
by schools but should 
not be relied upon to 
provide playground 
space for students. 

As per building code requirements, 
portables must be set back 12 
metres from the school building. The 
maximum number of portables that 
may be grouped together is six. 
Each grouping must be at least 12 
metres apart.  

The black dashed line shown on 
Saint John Paul II’s aerial map 
represents the 12m setback which 
indicates where the next portable 
would be added.  

The dark blue line shown on St. 
Daniel’s aerial map illustrates St. 
Daniel’s playground space, excluding 
the large hill located on the site.  

St. Daniel’s playground space is larger 
compared to Saint John Paul II. St. 
Daniel has almost double the amount 
of playground space per student as 
Saint John Paul II based on current 
enrolment.  

The addition of portables at each 
school would reduce playground 
space.  

   St. Daniel  Saint John Paul II 

Site Area  ~6.72 ac  ~4.95 ac 

Playground  ~3.39 ac  ~1.40 ac 

Playground Excluding Hill  ~1.93 ac  N/A 

City Park*  ~2.31 ac  ~2.59 ac 

Playground (excl. hill) + Park  ~4.24 ac  ~3.99 ac 

Playground space per student 
~0.013 ac 
(4.24ac/323 
students) 

~0.005ac (3.99ac/730 
students) 



7 | P a g e  
 

3.3  SUB-AREAS OVERVIEW 

Saint John Paul II’s boundary was divided into three 
sub-areas for the purpose of analysis and to develop 
boundary options.  

A – Grand River South 
B – Idlewood  
C – Chicopee  
 
There are high student yields in all three sub-areas. 
Idlewood has the highest with 49.4%, followed by 
Grand River South with 40.3%, and Chicopee with 
32.2%. The overall Saint John Paul II yield is 40.7%. 
 
St. Daniel’s boundary was not divided because it is a 
receiving school. St. Daniel’s student yield is 23.0%. 

3.3.1 Student Distribution 

The table below illustrates the number of students in each sub-area. These numbers reflect the 
number of WCDSB students living within each area and not necessarily attending Saint John 
Paul II and St. Daniel.  

Sub‐Area  JK  SK  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  Total 

Saint John Paul II  87  87  78  83  74  61  75  62  64  67  738 

A  Grand River South  68  68  67  62  56  41  60  49  44  47  562 

B  Idlewood  13  13  5  17  10  15  11  6  15  14  119 

C  Chicopee  6  6  6  4  8  5  4  7  5  6  57 

St. Daniel  38  33  39  47  21  33  28  40  31  33  343 

3.3.2  Enrolment Projections 

Based on the enrolment projections shown below, Grand River South is the area with the 
largest anticipated enrolment increases. Idlewood’s enrolment is projected to decrease slightly 
while Chicopee is projected to increase slightly. St. Daniel’s enrolment is also projected to 
increase. 

Sub‐Area 
2015 
Actual 

2016  2017  2018 2019  2020 2021 2022  2023  2024 2025

Saint John Paul II   730  753  779  797  801  818  825  824  825  816  804 

A 
Grand River 
South 

554  580  609  625  629  651  661  665  662  656  648 

B  Idlewood  119  115  110  113  110  104  104  96  100  97  92 

C  Chicopee  57  59  61  60  62  62  60  63  63  63  63 

St. Daniel   323  328  335  332  343  351  369  362  364  374  379 
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3.4 DEVELOPMENT 

The map below shows the remaining residential development within the boundaries. As 
illustrated, the majority of the anticipated unbuilt units are within the Grand River South sub-area 
and a few are within the Chicopee sub-area. WCDSB typically gains the majority of the students 
from low density residential units and very few students (if any) from multiple residential units.   

 

3.5 STUDENT TRANSPORTATION ELIGIBILITY 

The map below illustrates the 0.8km walking distance (JK to Grade 3) and the 1.6km walking 
distance (Grades 4 to 8). The walking boundaries shown on the map are approximate and 
actual walking routes are determined by Student Transportation Services of Waterloo Region 
(STSWR). 

Based on the students living in Saint John Paul II’s boundary, there are 314 walkers, 411 
bussed students, and 13 students living in the boundary but attending another school.  
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Based on the students living within St. Daniel’s boundary, there are 107 walkers, 212 bussed 
students, and 24 students living in the boundary but attending another school.  

