
 
DIRECTOR’S ACTION REPORT 

 

TO 
 

REGULAR BOARD MEETING - TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: Administration's Response to the Stratford Accommodation Review Report 

2011/2012 
 
1.0 Alignment 

 

 Goal 1  
Improve Student Achievement in all areas of student learning, with a focus on 
literacy and numeracy. 

 Goal 2  Develop positive citizenship qualities in our students. 

 Goal 3  Attract and retain quality staff. 

 Goal 4  Engage community as partners in public education. 

 Goal 5  Use Board resources efficiently and effectively. 

 
2.0 Background 
 
 2.1 At its June 7, 2011 meeting, the board accepted the recommendation to begin an 

accommodation review process and establish an Accommodation Review 
Committee (ARC) for schools in Stratford including Bedford PS, Romeo PS, 
Hamlet PS and Shakespeare PS.  

 
 2.2 The background information that was presented to the board concerning the 

Stratford area is attached as Appendix A. 
 
 2.3 In accordance with the Board Policy 15, Pupil Accommodation Review, attached 

as Appendix B, the Stratford school communities identified for review were 
notified to establish an ARC. 

 
 2.4 A training session was held for the members of the Stratford ARC on Wednesday 

August 31, 2011. 
 
 2.5 Since the training session, the ARC has held five public meetings and has filed a 

recommendation report for trustee consideration. 
 
 2.6 The objectives of the ARC process, as outlined in Policy 15, include the following 

(the numbering is from Policy 15, Appendix A, Accommodation Review Terms of 
Reference): 

   
5.1 To consolidate students in sites to achieve sufficient sized student 

populations thereby reducing the likelihood of triple grade classes. 
5.2 To consolidate students in sites in sufficient numbers to: 

 Allow for the provision of specialized programs (at the elementary and 
secondary level); 

 Afford opportunities for teachers to improve teaching practices through in-
school professional learning communities; 
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 Enhance opportunities for students to participate in a range of extra-

curricular activities. 
5.3 To, wherever possible, keep the time any student rides on a bus to one hour 

or less in either going to school or going home. 
5.4 To reduce, or eliminate, the surplus pupil places that exist in the district and 

thus ensure better use of limited resources. 
5.5 To, where it meets the needs of the students and the educational objectives 

of the board, work in partnership with the local community to make the best 
use of the school building (e.g. colocation of community agencies within 
school buildings). 

5.6 To, where it meets the needs of the students and the educational objectives 
of the board, work in partnership with community agencies to augment the 
educational experience provided to our students (e.g. reciprocal agreements 
with recreation facilities). 

 
 2.7 This area of the board has been reviewed with respect to student 

accommodations three times since 1998. 
 During the 1998/1999 school year all regions of the board inclusively, with 

secondary and elementary panels combined, were reviewed due to declining 
enrolments and tightening budgets. The recommendations in that report 
included the closure of the Atwood Annex, demolition of an un-renovated 
section of the Vanastra Community School, and a further study of Listowel 
Central PS and Listowel Eastdale PS to determine the most efficient way to 
deal with a lack of capacity in those two schools. The Portia annex to Hamlet 
PS was closed in 1999. Falstaff PS was closed effective September 2000 
and boundaries were adjusted to accommodate students attending that 
school. 

 In 2002, a motion was passed to close both Juliet PS and King Lear PS, 
create Gr. 7-12 schools at Stratford Central SS and Stratford Northwestern 
SS, and reconfigure the remaining elementary schools in Stratford to Gr. K-6 
schools.  

 A motion to close the old Avon PS site was passed at the November 23, 2004 
board meeting for implementation in September 2005. Avon PS moved to the 
King Lear PS site in September 2005 following an approximately $1,000,000 
addition to that building.  

 The French Immersion (FI) program began at Bedford PS in September 
2000. 

 
3.0 Stratford School Information 
 
 3.1 Review Scope 
  In identifying the schools under review the board approved the following schools 

to be considered: 
 Bedford PS 
 Romeo PS 
 Hamlet PS 
 Shakespeare PS 

 
 3.2 During the course of the public meetings related to the Stratford accommodation 

review, the ARC also discussed the potential of including Anne Hathaway PS 
and Avon PS in any proposed reconfiguration of schools or programs. It was 
noted during the ARC that each of these schools could become part of the 
proposed resolution to the accommodation review providing we affected less 
than 50% of the student population at these schools.  

3.3 Enrolments 



Director’s Action Report – February 28, 2012 
Stratford Accommodation Review Report 2011/2012  Page 3 of 22 

 
 
 3.3.1 Tables 1, 2 and 3 below show the past and projected enrolment trends and 

percent loadings for the six Stratford Gr. K-6 schools. The percentage loadings 
and the relative size of the student population of these schools were significant 
drivers behind the recommendation for further review in Stratford. 

 
Table 1 - Historical Enrolments, Stratford Area 

School 
Students

03-04 
Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

Anne Hathaway PS 477 480 490 482 468 441 405 -15.01% 
Avon PS 348 335 305 293 276 258 267 -23.17% 
Bedford PS 320 330 360 369 384 407 453 +41.78% 
Hamlet PS 244 239 250 247 251 253 230 -5.74% 
Romeo PS 224 212 220 194 142 136 144 -35.36% 
Shakespeare PS 265 243 248 217 200 219 220 -16.82% 

 
Table 2 - Projected Enrolments, Stratford Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

Anne Hathaway PS 387 372 365 347 338 337 328 331 335 336
Avon PS 253 257 261 255 268 271 280 279 285 292
Bedford PS 464 477 492 482 476 473 479 485 493 507
Hamlet PS 237 231 233 230 223 225 228 233 232 232
Romeo PS 131 133 137 139 142 155 164 170 169 173
Shakespeare PS 207 199 192 186 179 180 174 176 176 176

 
 Table 3 - Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loadings & Room Data, Stratford Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average 
Daily 

Enrolments 
2010-11 

Available 
Pupil 

Places 

% 
Loading 

No. of 
Rooms in 

School 

Available 
Rooms 

Anne Hathaway PS 495  349 146 70.5% 22 6 
Avon PS 362  218 145 60.1% 16 6 
Bedford PS 434  419 15 96.5% 19 1 
Hamlet PS 273  211 62 77.3% 12 3 
Romeo PS 227  111 116 48.9% 10 5 
Shakespeare PS 273  185 89 67.6% 12 4 

 
3.3.2 The FI enrolment is projected to be 270 students in September 2012. As of 

September 2012, the enrolment in each grade from Gr. 1-6 will be between 40 
and 55. This pattern suggests that the enrolment for FI will stabilize with between 
250 and 270 pupils. 

 
4.0 Input from School Staff Members 
 
 4.1 Superintendent Ash visited with the staff at each of the schools named in the 

review as well as the staffs at Avon PS and Anne Hathaway PS. Staff members 
who reside in Stratford but who do not teach at one of the above mentioned 
schools were also afforded an opportunity to provide their input. Notes from 
these meetings are attached as Appendix C. 
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 4.2 Staff members identified some common themes and issues in their discussions: 

 the staffing and transfer process; 
 the implementation time line; 
 the possibility of building expansion at Bedford PS; 
 involvement of schools outside of Stratford in the review; 
 parent choices regarding programming and school boards; 
 the drivers behind the review; 
 the unique nature and value of each school community; 
 the staff role in the ARC process; 
 single vs dual track options; and 
 accessibility at schools with second floors. 

 
5.0 Stratford Accommodation Review Committee Recommendations 
 
 5.1 The Accommodation Review Committee held public meetings on September 14, 

2011, October 20, 2011, November 17, 2011, December 8, 2011 and January 
19, 2012. The following is a summary of the recommendations of the Stratford 
ARC. A full report (Appendix D), including the completed School Information 
Profiles (Appendix E), minutes from the public meetings (Appendix F), and all 
correspondence received including messages from the ARC email conference 
and web postings (Appendix G), and the updated 2011 Formal Facilities Review 
for each school (Appendix H), is attached. 

 
 5.2 Any other information documents provided during the ARC process are 

accessible on the board website, as they have been throughout the ARC 
process. 

 
 5.3 By unanimous vote, the ARC membership agreed to present the following 

recommendations to the Trustees (Appendix D). The following is taken verbatim 
from the ARC report; appendix references in 5.3 are to the original report found 
in Appendix D of this report. 

 
  5.3.1 The Stratford ARC recommends a second dual-track school at either 

Anne Hathaway or Avon School. This would alleviate enrolment 
pressures at Bedford School and create two French Immersion sites with 
balance between the elective and core programs. This also creates either 
a North/South or East/West distribution for the French Immersion 
program, increasing access across the City of Stratford. Moreover, 
expansion of the current dual track model would not require the closure of 
any community school in Stratford. 

  5.3.2 Both Avon and Anne Hathaway meet the criteria for space and 
accessibility and provide viable options for a dual track school (Appendix 
1A). Beyond these basic facilities criteria each may have merit with 
respect to items such as geographical location and current FI [French 
Immersion] demand. Although the ARC is expected to recommend a 
specific dual track site it was felt that we do not have sufficient information 
with respect to the underlying criteria that will be used by Trustees to 
allow for determination of a specific site. In addition, the ARC does not 
feel we have the data required to make specific recommendations with 
respect to border changes. Instead we make a series of 
recommendations below to guide the selection and location of border 
changes. 
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  5.3.3 Additional Recommendations for Implementation: 
   Please note that the following Recommendations for Implementation are 

not meant to be considered as a whole. Each individual recommendation 
may be considered separately. Furthermore these recommendations are 
not listed in order of preference or priority. 

   5.3.3.1 THAT: FI boundaries should match school boundaries (Appendix 
1A-1C). This would reduce instances of siblings being separated 
by program. 

   5.3.3.2 THAT: Consideration for optimization of bus routes such that 
bussing costs are minimized and number of students walking to 
local school is maximized. Re-routing of existing routes should be 
a priority over adding routes and safety of bus routes through 
older neighbourhoods should be considered. The costing of a 
second dual track school that was presented to the ARC by staff 
was not optimized to minimize the cost of bussing. 

   5.3.3.3 THAT: Border adjustments should strive to balance enrolment 
across all schools in Stratford. In addition, border adjustments 
should occur along existing contiguous boundaries so that there is 
no increase in bussing and walking is optimized. Where possible, 
border changes should place families closer to their community 
school (Appendix 1A-1C). In order to retain enrolment balance 
over the long-term border crossing rules need to be respected. 

   5.3.3.4 THAT: In order to prevent a reoccurrence of the program 
imbalance at Bedford the ARC recommends that enrolment in the 
French Immersion program be capped at each school. We would 
like to see a ratio of 50FI:50 ENG adhered to that does not exceed 
60FI:40 ENG. Similar balance between the streams is part of the 
TDSB registration policy for French Immersion. Only in the event 
that one site is full would there be the option to cross border to the 
other site, with the understanding that transportation is not 
provided. We recommend that special attention be paid to the 
rules for border crossing in the FI program. This would ensure 
stability and sustainability of the FI program at both sites. 

   5.3.3.5 THAT: That the French Immersion program be phased in at the 
second site to mitigate the effects on the existing school 
population and to allow for an easier administrative transition to a 
dual track school. This can be phased in as a Gr. 1 class or a 
primary division. This also alleviates disruption of the existing FI 
junior grade students at Bedford who are closer to completion of 
their primary and junior elementary years. Consideration should 
be given to transferring only those students who do not have a 
sibling in the junior grades while seeking to return the Bedford 
population below 100% of OTG. 

   5.3.3.6 THAT: That border changes should be phased in allowing for 
grandfathering of existing students. This would alleviate disruption 
to students currently at the second site. 

   5.3.3.7 THAT: Implementation of a second site should be done such that 
existing space (interior classroom/secondary space and exterior 
green space) is used as efficiently as possible without placing a 
burden on any one school or necessitating the use of portables in 
the foreseeable future. Where possible each school should have 
sufficient classroom space for a dedicated and stand-alone 
computer room and at least some accessory use (French room, 
Music room, etc.)(Appendix 1A, 2C). 
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6.0 School Information Profile Summaries 
 
 The intent of this section of the report is to highlight the primary areas of difference in the 

School Information Profiles (SIP) for the schools under review. The complete SIPs are 
included as Appendix E. Table 4 summarizes these areas of difference. Some of the 
differences in room utilization are a result of excess capacity and expansion into same in 
the schools under review. This room usage would likely change if the schools had less 
excess capacity. Given that the ARC recommendations make reference to Avon PS and 
Anne Hathaway PS, information from those school profiles is also included in Table 4. 

 
 Table 4: Summary of differences between schools noted in the School Information 

Profiles 
Item Bedford Hamlet Romeo Shakespeare Avon Anne Hathaway 

Site Size (ha) 2.49 2.34 .66 .79 3.2 1.78 

Enrolment (FTE) 419 211 111 185 218 349 

Capacity (ADE) 434 273 227 273 362 495 

% Loading 96.5 77.3 48.9 67.6 60.1 70.5 

Grade 
Configuration 

K-6 
(dual track) 

K-6 K-6 K-6 K-6 K-6 

# Classrooms In 
School 

19 12 10 12 16 22 

Specialty 
Programs 

Yes - French 
Immersion 

No No No No Yes - Special 
Education 

Before and After 
Daycare 

Yes Yes Yes Before - No 
After - Yes 

Yes Yes 

Range of 
Extracurricular 
Activities 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Fully Accessible Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Percentage of 
Students Who 
Walk 

In boundary 
48.49 
Out of 

boundary 
2.21 

66 84 In boundary 
84.69 
Out of 

boundary 
4.08 

In boundary 
65.56 
Out of 

boundary 
1.11 

In boundary 
42.4 

Out of boundary 
6.93 

Facility 
Condition Index

1
 

(%) 

38 40.45 40.9 28.95 34.28 27.12 

Replacement 
Cost Based on 
ReCAPP

2 

$7,478,580 $4,704,270 $3,911,610 $4,704,270 $6,237,900 $8,529,720

Renewal Cost (5 
years) Based on 
ReCAPP 

$2,093,201 $1,454,537 $1,134,023 $1,187,843 $1,590,049 $1,439,285

Renewal Cost 
(10 years) 
Based on 
ReCAPP 

$2,841,627 $1,902,767 $1,599,830 $1,361,950 $2,138,657 $2,313,016

Formal Facilities 
Review 2011 
(Revised)

3 

$1,849,210 $829,350 $479,270 $800,949 $464,125 $1,104,113 

Specialized 
Facilities 

    Purpose built 
Music Room 

Special 
Education 
facilities 
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Item Bedford Hamlet Romeo Shakespeare Avon Anne Hathaway 

Partnerships in 
Community 

Canadian 
Parents for 
French 

Healthy 
Schools, 
CAS, YMCA 
Strong Kids, 
Police 
Liaison, Big 
Brothers and 
Sisters 
Nursing 
home 

St. John’s, 
YMCA 

 Grade 6 
Class rakes 
leaves in 
community 

Healthy 
Schools, CAS, 
YMCA Strong 
Kids, Police 
Liaison, Big 
Brothers and 
Sisters, 
Stratford City 
Daycare, 
Methodist 
Baptist Church 

Value to the 
Local Economy 

Potential negative impact on real estate values if program offering changed 

1
The Facility Condition Index (FCI) is defined as the 20 year ReCAPP estimate for repairs required for a school 

divided by the replacement cost of the school. 
2
 ReCAPP is a building condition assessment database established by the Ministry in 2002-03 for use in all boards 

and which data was verified by the Ministry using external auditors. The database captures all the various building 
components, assumes a standard lifespan and replacement cost for each component, and at implementation in each 
board, captured the remaining life for each building component. ReCAPP was implemented in order to provide the 
Ministry with a comparable, overall assessment of the condition of all schools in the province thereby allowing the 
Ministry to quantify the backlog of deferred maintenance across the province. Evaluation of environmental conditions 
(such as mould, asbestos or indoor air quality) and accessibility were not included in the development and population 
of the ReCAPP database. 
3
The latest Formal Facilities Review was completed in the fall of 2011 by a team including Facilities staff as well as 

the board architect, and external engineering consultants. This review identified potential facilities infrastructure 
renewal items sorted according to projected time frames: whether the item required attention immediately, in the next 
five years, in the next ten years, or at staff’s discretion with consideration to whether and when funding becomes 
available. Projected costs were assigned to each item/building component based on the best available data. 

 
7.0 Staff Response to Stratford ARC Recommendations 
 
 7.1 Recommendation:  The Stratford ARC recommends a second dual-track school 

at either Anne Hathaway or Avon School. This would alleviate enrolment 
pressures at Bedford School and create two French Immersion sites with balance 
between the elective and core programs. This also creates either a North/South 
or East/West distribution for the French Immersion program, increasing access 
across the City of Stratford. Moreover, expansion of the current dual track model 
would not require the closure of any community school in Stratford. 

  Staff Response:  Staff disagrees with this recommendation for program and 
staffing reasons. Ensuring a sustainable vibrant education program requires that 
sufficient students are in a school building to ensure adequate class sizes and 
configurations, the provision of resources and the opportunity for collaborative 
planning and professional development.  Splitting the FI population in the city of 
Stratford between two sites would create two distinct programs of approximately 
120 to 130 students each. This board has previously consolidated schools of this 
size with other schools because populations of this size were not sustainable in 
the long term. As school or program populations drop below 150 students, the 
likelihood of combined graded classrooms increases. Where it is possible to 
mitigate against combined grade classes by sustaining sufficient numbers of 
students within a program, it is preferable to do so. Splitting the available learning 
resources between two sites is a challenge from both a financial capacity 
perspective and a sustainability perspective. The incremental grant associated 
with French Immersion programs is not sufficient to fully resource a new program 
in any given year and the grant is not sufficient to sustain replacement of those 
materials on an on-going basis. Finally, on-going collaborative planning and 
professional development for teachers becomes more difficult in two sites. Much 
of the planning and dialogue that happens between teachers within a division or 
teachers within the same grade is informal as they meet in the hall, in the staff 
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room or on the yard doing supervision. These informal planning and sharing 
opportunities would not be possible if the staff were split between two sites. The 
informal learning that occurs in schools impacts students and staff. While studies 
have not shown a significant difference in student achievement in FI programs 
that are single or dual track, studies have reported anecdotal evidence that there 
are more opportunities for French to be spoken and heard by both staff and 
students in a single track environment. The enhancement of these informal 
learning opportunities will support the development of second language skills. 

 
 7.2 Recommendation:  FI boundaries should match school boundaries (Appendix 

1A-1C). This would reduce instances of siblings being separated by program. 
  Staff Response:  Staff understands the rationale behind this recommendation 

and agrees that this goal should be something to aspire towards in planning 
wherever possible. Unfortunately, given the relative percentage of FI students 
within the catchment area and their distribution across the city, it will be 
impossible to designate any school boundaries where we will be able to achieve 
a balance of FI and English stream students and also have those boundaries 
match English only and dual track school boundaries. Some families will 
potentially be affected by having children in two schools regardless of the 
configuration of the borders. 

 
 7.3 Recommendation:  Consideration for optimization of bus routes such that 

bussing costs are minimized and number of students walking to local school is 
maximized. Re-routing of existing routes should be a priority over adding routes 
and safety of bus routes through older neighbourhoods should be considered. 
The costing of a second dual track school that was presented to the ARC by staff 
was not optimized to minimize the cost of bussing. 

