
Southeast Galt Elementary Schools Pupil Accommodation 
Review 

Minutes of Public Meeting # 1 
November 4, 2008 

Lincoln Avenue Public School, 7:00 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. 
 
 
The first Public Meeting of the Southeast Galt Elementary Schools Pupil Accommodation 
Review was held at Lincoln Avenue Public School on November 4, 2008.     
 
 
1. Welcome/Introductions 
 

• Chris Smith, Manager of Planning welcomed members of the public, school 
communities, Trustees, and Board staff present for the evening, and made the following 
introductions: 

 
Trustee Cindy Watson, Trustee Colin Harrington, Diane DeCoene, Area Superintendent, Marilyn 
Marklevitz, Executive Superintendent of Business and Financial Services and Treasurer, Sue 
Thorne-McCaffrey, Principal of Alison Park P.S., Allan MacKay, Principal of Manchester P.S., 
Linda Rogers, Principal of Lincoln Avenue P.S., Brian Beney, Vice Principal of Lincoln Avenue 
P.S., Nathan Hercanuck, Senior Planner, Lauren Manske, Planner, Mary Hingley, Recording 
Secretary. 
              
 
2. Explanation of the Accommodation Review Process 
 

• An accommodation review is the study of schools in an area of the Board’s jurisdiction, 
to determine the future of a school, or group of schools.   

• In this case the seven elementary schools under review are in the Southeast quadrant of 
the Galt community.  They include: Avenue Road P.S., Manchester P.S., Alison Park 
P.S., Lincoln Avenue P.S., Central P.S., Stewart Avenue P.S. and Chalmers Street P.S. 

• The Board had identified this area of Cambridge for a review in its Capital Plan, and was 
going to be addressed within the next couple of years; however the review was 
accelerated by the loss of Alison Park P.S. in a fire in May of this year. 

• An accommodation review can ultimately result in recommendations to close one or 
more schools and/or consolidate schools; which means having students from two or more 
schools at one location.  It can also result in changes to attendance boundaries and 
program changes, such as a JK-6 school becoming a JK-8 school. 

• This is the first formal Public Meeting of at least four that we will hold throughout the 
Review process.  The dates for these meetings are not yet set, as they will depend on the 
time needed to do the review.  We would certainly like to report to the Board and have a 
decision before the end of this school year, June 2009. 
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3. Role of the Accommodation Review Committee (ARC) 
 

• The Accommodation Review Committee, which we shorten to “ARC”, is a structured 
working group that works with Planning and other Board staff as well as community 
members in looking at the situation, the available information and developing scenarios, 
which will lead to possible recommendations. 
 

4. Objectives – Lauren Manske, Planner outlined the draft objectives: 
 

• One of the most important processes when conducting a review is setting objectives.  The 
objectives tell us what we want to accomplish, without predetermining an outcome. 

• We also need objectives in order to develop and evaluate scenarios.  The draft objectives 
discussed tonight were developed by the Accommodation Review Committee by 
brainstorming what the Southeast Galt area’s current opportunities and challenges are. 

• Some of the key issues that the committee members have brought forth are obvious, but 
that makes them no less important.  The fact that the Alison Park facility no longer exists 
and these students require a permanent space somewhere sets our first objective. “To 
determine a permanent option for Alison Park (not portables), and where possible, keep 
Alison Park students together.” 

• Another issue that arose was with respect to development.  We had a representative from 
the City of Cambridge come and speak to the committee about future growth and 
development within our study area.  There are a few pockets of development left in this 
area, so we are going to have to find a solution that considers this, hence our second 
objective.  “To find a solution that is long-term, considers permanent construction, and 
has regard for future demographic changes and development patterns.” 

• Equity of facilities and program always seems to come up during reviews.  We want to 
have consistency across the Board with respect to programming and facilities, so we have 
added this as an objective.  “To address enrolment impact on programs at all schools by 
maintaining/developing equitable facilities that are financially feasible.” 

• Physical accessibility has come up as an issue at many of the schools within the study 
area and the region as a whole.  There are some schools that serve students with 
wheelchairs that are not fully accessible, so addressing physical accessibility of facilities 
in the area is a key issue to be addressed here – we can also look at this as an opportunity 
to get our facilities up to Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA) 
standards.  “To address physical accessibility of facilities in the study area.” 

• Other objectives include:  “Where possible, reduce bussing to limit environmental and 
transportation costs in the long-term.”  This objective addresses the desire for 
‘community schools’ that the majority of the school’s students can walk to.  This also 
addresses the fact that we are currently bussing a few areas to schools which are not 
necessarily the closest neighbourhood school. 

