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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 
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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, 
 

 