  Staff Response:  Walking distances for pupils is established by an 
administrative procedure at 1.6 km. The establishment of bus routes is a 
complicated process that involves many variables including but not limited to dual 
bussing, interconnected routes, sharing of routes with the Huron Perth Catholic 
DSB, and varied start times at schools throughout the city. The arms-length 
Huron Perth Transportation Services Consortium utilizes a software package to 
optimize the bus routes used by both publicly funded school boards in Huron and 
Perth counties. This software package has enhanced the sharing and efficiency 
of routes resulting in the consortium receiving a Medium High rating on the 
Efficiency and Effectiveness (E&E) third party review. The Ministry acknowledged 
this efficiency rating by providing a top up of funding for transportation costs up to 
90% of the actual costs incurred by both school boards. Further optimization of 
the routes within Stratford would require large scale revisions to existing school 
boundaries and school bell times which would affect the routines of many families 
within the city of Stratford. The recommendation before the Board for a single 
track FI school at Shakespeare PS reflects the smallest increase in transportation 
costs of all scenarios reviewed, as can be seen in Table 6 on page 13. 

 
 7.4 Recommendation:  Border adjustments should strive to balance enrolment 

across all schools in Stratford. In addition, border adjustments should occur along 
existing contiguous boundaries so that there is no increase in bussing and 
walking is optimized. Where possible, border changes should place families 
closer to their community school (Appendix 1A-1C). In order to retain enrolment 
balance over the long-term border crossing rules need to be respected. 

  Staff Response:  Staff would agree in principle to this recommendation. Staff 
currently applies the existing administrative procedure related to border crossing 
fairly and equitably. 
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 7.5 Recommendation:  In order to prevent a reoccurrence of the program imbalance 

at Bedford the ARC recommends that enrolment in the French Immersion 
program be capped at each school. We would like to see a ratio of 50FI:50 ENG 
adhered to that does not exceed 60FI:40 ENG. Similar balance between the 
streams is part of the TDSB registration policy for French Immersion. Only in the 
event that one site is full would there be the option to cross border to the other 
site, with the understanding that transportation is not provided. We recommend 
that special attention be paid to the rules for border crossing in the FI program. 
This would ensure stability and sustainability of the FI program at both sites. 

  Staff Response:  The concept of capping enrolment to maintain a balance 
between English and French streams has been used by the Toronto District 
School Board (TDSB). In fact, this argument has been used by the TDSB to 
create four single track FI sites in recent years because the FI enrolment in those 
schools exceeded the English enrolment thereby making it difficult to sustain the 
English programming in those buildings. Other school boards, such as the 
Lambton Kent DSB and the London Catholic DSB, are also moving to the 
establishment of single track schools in order to address, among other issues, 
the balance between English and FI students within a school. While staff 
understands the educational rationale for balancing the streams within a school, 
it would seem potentially problematic from an equity and inclusivity standpoint. If 
the AMDSB offers a FI program within the city of Stratford, it should be open to 
all students regardless of where in the city they reside. Dual track schools could 
appear to give an unintended advantage to those students who reside within the 
English stream catchment area of the school. Single track schools do not face 
this issue. 

 
 7.6 Recommendation:  The French Immersion program be phased in at the second 

site to mitigate the effects on the existing school population and to allow for an 
easier administrative transition to a dual track school. This can be phased in as a 
Gr. 1 class or a primary division. This also alleviates disruption of the existing FI 
junior grade students at Bedford who are closer to completion of their primary 
and junior elementary years. Consideration should be given to transferring only 
those students who do not have a sibling in the junior grades while seeking to 
return the Bedford population below 100% of OTG. 

  Staff Response:  Staff disagrees with this recommendation. Once structural 
changes have been approved by a board for implementation, the sooner they are 
introduced, the sooner the new organization becomes known and accepted as 
the new norm. To extend the implementation over a protracted period will make 
the introduction more difficult. While it may be possible to phase in the 
implementation of changes, our experience, and that of other boards, would 
suggest that a single point of transition is more efficient for implementation and 
for creation of the new school culture. Keeping track of who would be in which 
school in any given year during a two, to potentially six, year gradual 
implementation process is a logistical challenge. Further, phasing in attendance 
areas and boundary changes would increase the level of confusion for members 
of the public during a transition process that we know already brings with it some 
level of anxiety. There would also be additional staffing and additional 
transportation costs incurred by the board until full implementation was achieved. 
Giving preferential treatment to families who are currently attending Bedford PS 
for FI with respect to boundary changes would seem to be contrary to the 
recommendation with respect to the application of border crossing procedures. 
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7.7 Recommendation:  Border changes should be phased in allowing for 

grandfathering of existing students. This would alleviate disruption to students 
currently at the second site. 

  Staff Response:  See response in 7.6. It has not been the practice of this board 
to phase in boundary changes. We do, however, try to give as much notice as 
possible for proposed boundary changes. 

 
 7.8 Recommendation:  Implementation of a second site should be done such that 

existing space (interior classroom/secondary space and exterior green space) is 
used as efficiently as possible without placing a burden on any one school or 
necessitating the use of portables in the foreseeable future. Where possible each 
school should have sufficient classroom space for a dedicated and stand-alone 
computer room and at least some accessory use (French room, Music room, 
etc.)(Appendix 1A, 2C). 

  Staff Response:  Staff agrees with the sentiment that, wherever possible, it 
makes sense to balance enrolments across the Stratford schools to mitigate 
against the need for portables. Given that the current funding formula does not 
recognize dedicated classroom spaces for Music, French (FSL), Dramatic Arts or 
computer labs, efficient use of our existing school capacity must consider the 
advisability of protecting these spaces. These specialized spaces have not been 
protected in other areas of the board where schools have undergone 
consolidation nor have they been part of new construction initiatives in this board. 
 

8.0 Description and Costing of Scenarios 
 
 8.1 Staff and ARC members proposed and examined a number of potential 

accommodation scenarios throughout the public meeting process. A summary of 
these scenarios is provided below. More detailed information regarding these 
scenarios can be found in the minutes of the meetings and the resource 
documents provided at those meetings. All of the enrolment projections and 
classroom analysis documents for these scenarios can be found in Appendix I. 
Note that “Staff” refers to scenarios suggested by staff and “ARC” refers to 
scenarios suggested by the ARC membership. 

  8.1.1 ARC:  Maintain Bedford PS as a dual track school and establish a second 
dual track school at Anne Hathaway PS. Each of these schools would 
remain K-6 schools. Boundaries would be established such that, as much 
as possible, English stream and FI stream boundaries would align. 

  8.1.2 ARC:  Maintain Bedford PS as a dual track school and establish a second 
dual track school at Avon PS. Each of these schools would remain K-6 
schools. Boundaries would be established such that, as much as 
possible, English stream and FI stream boundaries would align. 

  8.1.3 Staff:  Make Bedford PS a single track FI school. English stream students 
from the Bedford Ward would attend school at Avon PS, Romeo PS or 
Anne Hathaway PS depending on the location of their residence. 
Kindergarten would remain at Bedford PS. 

  8.1.4 Staff:  Make Romeo PS a single track FI school. English stream students 
from Romeo Ward would attend either Bedford PS or Shakespeare PS. 
Romeo PS would be a Gr. 1-6 school with all students in Stratford 
attending Kindergarten at their home school. 

 
 8.2 Since receiving the ARC recommendations and after reviewing the projected 

enrolments for next year, staff has also considered two additional locations for 
single track FI schools:  Hamlet PS and Shakespeare PS. The enrolment 
projections and classroom usage analysis for these two options can be found in 
Appendix I. 
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  8.2.1 Staff: Establish Hamlet PS as a single track FI school. English stream 

students from the Hamlet Ward would attend Avon PS, Romeo PS or 
Shakespeare PS. The northern section of the Romeo PS catchment 
would be redirected to Bedford PS.   

  8.2.2 Staff: Establish Shakespeare PS as a single track FI school. English 
stream students from the Shakespeare Ward would attend Anne 
Hathaway PS. Students in the northeast end of Anne Hathaway PS’s 
current catchment would be redirected to Romeo PS and Bedford PS. 

 
 8.3 Table 5 contains the projected cost differentials for each of the scenarios outlined 

in 8.1 and 8.2 above.   
 

Table 5.  Annual net costs/savings and one time capital costs for each of the scenarios. 
Scenario Net Annual 

Savings/(Costs) 
(See Appendix J) 

Net Annual 
Savings/(Costs) without 

Teacher costs  
(See Appendix J) 

Projected One-Time 
Capital Costs 

ARC - Bedford/Anne 
Hathaway dual tracks  
version 1 

$51,561 ($12,137) None projected

ARC - Bedford/Anne 
Hathaway dual tracks  
version 2 

$32,156 ($31,542) None projected

ARC - Bedford/Avon dual 
track 

$149,964 $(39,455) None projected

Staff - Bedford single 
track 

$296,597 $44,318 Possibility for the 
need of a portable at 
Romeo in the future

Staff - Romeo single 
track 

$123,836 $18,232 Possibility for the 
need of a portable at 
Romeo in the future

Staff - Hamlet single 
track 

$100,795 ($4,810) Possibility for the 
need of a portable at 
Romeo in the future

Staff - Shakespeare 
single track 

$117,119 $53,421 None projected

 
8.4 The expanded financial analysis found in Appendix J demonstrates that the 

costing of these scenarios is subject to a high degree of variability with respect to 
staffing costs. In this table there are two costings for the Romeo PS single track 
FI option proposed by staff. The only difference between these options relates to 
where thirteen students from the current Romeo PS catchment area would attend 
after boundary adjustments are made. If these students attend Shakespeare PS, 
there is an approximately $60,000 overall saving as compared to if they attend 
Bedford PS. A change in the enrolment destination of thirteen students across six 
schools is certainly within the realm of possibility in any given year. This suggests 
that redistributing the students in Stratford has a highly unpredictable affect on 
staffing costs. It should be noted that when the board consolidates schools by 
reducing the number of buildings, the costing process is less affected by this type 
of variation making the cost projections a more useful tool for the analysis of 
options. 
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8.5 Table 5 indicates that placing a single track FI program at Shakespeare PS 

provides for the largest projected annual savings (excluding teacher costs) of any 
of the scenarios examined in this report. 

 
9.0 Analysis of Scenarios Based on Reference Criteria 
 
 9.1 This section of the report uses the Reference Criteria found on pages 5 and 6 of 

Appendix A in Policy 15, relevant information from the School Information 
Profiles and costing information to analyse the scenarios outlined in section 8.0 
above. 
9.1.1 Grade Configuration 

   9.1.1.1 Each of the ARC scenarios outlined in section 8.0 of this report 
would maintain the Gr. K-6 configurations found at the schools 
presently. 

   9.1.1.2 The FI program would continue to have a single point of entry at 
Gr. 1 under each of the scenarios. 

   9.1.1.3 In the ARC proposals, Kindergarten would be offered in each of 
the resulting dual track schools. Under the board’s current 
administrative procedure, this configuration would allow for 
parents to request to border cross their children into the dual 
track school for Kindergarten. 

   9.1.1.4 Each of the staff scenarios for a single track FI school would 
create a single track Gr. 1-6. All students would remain in their 
home school for Kindergarten. 

  9.1.2 School Utilization 
   9.1.2.1 Each of the proposed scenarios would more evenly balance the 

enrolments at the K-6 schools in Stratford. 
   9.1.2.2 The ARC scenario for a second dual track school at Avon PS 

would see Bedford PS and Avon PS at or near capacity within 
the next five years. The remainder of the schools would maintain 
some excess capacity. 

   9.1.2.3 The ARC scenario for a second dual track school at Anne 
Hathaway PS would see Bedford PS at or near capacity within 
the next five years. The remainder of the schools would maintain 
some excess capacity. 

   9.1.2.3 The Staff scenario for a single track FI school at Bedford PS 
would see Bedford PS and Shakespeare PS with a significant 
amount of excess capacity. Avon PS and Romeo PS would be 
at or over capacity within five years. The remainder of the 
schools would retain some excess capacity. 

   9.1.2.4 The Staff scenario for a single track FI school at Romeo PS 
would see all schools except Romeo PS retain some excess 
capacity. Romeo PS would exceed its capacity at 
implementation. 

   9.1.2.5 The Staff scenario for a single track FI school at Hamlet PS 
would see all schools except Romeo PS retain some excess 
capacity. Romeo PS would exceed its capacity within five years. 

   9.1.2.6 The Staff scenario for a single track FI school at Shakespeare 
PS would see all schools retain some excess capacity.  

  9.1.3 Financial Considerations 
   9.1.3.1 Table 5 outlines the projected annual savings or costs 

associated with each of the scenarios as well as any capital 
expenditures required. 
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9.1.3.2 The costing analysis done by staff over the process of the ARC 

has demonstrated that, when the board is not consolidating 
schools into fewer sites, there is a high degree of volatility in the 
costing projections. Small numbers of students can change 
staffing requirements as they shift from school to school. 
Further, the high degree of border-crossing that takes place 
within the city of Stratford reduces the ability to make accurate 
assumptions on enrolment from year to year. While the board 
cannot ignore financial aspects related to accommodation 
review, caution must be taken to avoid putting too much 
emphasis on numbers that have been shown to have a high 
degree of volatility. Nonetheless, the option proposed by the 
administration reflects the largest projected net annual savings 
of $54,421. 

  9.1.4 Transportation 
   9.1.4.1 Table 6 summarizes the net increase in transportation costs to 

the board for each scenario. These costs are embedded in the 
Net Annual Savings/(Costs) figures found in Table 5. 

   9.1.4.2 Bus routes would be designed to meet our existing guidelines. 
Routes would take into account school bell times, shared 
bussing with our coterminous board, efficiencies from double 
bussing and the distribution of students. 

   9.1.4.3 The single track FI at Bedford PS increases transportation costs 
by the largest amount with the single track FI at Shakespeare 
PS increasing overall costs by the smallest amount of any of the 
scenarios. 

 
Table 6 Summary of transportation cost increases for proposed scenarios. 

Scenario Transportation 
Cost Increase 

ARC - Dual track Bedford/Anne Hathaway 
Version 1 

$6,406 

ARC - Dual track Bedford/Anne Hathaway 
Version 2 

$5,764 

ARC - Dual track Bedford/Avon $2,937 
Staff - Single track Bedford $12,000 
Staff - Single track Romeo $87 
Staff - Single track Hamlet $3,483 
Staff - Single track Shakespeare $54 

 
  9.1.5 Program Offerings 
   9.1.5.1 After the ARC was commissioned, central administration staff 

gathered information from a variety of sources, including formal 
research studies and anecdotal reports of other boards, in order 
to begin constructing a staff option for the ARC consideration. 
Administration staff also consulted with our own school 
administrators who have experience with this board’s FI 
program, either as employees or parents. The unanimous 
recommendation coming from educators familiar with our 
program was to establish a single track FI school in the city of 
Stratford. This recommendation was based on: 
 the ability to organize classes such that the incidence of 

combined grade classes could be reduced; 
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 the ability to have more than one teacher per grade and/or 

division to afford opportunities for co-planning and 
professional sharing; 

 the ability of the board, the school and community to provide 
the French language resources for the FI program. A single 
track would eliminate duplication of these resources;  

 the ability to create an environment where staff and students 
have the greatest number of opportunities throughout the 
day to speak French, thereby enhancing the informal 
learning environment for the second language; 

 the ability to concentrate Full Day Kindergarten in five as 
opposed to six sites thereby allowing more efficient use of 
the limited resources available for implementation of this 
program; and, 

 the ability to concentrate the English stream program in five 
as opposed to six sites thereby allowing more efficient use of 
resources and the creation of more robust learning 
communities for teachers and students. 

   9.1.5.2 Other school boards were contacted to determine whether or not 
they followed a single versus dual track model for FI. Waterloo 
Region DSB is exclusively single track. Halton DSB has a 
combination of single and dual track sites. Toronto DSB offers 
both single and dual track options but it has recently established 
four single track schools in order to address the imbalance of 
enrolment between English and FI streams in schools that were 
previously dual track. Thames Valley DSB uses its preferred 
model single track in all but one of its elementary FI schools. 
The London Catholic DSB and the Lambton-Kent DSB have 
both had dual track schools but have recently established plans 
for single track FI schools. St. Clair Catholic DSB and Greater 
Essex DSB both have a mix of single and dual track FI sites with 
the single track schools found in the most populated areas. The 
Huron Perth Catholic DSB has one single track FI site in 
Stratford and one dual track FI site in Goderich. Anecdotal 
reports from these school boards indicate that the retention rates 
in the FI program are higher in the single track sites. 

   9.1.5.3 Based on the information outlined above, central office staff 
developed their recommendations for a single track FI program 
in Stratford. The single track site would have approximately ten 
to eleven classes in Gr. 1-6. There would likely be two classes 
per grade in the Primary Division and a mix of straight and 
combined grade classes in the Junior Division. The 
concentration of teachers in one site would afford greater 
opportunity for co-planning and professional development. The 
existing resources used in the FI program could all be used in 
the single track FI site. 

   9.1.5.4 Both of the ARC scenarios create dual track sites. These sites 
would likely have five to six classes of FI resulting in one class 
per grade. The actual arrangement of the classes each year 
would fluctuate depending on where in the city the FI students 
reside. There would certainly be a requirement for combined 
grade classes and, should enrolment drop significantly in any 
given year, the possibility of triple grade classes does exist. 
There would be less opportunity for teachers of the same grade 
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to collaborate as they would be teaching at different sites. 
Program resources would have to be acquired for the new site at 
a cost of approximately $43,500. This one-time cost has not 
been included in the cost analysis for the dual track options 
since the cost comparison basis is an annual cost. 

 
10.0 Analysis of Scenarios Based on the Four Areas of Value 
 
 10.1 Value to the Student 
  10.1.1 The ARC identified a number of benefits to the student for dual track FI 

schools on page 3 of their report (Appendix D) including:  
 the fewest number of displaced students; 
 the maintenance of community schools; 
 program choice within the same school; 
 ease of transition back to the English stream; 
 keeping siblings together in the same school; 
 enhancing diversity within a school and community; 
 avoidance of segregation; 
 gender balance in the school; and  
 full accessibility in the buildings recommended for a second dual 

track. 
  10.1.2 While staff understands the concept of maintaining community schools, 

within a community the size of Stratford, it is reasonable to argue that 
every school in the city is part of the larger Stratford community. In fact, 
having students from different neighbourhoods attend the same school 
promotes a sense of community on a larger scale within the city. Further, 
maintenance of a school solely because it is a community school is not 
consistent with other consolidations undertaken in this board where the 
only school in a community has been closed in order to ensure 
sustainable education opportunities across the district. 

  10.1.3 Since its inception, the FI program has caused some siblings to be 
separated based on the stream in which they are enrolled. With a few 
exceptions, the Bedford Ward has been the only area where it has been 
possible to have both siblings in the same school without having to 
request to border cross, and with no guarantees that the request would 
be approved. Adding a second dual track would perpetuate the concept of 
“haves and have nots” within the city. It would appear to be more 
equitable to ensure all families have the same opportunity to access the 
FI program with the understanding that English stream siblings remain in 
their home school. 