• “Where possible, to provide access to specialized programs more broadly across schools 
in the study area.”  There was some concern that specialized programs seem to fall into 
schools that have surplus space, and these programs are not necessarily available to a 
student within their home school boundary. 
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• “To support optimal use of facilities (school and site), capital and operating resources.”  
This one is pretty self-explanatory; we want to optimize the use of the facilities we have. 

• “To have regard for secondary school boundaries.”  Students in this study area feed to 
two public high schools: Galt C.I. and Glenview Park S.S., so we need to address school 
feeds in the scenarios, should any changes be proposed. 

• There are many possible outcomes from this review, all which will involve some form of 
student transition.  Having this as an objective is important, so that this issue does not get 
lost.  This may mean that there will be some temporary accommodations for students 
until the permanent solution can be put in place, and the Board will have to address these 
issues.  It may also mean that we will work with staff and students to ensure smooth 
transitions into new situations, if they are required.  The objective being: “To address 
student transitions where changes are proposed.” 

• These objectives are still in draft format.  If you feel something important has been left 
out, or you would like to see changes, please contact the Planning Department, via email 
or telephone. 

 
5. Valuation Templates – Nathan Hercanuck, Senior Planner explained valuation templates. 
 

• Part of the formal accommodation process is that a School Valuation Template must be 
completed for each school in the review.  The School Valuation Template is really a 
comprehensive inventory of the facility. 

• When the new provincial guidelines regarding Accommodation Reviews came out, 
Boards were required to develop a generic School Valuation framework that took into 
account four perspectives:  
1. Value to the Student 
2. Value to the Board 
3. Value to the Community 
4. Value to the Local Economy 

• For each accommodation review the Accommodation Review Committee (ARC) has the 
opportunity to customize the Generic School Valuation Framework to reflect the specific 
issues of their accommodation review. 

• “Valuation Template” is a bit of a loaded statement. It implies that some sort of value or 
score is going to be assigned to each school.  That is definitely not the case, there is no 
intention to score or weigh the schools relative to each other through the Valuation 
Templates. 

• What the Valuation Template really does is provide a way to look at all the schools in the 
study area, objectively and fairly.  So that everyone involved in this process has all the 
relevant information about each of the schools. 

• When we develop a scenario or solution and evaluate it against the objectives, we can 
take into account that for example: school ‘A’ has a fifty year old roof in need of repair, 
school ‘B’ needs retrofitting to meet accessibility standards or that school ‘C’ fields and 
playground are the only significant green space in a community. 

• We have asked the members of the ARC to assist us in filling out the templates, and have 
modified it slightly; we also invite members of the public to submit information. 
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• Once more information has been gathered, the Planning Department will be posting the 
templates for each school on the Board website, and will continually update them as more 
information is received. 

 
6. Questions/Other: 

 
Q – One of the slides advised that a school would not be built for less than three hundred 

students, are you just looking at big number school sites? 
R – No, that number refers to the guidelines set out by the Good Schools Committee; 

there are some schools that have less than three hundred students, but staffing and operating 
costs work better at a four hundred pupil plus school for JK-6. 

Q – Will the Board look at box schools, example; one section is French Immersion, one 
section is regular stream? 

R – We don’t operate schools within schools.  Diane DeCoene responded that JK-6 
schools are fully integrated. 

Q – What are we going to do with the property at Alison Park? 
R – This is all part of the process, and depends on the outcome of the Review.  If we re-

build, we keep the property; if we don’t re-build, we will sell the property, and other 
publically supported school boards and institutions are offered the land first.  Jim Kirchin, 
Planner for the City of Cambridge, advised at a meeting of the ARC that the property would 
have potential to be a residential re-development site. 

Q – Does the Board own any other land in this area? 
R – In the Southeast Galt community plan we have a joint site with the City, committed 

to about seven acres. 
Q – An Alison Park parent asked why has the process taken so long? 
R – The Accommodation Review process takes time.  There are minimum and maximum 

timelines set out by the Ministry of Education.  The Board decided in June to start the 
review, and summer, Christmas, and March breaks cannot be counted in the timelines.  This 
was the earliest date we could have our first Public Meeting. 

Q – Will it be 2010 until we have a plan for Alison Park? 
R – By June 2009 we hope to have a decision, and it takes at least one year to build a 

school, so, yes it will be 2010 or 2011 for a permanent solution. 
Q – For the 2009 school year, what will we do for the Alison Park students? 
R – There is no answer yet, part of this will be determined by the process, and part may 

be from recommendations of the ARC.  The students will be accommodated somewhere. 
Q – What is the total enrolment of the seven schools? 
R – 2,416 is the student population total, but schools are loaded at full time equivalent 

(FTE).  JK/SK students are currently counted as one half toward the total FTE.  If we go to 
fulltime JK/SK we will use the grand total (or total number of students). 