The 1.6km walking distance for St. Daniel extends into the Idlewood area of Saint John Paul II’s 
boundary which means that some Saint John Paul II students could walk to St. Daniel. 
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4.0 OPTIONS 

4.1 INITIAL OPTIONS   

The two preliminary options included in the initial staff report were presented to the BRC. The 
BRC had the opportunity to develop new options or request changes to the preliminary options. 
The BRC felt that the existing boundaries scenario (status quo) should also be an option. No 
additional options were examined prior to the first public meeting. Therefore, three options were 
presented at the first public meeting: Existing Boundaries; Option 1 – Move Idlewood; and, 
Option 2 – Move Chicopee. A SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) 
Analysis was completed jointly by the BRC and Board staff for each of the three options. 
Appendix A contains all of the display boards presented at the first public meeting.  

4.1.1 Existing Boundaries  

This scenario is based on existing boundaries and therefore no boundary changes would occur.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

St. Daniel would not be affected and enrolment would increase slightly and is projected to reach 
379 students in 2025. In this scenario, St. Daniel may require approximately 3 portables within 
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the next ten years. This would reduce the playground size from 1.93 acres to approximately 
1.91 acres. 

Saint John Paul II is projected to continue to increase and may reach 825 students by 2021. In 
this scenario, Saint John Paul II may require 9 to 11 portables within the next ten years. The 
playground size would be reduced from 1.40 acres to approximately 1.09 acres with 11 
portables. 

This option also included implementing a split lunch at Saint John Paul II to reduce the stress of 
additional students on the playground.  

The following table highlights some of the items in the SWOT analysis. The full SWOT analysis 
can be found in Appendix A. 

Strengths 
 

 Maintains the existing school community 

 Would not affect current family scheduling and daycare arrangements 

Weaknesses 
 

 Would not address the goal of this review, which is to reduce 
enrolment pressure at Saint John Paul II 

 Due to increasing enrolment and additional portables, the playground 
size would be reduced and gym time may be less frequent for Saint 
John Paul II students 

Opportunities 
 

 Implementing a split lunch could be a creative solution to reduce 
playground overcrowding 

Threats 
 

 A split lunch may result in fewer extracurricular activities and potential 
scheduling conflicts for special activities (e.g. drama productions, 
Skills Canada, etc.) 

 

4.1.2 Option 1 – Move “B – Idlewood” to St. Daniel  

This option proposes to move the Idlewood area (Sub-Area B) from Saint John Paul II to St. 
Daniel. 

St. Daniel’s enrolment is projected to increase and reach 471 students in 2021. In this scenario, 
St. Daniel may require 7 to 8 portables within the next ten years. The playground size would be 
reduced to approximately 1.72 acres with 8 portables. 

Saint John Paul II’s enrolment would be reduced to slightly over capacity and may reach 728 
students in 2022. In this scenario, Saint John Paul II may require 5 to 6 portables within the next 
ten years, which is the current number of portables on the site.  
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The following table highlights some of the items in the SWOT analysis. The full SWOT analysis 
can be found in Appendix A. 

Strengths 
 

 Would address the goal of this review by reducing enrolment pressure 
at Saint John Paul II 

 St. Daniel has larger playground space to accommodate the 
additional portables while still providing space for the students 

Weaknesses 
 

 Would break up the existing Saint John Paul II community and affect 
family scheduling (Bell times: St. Daniel – 9:10am/3:40pm and Saint 
John Paul II – 8:20am/2:50pm). 

 If St. Daniel has more than four additional classes, gym time may be 
reduced 

Opportunities 
 

 Moves more children compared to Option 2, which may increase the 
probability of students moving with friends 

 Transition planning would occur to ensure students and families feel 
welcomed and adjust to their new school 

Threats 
 

 The resources at St. Daniel may be strained with the additional 
enrolment 
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4.1.3 Option 2 – Move “C – Chicopee” to St. Daniel 

This option proposes to move Chicopee (Sub-Area C) from Saint John Paul II to St. Daniel.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

St. Daniel’s enrolment is projected to increase and reach 442 students in 2025. St. Daniel may 
require 5 to 6 portables within the next ten years. The playground size would be reduced to 
approximately 1.82 acres with 6 portables. 

Saint John Paul II’s enrolment would be reduced and may reach 765 students in 2021. In this 
option, Saint John Paul II may require 7 to 8 portables within the next ten years. The playground 
size would be reduced to approximately 1.29 acres with 8 portables. 

The following table highlights some of the items in the SWOT analysis. The full SWOT analysis 
can be found in Appendix A. 