  10.1.4 Switching streams within a school may be easier if there are sufficient 
spaces within the English stream to accommodate the new student. In 
both models, the student will have to adapt to a new set of class peers. 
Anecdotal evidence from other school boards that have both models of FI 
indicates that the rate of transfer between streams is actually lower in 
single track FI schools than it is in dual track schools.  If sustaining 
enrolment in FI is a goal, it would appear that single track schools are 
better at achieving that goal. 
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10.1.5 The issue of segregation exists by default when an FI program is 

implemented. Whether the program is a single track or dual track, the 
students in the program are segregated for the majority of the school day. 
While attempts to blend students of each stream for instructional 
purposes have been made in the past, they have not been sustainable 
over time. In practice, the segregation of students in a single track FI site 
will not be quantitatively different from what already exists in a dual track 
site. 

  10.1.6 While it is true that FI programs are imbalanced with respect to gender 
(i.e. more girls than boys), that phenomenon is not unique to that 
program. We have a number of examples in classes across the district 
where there is an imbalance based on gender. This imbalance has not 
appeared to negatively affect the education or well-being of the students 
in those classes. 

  10.1.7 It is true that three of the schools in this review are not fully accessible. To 
date the board has been able to accommodate students with special 
mobility needs in each of these sites. As the built standards for 
accessibility change in anticipation of the 2025 deadline for full 
accessibility, the board will be addressing accessibility requirements in all 
of its sites.  Excluding these sites from consideration as options for an FI 
program would be treating this program differently from all other programs 
throughout the board. 

  10.1.8 A single track FI program benefits students by ensuring that there are 
adequate resources in place to provide both French language and 
English language instruction. French language resources are significantly 
more expensive and therefore it is beneficial to focus our limited financial 
resources on provision of learning materials in one location rather than 
dilute the impact across two sites. 

  10.1.9 Finding qualified FI teachers who wish to work in this part of the province 
has been a challenge for this board. It is most beneficial to student 
learning to have qualified, experienced teachers for the FI program. 
Congregation of FI students in one site allows for some efficiency in 
staffing thereby making it more likely that we will be able to have qualified 
staff in place for the program.  Administrative staff believes that we would 
need to hire additional teachers in order to staff two dual track FI sites.  
Finding qualified teacher(s) is likely to be difficult. 

  10.1.10 Having all FI staff and students in one location enhances the 
opportunities for staff to collaborate and learn from each other. This job-
embedded learning is the corner-stone of professional development for 
teachers across the province. Students have been shown to benefit when 
their teachers work together to improve the teaching and learning 
environment. 

10.1.11 Staff believe that single track FI benefits students because: 
 The single track model consolidates enrolments for both the English 

stream and the FI steam into fewer locations thereby maintaining 
sufficient enrolment for long-term sustainability of both programs and 
schools; 

 The single most important factor in achieving improved student 
achievement is the efficacy of the teacher in delivering the program; 

 Research has shown that on-going, job-embedded professional 
dialogue between teachers of similar grades and programs 
(Professional Learning Communities) significantly increases the range 
of teaching strategies and tools available to teachers; 

 Congregation of students into fewer sites increases the number of 
teachers in both schools and their divisions providing for a more 
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robust and more efficient professional dialogue thereby improving the 
efficacy of the job-embedded professional development and the 
effectiveness of the teacher in the classroom; 

 Therefore the creation of a single track FI program in Stratford has the 
potential to improve the learning outcomes for both the FI students as 
well as the English stream students in the city of Stratford. 

 
 10.2 Value to the Board 
  10.2.1 The ARC identified a number of values to the board for a second dual 

track site including: 
 the fact that the dual track model has proven successful; 
 that it provides an alternative to the program offered by the Huron 

Perth Catholic DSB; 
 that it provides more flexibility for fine tuning school enrolments; 
 that phasing in the implementation reduces the burden on the 

administration and the budget; 
 that the model is in line with Ministry publications; 
 that the schools in question do not require additional funding to 

cover expenditures; and 
 that a second dual track site does not add significant cost to the 

board’s budget (Appendix D). 
  10.2.2 The dual track model has been very successful at Bedford PS. Both 

single and dual track FI programs have been successful at schools 
across this province and therefore switching to a single track model 
should be equally successful. 

  10.2.3 Our experience with FI in Stratford has shown us that there is little or no 
evidence to support that we receive students from the coterminous 
school board because we run a dual track model. The enrolment in the 
FI program is more likely to be impacted by the location of the program 
within the city and whether or not parents wish to have their children 
attend school at more than one site. 

  10.2.4 Staff does not agree that a second dual track would afford more flexibility 
in balancing enrolments. Staff are concerned that splitting the FI 
population between two sites will actually increase the number of staff 
required to meet collective agreement and Ministry of Education class 
size, preparation time and supervision provisions thereby reducing the 
board’s flexibility to deploy its resources in the most efficient means 
possible. Based on our analysis, the removal of Shakespeare PS from 
the inventory of English stream schools results in a better balance of 
student enrolment across the remaining schools than currently exists.  

  10.2.5 As noted in section 7.6 above, phasing in changes in school structure or 
attendance boundaries further complicates an already confusing and 
stressful process for staff and families. Further, there would be additional 
costs to the board during the phasing in period. The balance between 
English stream and FI enrolments in a given school may well shift on an 
annual basis due to the residential and program choices made by 
individual families. Once a boundary is set, it will be difficult to ensure a 
balance between streams in any given year.  

  10.2.6 The model of teacher and school development outlined in the Capacity 
Building Series:  FI in Ontario publication is a model that our board is 
following for teacher professional development in each of our schools. 
The FI staff at Bedford PS currently has their own Professional Learning 
Community (PLC) which parallels the PLCs run for our English stream 
teachers across the district. In fact, splitting the FI staff between two 
sites would actually reduce the effectiveness of the PLC process by 
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limiting the informal dialogue that occurs between the formal PLC 
meetings. Further, providing the PLC program for the FI teachers at two 
sites would require additional commitments and supports from central 
office staff because the program would have to be replicated in two sites. 

  10.2.7 The costing analysis done by staff over the process of the ARC has 
demonstrated that, when the board is not consolidating schools into 
fewer sites, there is a high degree of volatility in the costing projections.  
Small numbers of students can change staffing requirements as they 
shift from school to school.  Further, the high degree of border-crossing 
that takes place within the city of Stratford reduces the ability to make 
accurate assumptions on enrolment from year to year.  While the board 
cannot ignore financial aspects related to accommodation review, 
caution must be taken to avoid putting too much emphasis on numbers 
that have been shown to have a high degree of volatility.  

 
 10.3 Value to the Community 
  10.3.1 The ARC identified the benefits to the community related to the 

establishment of a second dual track school which included: 
 no area losing their community school; 
 following good urban planning principles; 
 the value of inter-generational schooling; and 
 the promotion of diversity within each community (Appendix D). 

  10.3.2 While staff acknowledges the benefits of a community school espoused 
by the ARC, we also are cognizant of the fact that this board has closed 
schools in communities that only had one school in order to ensure 
sustainable education opportunities across the district. The current 
review in Stratford is not going to result in the recommendation to reduce 
the number of schools within the city. Not to consider the possibility of a 
single track FI school because it would close a community school would 
be inconsistent with the board’s past practice and it could also be seen 
as unfair and inequitable by those communities that have lost their only 
school. 

  10.3.3 While it would be ideal to apply the principles of urban planning to the 
situation in Stratford, the board must also face the realities imposed by 
enrolment trends and fiscal restraint. We are unlikely to receive any 
capital funding for additions to our schools in the north and west of 
Stratford as long as we have excess capacity in the balance of the 
schools. As a result, there must be a shift in enrolment patterns to move 
students from the current growth areas into the areas where enrolment is 
stable or declining. To this end, staff believes that we must move a 
significant number of students out of Bedford PS and maintain the current 
excess capacity in Avon PS to allow for enrolment from future 
development across the north side of the city. As noted through the ARC 
process, maintaining Bedford PS with an English stream is seen as more 
desirable than making it an FI single track school. 

  10.3.4 The value of inter-generational schooling is important to note. However, 
our experience through school consolidations in Stratford and other parts 
of the district has shown that newly configured schools still enjoy a 
significant amount of community support. The bulk of this support is 
garnered through parents and grandparents of students attending a 
school and this support appears to be tied to the students as opposed to 
the school building or history. 

   



Director’s Action Report – February 28, 2012 
Stratford Accommodation Review Report 2011/2012  Page 19 of 22 

 
10.3.5 When the board consolidates or reconfigures schools it does so with the 

community and geography in mind. Through the transition process that 
unfolds after a decision is made regarding an ARC, every attempt is 
made to create a “new” school community which is inclusive and 
accepting of all students in the attendance area. This process would also 
be applied in Stratford regardless of the final decision. Our experience in 
other communities that no longer have a community school has shown 
that community diversity and viability are maintained. It appears that 
family decisions about housing locations, while influenced by schools and 
school locations, are made for a variety of reasons. 

 
 10.4 Value to the Economy 
  10.4.1 The ARC identified the neutral or potentially positive impact on home 

prices and childcare provision as benefits to the local economy (Appendix 
D). 

  10.4.2 While changes in school configurations and program locations may 
potentially have an impact on both the housing market and the childcare 
services in Stratford, it is difficult to quantify what this impact may 
ultimately be. These factors should carry lesser weight than the education 
considerations outlined elsewhere in this report. 

 
11.0 Summary 
 

11.1 Section 9.0 and 10.0 of this report have focussed on a comparison of the relative 
merits of single versus dual track FI program options for the city of Stratford. 
 

11.2 Staff have been analysing this particular issue since January 2011 as part of our 
annual review of pupil accommodation. It was this analysis that resulted in the 
staff recommendation for a formal accommodation review in June 2011. 

 
11.3 Staff believes that single track FI is a better model because: 

 The single track model consolidates enrolments for both the English stream 
and the FI steam into fewer locations thereby maintaining sufficient enrolment 
for long-term sustainability of both programs and schools; 

 The single most important factor in achieving improved student achievement 
is the efficacy of the teacher in delivering the program; 

 Research has shown that on-going, job-embedded professional dialogue 
between teachers of similar grades and programs (Professional Learning 
Communities) significantly increases the range of teaching strategies and 
tools available to teachers; 

 Congregation of students into fewer sites increases the number of teachers in 
both schools and their divisions providing for a more robust and more efficient 
professional dialogue thereby improving the efficacy of the job-embedded 
professional development and the effectiveness of the teacher in the 
classroom; 

 Therefore the creation of a single track FI program in Stratford has the 
greatest potential to improve the learning outcomes for both the FI students 
as well as the English stream students in the city of Stratford. 

 
11.4 As was highlighted in section 3.3 of this report, percentage loadings and the 

relative sizes of the student populations of the Stratford schools were significant 
factors in undertaking this study. The administrative recommendation of 
redeploying the student enrolment from Shakespeare PS to Anne Hathaway PS 
and moving parts of the current Anne Hathaway PS catchment to Bedford PS 
and Romeo PS would have the effect of changing the percentage loadings at 
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those schools such that Bedford PS would be at between 82% and 92% capacity 
and the remaining schools in Stratford would be at between 65% and 88% 
capacity. 
 

12.0 Consideration of Single Track FI Site 
 

 12.1 Since staff tabled its Preliminary Accommodation Analysis in June 2011, our 
support for a single track FI program in Stratford has remained unanimous 
primarily for the education and program reasons outlined earlier in this report. 

 
 12.2 The staff recommendation put forward to the ARC in September 2011 suggested 

that Bedford PS be established as a single track site. Based on input throughout 
the accommodation review process, as well as our own analysis of enrolment 
trends and projected growth patterns in the city of Stratford, staff no longer 
believes that this is the best option. Making Bedford PS a single track FI site 
would leave significant excess capacity in that school. 

 
 12.3 Staff recommends that Bedford PS be removed from consideration as a single 

track site due to the relative inefficient use of school capacity associated with this 
option. 

 
 12.4 Romeo PS, Hamlet PS and Shakespeare PS each have merit as potential sites 

for a single track FI site. 
 
 12.5 Each of these remaining options would create a grade 1-6 FI site in Stratford. 

Consolidation of Kindergarten at the remaining five schools in Stratford would 
allow parents and students to have two years schooling experience prior to 
making a decision about enrolling in FI. The consolidation of learning resources 
and staff in the remaining five sites would result in a more efficient use of board 
resources at a time when Full Day Kindergarten is being implemented. The 
consolidation of Kindergarten in five sites could also increase the likelihood that 
before and after programs in those sites would become viable. 

 
 12.6 Romeo PS would afford the potential to further align bus routes with our 

coterminous board. If it were chosen as the single track FI site, English stream 
students from that school area would attend Bedford PS or Shakespeare PS. No 
other schools in Stratford would have boundaries changed as a result of this 
option. The enrolment projections for the next year, and going forward, indicate a 
total enrolment of approximately 270 students. Sustained enrolment of this size 
would require additional capacity at the Romeo PS site in the form of a portable. 

 
 12.7 Both Hamlet PS and Shakespeare PS have sufficient capacity to accommodate 

an enrolment of 270 FI students in a grade 1-6 FI program. 
 
 12.8 There are some concerns with accommodating bus traffic at both Hamlet PS and 

Shakespeare PS. At Hamlet PS there is a significant amount of traffic and street 
parking associated with the Jenny Trout Centre. At Shakespeare PS the streets 
are very narrow on either side of the school property. Staff believes that a 
solution to the transportation related issues would be more easily found at the 
Shakespeare PS site. 
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12.9 The Hamlet PS single track option would require distribution of students in the 

Hamlet Ward to three school sites:  Avon PS, Shakespeare PS and Romeo PS. 
This option would also require a boundary adjustment to the existing Romeo PS 
boundary, redirecting students at the north end of that catchment area to Bedford 
PS. 

 
 12.10 The Shakespeare PS single track option would result in all of Shakespeare PS 

going to Anne Hathaway PS and the north east section of the Anne Hathaway 
PS catchment area being appended to the Romeo PS (21 students in 
2013/2014) and Bedford PS (93 students in 2013/2014) catchment areas. 

 
 12.11 The Shakespeare PS single track option disrupts the fewest number of schools, 

involves a building that has the capacity to accommodate the FI enrolment and is 
workable with respect to bus transportation. This option also more evenly 
balances the English stream enrolment across the other five schools within the 
city of Stratford. 

 
 12.12 For the reasons above, staff recommends Shakespeare PS as the site for a 

single track FI program. 
 
13.0 Staff Recommendation(s) for Trustee Consideration  

 
13.1 The following recommendation(s) will not be voted on by the trustees at this 

meeting, and it is important to note that these recommendations could be 
modified or new options developed before voting. Following the presentation and 
discussion of this report, Board Policy No. 15 mandates the following steps (the 
numbering is from the policy):  
7.5 A minimum of sixty (60) calendar days notice will be given to the public 

prior to the meeting where the trustees will vote on the recommendations.  
7.6 A maximum of seventy-five (75) calendar days shall elapse between the 

receipt by the board of the report from board staff and the 
recommendations of the director of education, and any decision that the 
board makes with regards to the recommendations of the director of 
education.  

7.7 This period may be used by affected individuals or groups to make 
delegations to the board, as described in board policy 9. In addition to 
regular board meetings scheduled during this period, one special board 
meeting will be held during this period for community members to make 
their views known by delegation to the board before any decision(s) are 
made by the board.  

7.8 Following the completion of the period the board shall decide, in open 
session:  
7.8.1 That a school or school(s) continue to operate in the present format; 

or  
7.8.2 That a school or school(s) operate under a revised format; or  
7.8.3 That a school or school(s) under review be closed. 
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13.2 This recommendation is being made to the Board regarding accommodation in 

the city of Stratford.  
 
It is recommended that 
 

the Avon Maitland District School Board establishes Shakespeare PS as a single track 
French Immersion school effective September 2013.  
To facilitate the implementation of this recommendation it is also recommended that the 
Avon Maitland District School Board: 
1) Combine the current attendance area of Shakespeare PS with that of Anne 

Hathaway PS; 
2) Sever the northwest section of the current Anne Hathaway PS attendance area and 

append and redistribute it to the attendance area of Romeo PS and Bedford PS; 
3) Direct staff to establish the new boundaries related to points (1) and (2) during the 

2012-2013 school year in consultation with the families affected by the adjustments. 

 
The above recommendations will be considered at the Board meeting scheduled for May 
8, 2012.  

 
14.0 Recommendation re: ARC Committee Dissolution 
 

As the work of the Stratford Accommodation Review Committee has been completed, it 
is recommended that  
 

 
 
 
 
15.0 Future Meetings Related to the Stratford ARC 
 

15.1 A special Board meeting for delegations will be held on March 29, 2012 at Hamlet 
P.S. This meeting will begin at 7:00 pm. 

 
15.2 The Board will vote on the recommendations regarding the Stratford ARC on May 

8, 2012 in Seaforth. This meeting will begin at 8:00 p.m. 
 
 

 
 
 
Michael Ash Janet Baird Jackson Ted Doherty 
Superintendent of Education  Superintendent of Business Director of Education and 
School Operations  Secretary of the Board 

the Avon Maitland District School Board dissolves the Stratford Accommodation Review 
Committee effective immediately. 



 

 

 
DIRECTOR’S ACTION REPORT 

 

TO 
 

SPECIAL BOARD MEETING – TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 2011  
 
SUBJECT: Preliminary Accommodation Analysis Report for 2010 – 2011 

   
1.0 Background 

 
1.1 Avon Maitland District School Board is committed to providing a comprehensive 

range of educational opportunities equitably distributed across a broad and diverse 
geographical area through sustainable community schools. Various factors beyond 
the control of the board impact on this commitment. These factors include changing 
and mobile populations, a changing funding environment, new legislation, changing 
educational objectives, community aspirations, the potential for mutually beneficial 
partnerships with other agencies and the physical characteristics of buildings. 
 

1.2 To maintain its commitment to the judicious use of finite resources, Avon Maitland 
District School Board monitors and evaluates all schools on a regular basis and 
studies in detail schools whose viability may be in question.  

 
1.3 Avon Maitland District School Board is aware that changes in any school’s student 

accommodation or other status have an impact beyond the school. The board 
therefore maintains that the detailed study of any school must have a district-wide 
perspective and include public consultation.  
 

1.4 Board Policy No.15 – Pupil Accommodation Reviews, as presented at the 
September 8, 2009 Board meeting, requires an annual preliminary analysis of 
accommodation data, which may include: 
 the Ministry of Education capacity for each school, 
 the level of actual occupancy as a percentage of Ministry of Education capacity, 
 the current and projected enrolment in each school,  
 other information or special circumstances that the director of education may 

deem relevant, and 
 recommendations to the board regarding which school(s), if any, should be 

placed under review and the circumstances that support this review.  
 
1.5 An accommodation review may result in such changes as: changes to the grades 

offered in a school, closures, and/or any other practical solutions to overcrowded, 
underutilized, or inadequate school facilities. 

 
1.6 Certain accommodation changes that the board might contemplate do not require an 

accommodation review under Board Policy 15. These are found in Section 2.2 of the 
policy, and include enrolment boundary changes where less than 50% of the 
enrolment of a school is affected, or a school serving as a holding school for the 
school community where their permanent building is under repair. 
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1.7 From June 2000 until February 2002 a wide-ranging and extremely extensive 
accommodation review process was completed that included all schools in the 
district. It provided baseline information and data to facilitate ongoing informed 
examination of accommodation issues within the district. Appendix A shows a map 
of the district with schools marked. 

