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Date Public comments and questions Planning answers 

Nov.4 I think you spoke to our council last 
night.  Thank you it was very 
informative.    This news is of concern for 
me as I am in one of the 2 possible 
areas.  Can I ask you a few questions.   
 
What is the percentage of students from 
PJP who go to Grand River vs SMH? 
 
What is the percentage of students from 
St. Dan's who go to Grand River VS. 
SMH? 
 
What would the public school option be 
for people from Idlewood? 
 
What would the public school option be 
for people in Chicopee? 
 
What is the start time for St. Dan's? 
If you are not the right person to ask 
these questions to please direct me to 
the right place. 
 

This is not something we have 
analyzed over the last few years. 
Previous year’s data shows that the 
percentage varied significantly from 
year to year. 
 
This is not something we have 
analyzed over the last few years. 
Previous year’s data shows that the 
percentage varied significantly from 
year to year. 
 
The majority of the area is in 
Lackner Woods PS and Stanley 
Park PS. 
 
The area is within Franklin PS’s 
boundary and Sunnyside’s 
boundary. 
 
The bell times for St. Dan’s are 9:10 
AM and 3:40 PM. 
 

Nov. 4 Just curious, which area would this 
affect?  Would they be displacing any 
current students? 

In follow-up to your questions. 
Please refer to this presentation for 
the affected areas. 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII
/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-
%202015.10.19.pdf 

It is TBD how many current 
students would be affected. This 
and other issues will be determined 
throughout the Boundary Review 
Committee meetings and the BRC 
process. 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
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Nov. 4 Have possible boundary change maps 

been created for the review so we may 

view the options being presented? If so 

where can we view them? If not, when 

will they be available for viewing? 

 

Will there be consideration for the 

students entering grade 8 to choose to 

continue at their current school for their 

final year? 

If grade 8s do get to choose to stay or 

move, is this consideration granted for 

one year to all siblings attending the 

same school? 

Oh so many questions, but a reply to 

the above will be appreciated for the 

time being. 

 

Thank you 

 

PS I would consider sitting on the 

boundary council as a parent rep for 

SJPII, but according to scheduled dates, 

would be missing the first meeting 

December 14 as I will be out of the 

country that week. 

 

Thank-you for your interest in the 

Saint John Paul II boundary review. 

Please see answers to your 

questions below in yellow. 

 

Please use this link to access the 

initial staff report that includes 

boundary maps: 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/

SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report

%20-%202015.10.19.pdf 

The grandfathering of students will 

be discussed at the boundary 

review committee meetings and 

determined through the review 

process. 

Please refer to the timelines for the 

review at this link. The first meeting 

is Dec. 16, rather than Dec. 14. on 

the schedule it refers to the week 

of rather than the exact date. All of 

the other dates on this timeline are 

tentative, except the final decision 

on April 25, which is set. 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/

SJPII/pdf/Appendix-A-Timelines.pdf 

Thanks. 

 

 

Nov. 5 
 

Hello, 
 
As of yesterday we are aware of the 
potential rezoning of the boundary for 
children attending Saint John Paul II.  
We understand from the emailed 
information it is fairly early in the 
process, however our family has 

Thank-you for your comments. 
They will be shared with the 
Boundary Review Committee, 
WCDSB staff, and the Board of 
Trustees prior to a decision. 
Would you like me to add your 
contact information to the email 
distribution list?  

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
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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significant concerns with this proposal on 
many levels.  We live in the Idlewood 
area and I want to make sure our 
opinions and comments are taken into 
consideration, as do many other families 
I'm sure.  It sounds like all will be given a 
chance to voice concerns so hopefully 
that is the case. 
 
In moving to the area a few years ago, a 
key factor in our decision to purchase 
our house was that our son and daughter 
could attend Saint John Paul II.  Our son 
is currently in SK and has made many 
friends, obviously.  Both our son and 
daughter (3 yrs old) are in Owl daycare, 
with our son being in before and after 
school care.  As we are a busy family 
like all others, we have established our 
school and daycare needs within one 
area that involved significant planning 
and wait lists (>1 year).  Our kids are 
doing great at Saint John Paul II and 
things are going extremely well. 
 
