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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 
Feb 9 Where could I find the proposed map for the 

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Feb 19 Dear Planning Committee Members 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments. They 
will be shared with the Boundary 
Review Committee, the Board of 
Trustees, and posted on our website 
prior to any decision. 
 
Please note that under the BRC 
proposed option, all students that 
currently attend SJPII would be 
grandparented into the school. 
Students in undeveloped units or 
turn-over ownership houses would 
be bussed to St. Daniel.   
 
The issue of grandparenting the 
siblings of these students and 
transportation for grandparented 
students will be discussed at the 
next BRC meeting on March 3 at St. 
Daniel Elementary school. 
 
Please note that the BRC proposed 
option may change at this meeting 
and no decision is final until the April 
25 Board of Trustees meeting. 
 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public comments and planning department 
responses February 4 to February 26, 2016 
 

5 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

 

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

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