 
1.8 One of the needs identified during that process was an independent review of 

enrolment projections including housing starts for a ten to fifteen (10 to 15) year 
period to facilitate long range planning.    

 
1.9 The need for an independent review was reinforced by the Ministry’s requirement for 

boards to include at least (ten) 10 years' worth of enrolment projections in the 
Ministry mandated Capital Plan. As a result, administration contracted with external 
firms, Watson & Associates and Amendolia and Associates, to provide enrolment 
projections.  
 

1.10 The detailed enrolment projections, by review area as required by the Capital Plan, 
were shared publicly at the February 28, 2006 Board meeting. The projections were 
also shared at the regional school council meetings held throughout the spring of 
2006 as part of the board’s Capital Plan consultation and again in the spring of 
2007. In the spring of 2008, updated enrolment projections, reflecting the 2006 
census data, were again shared at the regional school council meetings. In the 
spring of 2009, updated enrolment projections, reflecting both counties’ updated 
housing starts were again shared at regional school council meetings and in a 
presentation to Board on May 12, 2009. These enrolment projections were updated 
most recently in 2011 and presented by Amendolia and Associates to the Board at 
its March 22, 2011 meeting.  These updated projections are attached in Appendix B. 
This information is also posted on the Board's website. 

 
1.11 Information related to enrolments is expanded in Section 3.0 and in Appendix C.  

 
1.12 Conclusions which may be drawn from the data are: 

 
1.12.1 Many of the schools are well below the average enrolment implied in the 

Foundation grant calculation. 
 

1.12.2 Enrolment will continue to decline in the district for the foreseeable future. 
 

1.12.3 Since enrolment directly generates much of the board’s operating revenues, 
the board’s operating revenues will decline. 
 

1.12.4 The district has more pupil spaces than it needs now, and this will increase 
as enrolment drops.  
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Declining enrolments remain our biggest financial challenge. Regardless of changes 
to the funding formula, our revenue remains directly tied to the number of students 
within the board. As enrolment declines, so does revenue. As a result, the board 
must continue to seek efficiencies in its operations in order to enable it to target 
money to achieving its goals. The enrolment grant, as updated beginning with the 
2009-10 fiscal year, reduces the funding amount available to mitigate the costs 
which the board incurs. Declining enrolments precipitate a decline in revenue, which 
in turn results in a decline in the number of teachers available to deliver education 
programs and other available resources. 
 
Declining enrolments challenge the board’s ability to deliver quality education 
programs to students. In particular, the following issues present themselves with 
smaller school populations: 
 the likelihood of triple grade classes increases; 
 the opportunities to have teachers teaching to their area of specialty decrease as 

the number of staff within a school decreases; 
 opportunities for a range of co-curricular activities are reduced as the number of 

staff members within a school are reduced; 
 the necessity for teaching principals increases; 
 increased need for the sharing of support staff, such as Technical Resource 

Assistants; 
 opportunities for staff to work with like grade and like division colleagues is 

reduced or eliminated due to reduced numbers of teaching staff within a school. 
 
1.13 Changes in school accommodation must remain an option in the board’s plan to 

ensure that it is fiscally responsible and accountable and provides the best possible 
programs for its students.  
 

2.0 2010 – 2011 Review – Issues 
 

Issues that face the board in making accommodation recommendations at this time are 
numerous. They include changes in infrastructure grants and the declining enrolment grant 
to school boards, uncertainty regarding the Ministry’s intent to have the graduation pattern 
in Ontario reflect that of other provinces with four year high school programs with provision 
for alternative strategies to achieve diploma requirements, fine-tuning of boards’ grade 4 – 8 
class size over the next  year as detailed in the Provincial Framework Agreements (PFA), 
and the continued implementation of the Full-Day Early Learning program for 4/5 year olds 
to be in place in all schools by 2015.  
 
2.1 Guidelines Governing Accommodation Reviews  

 
Ministry of Education Memorandum 2006:B12 – Pupil Accommodation Review 
Guidelines was released on October 31, 2006. During the spring of 2007 the board 
put in place the required policy in order to comply with the requirements of this 
Memorandum. The current preliminary accommodation review is being conducted 
under the revised Board Policy No. 15, which is compliant with Ministry of 
Education's updated guidelines per Memorandum 2009:B7 – Revised Pupil 
Accommodation Review Guidelines released June 26, 2009. 
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2.2 Changes to Infrastructure/Capital Grants 
 

2.2.1 The average age of schools within the district as at 2010-2011 is 
approximately 41.9 years, with some considerably older. The board is at a 
critical stage in the life cycle of some of its school buildings when upkeep 
and renewal costs continue to increase. 
 

2.2.2 Table 1 shows the percent of the board’s buildings at various ages. Please 
note that this analysis does not take into consideration that a few older 
buildings will be sold within the next year; until they are divested, they are 
still a liability and are to be maintained in SFIS as board owned assets. 
 

2.2.3 In summary, as of 2011, 88.6% of the board’s buildings are over 31 years 
old, 86.6% are over 35 years old, 6.2% fall within the 31 to 40 year old 
bracket and 82.2% are over 40 years. 
 

2.2.4 The significant shift is in the bulk of our older buildings, such that fully 50% 
of our buildings are now 46 years and older, and significantly more costly to 
maintain. The lower average noted above is reflective of the new school and 
major new addition which came on stream in 2010/11. 
 

 Table 1 – Building Ages as of 2011  

Age Span 
Elementary 

% 
Secondary 

% 
Admin 

% 
Consolidated 

% 
Less than 10 years 2.78% 0.20% 0.31% 3.29% 
11 to 20 years 3.43% 1.45% 0.29% 5.18% 
21 to 25 years 2.74% 0.24% 0.00% 2.99% 
26 to 30 years 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.18% 
31 to 35 years 1.59% 0.16% 0.00% 1.75% 
36 to 40 years 2.58% 1.87% 0.00% 4.45% 
41 to 45 years 17.10% 12.70% 1.11% 30.91% 
46 to 50 years 11.56% 13.08% 0.04% 24.69% 
51 plus years 11.26% 15.09% 0.21% 26.57% 

 
 

2.2.5 The Board's internal process, Formal Facility Reviews, are conducted on a 
five (5) year cycle to capture the state of our building stock and allow us to 
plan for future capital requirements. The most recent review was completed 
over the fall and winter of 2007-08. Plans are underway to complete the next 
review in the 2011-12 school year. The updated data presented later in this 
report takes into consideration work completed since 2007-08. We 
categorized the building elements according to the following: 

0 No action needed or action only at the board’s discretion 
1 Immediate action required 
2 Plan for replacement or repair in the next five years 
3 Plan for replacement or repair in the next ten years. 
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2.2.6 In order to quantify the backlog of deferred capital maintenance across the 
province, the Ministry initiated the creation of a database, namely ReCAPP, 
which captured the age and expected remaining useful life of all building 
elements in schools, verified by an independent audit of all school buildings 
in 2003/2004.  
 

2.2.7 The data from ReCAPP allows for the generation of the Facilities Condition 
Index (FCI). FCI data (noted in the Facility Capital Cost Tables in each 
planning area) may be used as a reference to compare relative condition of 
board owned facilities but not as a judge of building condition in relation to 
any condition standards. Further, FCI data is reflective of the facility itself 
and does not take into consideration capital costs associated with 
accessibility, environmental or general site issues. 
 

2.2.8 We have updated the FCI based on the original work identified in ReCAPP 
less work completed to date divided by the value of the buildings based on a 
Ministry assessment of replacement from 2003. Negative FCI numbers 
indicate that capital expense has been slightly greater than work identified in 
the 2003 condition assessment at that site. 
 

2.2.9 The aging of the board’s schools, as indicated in Table 1, leads to increased 
capital pressure for renewal.  

 
2.2.10 Recognizing that many school boards were in a similar situation and facing a 

significant gap between facility capital funding and the requirements of aging 
buildings, the Ministry, in February 2005, announced capital funding in the 
form of the Good Places to Learn (GPL) initiative to address infrastructure 
improvement based on data in the ReCAPP database. Stage 1 funding 
allocation was flowed to boards in 2005, with the final Stage 4 in 2008-09. 
Since that time, GPL funding has ceased and the Ministry recognizes that 
boards are “running on fumes” with respect to any funding for deferred 
capital maintenance. 

 
The Ministry continues to work on a new comprehensive capital plan for the 
sector. In the interim, given the economy, they have only been able to create 
and fund a $600 million province wide School Condition Improvement capital 
amount for a three (3) year time frame beginning in 2011-12.  
 
Our share of this three (3) year School Condition Improvement grant is 
estimated to be $1.6 million. By comparison, our Stage 1 GPL expenditure 
was in excess of $7 million and the total Stages 1-4 GPL expenditure was 
$31 million. 
 

2.2.11 In the past four (4) years, the Ministry recognized some of our building stock 
as aging and deteriorating by declaring three (3) schools, Arthur Meighen 
P.S., St. Marys Central P.S. and Victoria P.S. as Prohibitive to Repair. 
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2.2.12 The Capital Priorities program introduced by the Ministry on August 20, 
2008, replaced both the Growth Schools and the Prohibitive-to-Repair (PTR) 
capital programs. Projects submitted under the Capital Priorities program 
were subject to the same criteria as existed under the previous programs. 
School boards had the opportunity to submit projects that would not have 
qualified under either of these programs, thereby allowing more types of 
capital projects, such as school consolidations, to be eligible for funding. The 
Ministry has been able to maintain a small capital block of funding for similar 
allocation under the Local Priorities initiative. 

 
2.3 Ministry Initiatives and Related Capital Funding 
 

2.3.1 The Ministry’s Primary Class Size initiative was launched 2004–05 with 
funding to cap primary class sizes at twenty (20). 
 

2.3.2 The related capital funding allowed for the addition of classrooms at Listowel 
Eastdale P.S. and Romeo P.S. 
 

2.3.3 The Best Start initiative was targeted at increasing licensed daycare spaces 
in schools, in order to provide students who need daycare a less disruptive 
day. Dedicated classroom spaces used for Best Start reduce the capacity of 
the schools. 
 

2.3.4 The Best Start program was severely curtailed by changes the federal 
government made to the initial funding. The only significant number of 
additional daycare spaces created is at Goderich P.S. (former Robertson 
P.S. site) where Huron County committed to capital funds to support such an 
addition to the building. 
 

2.3.5 The provincial government made a commitment to support full day learning 
for 4 and 5 year olds beginning in the 2010-11 school year. The current 
terminology used to describe this program is the Early Learning Program or 
ELP.  

 
2.3.6 The Ministry provided capital funding for space in respect of the Early 

Learning Program as part of the Ministry's new construction funding. In the 
case of Avon Maitland, some ELP capital funding was provided for Little 
Falls P.S. in St. Marys and the new North Huron school. Our application 
under Local Priorities for the North Perth area included provisions for ELP 
capital spaces. 
 

2.3.7 For existing schools, the Ministry expectation was that ELP be implemented 
in Year 1 with no capital implications. The Ministry had a small amount of 
capital funding for Year 2 implementation and it was under this allocation that 
the board received funding for an addition at Hensall P.S. 

 
2.4 Changes in 2011 – 2012 Operating Grants  
 

2.4.1 Over the past five (5) years, the provincial government added significant 
amounts of operational funding to the education system in Ontario; this has 
benefited the Avon Maitland District School Board.  
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2.4.2 The release of the 2009-10 Grants for Student Needs (GSNs) marked a 
change in the economic environment for the province including the education 
sector, which has continued through the 2011-12 grant release 
 

2.4.3 Cost pressures which continued to exist prior to the grant reductions have 
increased, with the most significant outlined below. 
 Some additional elementary preparation time has been added to enable 

teachers to prepare for instruction, and to improve communication with 
parents.  

 The 2011-12 GSN includes the Ministry’s commitment to support the 
costs of the Provincial Framework Agreements, including salaries and 
some enhancements (e.g. EA hour increases). The Ministry continues to 
fund salary and benefits benchmarks, not the real costs of salaries and 
wages in our board. 

 An ongoing reduction in textbooks and learning materials. 
 An ongoing reduction in classroom computers funding. 
 A reduction in staff development in the Foundation Grant 
 A permanent reduction in the declining enrolment grant. 
 School operations grants have improved, but again, don’t yet match the 

real costs associated with maintaining and operating our buildings. 
  Accommodation top-up grants have been subject to ongoing reductions. 
 Transportation remains overspent relative to the grants at the same time 

as a net reduction in grant allocation. There is an enhancement to the 
fuel portion of the grant but there is also a reduction to all boards who do 
not have a “high” rating on the Efficiency and Effectiveness Review. 

 Declining enrolment will continue to impact on our revenues. 
 
3.0 Enrolments 

 
3.1 Enrolments – Historical and Projected 
 

3.1.1 All enrolment figures, both historic enrolment and enrolment projections in 
the report, are presented as “students” as opposed to Average Daily 
Enrolments which is a change from previous reports. This change in 
reporting is based on our move towards full day kindergarten programs 
where all students count as 1.0 Full Time Equivalent (FTE). The use of 
students also recognizes the fact that there are very few changes in 
elementary enrolments throughout the school year, which the Average Daily 
Enrolment calculation is designed to capture.  
 

3.1.2 Table 2 shows 7-year historical data for elementary enrolments.   
 

3.1.3 In the historical data, the numbers are consolidated from individual closed 
schools into the receiving schools, to be consistent with projections. 

 
Table 2 – 7-Year Historical Number of Students 

Year 
Students 
2003-04 

Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-
2010 

Elementary 12,512 12,138 11,769 11,426 11,174 10,978 10,699 -14.49% 
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3.1.4 Over an 7-year period, enrolments have declined by 14.5% in the elementary 
panel.  

 
3.1.5 Table 3 shows the most current 10-year enrolment projections as prepared 

by enrolment consultant Jack Ammendolia of Ammendolia and Associates. 
 

Table 3 – 10 Year Enrolment Projections 

Year 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

Elementary 10,603 10,439 10,261 10,160 10,098 10,059 10,037 10,084 10,154 10,211 

 
Over the next 5-year period, enrolments are projected to decline by a further 
5.1% in the elementary schools. Our most recent projections indicate that 
elementary enrolments will stabilize between five and ten (5 and 10) years 
from now.  
 

3.2  School Rated Capacities and Loadings  
 

3.2.1 A school's overall enrolment and loading has been used as a guide for 
placing schools on a watch list. Schools with fewer than one hundred and 
fifty (150) pupils and/or with a percentage loading of 60% or less (Ministry of 
Education’s 1979 Capital Grant Program) are considered less sustainable 
from a program delivery and financial perspective. 

 
3.2.2 Appendices C-1, C-2 and C-3 show the individual schools, the Average Daily 

Enrolments for 2009-10, each school’s rated capacity, the percentage 
loading and available pupil places.   

 
3.2.3 Appendix C-1 shows the alphabetical listing. The combined loading of the 

elementary schools was at 72.6% leaving 3,631 available pupil places. The 
combined loading in the secondary schools was 77.2%, leaving 1,884 pupil 
places. 

 
3.2.4 Appendix C-2 shows the schools listed in ascending order of enrolments. In 

the elementary panel there were eleven (11) K-6 and K-8 schools with 
enrolments at 150 or less, eight (8) K-6 and K-8 schools with enrolments 
between 150 and 200 students, twelve (12) K-6 and K-8 schools had 
enrolments between 200 and 300 and the remaining eight (8) K-6 and K-8 
schools between 303 and 719. As schools get smaller, the board will 
increasingly be faced with triple graded classrooms. These are extremely 
challenging for staff and very unpopular with parents. There will also be 
increasing strain on other resources as schools become smaller. 

 
3.2.5 Appendix C-3 shows the schools listed by percentage loading. In the 

elementary panel there were five (5) K-6 and K-8 schools under 50% and  
five (5) K-6 and K-8 schools between 50% and 60%, twelve (12) K-6 and K-8 
schools between 60% and 70%, seven (7) K-6 and K-8 schools between 
70% and 80%, eight (8) K-6 and K-8 schools between 80% and 100% and 
the remaining two (2) K-6 and K-8 schools over 100%. 
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3.2.6 From Appendix C-3, ten (10) of the thirty-nine (39) K-6 and K-8 elementary 
schools, including Usborne Central P.S., North Easthope P.S., Holmesville 
P.S., Hensall P.S., Romeo P.S., South Perth Centennial P.S., Turnberry 
Central P.S., Clinton P.S., East Wawanosh P.S. and Avon P.S. have 
loadings at or below 60%. Usborne Central P.S., Turnberry Central P.S., 
Hensall P.S. and East Wawanosh P.S. have been addressed as a result of 
the 2008 – 2009 and the 2009 – 2010 Accommodation Reviews.  

 
4.0 Summary 
  

4.1 Deciding to undertake an accommodation review in a community or series of 
communities must be based on many different factors. They may include: 

 
4.1.1 Current and projected enrolment of the schools in relation to school rated 

capacity. 
 

4.1.2 Condition of buildings (including accessibility for the disabled), and 
anticipated costs to maintain the buildings. 
 

4.1.3 The ability of trustees and staff to adequately supply information during an 
accommodation review to communities as needed where multiple 
communities are identified. 
 

4.1.4 The readiness of the communities to engage in a dialogue with the board 
about accommodation related issues. 

 
4.2 This report focuses specifically on our elementary schools and programs. At this 

point in time, secondary schools and programs are not a concern, but we will need 
to continue to monitor secondary enrolment (Appendix D) and likely review 
accommodation and program delivery in the next three to five (3 to 5) years. 

 
4.3 In reviewing the data for all schools in the board, some of the following areas 

present on-going concerns. We are not recommending formal reviews in all of 
these areas this year; some of the areas not identified this year may be 
subject to formal review in future years. 
 
4.3.1 We have realigned the planning areas this year to more accurately reflect the 

distribution of students within the board. We have used the secondary 
catchment areas as a guide to group elementary schools. 

 
4.3.2 Some of the elementary schools feed into more than one secondary school 

but the School Facilities Information System (SFIS) requires us to place each 
school in only one planning area. 

 
4.3.3 Recommendations for the establishment of an Accommodation Review 

Committee may involve schools from more than one planning area. 
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4.4 Stratford Area  
 

4.4.1 Table 4 shows the historic enrolment trends for schools in the Stratford area 
including Anne Hathaway P.S., Avon P.S., Bedford P.S., Central Perth P.S., 
Downie P.S., Hamlet P.S., Milverton P.S., North Easthope P.S., Romeo P.S., 
Shakespeare P.S., Sprucedale P.S., Stratford Central P.S., and Stratford 
Northwestern P.S. 

 
Table 4 – Historical Enrolments, Stratford Area 

School 
Students

03-04 
Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

Anne Hathaway PS 477 480 490 482 468 441 405 -15.01% 
Avon PS 348 335 305 293 276 258 267 -23.17% 
Bedford PS 320 330 360 369 384 407 453 41.78% 
Central Perth PS 326 304 283 282 285 286 275 -15.51% 
Downie PS 275 275 269 267 287 295 302 10.02% 
Hamlet PS 244 239 250 247 251 253 230 -5.74% 
Milverton PS 283 295 302 285 259 248 241 -14.84% 
North Easthope PS 188 175 170 162 160 154 145 -22.67% 
Romeo PS 224 212 220 194 142 136 144 -35.36% 
Shakespeare PS 265 243 248 217 200 219 220 -16.82% 
Sprucedale PS 239 241 226 228 228 236 226 -5.24% 
Stratford Central PS 326 302 274 290 285 303 279 -14.42% 
Stratford Northwestern PS 246 214 198 227 255 234 201 -18.29% 

 
4.4.2 Table 5 shows the projected enrolments for the Stratford area. The Official 

Projected Enrolment (OPE) in the first column is the estimate that the board 
uses for staff and budget projection purposes; it is based on current 
enrolments, receipt of registration forms for JK/SK students and the receipt 
of course selection forms (secondary schools only). 