With the proposed rezoning, our 
concerns are summarized as follows: 
 
1. Idlewood area move will affect > 100 
children based the emailed information 
and require schooling mainly in 
portables.  Again our life decision to buy 
our home where we did was in large part 
due to location and quality of the Saint 
John Paul II school that our kids were 
zoned to attend; 2. Disruption to our 
entire family setup re. school/daycare 
accommodating our two children; 3. 
Disruption to our son in SK with the 
loss/adjustment to an entirely new school 
and new before and after care, and to 
our daughter having to switch out of Owl 
and find alternative care; 4. Impact to our 
home's value, as school zoning is 
significant for many families (as it was to 

I also encourage you to visit our 
website which can be found at this 
link. 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/index.html 
  
Thank-you, and have a nice 
weekend. 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
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ours) in their decision to purchase a 
house. 
 
I am sure these feelings are felt across 
the rezoning areas by other families and 
we are I am looking forward to being 
involved moving forward. 
 

Nov. 5 Hi Wendy, thank you for your responses. 
Other questions.... 

Why can this review not hold off until the 

new public board school is open, and a 

portion of our school population jumps 

boards to the new school?  This is bound 

to happen. 

Why can't we request the Owl daycare 

vacate the school, making room for 3 

more classrooms, more space in the 

school yard, more parking, and the 

possibility of a kiss and ride at the front 

of the school? 

Could the chapel not be converted into a 

classroom for a few years until numbers 

settle down? 

Why is it not being suggested that all 

current students are grandfathered in (as 

the public school board does) while new 

residents would need to attend the 

appointed school after boundary 

revisions are complete? 

Are any of the WCDSB personnel  that 

dealt with the closure of Notre Dame and 

St. Patrick accommodation meetings 

also working on this current 

accommodation? 

May we have access to the minutes from 

the accommodation meetings from the 

closure of Notre Dame and St. Patrick 

schools? 

Good afternoon Ms. X 
Please see responses to your 
questions below: 
 
 
1) We need an immediate 
solution to the enrollment pressures 
at Saint John Paul II to reduce the 
need for a 7th portable, and 
therefore Waiting until other schools 
may open in the area would not 
solve the immediate issue. 
2) The Owl daycare provides 
essential programming for our 
parents and students. Evicting Owl 
may provide some physical space 
to help our enrolment issue but it 
would still impact families at Saint 
John Paul II. 
3) The chapel is too small to 
accommodate a full class of 
students. 
4) WRDSB does not have a 
blanket policy or practice to 
grandparent all students. 
Grandparenting is assessed on a 
case by case basis. For this review 
grandparenting all of the students 
that currently attend the school 
would defeat the purpose of the 
boundary review because we need 
an immediate solution to the 
enrollment pressures. If we were to 
grandparent all existing students 
and redirect all new students we 
would have situations where 
younger siblings not yet enrolled 
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Those are my questions for today, I'm 

sure there will be many more to follow. 

Thank you 

 

would have to attend another 
school, there would be no JK class, 
children living next door to each 
other would attend different schools 
which would be extremely difficult 
from a bussing perspective. 
 
5) There are personnel on this 
review who worked on the Notre 
Dame and St. Patrick 
accommodation reviews. 
 
6) Is there anything specific you 
are looking for in the meeting 
minutes? Please let me know if I 
can help you any further. 
 
 

Nov. 8 Hi Wendy, 
 
 
As per your email below, yes please 
include us on the email distribution list.  I 
apologize for another email, but this 
potential boundary switch will greatly 
impact our family and most importantly X 
and thus, we’ve been thinking about it 
more and more and reading as much as 
we can.  I have the following concerns, in 
addition to our earlier email: 
 
1. What is the process for notifying 
all parents in the affected areas to 
ensure they are actively engaged 
throughout this process.  It sounds like 
since we asked questions we’ve been 
provided a link to the website.  Will the 
school board be doing anything further to 
engage the public/affected areas, for 
example a letter drop with the maps 
shown ? 
2. The initial report states that the 
sole reason for no additional portables at 
SJP II is that it would ‘negatively impact 
ability to use sports fields’?  If this is the 

Good Afternoon, 
 
The existing boundaries with 
enrolment projections will be shared 
at the first BRC meeting for 
discussion purposes. This would be 
the “do nothing” option. The 
information pertaining to this was 
included in the Initial Staff Report 
but not outlined as an option 
because there are immediate 
enrolment pressures at Saint John 
Paul II we’d like to address. 
 
Parent will be notified throughout 
the process in the following ways. 

