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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Jan 28 To Whom this may concern, 

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

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

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

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

 
 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Thank you. 

 
Feb 1 Hello There, 

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

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

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

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

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

 



 

 

February 2, 2016 

 

To: WCDSB Board of Trustees 

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

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

 

 

To the trustees, 

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

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

Please consider the following in your discussions. 

Thank you 

 

Steve & Paula Dosen 

  

Wendy deGomez
Text Box



 

 

“EXISTING BOUNDARIES” Display Board 

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

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



 

 

“EXISTING BOUNDARIES” cont’d 

  

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

Display Board Statement: 

“Whole school assemblies would not be possible at SJPII” 

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

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

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

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

 

  



 

 

OPTION 1-MOVE IDLEWOOD Display Board 

 

Display Board Statement: 

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

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

 
Display Board Statement: 

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

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

 
Display Board Statement: 

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

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



 

 

OPTION 1-MOVE IDLEWOOD cont’d 

 

Display Board Statement: 

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

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

 

Display Board Statement: 

“Additional students may strain resources at St. Daniel” 

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

 

  



 

 

OPTION 2-MOVE CHICOPEE Display Board 

 

Display Board Statement: 

“Reduces enrollment pressure at Saint John Paul II” 

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

 
Display Board Statement: 

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

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

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

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

  



 

 

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

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

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

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

 

Steve & Paula Dosen 

 

Wendy deGomez
Text Box