 
Table 5 – Projected Enrolments, Stratford Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

Anne Hathaway PS 387 372 365 347 338 337 328 331 335 336
Avon PS 253 257 261 255 268 271 280 279 285 292
Bedford PS 464 477 492 482 476 473 479 485 493 507
Central Perth PS 259 249 236 225 222 218 210 204 200 204
Downie PS 282 273 268 268 266 264 265 255 249 245
Hamlet PS 237 231 233 230 223 225 228 233 232 232
Milverton PS 258 271 274 290 293 289 295 305 294 290
North Easthope PS 146 151 141 143 139 138 141 145 149 149
Romeo PS 131 133 137 139 142 155 164 170 169 173
Shakespeare PS 207 199 192 186 179 180 174 176 176 176
Sprucedale PS 221 208 197 185 185 172 170 168 161 165
Stratford Central 
PS 275 269 248 249 262 233 223 218 204 213
Stratford 
Northwestern PS 211 211 199 244 245 239 242 248 271 257

 
4.4.3 Table 6 shows the projected capital costs based on our own Formal Facilities 

Review and the Facilities Condition Index, which is a relative measure of the 
capital work required for a school based on the ReCAPP data base, for 
schools in the Stratford planning area. 
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Table 6 – Projected Capital Costs, Stratford Area 

School 

2008 Formal 
Facilities Review 

Capital Needs 
Projections 
(updated) 

Facilities 
Condition Index - 

FCI 
(Base on ReCAPP 
as of the current 

year) 

Anne Hathaway PS $209,500 -4.58% 
Avon PS $37,000 13.72% 
Bedford PS $912,968 18.17% 
Central Perth PS $509,000 15.66% 
Downie PS $615,000 11.80% 
Hamlet PS $195,000 10.36% 
Milverton PS $185,000 28.44% 
North Easthope PS $168,900 14.39% 
Romeo PS $196,000 17.68% 
Shakespeare PS $144,500 7.41% 
Sprucedale PS $266,000 23.53% 
Stratford Central PS $905,912 33.17% 
Stratford Northwestern PS $315,343 16.46% 

 
4.4.4 Table 7 shows the enrolments, school rated capacities, loadings, available 

pupil places and classrooms for those thirteen (13) schools based on the 
organizational charts for the 2010 – 2011 school year. 

 
Table 7 – Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loadings & Room Data, Stratford Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average 
Daily 

Enrolments 
2010-11 

Available 
Pupil 

Places 

% 
Loading 

No. of 
Rooms in 

School 

Available 
Rooms 

Anne Hathaway PS 495  349 146 70.5% 22 6 
Avon PS 362  218 145 60.1% 16 6 
Bedford PS 434  419 15 96.5% 19 1 
Central Perth PS 365  243 123 66.4% 16 5 
Downie PS 262  258 5 98.3% 11 0 
Hamlet PS 273  211 62 77.3% 12 3 
Milverton PS 374  236 138 63.1% 16 6 
North Easthope PS 285  128 158 44.7% 12 7 
Romeo PS 227  111 116 48.9% 10 5 
Shakespeare PS 273  185 89 67.6% 12 4 
Sprucedale PS 227  206 22 90.5% 10 1 
Stratford Central PS 299  275 24 92.0% 13 1 
Stratford Northwestern PS 299  211 88 70.6% 13 4 

   
4.4.5 From 1999 until 2004, the Accommodation Reviews in the city of Stratford 

resulted in the closure of five (5) schools: Portia E.S., Falstaff P.S., Juliet 
P.S., King Lear P.S. and the former Avon P.S. with a resulting 
reconfiguration to create Stratford Northwestern P.S. and Stratford Central 
P.S. for grades 7 and 8 and relocate Avon P.S. to a new site. The net effect 
was the elimination of some 972 pupil places.  
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4.4.6 The latest enrolment projections for the north side of Stratford are increasing 
and this trend is expected to continue based on future housing developments 
on this side of the city. These developments would impact enrolments at 
Bedford P.S. and Avon P.S. in particular which are the two schools on the 
north side of Stratford.  

 
4.4.7 The municipality reports that a housing development is proceeding in the 

area north of Stratford Northwestern S.S. This development will likely add to 
the projected increases in enrolment at Avon P.S. 

 
4.4.8 The enrolments in the south end of the city are projected to decline. This is 

currently the case with Shakespeare P.S. as its enrolment continues to 
decline and the school has a number of available pupil places. 

 
4.4.9 Hamlet P.S.’s enrolment appears to have stabilized leaving some excess 

capacity in that building. 
 
4.4.10 The enrolment at Romeo P.S. is projected to increase slightly over the next 

ten years but it will remain under capacity even with this enrolment increase. 
 
4.4.11 Bedford P.S. is a dual track school, with both English and French Immersion 

streams, and its enrolment continues to grow. For the 2011 – 2012 school 
year, Bedford P.S. is projected to be full. To that end, staff has had to deny 
border crossing requests for Kindergarten students who live outside of the 
school catchment area. Further, staff has established a waiting list for 
enrolment in the grade 1 French Immersion program. The current facility 
does not allow for additional increases in enrolment for either stream and the 
site is not conducive to additions to the building. It is anticipated that the 
demand for the French Immersion program will at least be stable, if not grow 
somewhat. 

 
4.4.12 Despite some growth in enrolment in the north section of the city, there 

continues to be significant excess capacity in the Stratford schools that could 
be used to relieve pressure on schools in the city that are currently at 
capacity. 

 
4.4.13 The Bedford School Council Enrolment Committee has undertaken its own 

review of the enrolment trends for the two (2) streams at that school over the 
past six (6) years. In its most recent report, the committee recommended 
either a stand-alone French Immersion school or the establishment of a 
second dual track school in Stratford in order to ensure the English stream 
program at Bedford P.S. is not disadvantaged by the imbalance of students 
in each stream. The report makes a number of additional recommendations 
with respect to staffing and provision of resources to support both the 
English and French programs. The program delivery requirements for French 
Immersion, specifically securing qualified staff to teach the program, makes 
the establishment of a second dual track school difficult. 
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4.4.14 Table 8 is adapted from the Bedford P.S. Enrolment Committee Report (April 
2011). The data shows an increase in enrolment in the French Immersion 
(FI) program since its inception in 2000 and a decrease in the English stream 
over the same period. Since 2007, the FI enrolment has consistently 
exceeded the English enrolment. Based on projections for the 2011-2012 
school year, the English stream constitute just over one-third of the total 
Grade 1-6 enrolment at Bedford P.S.. Based on enrolment projections for the 
FI program, we estimate that we would require between 260 and 280 pupil 
places to accommodate the program going forward. 

 
Table 8:  Enrolment Trends 1999-2010 (Grades 1-6) 

Year Core French
1999-2000 207 0
2000-2001 205 66
2001-2002 186 83
2002-2003 156 102
2003-2004 145 115
2004-2005 130 137
2005-2006 123 148
2006-2007 124 149
2007-2008 126 176
2008-2009 146 188
2009-2010 156 213
2010-2011 150 227
2011-2012 (projected) 143 249

 
4.4.15 If the board were to entertain a single track French Immersion school within 

Stratford, it would need to consider buildings whose capacity is close to the 
existing French Immersion student population. Those schools would include 
Hamlet P.S. and Shakespeare P.S. While having significant excess capacity, 
Romeo P.S. would not have sufficient spaces to accommodate the current 
grade 1-6 French Immersion population. 

 
4.4.16 If the board were to entertain a second dual track school, the school chosen 

should be located in the southern section of the city. This location would 
provide the opportunity for students in that section of the city to walk to 
school. It is also a more equitable distribution of opportunity within the city. 
The possible school sites would include Shakespeare P.S., Romeo P.S., 
Hamlet P.S. and Anne Hathaway P.S. Assuming the current French 
Immersion population would be split between the two (2) sites, the schools 
with the most suitable capacity for a dual track program would be Hamlet 
P.S. and Shakespeare P.S. 

 
4.4.17 Anne Hathaway P.S. is the special education hub for the Stratford area. 

Highly specialized equipment and resources have been installed in this 
facility and any potential relocation of this program would be very costly. 
Further, relocation of special needs programs is never undertaken lightly due 
the impact that changes have on the well-being of some of our most 
vulnerable of students. While Anne Hathaway P.S. does have some excess 
capacity, it does not have sufficient capacity to house a dual track program 
without displacing some of our students with special needs. 
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4.4.18 Avon Public School has a capacity that would be too large for a stand-alone 
French Immersion school.  Avon Public School would not be appropriate to 
place a second dual track school due to its proximity to Bedford Public 
School.  Finally, given that a housing development is slated for the area 
north of Stratford Northwestern Secondary School, which is part of Avon 
Public School’s catchment area, it would not be prudent to fill up the school 
until we know the impact of the development on Avon Public School’s future 
enrolments. 

 
4.4.19 A review of the program delivery needs for French Immersion, along with a 

review of existing school boundaries within Stratford, is required. 
 
4.4.20 Enrolments at Central Perth E.S., Sprucedale P.S., and Downie Central P.S. 

will decline over the next ten (10) years while the enrolment at North 
Easthope P.S. appears to be stabilizing.   

 
4.4.21 Enrolment at Milverton P.S. is projected to increase somewhat over the next 

ten (10) years but it will continue to be significantly below capacity even with 
these projected increases. 

 
4.4.22 The enrolments in the schools surrounding the city of Stratford need to be 

monitored and a review of these schools will be necessary within the next 
five (5) years. Staff believe that the excess capacity within the city of 
Stratford schools, along with the issues related to French Immersion 
program delivery, should be addressed separate from the accommodation 
issues for the schools surrounding the city. At the present time, there is 
insufficient space within the Stratford schools to accommodate students from 
the surrounding schools and it would not be appropriate to exacerbate the 
current excess capacity within Stratford by adjusting boundaries to send 
students to the surrounding schools. 

 
4.4.23 The combined enrolments at Stratford Central P.S. and Stratford 

Northwestern P.S. will remain relatively constant over the next ten (10) years 
but projections show a shift of student enrolment from Stratford Central P.S. 
to Stratford Northwestern P.S. 

 
4.5 South Perth Area 
 

4.5.1 Table 9 shows the historic enrolment trends for the South Perth elementary 
schools, Little Falls P.S., South Perth Centennial P.S. and St. Marys DCVI - 
Elementary. Note: Little Falls P.S. historical enrolment reflects the 
consolidation of K-6 from St. Marys Central P.S. and Arthur Meighen P.S. 
and St. Marys DCVI - Elementary reflects grades 7 and 8 from Arthur 
Meighen P.S. 

 
Table 9 – Historical Enrolments, South Perth Area 

School 
Students

03-04 
Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

DCVI – Elementary 149 133 117 126 117 104 96 -35.35% 
Little Falls PS 463 439 422 411 425 411 448 -3.24% 
South Perth CPS 273 270 262 243 246 232 210 -22.94% 
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4.5.2 Table 10 shows the enrolment projections for Little Falls P.S., South Perth 
Centennial P.S. and St. Marys DCVI - Elementary. The Official Projected 
Enrolment (OPE) in the first column is the estimate that the board uses for 
staff and budget projection purposes; it is based on current enrolments, 
receipt of registration forms for JK/SK students and the receipt of course 
selection forms (secondary schools only). 

 
Table 10 – Projected Enrolments, South Perth Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

DCVI - 
Elementary 88 114 123 115 111 113 114 127 135 121
Little Falls PS 475 475 481 490 504 511 525 522 531 539
South Perth 
CPS 189 178 167 161 157 161 158 154 157 160

 
4.5.3 Table 11 shows the projected capital costs based on our own Formal 

Facilities Review and the Facilities Condition Index, which is a relative 
measure of the capital work required for a school based on the ReCAPP 
data base, for schools in the South Perth area. 

 
Table 11 – Projected Capital Costs, South Perth Area 

School 

2008 Formal Facilities 
Review Capital Needs 

Projections 
(updated) 

Facilities Condition 
Index - FCI 

(Base on ReCAPP as of the 
current year) 

DCVI - Elementary $88,032 15.90% 
Little Falls PS $0 N/A 
South Perth CPS $812,000 21.19% 

 
4.5.4 Table 12 shows the enrolments, school rated capacities, loadings, available 

pupil places and classrooms based on the organizational charts for the 
2010 – 2011 school year. 

 
Table 12 – Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loadings & Room Data, South Perth 
Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average Daily 
Enrolments 

2010-11 

Available 
Pupil Places 

% Loading 
No. of 

Rooms in 
School 

Available 
Rooms 

DCVI - Elementary 92  88  4 95.7% 4 0 
Little Falls PS 445  407  38 91.4% 19 2 
South Perth CPS 331  176  155 53.2% 14 7 

 
4.5.5 Arthur Meighen P.S. and St. Marys Central P.S. were declared prohibitive to 

repair during the 2007-2008 school year and they were subsequently 
replaced by the newly constructed Little Falls P.S. This school opened in 
October 2010. 

 
4.5.6 Enrolments at Little Falls P.S. are projected to increase by approximately 

sixty (60) students over the next ten (10) years. The new school was built to 
accommodate an addition of classrooms should this increase in enrolment 
materialize. 
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4.5.7 Enrolments at St. Marys DCVI - Elementary are projected to stabilize near 
one hundred and twenty (120) students. 

 
4.5.8 Enrolments at South Perth Centennial P.S. are expected to continue to 

decline over the next three (3) years and then stabilize at approximately one 
hundred and sixty (160) students. This school is currently below 60% 
capacity. 

 
4.6 West Perth Area 
 

4.6.1 Table 13 shows the historic enrolment trends for the Upper Thames E.S. 
Note: Upper Thames E.S. historical enrolment reflects the consolidation of 
Mitchell P.S. and Upper Thames E.S. 

 
Table 13 – Historical Enrolments, West Perth Area 

School 
Students

03-04 
Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

Upper Thames ES 889 848 819 804 774 783 775 -12.82% 

 
4.6.2 Table 14 shows the enrolment projections for Upper Thames E.S. The 

Official Projected Enrolment (OPE) in the first column is the estimate that the 
board uses for staff and budget projection purposes; it is based on current 
enrolments, receipt of registration forms for JK/SK students and the receipt 
of course selection forms (secondary schools only). 

 
Table 14 – Projected Enrolments, West Perth Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

Upper Thames 
ES 794 802 787 766 770 765 767 783 783 802

 
4.6.3 Table 15 shows the projected capital costs based on our own Formal 

Facilities Review and the Facilities Condition Index, which is a relative 
measure of the capital work required for a school based on the ReCAPP 
data base, for schools in the West Perth area. 

 
Table 15 – Projected Capital Costs, West Perth Area 

School 

2008 Formal Facilities 
Review Capital Needs 

Projections 
(updated) 

Facilities Condition 
Index - FCI 

(Base on ReCAPP as of the 
current year) 

Upper Thames ES $610,600 2.16% 

 
4.6.4 Table 16 shows the enrolments, school rated capacities, loadings, available 

pupil places and classrooms based on the organizational charts for the 
20010 – 2011 school year. 

 
Table 16 – Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loadings & Room Data, West Perth 
Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average 
Daily 

Enrolments 
2010-11 

Available 
Pupil 

Places 

% 
Loading 

No. of 
Rooms in 

School 
(OTG) 

Available 
Rooms 

Upper Thames ES 737  719  18 97.6% 32 1 
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4.6.5 This is an example of our comment that the use of classroom space does not 
necessarily align directly with OTG 'theory' since Upper Thames E.S. has 
specialized spaces and is using a portable. 

 
4.6.6 Upper Thames E.S. and Mitchell P.S. were consolidated at the Upper 

Thames E.S. site as a result of an accommodation review during the 2007-
2008 school year. The school opened with its new configuration in 
September 2010. 

 
4.6.7 While enrolments based on students appear to be stable over the next ten 

(10) years, implementation of full day kindergarten will require some 
additional capacity at this school. 

 
4.7 North Perth 
 

4.7.1 Table 17 shows the historic enrolment trends for Wallace P.S., Listowel 
Central P.S., Listowel Eastdale P.S., Elma Township P.S., Grey Central P.S. 
and Mornington Central P.S. Note: Grey Central P.S. historical enrolment 
reflects the consolidation of a portion of K-6 students from Brussels P.S. The 
historical enrolment for Elma Township P.S. reflects the consolidation of a 
portion of grade 7/8 students from Grey Central P.S. 

 
Table 17 – Historical Enrolments, North Perth Area 

School 
Students

03-04 
Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

Elma Township PS 527 528 540 512 531 496 475 -9.93% 
Grey PS 327 328 328 326 333 301 277 -15.36% 
Listowel Central PS 434 432 406 382 370 362 372 -14.19% 
Listowel Eastdale PS 229 222 205 216 226 231 220 -3.93% 
Mornington Central PS 181 156 155 159 162 162 180 -0.28% 
Wallace PS 278 279 260 265 248 247 237 -14.75% 

 
4.7.2 Table 18 shows the enrolment projections for the North Perth area. The 

Official Projected Enrolment (OPE) in the first column is the estimate that the 
board uses for staff and budget projection purposes; it is based on current 
enrolments, receipt of registration forms for JK/SK students and the receipt 
of course selection forms (secondary schools only). 

 
Table 18 – Projected Enrolments, North Perth Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

Elma Township PS 463 430 413 400 390 387 364 345 349 364
Grey PS 255 249 242 241 233 221 226 233 233 236
Listowel Central PS 346 333 340 343 344 355 344 356 363 365
Listowel Eastdale 
PS 231 234 241 252 247 249 258 268 273 280
Mornington Central 
PS 182 170 163 145 134 124 118 108 113 114
Wallace PS 237 227 225 211 212 213 204 202 213 206

Note: Grey Central P.S. and Elma Township P.S. enrolment numbers reflect accommodation 
changes starting 2012/13. 
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4.7.3 Table 19 shows the projected capital costs based on our own Formal 
Facilities Review and the Facilities Condition Index, which is a relative 
measure of the capital work required for a school based on the ReCAPP 
data base, for schools in the North Perth area. 

 
Table 19 – Projected Capital Costs, North Perth Area 

School 

2008 Formal Facilities 
Review Capital Needs 

Projections 
(updated) 

Facilities Condition 
Index - FCI 

(Base on ReCAPP as of the 
current year) 

Elma Township PS $211,800 3.26% 
Grey PS $196,500 14.28% 
Listowel Central PS $509,000 7.25% 
Listowel Eastdale PS $151,500 -0.67% 
Mornington Central PS $162,500 13.20% 
Wallace PS $807,500 7.91% 

 
4.7.4 Table 20 shows the available pupil places and relative loadings in this cluster 

of schools. The available rooms are based on the organization charts of 
each school for the 2010-2011 school year. 