 Email notification (if they’ve 
signed up) 

 Notices sent home to each 
family (this is usually done 
in advance of the public 
meeting and Board of 
Trustee meetings) 

 Notifications in school 
newsletters 

 Website updates (parents 
are encouraged to check 
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case, based on google maps areas, 
(admittedly I don’t know where property 
boundaries are), but SJP II currently has 
more available area (12,000m2) than St. 
Daniels’ (11,000m2).   It is our hope that 
there has been a complete review for the 
provision of additional portables onsite at 
SJP II prior to initiating this potential 
boundary change…can you confirm this? 
3. Based on the options presented, 
the absolute max. required # of portables 
at SJP II is 8? Which would mean two 
more are added?  And that is based on 
projections of needing 4-8 (total), so it is 
possible those additional portables are 
not even required depending on 
enrollment.  To disrupt 100+ children and 
move them to a new school seems 
excessive to avoid the use of two 
portables at SJP II.  Again the same 
issue regarding usable sports fields will 
occur at St. Daniels also… 
4. We understand the boundary 
review is a process, but given the 
solution is to add portables (at either 
location) should projected numbers for 
enrollment occur, why is this being 
looked at now?  Why can it not be 
delayed until numbers are better 
understood?  Adding one or two 
portables does not involve a long 
duration to construct so putting this 
decision off until numbers are better 
understood based on enrollment seems 
to be an alternative. 
 
Any clarification on what we are 
missing/not understanding would be 
appreciated. 
 
Just to clarify my last email, as I’m 
writing from an Idlewood resident 
perspective…can the report be added to 
demonstrate the ‘do nothing’ scenario?  
As in what would be required at SJP II if 

the site and those on our 
email list will be notified as 
updates occur) 

 All committee meetings will 
be open to the public and 
anyone may attend to listen 
to the discussions. Meeting 
details will be posted on 
the website. 

 
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. 
 
We are projecting enrolment to 
continue to increase and would 
expect at least one more portable 
next September. We understand 
that changing schools is of great 
concern for parents and we don’t 
enter into these reviews lightly. We 
believe there are negative 
implications for students if we do 
nothing. All of the pros and cons will 
be discussed through the boundary 
review committee and the public 
consultation before any 
recommendation or decision is 
made. 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/School-Council-Presentation-November-2015.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/School-Council-Presentation-November-2015.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/School-Council-Presentation-November-2015.pdf
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neither area is assigned to St. Daniels 
(no. of portables etc). 
 
Thanks again, 
 

Thank-you for your comments and 
questions.  
 
 

Nov. 9 Hello Wendy, 

 

Thank you for your response. In rebuttal: 

1) Items proposed in the original 

email offer alternatives that could 

immediately alleviate the population 

issue at SJPII. However, they do not 

match the suggestions currently 

proposed by the Accomodation 

committee, they simply offer viable 

alternatives I would like the committee to 

consider. 

2) Would removing Owl  Daycare not 

affect fewer families than options the 

Accomodation committee is currently 

proposing?  Would removing an external 

daycare provider not actually increase 

attendance with before and after school 

care programs offered by the board? 

3) I believe we have previously 

utilized the chapel as a classroom, 

therefore find it difficult to believe it is not 

of sufficient size now, if it was suitable 

previously. 

4) I enquired about grandfathering 

FAMILIES, not individual students, so all 

siblings would attend the same school. 

Also, the suggestion was only for the 

Idlewood and Chicopee areas sending 

new registrations to alternate schools. 

Those in area A would always attend 

SJPII, therefore the argument of no JK's 

is an invalid point. Lackner Woods, the 

WRDSB school in the same area as 

Good afternoon Ms. X 
Please see responses to your 
questions below: 
 
 
1) We need an immediate 
solution to the enrollment pressures 
at Saint John Paul II to reduce the 
need for a 7th portable, and 
therefore Waiting until other schools 
may open in the area would not 
solve the immediate issue. 
2) The Owl daycare provides 
essential programming for our 
parents and students. Evicting Owl 
may provide some physical space 
to help our enrolment issue but it 
would still impact families at Saint 
John Paul II. 
3) The chapel is too small to 
accommodate a full class of 
students. 
4) WRDSB does not have a 
blanket policy or practice to 
grandparent all students. 
Grandparenting is assessed on a 
case by case basis. For this review 
grandparenting all of the students 
that currently attend the school 
would defeat the purpose of the 
boundary review because we need 
an immediate solution to the 
enrollment pressures. If we were to 
grandparent all existing students 
and redirect all new students we 
would have situations where 
younger siblings not yet enrolled 
would have to attend another 
school, there would be no JK class, 
children living next door to each 
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SJPII  did, in fact, grandfather as 

suggested in my original email. They 

understood that poor planning on the 

part of their school board should not 

affect currently registered families. I 

believe they are in the final years of 

bussing children from their original 

catchment area prior to their boundary 

changes. 