Strengths 
 

 Would disrupt fewer students at Saint John Paul II compared to 
Option 1 (moving Idlewood) 

 Would balance enrolment pressure amongst the two schools rather 
than shifting the situation to St. Daniel 

Weaknesses 
 

 Although this option also addresses the goal of this review, it does not 
significantly reduce the enrolment pressure at Saint John Paul II 
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 This option would break up the existing Saint John Paul II community 
and conflict with some family scheduling due to the different bell times 

Opportunities 
 

 There would be transition planning to ensure students and families 
feel welcomed and adjust to their new school 

Threats 
 

 Moving fewer children may reduce the probability of students moving 
with friends 

 
4.1.4 Public Meeting #1 – Public Comments 

The first public meeting was held on January 28, 2016 at Saint John Paul II. A total of 133 
people attended (12 – St. Daniel, 121 – Saint John Paul II). 
 
Comment sheets were used to collect written feedback. A total of 128 comment sheets were 
submitted. All written comments received throughout the review process can be found in 
Appendix B.  

 St. Daniel – 14 
 Saint John Paul II – 114 

o Grand River South – 31  
o Idlewood – 54  
o Chicopee – 27  
o Unspecified – 2 

The majority of the public comments received throughout the review favoured the existing 
school community remaining together. The comments emphasized that no students should be 
moved to another school citing friendships and connection to the SJPII community as the main 
reasons.  

The comment sheet asked respondents to rank the three options presented. A majority of 
respondents ranked the Existing Boundaries Option first, regardless of the sub-area in which the 
family resided. Options 1 and 2 (moving Idlewood or Chicopee) were ranked similar to each 
other.  

Since the Board’s typical practice is to grandparent students without transportation, the BRC 
requested that a question be added to the comment sheet regarding the idea of giving up 
bussing to remain at Saint John Paul II. Approximately 70% of respondents in Sub-Areas B and 
C (Idlewood and Chicopee) stated they would be willing to give up transportation to remain at 
Saint John Paul II. 

4.2 BRC PROPOSED OPTION 

Following the first public meeting, the BRC narrowed down the three options to one option to 
present at the second public meeting.  
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4.2.1 Developing the BRC Proposed Option 

The BRC attempted to develop an option based on the following points raised through the public 
consultation process:  

 Parents favoured the existing boundaries option;  

 Many comments suggested waiting for the new public school to be built;  

 Many families disliked the idea of children having to move schools; and,  

 Shifting the pressure from Saint John Paul II to St. Daniel was not seen as a desired 
solution. 

There were two suggested “new options” that were discussed before agreeing on the BRC 
Proposed Option.  

Suggestion 1 – Existing Boundaries with Trigger 

The first suggestion was to maintain the status quo and identify a trigger for a boundary change 
or another boundary review. In this scenario, the existing boundaries would remain. Once 
enrolment reached a certain threshold (800 students was discussed) it would trigger either a 
predetermined boundary change or the initiation of another boundary review.  

Discussion points included: 

 The new public school would likely be built before the trigger is reached. Therefore 
enrolment may decrease enough so that the trigger is never reached. This would also 
address public comments to wait until the impacts of the new public school are known. 

 The existing community would be aware of the future boundary change and/or review. 
This would address many public comments about this process being rushed or that 
sufficient notice was not given.   

 The number of additional classes is more significant than enrolment in terms of the 
impacts on the building and programming (e.g. gym use, library use, etc.). Although 
enrolment is one indicator of the number of classes required, grade structure (i.e. the 
number of students in each grade) is also a determining factor.  

 The BRC did not want to select an area to move since various factors may change by 
the time the trigger is reached. 

 Although families would have preferred to be aware of this review in advance, having a 
trigger hanging over the school may also be stressful for families.  

Suggestion 2 – Move New Development Areas 

Another suggestion, which came from the public comments, was to move the new students 
anticipated from the remaining residential development. Specifically, the 209 undeveloped 
residential units northeast of Saint John Paul II and the development area containing 498 multi-
residential units would be bussed to St. Daniel.  

 



16 | P a g e  
 

Discussion points included: 

 New residential units from the 209 area would yield approximately 25 students. The 
multi-residential units would yield very few students (if any).  

 Since the number of students from the larger development areas would yield fewer than 
30 students it would not make sense to move smaller development areas within the 
boundary. 

 Since the anticipated 25-30 students would roughly equate to one portable, this would 
reduce enrolment pressure at Saint John Paul II.  

 Existing students would not need to move. New students moving into the community 
would be attending a new school, and accordingly, it would not matter whether it is Saint 
John Paul II or St. Daniel.    

