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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. 
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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 



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

10 
 

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 



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

15 
 

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 
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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 
 

 