5). I am requesting  ALL the minutes 

from the Notre Dame/St. Patricks 

assessment. I recall items discussed in 

council meetings that should be available 

in the minutes which could have an 

impact on the current assessment. I 

believe the freedom of information act 

backs this request. Please forward them 

as soon as possible so I may have 

sufficient time to review and locate the 

items I believe should be recorded in the 

original minutes. 

6) I will let you know when I locate it 

in the minutes. Mr. Reitzel should have 

some recollection and idea of what I 

would be looking for. 

Looking forward to receiving the minutes 

as requested. Thank you, 

 
Good morning 
 
Could you please provide a total number  
for total complaints received from 
families registered at SJPII due to over 
population of the school.  
Do you record such statistics? 
Please advise  
 
Thank you 
 

other would attend different schools 
which would be extremely difficult 
from a bussing perspective. 
 
5) There are personnel on this 
review who worked on the Notre 
Dame and St. Patrick 
accommodation reviews. 
 
6) Is there anything specific you 
are looking for in the meeting 
minutes? Please let me know if I 
can help you any further. 
 
 
Dear Ms. X, 
 
We do not have information about 
over population inquiries.  
 
At this time, we are not considering 
removing Owl from SJP2. All of 
your comments and suggestions 
will be shared with and reviewed by 
the boundary review committee.  
 
For all of the minutes, please 
contact Sandra Vieira (Privacy and 
Information Management Officer) at 
Sandra.Vieira@wcdsb.ca or 519-
578-3660 ext.2381. 
 
Thanks. 
 

mailto:Sandra.Vieira@wcdsb.ca
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Nov. 10 
 

 
My son attends St John Paul II he is in 
JK. I am getting concerned as I don't 
fully understand what is happening but 
continue to get emails on the boundary 
review. We live at 30 Eden Oak Trail. Is 
there a possibility my son will have to 
switch schools. 
 
I really hope not as he loves his school. 
Thank you in advance for helping me 
understand more about what is 
happening here. 
 
 

 
Good afternoon Sabrina, 
 
In response to your question about 
your son moving schools- currently 
the two proposed options according 
to the maps and sub groups in this 
presentation 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report
%20-%202015.10.19.pdf, show that 
you live in the Grand River sub-
group which means that you would 
not have to change schools. 
However, please be informed that 
the two options presented in this 
report are not exclusive and are 
subject to change based on the 
upcoming meetings and 
subsequent decisions. 
 
I have added your contact 
information to the email list for you 
to keep informed about this 
boundary review. 
 
Thanks. 
 

Nov. 10 Hello : 
 
How are you? 
 
I was hoping that you could share this 
information with the Trustees and 
committee selected to deal with the 
SJPII decision. 
 
Concerns by parents/students: 
 
Sending students to a different school 
especially families that were asked to 
wait/move with Notre Dame closure (we 
were one of many affected families). If a 
decision to move is made - this would 

Dear Joe and Barb, 
 
Thank-you for your email. We will 
ensure that the Trustees and the 
BRC are made aware of your 
concerns and the recommended 
solutions you have put forth. Please 
visit this website for meeting dates 
and times. 
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/index.html 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/pdf/Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%202015.10.19.pdf
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
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represent the second move for the 
families; 
 
Splitting a subdivision (Idlewood) in 
order to set a new boundary - this 
effectively splits a community. 
 
Going to St. Daniel's which already has 
capacity and gym usage issues (shared 
with the Stanley Park Community 
Centre). 
 
Non Issues/Items: 
 
A smaller playground is not considered 
an issue for the students or parents. If 
the students had to decide on a smaller 
playground or move. - they would elect 
a smaller playground. 
 
A. Maintain current boundary to include 

the Idlewood subdivision. 
 

B. Short term solution - add more 
portables, shrink the existing 
playground and use City of Kitchener 
property in back part of the adjoining 
land to accommodate student play 
time; 