 

Table 20 – Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loading & Room Data, North Perth Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average 
Daily 

Enrolments 
2010-11 

Available 
Pupil 

Places 

% 
Loading 

No. of 
Rooms in 

School 

Available 
Rooms 

Elma Township PS 463  408  56 88.0% 20 2 
Grey PS 250  152  98 60.8% 11 4 
Listowel Central PS 411  318  94 77.3% 18 4 
Listowel Eastdale PS 250  199  51 79.6% 11 2 
Mornington Central PS 150  165  -15 110.0% 7 -1 
Wallace PS 331  214  118 64.5% 14 5 

 
4.7.5 An Accommodation Review conducted in this area during the 2009-2010 

school year, resulted in a decision to close Brussels P.S. and have its JK-6 
students attend Grey Central P.S. Grade 7 and 8 students from Brussels 
P.S. and Grey Central P.S. would be accommodated at either F.E. Madill 
S.S. or Elma Township P.S. based on their secondary attendance area. 
Further, a decision was made to seek capital funding to replace both 
Listowel Central P.S. and Wallace P.S. with a new JK-8 school. 
Confirmation of funding for the possible new school has not yet been 
received and the site for the new school is still under consideration. 

 
4.7.6 With the influx of students from Brussels P.S. and the implementation of full 

day kindergarten, Grey Central P.S. will approach capacity.   
 
4.7.7 Elma Township P.S. is projected to remain above 75% capacity over the 

next ten (10) years. 
 
4.7.8 The two schools in Listowel are projected to have increasing enrolments 

over the next ten (10) years and Wallace P.S. is projected to have its 
enrolment stabilize at approximately 60% capacity. 
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4.7.9 The enrolment at Mornington Central P.S. is expected to decline below its 
capacity over the next ten (10) years. This school serves a unique 
population of students whose families would likely choose to not send their 
children to a publicly funded school should Mornington Central P.S. close.  

 
4.7.10 If funding for the new school in North Perth is not approved, a new review of 

enrolments and accommodations for students in this area will be necessary 
within the next five (5) years. 

 
4.8 Central Huron Area 
 

4.8.1 Table 21 shows the historic enrolment trends for Clinton P.S., Hullett Central 
P.S., Huron Centennial P.S., and Seaforth P.S. Note: While we have no 
definitive direction, yet, from Blyth P.S. parents concerning the preferred 
receiving school for their students, we have assumed a 50/50 split between 
Hullett Central P.S. and the new Wingham configuration. 

 
Table 21 – Historical Enrolments, Central Huron Area 

School 
Students

03-04 
Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

Clinton PS 278 295 283 254 257 254 236 -14.95% 
Hullett Central PS 286 271 282 269 259 249 231 -19.23% 
Huron Centennial PS 460 468 450 447 447 423 400 -12.95% 
Seaforth PS 400 408 391 372 355 352 327 -18.25% 

 
4.8.2 Table 22 shows the projected enrolments for Clinton P.S., Hullett Central 

P.S., Huron Centennial P.S., and Seaforth P.S. The Official Projected 
Enrolment (OPE) in the first column is the estimate that the board uses for 
staff and budget projection purposes; it is based on current enrolments, 
receipt of registration forms for JK/SK students and the receipt of course 
selection forms (secondary schools only). 

 
Table 22 – Projected Enrolments, Central Huron Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

Clinton PS 230 230 233 231 227 240 245 247 252 255
Hullett Central 
PS 236 236 226 227 220 217 215 215 207 202
Huron 
Centennial PS 378 360 336 327 322 320 313 312 317 314
Seaforth PS 318 317 292 284 280 278 286 291 290 291

Note:  Hullett Central P.S. numbers reflect accommodation changes starting in 2012/2013. 

 
4.8.3 Table 23 shows the projected capital costs based on our own Formal 

Facilities Review and the Facilities Condition Index, which is a relative 
measure of the capital work required for a school based on the ReCAPP 
data base, for schools in the Central Huron area. 
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 Table 23 – Projected Capital Costs, Central Huron Area 

School 

2008 Formal Facilities 
Review Capital Needs 

Projections 
(updated) 

Facilities Condition 
Index - FCI 

(Base on ReCAPP as of the 
current year) 

Clinton PS $614,500 5.17% 
Hullett Central PS $556,500 14.73% 
Huron Centennial PS $1,004,000 15.60% 
Seaforth PS $374,750 24.42% 

 
4.8.4 Table 24 shows the enrolments, school rated capacities, loadings, available 

pupil places and classrooms based on the organizational charts for the 2010 
– 2011 school year. 

 
Table 24 – Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loadings & Room Data, Central Huron 
Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average Daily 
Enrolments 

2010-11 

Available 
Pupil Places 

% Loading 
No. of 

Rooms in 
School 

Available 
Rooms 

Clinton PS 359  205 154 57.1% 16 7 
Hullett Central PS 227  142 86 62.3% 10 4 
Huron Centennial PS 420  346 75 82.3% 18 3 
Seaforth PS 385  289 97 74.9% 17 4 

 
4.8.5 Blyth P.S. and Hullett Central P.S. were involved in an accommodation 

review during the 2008-2009 school year. The result of that review will see 
Blyth P.S. students attending Hullett Central P.S. or the new school 
configuration in Wingham beginning in September 2012. 

 
4.8.6 The enrolment at Clinton P.S. is projected to increase somewhat over the 

next ten (10) years. This is also the site of a proposed school/community hub 
involving a partnership with the County of Huron’s Early Years program. 

 
4.8.7 The enrolments at both Seaforth P.S. and Huron Centennial P.S. are 

projected to drop over the next ten (10) years but both schools will maintain 
a 75% capacity. 

 
4.9 North West Huron Area 
 

4.9.1 Table 25 shows the historic enrolment trends for Brookside P.S., Colborne 
Central P.S., Goderich District CI - Elementary, Goderich P.S. and 
Holmesville P.S. 

 
Table 25 – Historical Enrolments, North West Huron Area 

School 
Students

03-04 
Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

Brookside PS 251 227 224 216 214 221 215 -14.34% 
Colborne Central PS 206 213 191 194 181 183 179 -13.11% 
GDCI - Elementary 119 118 117 121 95 112 131 10.08% 
Goderich PS 493 474 461 436 423 385 375 -23.94% 
Holmesville PS 187 170 165 159 161 143 133 -28.88% 
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4.9.2 Table 26 shows the projected enrolments for Brookside P.S., Colborne 
Central P.S., Goderish District CI-Elementary, Goderich P.S. and 
Holmesville P.S. The Official Projected Enrolment (OPE) in the first column 
is the estimate that the board uses for staff and budget projection purposes; 
it is based on current enrolments, receipt of registration forms for JK/SK 
students and the receipt of course selection forms (secondary schools only). 

 
Table 26 – Projected Enrolments, North West Huron Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

Brookside PS 204 204 200 205 204 203 201 192 187 188
Colborne 
Central PS 181 172 176 173 166 156 150 153 159 155
GDCI - 
Elementary 117 109 111 97 91 89 82 92 98 100
Goderich PS 376 372 364 374 368 378 378 380 377 383
Holmesville PS 129 121 117 114 113 109 109 110 113 117

 
4.9.3 Table 27 shows the projected capital costs based on our own Formal 

Facilities Review and the Facilities Condition Index, which is a relative 
measure of the capital work required for a school based on the ReCAPP 
data base, for schools in the Central Huron area. 

 
Table 27 – Projected Capital Costs, North West Huron Area 

School 

2008 Formal Facilities 
Review Capital Needs 

Projections 
(updated) 

Facilities Condition 
Index - FCI 

(Base on ReCAPP as of the 
current year) 

Brookside PS $956,795 15.46% 
Colborne Central PS $342,500 18.56% 
GDCI - Elementary $153,446 13.30% 
Goderich PS $0 4.16% 
Holmesville PS $308,500 21.57% 

 
4.9.4 Table 28 shows the enrolments, school rated capacities, loadings, available 

pupil places and classrooms based on the organizational charts for the 2010 
– 2011 school year. 

 
Table 28 - Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loadings & Room Data, North West 
Huron Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average Daily 
Enrolments 

2010-11 

Available 
Pupil Places 

% Loading 
No. of 

Rooms in 
School 

Available 
Rooms 

Brookside PS 296  186  110 62.8% 13 5 
Colborne Central PS 204  166  39 81.1% 9 2 
GDCI - Elementary 138  117  21 84.8% 6 1 
Goderich PS 484  331  154 68.3% 21 7 
Holmesville PS 262  119  143 45.4% 11 6 

 
4.9.5 Some decline in enrolment is expected at each of the schools in this 

planning area except for Goderich P.S., which is projected to have a small 
increase over the next ten (10) years. 
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4.9.6 Low enrolments at Holmesville P.S. continue to be a concern with respect to 
the sustainability of a quality education. Triple grade classes are a real 
possibility when the total enrolment is below one hundred and twenty 120 
students. 

 
4.9.7 Recent facility concerns at Colborne Central P.S. will be investigated 

thoroughly over the next three (3) months to determine the long term viability 
of this facility. While the building is certainly safe for staff and students, there 
are questions about the potential capital costs which might need to be 
incurred to keep the building up to standard.  

 
4.9.8 Brookside P.S. is located at the north west boundary of this board. This 

school serves students from the neighbouring Bluewater District School 
Board. 

 
4.9.9 The schools in this planning area should undergo a more in-depth review at 

some point in the next five (5) years. 
 

4.10 South Huron Area  
 

4.10.1 Table 29 shows the historic enrolment trends for Exeter P.S., Hensall P.S., 
Stephen Central P.S. Note: The Exeter P.S. historical enrolment reflects the 
consolidation of K-6 from Usborne and a portion of students from Exeter P.S. 
to Stephen Central P.S. The Hensall P.S. historical enrolment reflects the 
consolidation of a portion of K-6 from Zurich P.S. Stephen historical 
enrolment reflects the consolidation of a portion of K-6 from Zurich P.S. as 
well as the Exeter P.S. students previously mentioned. SHDHS - Elementary 
historical enrolment reflects the consolidation of grades 7/8 from Exeter P.S., 
Hensall P.S., Stephen Central P.S., Usborne Central P.S. and Zurich P.S. 

 
Table 29 – Historical Enrolments, South Huron Area 

School 
Students 
2003-04 

Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

Exeter PS 471 441 415 364 314 308 311 -33.98% 
Hensall PS 257 236 236 217 217 206 200 -22.33% 
Stephen Central PS 282 268 270 249 229 198 178 -36.87% 
SHDHS - Elementary 281 286 257 236 272 262 213 -24.20% 

 
4.10.2 Table 30 shows the projected enrolments for Exeter P.S., Hensall P.S. and 

Stephen Central P.S. and SHDHS - Elementary. The Official Projected 
Enrolment (OPE) in the first column is the estimate that the board uses for 
staff and budget projection purposes; it is based on current enrolments, 
receipt of registration forms for JK/SK students and the receipt of course 
selection forms (secondary schools only). 
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Table 30 – Projected Enrolments, South Huron Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

Exeter PS 294 290 294 300 302 308 298 296 300 303
Hensall PS 176 167 171 173 176 175 175 174 177 177
SHDHS 
Elementary 215 205 166 141 139 143 159 161 154 148
Stephen 
Central PS 174 173 177 173 176 173 176 179 177 181

Note: All school enrolment numbers reflect accommodation changes starting 2012/11. 

 
4.10.3 Table 31 shows the projected capital costs based on our own Formal 

Facilities Review and the Facilities Condition Index, which is a relative 
measure of the capital work required for a school based on the ReCAPP 
data base, for schools in the South Huron area.  The data for Zurich P.S. and 
Usborne Central P.S. have not been included because these schools will be 
closing.  We are still working with the Ministry to develop the data for the 
SHDHS-Elementary site.  

 

 Table 31 – Projected Capital Costs, South Huron Area 

School 

2008 Formal Facilities 
Review Capital Needs 

Projections 
(updated) 

Facilities Condition 
Index - FCI 

(Base on ReCAPP as of the 
current year) 

Exeter PS $420,500 6.31% 
Hensall PS $157,500 16.86% 
Stephen Central PS $138,500 7.15% 

 
 

4.10.4 Table 32 shows the enrolments, school rated capacities, loadings, available 
pupil places and classrooms for those five (5) schools based on the 
organizational charts for the 2010 – 2011 school year. The data for Zurich 
P.S. and Usborne Central P.S. have not been included because these 
schools will be closing.  We are still working with the Ministry to develop the 
data for the SHDHS-Elementary site.  

 
 

Table 32 – Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loading & Room Data, South Huron 
Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average Daily 
Enrolments 

2010-11 

Available 
Pupil Places 

% Loading 
No. of 

Rooms in 
School 

Available 
Rooms 

Exeter PS 432  288  145 66.6% 19 6 
Hensall PS 262  127  135 48.5% 11 6 
Stephen Central PS 227  149  78 65.6% 10 3 

 
4.10.5 An accommodation review including all of the schools in this area was 

completed during the 2009-2010 school year. As a result of that review, 
Usborne Central P.S. and Zurich P.S. will close as of July 2012 and the 
Grade 7 and 8 students from all of the schools will be accommodated at the 
South Huron District H.S. building. Exeter P.S., Stephen Central P.S. and 
Hensall P.S. will remain open as JK-6 schools to accommodate the students 
from the five (5) schools that were reviewed. 
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4.11 North East Huron Area 
 

4.11.1 Table 33 shows the historic enrolment trends for Howick Central P.S., 
FEMSS- Elementary and the new North Huron school. Note:  FEMSS-
Elementary historical enrolment reflects the consolidation of grades 7/8 from 
Wingham P.S., Turnberry Central P.S., East Wawanosh P.S., and portions of 
Blyth P.S., Grey Central P.S. and Brussels P.S. The new North Huron school 
enrolment reflects consolidation of K-6 from Wingham P.S., Turnberry 
Central, P.S., and portions of Blyth P.S. and Brussels P.S. 

 
Table 33 – Historical Enrolments, North East Huron Area 

School 
Students0

3-04 
Students 
2004-05 

Students 
2005-06 

Students 
2006-07 

Students 
2007-08 

Students 
2008-09 

Students 
2009-10 

Change 
2003-2009 

FEMSS - Elementary 229 209 201 192 188 219 205 -10.33% 
Howick Central PS 407 388 357 347 318 302 293 -28.01% 
New North Huron 
School 597 579 555 560 536 502 516 

-13.53% 

 
4.11.2 Table 34 shows the projected enrolments for Howick Central P.S. and the 

consolidated enrolments for the new North Huron school and FEMSS-
Elementary. The Official Projected Enrolment (OPE) in the first column is the 
estimate that the board uses for staff and budget projection purposes; it is 
based on current enrolments, receipt of registration forms for JK/SK students 
and the receipt of course selection forms (secondary schools only). 

 
Table 34 – Projected Enrolments, North East Huron Area 

School 
Students 
2010-11 

Students 
2011-12 

Students 
2012-13 

Students 
2013-14 

Students 
2014-15 

Students 
2015-16 

Students 
2016-17 

Students 
2017-18 

Students 
2018-19 

Students 
2019-20 

FEMSS - 
Elementary 181 181 175 169 167 169 162 171 179 165
Howick 
Central PS 293 294 301 302 307 308 309 306 314 310
New North 
Huron PS 511 498 502 503 501 499 502 490 487 493

Note:  With exception of Howick Central P.S., all school enrolment numbers reflect accommodation 
changes starting 2012/13. 

 
4.11.3 Table 35 shows the projected capital costs based on our own Formal 

Facilities Review and the Facilities Condition Index, which is a relative 
measure of the capital work required for a school based on the ReCAPP 
data base, for schools in the North East Huron area. The data for the schools 
that will be consolidated in September 2013 have not been included. We are 
still working with the Ministry to develop the data for the FEMSS - 
Elementary site and the new North Huron school. 

 

 Table 35 – Projected Capital Costs, North East Huron Area 

School 

2008 Formal Facilities 
Review Capital Needs 

Projections 
(updated) 

Facilities Condition 
Index - FCI 

(Base on ReCAPP as of the 
current year) 

Howick Central PS $731,500 16.12% 
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4.11.4 Table 36 shows the enrolments, school rated capacities, loadings, available 
pupil places and classrooms for those five (5) schools based on the 
organizational charts for the 2010 – 2011 school year. The data for the 
schools that will be consolidated in September 2013 have not been included. 
We are still working with the Ministry to develop the data for the FEMSS - 
Elementary site and the new North Huron school. 

 
Table 36 – Enrolment, School Rated Capacity and Loading & Room Data, North East Huron 
Area 

School 

School 
Rated 

Capacity 
(OTG) 

Average Daily 
Enrolments 

2010-11 

Available 
Pupil Places 

% Loading 
No. of 

Rooms in 
School 

Available 
Rooms 

Howick Central PS 411  257  154 62.5% 18 7 

 
4.11.5 All of the schools in this planning area except Howick Central P.S. were 

involved in an accommodation review during the 2008-2009 school year. 
 
4.11.6 The reviewed schools will be closing effective September 2012, a newly 

configured K-6 school will be established and the Grade 7 and 8 students will 
be accommodated at F.E. Madill S.S. 

 
5.0 Other Schools 
 

5.1 What happens in one area during an accommodation review, may have an impact 
on neighbouring schools. For example, with the Stratford cluster of schools, which 
are recommended for further review below, other schools such as Central Perth E.S. 
may be impacted by decisions made in the Accommodation Review. As such, 
Accommodation Review Committees (ARCs) established by the board, now or in the 
future, should be sensitive to this fact and may want to seek input from other school 
communities as part of their deliberations. 

 
5.2 The board should consider, in making the decisions recommended below, its 

financial capacity to deal with a number of reviews in any one year and sets of 
recommendations at one time. As there is a general commitment that a review will 
not be conducted in an area more than once every five (5) years, it would be 
unfortunate to put any community through a process that in the end left it without a 
decision. However, it is also possible for the board to conduct a review and make a 
decision that is implemented sometime in the future. 

 
5.3 As we go forward with our annual review process, we will continue to look at schools 

which have low and declining enrolments, schools that present extreme costs for 
renovation and operation and schools that demonstrate challenges, due to their 
small size, for the delivery of quality program. 
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6.0 Recommendations   
 

It is recommended that 
 

The Avon Maitland District School Board begin an accommodation review process and 
establish an Accommodation Review Committee for the schools in the city of Stratford 
including Bedford P.S., Romeo P.S., Shakespeare P.S. and Hamlet P.S. 

 
7.0 ARC Meetings 
 

Should the Board accept the recommendations above, the community involved will be 
advised no later than June 10, 2011 of the Board passing this recommendation.  
 