4.2.2 BRC Proposed Option 

Suggestion 2 was selected as the BRC Proposed Option. This option was presented at the 
second public meeting and is shown on the map below. The boundaries would change for all 
new families moving into the area. A split lunch would be implemented to reduce the impact on 
the playground at Saint John Paul II. All existing students attending Saint John Paul II would be 
grandparented. Appendix C contains all of the display boards presented at the second public 
meeting. 
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St. Daniel’s enrolment would increase slightly and is projected to reach 381 students in 2025. 
St. Daniel may require 3 portables within the next ten years, which would reduce the playground 
size to approximately 1.91 acres.  

Saint John Paul II would continue to increase and may reach 816 students in 2023. Saint John 
Paul II may require 10 portables within the next ten years, which would reduce the playground 
size to approximately 1.11 acres. 

The specifics of this option, including grandparenting provisions, costing, and logistics were not 
discussed by the BRC prior to the public meeting because it was a new option. Further analysis 
was completed and the information below is what was messaged at the second public meeting.  

Grandparenting 

 The boundary change would affect all new families not currently enrolled at Saint John 
Paul II. 

 All existing students attending Saint John Paul II would be grandparented.  

 The Board’s typical practice is to provide grandparenting without transportation. 
Grandparenting does not typically include siblings. However, the specifics of 
grandparenting would be discussed at the next BRC meeting. 

Transportation 

 An additional bus would be required to transport students from the areas that would 
move to St. Daniel at a cost of $37,000 annually.  

 Should transportation needs increase at Saint John Paul II, the site would not be able to 
accommodate an additional bus. On-street bus drop-off/pick-up may be required.  

Program Implications 

 St. Daniel’s gym and library time should not be affected in this option.  

 The addition of two or more classes at Saint John Paul II would result in shortened gym 
periods and/or reduce the frequency of gym classes. JK and SK access to the gym 
would be reduced first. 

 To accommodate additional classes, library time could be reduced from the current 40 
minute sessions to 20 minutes for signing out resources; the additional time could be 
flexible for teachers to book as needed.  

 Assemblies and liturgies would have to be split should three or more classes be added. 

Split Lunch 

 Additional lunch hour supervisors would be required at a cost of $8,326 annually (based 
on current enrolment and the need for two additional lunch hour supervisors).  

 Increasing enrolment would warrant additional lunch hour supervisors. 

 Additional teaching staff may be required to cover planning time in order to meet 
contractual obligations.  

 A smaller percentage of students would have access to extracurricular activities. 
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 Sports team practices would occur before and after school. 

 Parent volunteers would be required for longer durations (e.g. special food days). 

4.2.3 Public Meeting #2 – Public Comments 

The second public meeting was held on February 17, 2016 at St. Daniel.  A total of 54 people 
attended (6 – St. Daniel, 48 – Saint John Paul II). 
 
Comment sheets were used to collect written feedback. A total of 53 comment sheets were 
submitted. All written comments received throughout the review process can be found in 
Appendix B.  

 St. Daniel – 5 
 Saint John Paul II – 48 

o Grand River South – 4  
o Idlewood – 28  
o Chicopee – 15  
o Unspecified – 1 

Approximately 84% of respondents were in agreement with the BRC Proposed Option. 
However, many comments noted that the affected families may have stopped following the 
boundary review process because they were not affected by previous options.  

The comment sheet requested that respondents choose whether they preferred another 
boundary review be conducted at a later date or if a predetermined area be selected now to 
move in the future. Approximately 86% of respondents preferred to have another boundary 
review in the future.  

Several comments submitted in the week following the public meeting stressed that the option 
worked against what the Board is trying to achieve from an active transportation perspective.  
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 BRC RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1.1 Developing the BRC Recommended Option  

As mentioned above, a detailed analysis was conducted to examine the BRC’s Proposed 
Option in preparation for the second public meeting. This included the Board’s typical 
grandparenting practices, contractual agreements with teaching staff, associated costs with 
implementation, and programming implications. Since this was completed between the BRC 
committee meeting and public meeting, there was some confusion regarding details of the BRC 
Proposed Option.  

Specifically, some BRC members were unaware that there are currently 85 WCDSB students 
living within the proposed area to be moved to St. Daniel; 81 of which attend Saint John Paul II. 
The WCDSB typical practice for grandparenting does not include siblings or transportation, both 
of which were not discussed prior to the public meeting. It was decided at the BRC’s final 
committee meeting that if the BRC Proposed Option is selected, that existing students should 
be grandparented with siblings and transportation.  