C. Longer term solution - build a two 
storey addition where the current 
portables are located. 

D. Longer term solution - send excess 
capacity to new school in Breslau 
which is scheduled to open in 2 
years. 

 
We look forward to updates from the 
WCDSB and a schedule regarding 
upcoming meetings. I would like to thank 
you for forwarding this valued 
information to our elected Trustees. 
Concerned Parents / Idlewood Resident 
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Nov. 10 To whom it may concern, 
I am writing as a concerned parent of 
two young children whom attend St. 
John Paul. It has been brought to our 
attention as parents, that there is a 
consideration to move our children to St 
Daniels school due to overcrowding at 
SJPII. I am frustrated at the idea of 
uprooting my kids, as they have only 
begun to settle into their school 
environment finding friends and finally 
being assessed for learning delays. As 
two individuals who work for the board, 
whose commitment to teaching children 
is the number one goal, I'm confused as 
to why disrupting a child’s education is 
even an option. Studies have long told 
the story of what causes anxiety and 
children, and of those top causes, 
starting a new school weighs heavy on 
the list. If you look at the research 
conducted at Warwicks Mental Health 
hospital, the study proves this point. 
Not only is the board asking us to move 
children, but the safety concerns 
attached to walking from the Idlewood 
area to St. Daniels is ridiculous. There 
are main intersections along the route, 
not to mention the distance alone is one 
no young child should be expected to 
walk twice daily. 
As a family, we moved to the Idlewood 
area because of the school our young 
children would be attending, only to find 
out now that because of the building up 
of the newer area around the school, our 
children are to be displaced. 
My husband and I are from different 
faiths, we discussed at length the pros of 
bring our family up in the Catholic faith 
and although he may not have seen eye 
to eye with me on many points he 
couldn’t argue that SJPII was the best 
school for our kids to attend. I’m at a loss 
as to what to tell him now. I believed 

Dear Ms .   
 
Thank-you for your comments 
regarding the Saint John Paul II 
Boundary Review. Would you like 
your contact information to be 
added to the distribution list for this 
review? Please also feel free to 
access the meeting dates and times 
at this link where you can voice 
your concerns.  
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/
SJPII/index.html as well as other 
background information about this 
review. 
 
Thank-you. 
 

https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
https://www.wcdsb.ca/about/accom/SJPII/index.html
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moving to this neighbourhood and 
attending our school was the best choice 
for the family, now, to see we can be 
dismissed by the board so easily and 
shuffled off to another school, Im left 
disheartened. 
Sincerely, 
A concerned parent, 
 

Nov. 12 Wendy, 
 
Thank you for the taking the time to 
reply.  I don’t feel as though my 
questions were answered completely, 
but myself and my wife will continue to 
stay involved along with the other 
families becoming better informed. 
 
I will pass along some additional 
concerns / questions to the trustees 
group.  These additional 
comments/requests for information 
include: 
 

- A thorough explanation on why all 
area in the adjacent lands 
(greenfield/playground) is 
unusable for SJPII and why that 
restriction must remain 
indefinitely; 

- Can portables be added to the 
end of the existing ‘rows’ to add 2, 
and then a set of 3 where the 
‘flag’ is on Slide 5? 

- Has SJPII worked with OWL on 
any of this, or is that considered a 
completely separate 
issue.  Obviously we will not be 
able to use OWL if moved from 
the school. 

- My understanding from talking 
with a Public School trustee is that 
portables are included with new 
schools because young families 
(such as ours) tend to move to 

Good afternoon,  
 
Please see my answers to your 
questions below in red. 
 
Thank-you 
 

- Are you referring to the 
adjacent park? The red line 
on the air photo is our 
property line. It is my 
understanding that SJP2 
does use the adjacent 
parkland. However, we do 
not have a formal agreement 
with the City to do so.  

- The next portable has to be 
set back at least 12m from 
the existing group of 6. 
Therefore, 2 additional 
portables cannot be added 
to the existing rows. A set of 
3 certainly could be added 
where the flag is showing. 
However, we believe that 
would negatively impact 
students because it would 
drastically reduce 
playground space. 

- We have not had any 
specific discussions but Owl 
is aware of the boundary 
review.  

- Yes, that is true. The timing 
of the enrolment peak varies 
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these areas initially, and as 
children get older and move on, 
enrollment typically reduces from 
these initial peaks…is that the 
case?  I’m mainly just curious on 
this point and not claiming to 
understand all the nuances of a 
new school. 

 
We will continue to stay actively involved 
to do everything possible to find an 
alternative solution to our son moving 
schools. 
 
Thanks again, 
 
 

significantly from school to 
school.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Nov. 15 All, 
 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 SJPII 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 Idlewood location and the 
fact that we are Catholic, SJPII 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 SJPII OWL and 
then his sister could after.  We now have 
our family set up for daycare and school, 
as X (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 
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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 SJPII is not capable of handling 
more portables as it would affect the 
area of the sports field.  This is a 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 SJPII.  It 
appears that no effort has been made to 
try and make it work at SJPII 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 
SJPII, 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 SJPII I’d 
guess).  That is my understanding and 
perhaps I am wrong. 



Saint John Paul II Boundary Review- Public Comments and Planning Department 
Responses  November 4 to December 7, 2015 
 
 

15 
 

 In summary the most important thing for 
us is to look out for the well-being of our 
kids, and for X and X 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. 
 
 

 