 
 
 
 

 Janet Baird-Jackson  Mike Ash    Ted Doherty 
Superintendent of Business and Superintendent of Education  Director of Education  
Treasurer School Operations  Secretary of the Board 
 



AVON MAITLAND DISTRICT MAP

Huron County

Perth County

suehicks
Typewritten Text
APPENDIX A

suehicks
Typewritten Text

suehicks
Typewritten Text

suehicks
Typewritten Text



Avon Maitland District School Board APPENDIX B

Enrolment Projections ‐ Elementary Panel
Total Projected Enrolment By School RA01: Stratford, Parts of Perth East and Perth South

On‐The‐ Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Anne Hathaway 432.0 419 396 364 349 333 326 307 298 297 288 291 294 296 297 297 298 299 300

Avon 325.0 244 222 228 218 227 232 226 238 240 249 247 251 258 263 267 270 274 278

Bedford 440.0 344 366 411 419 437 454 442 436 431 436 440 447 460 467 474 480 487 493

Downie Central 259.0 262 259 262 283 273 268 268 266 264 265 255 248 244 248 248 248 248 248

Hamlet 268.0 219 218 207 211 202 206 204 196 198 201 206 204 205 205 206 206 207 207

Juliet ‐ 
King Lear ‐ 
North Easthope 285.0 150 146 131 127 132 128 130 126 125 128 132 136 136 127 127 127 127 127

Romeo 224.0 147 126 123 130 133 136 138 142 153 162 168 166 170 172 174 176 177 179

Shakespeare 270.0 178 188 194 184 176 170 164 157 158 152 154 154 154 155 155 156 156 156

Sprucedale 204.0 209 211 203 204 192 180 169 168 156 154 152 145 148 148 148 149 149 149

Stratford Central  253.0 285 295 282 275 269 248 248 262 232 222 216 203 211 210 210 210 211 213

Stratford Northwestern 202.0 255 234 200 211 210 198 243 243 236 240 245 267 253 241 243 246 249 252

Central Perth 351.0 263 268 253 243 230 217 206 203 198 191 185 180 184 184 184 184 185 185

3,513.0 2,973 2,926 2,856 2,854 2,815 2,762 2,745 2,734 2,690 2,687 2,690 2,696 2,719 2,717 2,733 2,751 2,769 2,786

0 0 0 17 55 94 111 165 198 249 290 328 350 370 389 408 428

3,513.0 2,973 2,926 2,856 2,854 2,798 2,707 2,651 2,623 2,525 2,488 2,441 2,406 2,391 2,367 2,363 2,362 2,360 2,358

Total Projected Enrolment By School RA02: St. Mary's, Part of Perth South

On‐The‐ Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Arthur Meighen 378.0 260 250 260

South Perth 319.0 227 215 196 175 164 152 146 143 146 143 138 141 143 147 150 152 155 158

St. Marys Central 305.0 225 213 221

Little Falls PS ‐  408 415 422 430 443 449 461 456 463 470 483 497 511 526 538

St. Mary's DCVI ‐  88 114 122 115 110 113 113 126 134 121 118 119 120 122 125

1,002.0 712 679 676 671 692 696 691 696 708 717 721 738 734 748 766 784 803 822

0 0 0 10 20 30 43 52 61 70 79 82 92 101 110 120 129

1,002.0 712 679 676 671 682 676 660 652 656 656 651 659 652 656 665 673 683 693

Total Projected Enrolment By School RA03: Perth West

On‐The‐ Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Mitchell 348.0 236 238 255

Upper Thames 688.0 467 462 444 719 723 714 693 697 691 692 705 701 719 720 729 741 755 767

1,036.0 703 700 699 719 723 714 693 697 691 692 705 701 719 720 729 741 755 767

0 0 0 2 8 13 17 27 32 41 49 58 64 65 70 75 80

1,036.0 703 700 699 719 721 707 680 680 664 660 664 652 661 656 663 671 680 687

Total Projected Enrolment By School RA04: Part Perth East

On‐The‐ Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Milverton 351.0 244 238 226 258 271 274 290 293 288 294 304 293 289 291 293 296 299 301

Mornington Central 124.0 144 141 154 163 161 152 135 124 113 107 97 101 103 104 105 106 107 108

475.0 388 379 380 421 431 426 425 417 401 401 401 394 391 395 398 402 406 409

0 0 0 2 5 7 9 13 17 21 26 28 29 29 30 31 32

475.0 388 379 380 421 429 421 418 408 388 385 379 368 363 366 369 371 374 377

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)
Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)
Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)
Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)
Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community



Total Projected Enrolment By School RA05: Perth North

On‐The‐ Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Elma 463.0 463 440 422 404 381 363 351 336 323 309 304 300 307 308 311 314 317 319

Listowel Central 411.0 338 335 331 319 307 314 318 318 328 316 327 333 334 330 333 338 343 348

Listowel Eastdale 250.0 195 204 196 198 203 212 223 217 218 226 236 240 246 250 255 259 262 265

Wallace 331.0 226 225 216 215 207 208 195 195 195 187 184 194 187 181 183 185 187 188

Grey Central 250.0 191 183 184 152 138 139 137 136 138 134 127 134 141 141 142 144 145 146

1,705.0 1,412 1,386 1,348 1,287 1,237 1,237 1,223 1,201 1,203 1,172 1,177 1,201 1,214 1,210 1,223 1,238 1,254 1,267

0 0 0 9 30 50 62 71 90 117 140 154 161 168 176 183 190

1,705.0 1,412 1,386 1,348 1,287 1,227 1,207 1,173 1,139 1,131 1,082 1,060 1,061 1,060 1,049 1,055 1,063 1,071 1,077

Total Projected Enrolment By School RA06: South Huron, Part Bluewater

On‐The‐ Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Exeter 432.0 324 305 284 287 289 284 277 281 283 286 289 281 282 283 286 288 291 295

Hensall 220.0 154 151 145 129 129 122 111 111 112 114 115 118 116 116 117 118 119 121

Stephen Central 247.0 194 172 151 148 138 139 142 145 143 143 140 142 144 141 143 144 145 147

Usborne Central 227.0 126 119 112 97 92 84 83 81 83 85 87 90 88 89 90 91 92 93

Zurich 135.0 154 148 130 117 106 97 90 92 95 97 95 94 95 101 102 102 104 105

1,261.0 952 894 820 778 754 726 704 711 716 725 727 724 724 730 738 743 751 761

0 0 0 5 10 12 15 18 21 24 27 29 31 34 36 38 41

1,261.0 952 894 820 778 749 716 691 696 698 704 703 697 696 698 704 707 713 720

Total Projected Enrolment By School RA07: East Huron, Part Bluewater

On‐The‐ Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Huron Centennial 420.0 414 392 374 345 330 307 299 294 292 285 283 287 283 282 284 287 291 295

Seaforth 371.0 330 326 302 288 287 263 256 253 251 259 263 261 261 261 262 264 268 271

791.0 743 718 676 633 617 570 555 547 543 543 546 548 545 543 546 551 558 566

0 0 0 6 13 16 22 28 34 40 45 47 49 51 54 56 59

791.0 743 718 676 633 611 558 539 525 515 510 506 503 498 494 494 497 502 507

Total Projected Enrolment By School RA08: A‐C‐W, Morris‐Turnberry, Howick, Goderich, Central and North Huron

On‐The‐ Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15
Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Blyth 204.0 175 172 151 144 144 137 132 128 120 118 116 109 105 107 108 110 111 113

Brookside 296.0 193 198 192 185 187 182 187 187 186 183 174 169 169 171 173 175 177 179

Brussels 204.0 196 195 199 183 179 178 175 166 164 162 157 158 160 158 160 162 164 166

Clinton 359.0 232 230 216 230 230 233 230 226 240 244 246 252 254 255 258 261 264 267

Colborne Central 204.0 166 171 164 165 159 162 159 152 142 136 139 144 140 144 147 151 154 157

East Wawanosh 227.0 154 153 140 131 126 120 115 117 116 113 114 114 118 120 122 125 127 130

Holmesville 262.0 149 134 125 119 109 106 103 102 98 97 99 101 106 106 107 109 110 112

Howick Central 411.0 289 277 268 293 294 300 302 307 307 309 306 313 310 307 310 314 317 320

Hullett Central 227.0 152 143 138 141 145 138 141 136 137 136 136 132 129 132 134 135 137 138

Robertson 351.0 232 237

Turnberry Central 204.0 125 107 124 114 122 121 116 114 115 115 110 113 101 102 103 105 106 108

Victoria 492.0 246 226

Wingham 339.0 221 235 239 232 236 244 253 259 259 261 265 269 273 270 273 276 279 283

Goderich 484.0 338 328 325 320 330 323 334 334 335 331 337 343 349 355 362 369

GDCI ‐ Elementary 138.0 124 120 109 111 97 91 89 82 92 98 100 95 96 97 98 99

4,402.0 2,528 2,473 2,415 2,385 2,364 2,351 2,341 2,307 2,308 2,289 2,290 2,304 2,300 2,309 2,339 2,375 2,407 2,441

0 0 0 19 39 49 50 51 52 54 61 82 102 123 144 165 186

4,402.0 2,528 2,473 2,415 2,385 2,345 2,313 2,292 2,257 2,257 2,237 2,236 2,243 2,218 2,207 2,215 2,231 2,242 2,255

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)
Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)
Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth
Pupils From Existing Community

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)
Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)



APPENDIX C-1

Elementary

Ammendolia 

Projection 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Official 

Projected 

Enrolment 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Unofficial 

2010-11 

(ADE)

Student 

Rated 

Capacity 

2010-11 

(OTG)

% 

Loading 

2010-11

No. of 

Empty 

Places 

2010-11

Anne Hathaway PS 333 332 349 495 70.5% 146

Avon PS (King Lear Sr PS) 227 220 218 362 60.1% 145

Bedford PS 437 440 419 434 96.5% 15

Blyth PS 144 148 144 204 70.6% 60

Brookside PS 187 182 186 296 62.8% 110

Brussels PS 179 174 183 204 89.5% 22

Central Perth E S 230 228 243 365 66.4% 123

Clinton PS 230 201 205 359 57.1% 154

Colborne Central S 159 150 166 204 81.1% 39

Downie Central PS 273 245 258 262 98.3% 5

East Wawanosh PS 126 126 132 227 57.9% 96

Elma Township 381 386 408 463 88.0% 56

Exeter PS 289 284 288 432 66.6% 145

Goderich District CI Elementary 109 106 117 138 84.8% 21

Goderich Public School 325 330 331 484 68.3% 154

Grey Central PS 138 139 152 250 60.8% 98

Hamlet PS 202 199 211 273 77.3% 62

Hensall PS 129 128 127 262 48.5% 135

Holmesville PS 109 104 119 262 45.4% 143

Howick Central S 294 268 257 411 62.5% 154

Hullett Central PS 145 146 142 227 62.3% 86

Huron Centennial S 330 330 346 420 82.3% 75

Listowel Central PS 307 317 318 411 77.3% 94

Listowel Eastdale PS 203 200 199 250 79.6% 51

Little Falls PS 415 408 407 445 91.4% 38

Milverton PS 271 239 236 374 63.1% 138

Mornington Central PS 161 149 165 150 110.0% -15

North Easthope PS 132 139 128 285 44.7% 158

Romeo PS 133 120 111 227 48.9% 116

Seaforth PS 287 287 289 385 74.9% 97

Shakespeare PS 176 175 185 273 67.6% 89

South Perth Centennial PS 164 160 176 331 53.2% 155

Sprucedale PS 192 195 206 227 90.5% 22

St. Marys DC & VI Elementary 114 114 88 92 95.7% 4

Stephen Central PS 138 136 149 227 65.6% 78

Stratford Central Public School 269 279 275 299 92.0% 24

Stratford Northwestern Public School 210 201 211 299 70.6% 88

Turnberry Central PS 122 124 115 204 56.4% 89

Upper Thames E S 723 728 719 737 97.5% 19

Usborne Central S 92 93 97 227 42.7% 130

Wallace PS 207 209 214 331 64.5% 118

Wingham PS 236 230 232 339 68.3% 108

Zurich PS 106 102 117 147 79.3% 31

Board Summary 9634 9460 9628 13294 72.4% 3666

Secondary

Ammendolia 

Projection 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Official 

Projected 

Enrolment 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Unofficial 

2010-11 

(ADE)

Student 

Rated 

Capacity 

2010-11 

(OTG)

% 

Loading 

2010-111

No. of 

Empty 

Places 

2010-11

Central Huron SS 580 583 612 921 66.4% 309

F E Madill SS 822 792 861 1188 72.5% 327

Goderich District CI 540 522 547 684 80.0% 137

Listowel DSS 948 979 982 1116 88.0% 134

Mitchell DHS 394 395 422 642 65.8% 220

South Huron DHS 675 657 705 1038 67.9% 333

St Marys DC & VI 507 509 546 693 78.7% 147

Stratford Central SS 776 785 743 819 90.8% 76

Stratford Northwestern SS 957 903 954 1155 82.6% 201

Board Summary 6198 6126 6372 8256 77.2% 1884

2010-11 Average Daily Enrolments, School Capacities & Loadings

Schools Sorted Alphabetically



APPENDIX C-2

Elementary

Ammendolia 

Projection 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Official 

Projected 

Enrolment 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Unofficial 

2010-11 

(ADE)

Student 

Rated 

Capacity 

2010-11 

(OTG)

% Loading 

2010-11

No. of 

Empty 

Places 

2010-11

St. Marys DC & VI Elementary 114 114 88 92 95.7% 4

Usborne Central S 92 93 97 227 42.7% 130

Romeo PS 133 120 111 227 48.9% 116

Turnberry Central PS 122 124 115 204 56.4% 89

Zurich PS 106 102 117 147 79.3% 31

Goderich District CI Elementary 109 106 117 138 84.8% 21

Holmesville PS 109 104 119 262 45.4% 143

Hensall PS 129 128 127 262 48.5% 135

North Easthope PS 132 139 128 285 44.7% 158

East Wawanosh PS 126 126 132 227 57.9% 96

Hullett Central PS 145 146 142 227 62.3% 86

Blyth PS 144 148 144 204 70.6% 60

Stephen Central PS 138 136 149 227 65.6% 78

Grey Central PS 138 139 152 250 60.8% 98

Mornington Central PS 161 149 165 150 110.0% -15

Colborne Central S 159 150 166 204 81.1% 39

South Perth Centennial PS 164 160 176 331 53.2% 155

Brussels PS 179 174 183 204 89.5% 22

Shakespeare PS 176 175 185 273 67.6% 89

Brookside PS 187 182 186 296 62.8% 110

Listowel Eastdale PS 203 200 199 250 79.6% 51

Clinton PS 230 201 205 359 57.1% 154

Sprucedale PS 192 195 206 227 90.5% 22

Hamlet PS 202 199 211 273 77.3% 62

Stratford Northwestern Public School 210 201 211 299 70.6% 88

Wallace PS 207 209 214 331 64.5% 118

Avon PS (King Lear Sr PS) 227 220 218 362 60.1% 145

Wingham PS 236 230 232 339 68.3% 108

Milverton PS 271 239 236 374 63.1% 138

Central Perth E S 230 228 243 365 66.4% 123

Howick Central S 294 268 257 411 62.5% 154

Downie Central PS 273 245 258 262 98.3% 5

Stratford Central Public School 269 279 275 299 92.0% 24

Exeter PS 289 284 288 432 66.6% 145

Seaforth PS 287 287 289 385 74.9% 97

Listowel Central PS 307 317 318 411 77.3% 94

Goderich Public School 325 330 331 484 68.3% 154

Huron Centennial S 330 330 346 420 82.3% 75

Anne Hathaway PS 333 332 349 495 70.5% 146

Little Falls PS 415 408 407 445 91.4% 38

Elma Township 381 386 408 463 88.0% 56

Bedford PS 437 440 419 434 96.5% 15

Upper Thames E S 723 728 719 737 97.5% 19

Secondary

Ammendolia 

Projection 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Official 

Projected 

Enrolment 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Unofficial 

2010-11 

(ADE)

Student 

Rated 

Capacity 

2010-11 

(OTG)

% Loading 

2010-111

No. of 

Empty 

Places 

2010-11

Mitchell DHS 394 395 422 642 65.8% 220

St Marys DC & VI 507 509 546 693 78.7% 147

Goderich District CI 540 522 547 684 80.0% 137

Central Huron SS 580 583 612 921 66.4% 309

South Huron DHS 675 657 705 1038 67.9% 333

Stratford Central SS 776 785 743 819 90.8% 76

F E Madill SS 822 792 861 1188 72.5% 327

Stratford Northwestern SS 957 903 954 1155 82.6% 201

Listowel DSS 948 979 982 1116 88.0% 134

2010-11 Average Daily Enrolments, School Capacities & Loadings

Schools Sorted 2010-11 ADE



APPENDIX C-3

Elementary

Ammendolia 

Projection 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Official 

Projected 

Enrolment 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Unofficial 

2010-11 

(ADE)

Student 

Rated 

Capacity 

2010-11 

(OTG)

% Loading 

2010-11

No. of 

Empty 

Places 2010-

11

Usborne Central S 92 93 97 227 42.7% 130

North Easthope PS 132 139 128 285 44.7% 158

Holmesville PS 109 104 119 262 45.4% 143

Hensall PS 129 128 127 262 48.5% 135

Romeo PS 133 120 111 227 48.9% 116

South Perth Centennial PS 164 160 176 331 53.2% 155

Turnberry Central PS 122 124 115 204 56.4% 89

Clinton PS 230 201 205 359 57.1% 154

East Wawanosh PS 126 126 132 227 57.9% 96

Avon PS (King Lear Sr PS) 227 220 218 362 60.1% 145

Grey Central PS 138 139 152 250 60.8% 98

Hullett Central PS 145 146 142 227 62.3% 86

Howick Central S 294 268 257 411 62.5% 154

Brookside PS 187 182 186 296 62.8% 110

Milverton PS 271 239 236 374 63.1% 138

Wallace PS 207 209 214 331 64.5% 118

Stephen Central PS 138 136 149 227 65.6% 78

Central Perth E S 230 228 243 365 66.4% 123

Exeter PS 289 284 288 432 66.6% 145

Shakespeare PS 176 175 185 273 67.6% 89

Goderich Public School 325 330 331 484 68.3% 154

Wingham PS 236 230 232 339 68.3% 108

Anne Hathaway PS 333 332 349 495 70.5% 146

Stratford Northwestern Public School 210 201 211 299 70.6% 88

Blyth PS 144 148 144 204 70.6% 60

Seaforth PS 287 287 289 385 74.9% 97

Listowel Central PS 307 317 318 411 77.3% 94

Hamlet PS 202 199 211 273 77.3% 62

Zurich PS 106 102 117 147 79.3% 31

Listowel Eastdale PS 203 200 199 250 79.6% 51

Colborne Central S 159 150 166 204 81.1% 39

Huron Centennial S 330 330 346 420 82.3% 75

Goderich District CI Elementary 109 106 117 138 84.8% 21

Elma Township 381 386 408 463 88.0% 56

Brussels PS 179 174 183 204 89.5% 22

Sprucedale PS 192 195 206 227 90.5% 22

Little Falls PS 415 408 407 445 91.4% 38

Stratford Central Public School 269 279 275 299 92.0% 24

St. Marys DC & VI Elementary 114 114 88 92 95.7% 4

Bedford PS 437 440 419 434 96.5% 15

Upper Thames E S 723 728 719 737 97.5% 19

Downie Central PS 273 245 258 262 98.3% 5

Mornington Central PS 161 149 165 150 110.0% -15

Secondary

Ammendolia 

Projection 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Official 

Projected 

Enrolment 

2011-12 

(ADE)

Unofficial 

2010-11 

(ADE)

Student 

Rated 

Capacity 

2010-11 

(OTG)