BRC members debated between the Existing Boundaries scenario and the BRC Proposed 
Option. 

 Since the BRC Proposed Option would not result in a significant enrolment reduction for 
Saint John Paul II, it may not be valuable to divide the neighbourhood and have potential 
students within walking distance to Saint John Paul II be bussed to St. Daniel. 

 By sending the 25 anticipated students to St. Daniel, this would alleviate some 
enrolment pressure at Saint John Paul II. This may result in a reduction of one portable 
which would in turn affect playground size and gym time. 

 The enrolment projections for each scenario were reviewed and it was noticed that in the 
Existing Boundaries option, it is projected that enrolment may reach 825 students in 
2021. In the BRC Proposed Option, it is projected that enrolment may reach 816 
students in 2023. Due to the small difference in enrolment projections, it was decided 
that the Existing Boundaries option is preferred over the BRC Proposed Option. 

A suggestion was brought forward to move the portion of the Idlewood area that is within the 
1.6km walking distance of St. Daniel. This would include grandparenting all existing students 
enrolled at Saint John Paul II from this area as well as their siblings. Transportation would be 
provided.  This area is depicted as Sub-Area D in the map shown below.  

The table below shows the grade structure of the existing students in the affected area. Of the 
31 existing students, 28 attend Saint John Paul II.  

 



20 | P a g e  
 

JK SK Gr 1 Gr 2 Gr 3 Gr 4 Gr 5 Gr 6 Gr 7 Gr 8 Total 
2 5 1 2 1 5 3 1 8 3 31 

Enrolment projections have not been developed for this option due to the complexity of the 
grandparenting provision. However, it can be assumed that this area would remain relatively 
stable or decrease slightly (especially after the current Gr.7 class graduates). This trend is 
consistent with the overall projections for the Idlewood area (Sub-Area B). 

The BRC agreed that moving Sub-Area D to the St. Daniel boundary would be presented to the 
Board of Trustees as the BRC’s Recommended Option.  

5.1.2 BRC Recommendations  

The Boundary Review Committee recommends: 

That the boundaries of Saint John Paul II and St. Daniel Catholic Elementary Schools be 
modified in accordance with the BRC Recommended Option, effective September 2016. 

That the Board grandparents existing students living in Sub-Area D already enrolled in the 
2015-2016 school year to finish their elementary schooling at Saint John Paul II. Siblings of the 
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grandparented students would also be eligible to attend Saint John Paul II. Transportation would 
be provided to current students and their siblings. 

That the earliest possible date of another boundary review involving Saint John Paul II would be 
the 2019-2020 school year.  

5.2 STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  

5.2.1 Developing the Staff Recommended Option  

Board staff have actively participated at all Boundary Review Committee meetings, conducted 
the public consultation process, reviewed all of the public comments, and thoroughly analyzed 
all of the options contemplated through this boundary review process.  

Existing Boundaries 

 This option would respond to a majority of the public comments but does not address the 
goal of this review.  

 Based on the enrolment projections, it is anticipated that enrolment will continue to 
increase at Saint John Paul II which could result in less gym time, reduced library time, 
and smaller playground space. These would negatively impact the quality of 
programming at Saint John Paul II.  

 Although creative solutions such as split lunch may work to reduce impacts on the 
playground, this would not address other program-related issues. A split lunch would 
also affect extra-curricular activities.  

 This option may result in another boundary review in the near future. 

Option 1 – Move Idlewood 

 This option would meet the goal of this review to reduce enrolment pressure at Saint 
John Paul II.  

 A portion of the Idlewood area is within walking distance to St. Daniel. This would reduce 
the number of students who would require bussing and encourage more students to 
walk to school.   

 The number of students in this area would be difficult to accommodate at St. Daniel 
given the available resources. 

 This option may move too many students away from Saint John Paul II.  

Option 2 – Move Chicopee 

 This option would meet the goal of the review to reduce enrolment pressure at Saint 
John Paul II.  

 This option would move fewer students than Option 1.  

 Based on the analysis and feedback from the principal, St. Daniel would be able to 
accommodate the 57 students from this area without straining resources.  
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 The Chicopee area would be bussed approximately the same distance to St. Daniel as it 
currently is to Saint John Paul II (although this is subject to bus routing).  

 Chicopee is a clearly identifiable neighbourhood which would make the school boundary 
clear to parents (vs. dividing streets and neighbours). 