Q – Was an assessment for Alison Park started before the fire? 
R – Yes, due to declining enrolment. 
Q – What is the allowable amount over built capacity?  Are we breaking the law? 
R – No, there are no Ministry guidelines on percent capacity.  There are however staffing 

guidelines and the Primary Class Size is mandated at twenty students.  Other factors such as 
washroom capacity are also important. 
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Q – Why were the footings and everything removed at the Alison Park site after the fire, 
does the Board have an agenda? 

R – Marilyn Marklevitz responded no, the first focus after the fire was accommodating 
the students.  Then the Board asked the Ministry to expedite the process.  The engineering 
review indicated that the footings had to be removed, the school could not be re-built with 
the same footprint.  It was also a matter of safety at the site from an insurance perspective. 

Q – What has been spent so far at the Alison Park site, including tear down, and the 
temporary location? 

R – Mariliyn Marklevitz responded approximately $700,000.00, much of which may be 
claimed to the insurance company, but this number would have to be confirmed. 

Q – If this had been years ago, we could have re-built that school, using the old footings 
for that money. 

R – Marilyn responded that today’s building requirements and standards are different, 
and the insurance settlement is still unknown.  We would still have had a cost for a temporary 
facility. 

Q – What exactly did the Board do for the teachers and students at Alison Park after the 
fire?  There are still things missing; no library at the church. 

R – People were mobilized very quickly; immediate issues were addressed like finding a 
temporary location for the students.  Bussing was arranged; new computers, office furniture, 
and new library books were located.  Lots of people were working behind the scenes; we 
literally built a school in forty-eight hours.  Diane DeCoene added that she is attending to all 
the needs and issues that are being raised at the school. 

R – Mr. Smith commented that this is the accommodation review process, not 
specifically issues around Alison Park’s temporary operation, so we’ll move back to 
questions in this regard. 

Q – Could we end up closing a school then pulling two together? 
R – It is possible, there is no answer tonight, that is the process we are working through. 
Q – Once a solution is reached, will the boundaries change right away, or happen 

gradually? 
R – The Board has been sensitive to student transition, for example in the past we have 

not taken grade eight students out of their last year. 
Q – How much influence does the public have regarding boundary changes? 
R – This is a public process involving a working group (ARC) and public meetings.  

Advertisements for the public meetings are in the local newspapers, notices go home with the 
students; you can be a delegate at a Board meeting.  We listen and try to incorporate what 
people say, but the Board has to make tough decisions, and not everyone will necessarily 
agree. 

Q – Accessibility, if you build a new school it would be fully accessible, but what about 
the older schools that are not, would you close them for that reason? 

R – If it was only a matter of accessibility – No.  Consolidation might be an option, or an 
addition – which would be made a fully accessible part of the school.  Any new construction 
must be accessible. 

Q – Do you build schools to appease people?  For example, the new residential plans for 
the Myers Road area?  

R – The new areas bring the most enrolment, the older established areas have steady 
enrolment, so it’s not so much appeasement but to have schools near where the students are.  



6 

Q – If you compare Alison Park and Ryerson P.S., the solution for Ryerson, is to build a 
new bigger school on the same site, can this be done at Alison Park? 

R – It is one of the things we will look at, it may become a scenario in the process. 
Q – When is the next public meeting? 
R – It will be in the New Year, there is a lot of work to do before then, scenarios need to 

be developed. 
Q – Urban sprawl – keeping infrastructure in the older neighbourhoods, the ideal solution 

is for our kids to walk to school. 
R – Cities are encouraged to build in older areas, but this trend is still in its early stages.  

It is important to keep our presence in the older areas – part of a common infrastructure, but 
there will also be development and enrolment in the newer areas. 

Q – Can we have a definite timeline/dates for Public Meetings # 2, 3 and 4? 
R – Not at this time.  We do not want to compromise the work that the ARC is doing, by 

putting a deadline on the process. 
 

Chris Smith thanked all for coming, and gave the contact numbers and Board website 
information for the public to access with any questions or comments: 
 
Website: 
www.wrdsb.on.ca 

• Under: Boundary Studies and Accommodation Reviews, follow link to: Southeast 
Galt Elementary Schools Accommodation Review 

Email: 
boundaryfeedback@wrdsb.on.ca 
 
Phone: 
519-570-0003 ext. 4419 

             
 
 

Planning Department 
November 5, 2008 

http://www.wrdsb.on.ca/
mailto:boundaryfeedback@wrdsb.on.ca
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