BRC Proposed Option 

 This option was intended to keep the existing Saint John Paul II school community 
together while alleviating some enrolment pressure anticipated from new development.  

 New development cannot be easily separated because it is interspersed among existing 
housing. The boundaries under this option are not clearly identifiable. It would be 
confusing if students living on the same street attended two different schools solely 
based on when they enrolled at school.  

 The area proposed to move to St. Daniel is within walking distance to Saint John Paul II 
so bussing them to another school would be contrary to active transportation initiatives.  
One of the considerations of any accommodation review is to maximize the number of 
walkers.  

 Enrolment projections for this option compared to the Existing Boundaries option differ 
only slightly. 

BRC Recommended Option 

 Grandparenting all students including their siblings does not immediately reduce 
enrolment pressure and does not meet the goal of the review.  

 This option would meet the goal of the review to reduce enrolment pressure at Saint 
John Paul II if no students were grandparented.  

 Providing transportation to grandparented families with no end date would mean that the 
Board would be providing extra bussing to the area for well over a decade. There would 
be two busses required to service the area - one to take grandparented students to Saint 
John Paul II and one to take students to St. Daniel. 

 This option would maximize the number of students able to walk to school over the long 
term. 

Taking the above points into consideration, Board staff recommend Option 2 (Move Chicopee) 
as it meets the goal of the review by reducing enrolment pressure at Saint John Paul II while not 
putting significant pressure on St. Daniel.  

The BRC’s Terms of Reference includes the following Board-wide accommodate review goals:  

 Provide the highest quality learning environment possible. 

 Ensure an efficient use of system resources by balancing enrolment and facilities. 

 Provide a long-term (5 years+) accommodation solution. 

 Create boundaries that maximize the number of students that can walk to school. 

 Provide logical attendance boundaries. 

 Reduce operating costs (e.g. maintenance, operations, transportation, etc.). 
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Option 2 (Move Chicopee) best meets the above goals over all other options considered. 

To respect that some students have already moved schools as a result of previous 
accommodation reviews, the staff recommendation includes a grandparenting provision to allow 
students currently in grades 4 to 8 to finish their elementary schooling at Saint John Paul II. 
Transportation would be provided for these students. 

Further, in response to the public comments received, the recommendation also allows siblings 
of these grandparented students to continue at Saint John Paul II. Transportation would only be 
provided until the end of the 2019-2020 school year. This aligns with the graduation year of the 
current grade 4 class.  

The table below indicates the grade breakdown of the 57 students currently living in Sub-Area C 
(Chicopee). Students currently in Grade 8 will graduate this year. Grade 4 to 7 students (21) 
would be grandparented at Saint John Paul II. Of the 30 JK to Grade 3 students affected by this 
option, 9 have siblings in grades 4 to 8.  Accordingly, approximately of 21 students would move 
under this option.  

At the start of this review, it was indicated that the final decision could be implemented in 
September 2016. The main reason was the negative impacts that a 7th portable would have on 
the playground at Saint John Paul II.  

The public comments suggest that parents care more about having additional time to adjust to 
different bell times and to find alternative childcare arrangements versus a reduction in 
playground space. 

Therefore staff is recommending that implementation be delayed until September 2017. This 
would also provide ample time for transition planning to help students adjust to their new school.  

  

Sub-Area Boundary JK SK Gr 1 Gr 2 Gr 3 Gr 4 Gr 5 Gr 6 Gr 7 Gr 8 Total
C - Chiopee 6 6 6 4 8 5 4 7 5 6 57
Siblings of Grandparented 
Students 1 2 2 1 3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 9
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5.2.2 Staff Recommendations  

WCDSB staff recommends: 

That the boundaries of Saint John Paul II and St. Daniel Catholic Elementary Schools be 
modified in accordance with Option 2 (move Chicopee), effective September 2017. 

 
That the Board grandparents students living in the affected area in Grades 4 to 8 (as of the 
2015-2016 school year) so they can finish their elementary schooling at Saint John Paul II 
Catholic Elementary School. Transportation would be provided.  

That siblings of the grandparented students be allowed to continue at Saint John Paul II 
Catholic Elementary School. Transportation would be provided until the end of the 2019-2020 
school year.   

That new students registering from the affected area for the 2016-2017 school year be given the 
option to enroll at either Saint John Paul II or St. Daniel Catholic Elementary School. 
Transportation would be provided.  

That the Director of Education ensure that a transition plan is developed for students affected by 
this recommendation.   