% Loading 

2010-111

No. of 

Empty 

Places 2010-

11

Mitchell DHS 394 395 422 642 65.8% 220

Central Huron SS 580 583 612 921 66.4% 309

South Huron DHS 675 657 705 1038 67.9% 333

F E Madill SS 822 792 861 1188 72.5% 327

St Marys DC & VI 507 509 546 693 78.7% 147

Goderich District CI 540 522 547 684 80.0% 137

Stratford Northwestern SS 957 903 954 1155 82.6% 201

Listowel DSS 948 979 982 1116 88.0% 134

Stratford Central SS 776 785 743 819 90.8% 76

2010-11 Average Daily Enrolments, School Capacities & Loadings

Schools Sorted in Ascending Order by % Loading



Avon Maitland District School Board APPENDIX D

Enrolment Projections - Secondary Panel

Total Projected Enrolment By School RAS01: South Huron, Part Bluewater

On-The- Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15

Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

South Huron District High School 1,005.0 806 783 767 707 675 645 572 522 486 431 395 414 419 434 431 424 421 421

1,005.0 806 783 767 707 675 645 572 522 486 431 395 414 419 434 431 424 421 421

0 0 0 5 10 12 15 18 21 24 27 28 29 31 32 34 35

1,005.0 806 783 767 707 671 635 560 507 468 410 371 387 391 404 400 392 388 386

Total Projected Enrolment By School RAS02: Stratford, St.Mary's, Perth East, Perth South, Perth West

On-The- Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15

Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Mitchell District High School 642.0 425 419 422 398 394 390 408 403 427 415 382 399 378 381 390 372 385 375

St. Marys District Collegiate and Vocational Institute 693.0 547 565 548 544 507 487 489 467 473 470 463 445 472 480 468 484 467 468

Stratford Central Secondary School 819.0 686 722 729 740 767 785 766 708 711 693 658 668 621 595 598 577 587 586

Stratford Northwestern Secondary School 1,155.0 963 965 941 964 934 911 892 855 917 861 883 905 846 871 839 827 812 797

3,309.0 2,621 2,671 2,640 2,646 2,602 2,572 2,556 2,433 2,529 2,439 2,386 2,417 2,317 2,327 2,295 2,259 2,251 2,227

0 0 0 30 55 80 95 105 119 130 137 156 183 206 234 258 282

3,309.0 2,621 2,671 2,640 2,646 2,572 2,518 2,476 2,338 2,424 2,319 2,256 2,280 2,161 2,144 2,089 2,025 1,993 1,945

Total Projected Enrolment By School RAS03: A-C-W, Morris-Turnberry, Howick, Goderich, Central and North Huron, East Huron, Part Bluewater

On-The- Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15

Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Central Huron Secondary School 921.0 587 616 614 611 580 611 583 555 536 464 445 421 437 445 454 455 447 443

F.E. Madill Secondary School 1,188.0 921 900 875 859 814 807 756 720 710 699 710 704 726 743 717 733 713 694

Goderich District Collegiate Institute 684.0 594 563 554 542 531 546 506 522 472 471 453 419 433 415 437 450 450 449

2,793.0 2,102 2,079 2,043 2,012 1,925 1,964 1,846 1,796 1,718 1,635 1,608 1,544 1,597 1,603 1,608 1,639 1,610 1,586

0 0 0 19 37 47 48 49 51 52 59 75 91 108 124 141 157

2,793.0 2,102 2,079 2,043 2,012 1,906 1,927 1,799 1,749 1,669 1,584 1,556 1,485 1,522 1,512 1,500 1,514 1,470 1,428

Total Projected Enrolment By School RAS04: Perth North

On-The- Historical Historical Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15

Ground 2007/ 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/ 2023/ 2024/

Capacity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Listowel District Secondary School 1,116.0 1,114 1,093 1,069 977 948 920 862 849 779 822 824 788 815 774 744 753 744 721

1,116.0 1,114 1,093 1,069 977 948 920 862 849 779 822 824 788 815 774 744 753 744 721

0 0 0 8 16 23 31 34 39 49 52 59 62 68 77 84 90

1,116.0 1,114 1,093 1,069 977 939 904 838 818 745 783 774 736 756 712 677 676 660 630

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)

Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)

Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)

Pupils From Existing Community

Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth

Pupils From Existing Community

School Name

TOTAL PUPILS (Existing + New)

Pupils Expected From New Housing/Growth
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  

PUPIL ACCOMMODATION REVIEWS 
 

Legal References:  Education Act Section 8 (1) 26 School Closings; Section 171 (1) 7 Power of Boards to Close 

Schools; Sections 194-196 Disposal or Purchase of a School Site; Ontario Regulation 444/98 

Disposition of Surplus Real Property; Ministry Guidelines:  Loading Capacity 

Related References: Ministry of Education Memorandum 2009:B7 - Revised Pupil Accommodation Review 

Guideline  

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1.1 Avon Maitland District School Board is committed to providing a comprehensive 

range of educational opportunities equitably distributed across a broad and diverse 

geographical area through sustainable community schools. Various factors beyond the 

control of the board impact on this commitment. These factors include changing and 

mobile populations, a changing funding environment, new legislation, changing 

educational objectives, community aspirations, the potential for mutually beneficial 

partnerships with other agencies and the physical characteristics of buildings. 

 

1.2 To maintain its commitment to the judicious use of finite resources, Avon Maitland 

District School Board monitors and evaluates all schools on a regular basis and 

studies in detail schools whose viability may be in question. 

 

1.3 Avon Maitland District School Board is aware that changes in any school’s student 

accommodation or other status have an impact beyond the school.  The board 

therefore maintains that the detailed study of any school must have a district-wide 

perspective and include public consultation. 

 

2. Application 

 

2.1 This policy applies to schools offering elementary or secondary regular day-school 

programs. 

 

2.2 This policy does not apply: 

 

2.2.1 Where a replacement school is to be rebuilt by the board on the existing site or 

rebuilt or acquired within the existing school attendance boundary as 

identified through the board’s existing policies or procedures; 

2.2.2 When a lease is terminated; 

2.2.3 When the board is planning the relocation in any school year or over a number 

of school years of a grade or grades, or a program, where the enrolment 

constitutes less than 50% of the enrolment of the school; this calculation is 

based on the enrolment at the time of the relocation or the first phase of a 

relocation carried out over a number of school years; 
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2.2.4 When the board is repairing or renovating a school, and the school community 

must be temporarily relocated to ensure the safety of students during the 

renovations; and 

2.2.5 Where a facility has been serving as a holding school for a school community 

whose permanent school is over-capacity and/or is under construction or 

repair. 

 

2.3 In the circumstances in which this policy does not apply, the board shall consult with 

school communities regarding decisions affecting the accommodation situation of 

students. 

 

3. Process 

 

3.1 The process of student accommodation review, which may or may not result in 

change in student accommodation, shall consist of three stages: 

 

(a) Preliminary Analysis of Accommodation Data  

(b) Review for Possible Substantial Change 

(c) Decision and Implementation 

 

3.2 Student accommodation review may result in such changes as: changes to the grades 

offered in a school; closures; and/or any other practical solutions to overcrowded, 

underutilized or inadequate school facilities. 

 

3.3 In this policy, use of the word “school” shall mean “schools” where more than one 

school is being considered. 

 

3.4 In this policy use of the word “day” shall include all calendar days, instructional days 

and weekends, but exclude the following school holidays:  summer vacation, 

Christmas break and Spring break, including adjacent weekends. 

 

3.5 In this policy the terms “director of education” and “school board administration” 

shall refer to the director of education or designate. 

 

4. Preliminary Analysis and Identification for Review for Possible Substantial Change 

 

4.1 Each school year, the director of education shall conduct a preliminary 

accommodation analysis of all schools under the board’s jurisdiction. 

 

4.2 Upon completion of the analysis, the director shall present a report to the board which 

may include: 

 

(a) The Ministry of Education capacity for each school; 

(b) The level of actual occupancy as a percentage of the Ministry of Education 

capacity;   

(c) The current and projected enrolments in each school; 
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(d) Other information or special circumstances that the director of education may 

deem relevant such as:  

i. The number of border-crossing students in attendance at each school; 

ii. The location of and enrolment in special programs which attract students 

from other parts of the district;  

iii. The status of the physical plants; 

iv. The number and location of the portable or temporary classrooms;  

v. The need for alterations and additions, and 

vi. Preliminary financial information. 

(e) Recommendations to the board regarding which school(s) should be placed in 

“Under Review status” and the circumstances that support this designation. 

(f) Rather than examining individual schools,  wherever possible the board shall 

consider for ‘Under Review Status’ a group of schools in a planning area that are 

close enough to facilitate the development of viable and practical solutions for 

student accommodation.   

(g) If the board of trustees votes to place a school or schools under further review, the 

director of education shall inform the affected school community(ies) of the 

accommodation review and, specifically, the potential for any school closures as a 

result of the review. 

 

5. Establishment of a Local Accommodation Review Committee 

 

5.1 When the board, by motion, identifies a school or schools as being “Under Review”, 

the following actions shall occur: 

 

 Initiating the Accommodation Review Committee 

5.1.1 The board of education shall forthwith inform parents, staff, the school 

council(s), and the community(ies) of the identification and possible changes 

in accommodation status. 

5.1.2 The board of education shall specify clearly if school closure is an option. 

5.1.3 The board of education shall establish a local Accommodation Review 

Committee (ARC). 

5.1.4 The board of education shall provide the ARC with Terms of Reference that 

describes the ARC’s mandate. The mandate will refer to the board's educational 

and accommodation objectives in undertaking the ARC and reflect the board's 

strategy for supporting student achievement. The Terms of Reference will 

contain Reference Criteria that frame the parameters of ARC discussion. The 

Reference Criteria include the educational and accommodation criteria for 

examining schools under review and accommodation options. Examples may 

include grade configuration, school utilization, and program offerings. The 

Terms of Reference will also identify ARC membership and the role of voting 

and non-voting members, including board and school administration as defined 

in this Policy. The Terms of Reference will also describe the procedures for the 

ARC, including meetings; material, support, and analysis to be provided by 

board administration; and the material to be produced by the ARC. A sample 

Reference Criteria is found in Appendix A. 
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Composition of the Accommodation Review Committee 

5.1.5 Voting Members of the ARC shall, where possible, include: 

 The chair(s) of the school council(s) of the schools(s) under review, or 

another member of the school council chosen by the council; 

 A community member appointed by each of the school council(s) of 

the school(s) under review; 

 An elected municipal representative from each of the local 

municipalities served by the school(s) under review, as appointed by 

the respective municipal council; 

 Where a person, or persons, above declines the invitation to be a 

member of the local ARC, the board shall appoint a replacement.  

5.1.6 Non-Voting Members of the ARC shall include: 

 The trustee(s) representing the area in which the school(s) under 

review are located; 

 The principal of each of the school(s) under review; 

 superintendent of schools for the school(s) under review; 

 The superintendent of operations and the superintendent of business 

 Central office staff members. 

5.1.7 The local ARC shall be chaired by the director of education or designate. 

5.1.8 Staff members and the trustee(s) sitting on ARCs shall be non-voting 

members. 

 

Rules of operation for the Accommodation Review Committee 

5.1.9 Meetings of the local ARC shall be conducted under Robert’s Rules of Order, 

and minutes of meetings of the local ARC shall be made publicly available on 

the board’s website. 

5.1.10 All meetings of a local ARC shall be open to the public, and the dates of such 

meetings shall be published. 

 

Role of the director of education or designate 

5.1.11 The board of education shall provide the ARC with information regarding the 

board’s long-term enrolment and capital planning. This information shall 

include partnership opportunities (e.g. with other school boards, 

municipalities, community groups, etc.), or lack thereof, as identified as part 

of the boards’ long term planning process. 

5.1.12 The board of education shall provide the local ARC with at least one 

alternative accommodation option that addresses the objectives and Reference 

Criteria outlined in the Terms of Reference. The option(s) will address where 

students would be accommodated; what changes to existing facilities may be 

required; what programs would be available to students; and transportation.  If 

the option(s) require new capital investment, the board administration will 

advise on the availability of funding, and where no funding exists, will 

propose how students would be accommodated if funding does not become 

available.   
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5.1.13 The board of education shall provide the ARC with a School Information 

Profile (Appendix B) for each school listed in an Accommodation Review.  

The profile will provide information about each school that addresses its 

 Value to the student, 

 Value to the school board, 

 Value to the community, and 

 Value to the local economy. 

The school’s value to the student takes priority over other considerations about 

the school.  The ARC will consult with the community regarding the content 

of the School Information Profile and edit the profile based on those 

consultations.  Board staff will assist the local ARC in reviewing and editing 

the School Information Profile(s). A final version of the School Information 

Profile for each school under review will be presented to the public and the 

board of trustees as part of the ARC’s final report.  

5.1.14 All information the local ARC receives that it deems relevant to the 

accommodation review shall be posted on the board’s website, and made 

available in print on request. Where relevant information is technical in nature, 

it is to be explained in plain language. 

 

6. Community Consultation and Public Meetings 

 

6.1 A minimum of thirty calendar (30) days shall elapse between the date at which the 

director of education informs parents, staff, the school council(s), and the 

community(ies) of the identification and possible changes in accommodation status, 

and the local ARC’s first public meeting. The date of this meeting shall be established 

by the board. 

 

6.2 The local ARC is to ensure that a wide range of consultation occurs with the school(s) 

and community(ies) under review. 

 

6.3 This consultation is to be based on the School Information Profile(s), and the Terms 

of Reference, and include input from a wide range of school and community groups. 

These groups may include the school council(s), parents, guardians, students, school 

staff, the local community, and other interested parties. 

 

6.5 A minimum of four public meetings are to be held as part of the consultation.  

 

6.6 At the discretion of the local ARC additional public meetings may be held where 

deemed by the local ARC to be necessary. 

 

6.7 Public meetings will be publicized in advance, and held in the school(s) under review, 

or in a nearby facility if physical accessibility cannot be provided at the school(s). 

 

6.8 For the board to be able to verify that a non-parent/guardian of a pupil in one or more 

of the school(s) under review has participated in the review process, the non-

parent/guardian must have attended one or more of the public meetings held by the 

local ARC, and their attendance must have been recorded as in 6.9. 
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6.9 Attendance at such public meetings must be recorded in order to track people who 

have taken part in the accommodation review process. Attendance must include the 

printed name, full address, home phone number, and signature of attendees. 

 

6.10 The last of the public meetings held by the local ARC will be for the purpose of 

presenting to the school community(ies), and the board of trustees, the 

Accommodation Report.  Following this meeting the ARC may further revise the 

report based on input received at this meeting prior to submitting the final written 

document to the director of education. 

 

6.11 The local ARC’s report shall include the final School Information Profiles(s) and any 

proposed alternative accommodation recommendations developed by the ARC. The 

ARC’s accommodation recommendations may include new capital investment. The 

board administration will advise the ARC on the availability of funding and, where no 

funding exists, the ARC with the support of the board administration will propose 

how students would be accommodated if funding does not become available. 

 

6.12 A minimum of ninety (90) calendar days shall elapse between the first and last public 

meeting of the local ARC. The date of the last public meeting shall be established by 

the board, in consultation with the local ARC. 

 

6.13 In the interests of achieving a timely conclusion for the community(ies) involved, a 

maximum of fourteen (14) calendar days shall elapse between the last of the local 

ARC’s public meetings and the submission of the local ARC’s final Accommodation 

Report to the director of education.  

 

6.14 Should a local ARC fail to submit its final accommodation report to the school board 

administration within the fourteen (14) calendar day period, it must request an 

extension of this timeline. The request for the extension must be addressed to the 

chair and director of the board, and include detailed reasons why the local ARC 

requires an extension to the timeline. 

 

6.15 The board may require the local ARC appear before it to explain the reasons for the 

delay, to discuss the progress of the ARC, and to establish timelines for the ARC’s 

work. 

 

6.16 Minutes reflecting the full range of opinions expressed at the meetings are to be kept, 

and made publicly available. ARCs and board administration are to respond to 

questions they consider relevant to the ARC and its analysis, at the meetings or in 

writing appended to the minutes of the meeting and made available on the board’s 

website. 

 

7. Local Accommodation Report Review and Board Decision(s) 

 

7.1 The ARC will produce an Accommodation Report that will make accommodation 

recommendations consistent with the objectives and Reference Criteria outlined in the 

Terms of Reference.  The report will include: 
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 a final version of the School Information Profile for each school in the group of 

schools under review,  

 an accommodation proposal or proposals,  

 community input regarding the proposal, and  

 other possible options identified by the local ARC as solutions to the 

accommodation issues under consideration. 
 

7.2 The director of education will make this report accessible to trustees and the public, 

and will have the report reviewed and analyzed by board staff.  
 

7.3 The director of education will present the ARC report to the board, a staff analysis of 

the final ARC report, any additional staff findings, and recommendations to the 

trustees, prior to the decision of the board. 
 

7.4 The director of education shall recommend to the board: 

(a) That a school or school(s) continue to operate in the present format; or 

(b) That a school or school(s) operate under a revised format; or 

(c) That a school or school(s) under review be closed. 
 

7.5 A minimum of sixty (60) calendar days notice will be given to the public prior to the 

meeting where the trustees will vote on the recommendations. 
  

7.6 A maximum of seventy-five (75) calendar days shall elapse between the receipt by the 

board of the report from board staff and the recommendations of the director of 

education, and any decision that the board makes with regards to the 

recommendations of the director of education.  

 

7.7 This period may be used by affected individuals or groups to make delegations to the 

board, as described in board policy 9. In addition to regular board meetings scheduled 

during this period, one special board meeting will be held during this period for 

community members to make their views known by delegation to the board before 

any decision(s) are made by the board. 

 

7.8 Following the completion of the period the board shall decide, in open session:  

 

7.8.1 That a school or school(s) continue to operate in the present format; or 

7.8.2 That a school or school(s) operate under a revised format; or 

7.8.3 That a school or school(s) under review be closed. 

 

7.9 Should the board pass a resolution to close a school or school(s), the board shall 

outline clear timelines around when the school(s) will close. When the board decides 

to operate a school with a change to the grades offered, the director shall notify, in 

writing, the parents of the students in the school affected that the board has passed the 

specific resolution and shall inform the parents of the arrangements for the 

accommodation of the students, including clear timelines for implementation. 
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7.10 When the board decides to close a school, the director shall notify, in writing, the 

parents of the students in the school to be closed that the board has passed the specific 

closure resolution and shall inform the parents of the arrangements for the 

accommodation of the students. 
 

7.11 Every reasonable effort shall be made to facilitate any changes with maximum 

consideration for students’ needs. 
 

7.12 Wherever possible school(s) will only be subject to an accommodation review once in 

a five-year period. 
 

8. Administrative Review of Accommodation Review Process 
 

8.1 An individual or individuals may seek a review of the school board’s accommodation 

process from the Ministry of Education. In order to seek a review the individual or 

individual(s) must: 
 

8.1.1 Submit a copy of the board’s accommodation review policy highlighting how 

the accommodation review process was not compliant with the school board’s 

accommodation review policy. 

8.1.2 Demonstrate the support of a portion of the school community through the 

completion of a petition signed by a number of supporters equal to at least 

30% of the affected school’s student headcount (e.g., if the headcount is 150, 

then 45 signatures would be required). Parents/guardians of students and/or 

other individuals that participated in the accommodation review process are 

eligible to sign the petition. 

8.1.3 The petition must provide a space for individuals to print and sign their name; 

address (street name and postal code); and to indicate whether they are a 

parent/guardian of a student attending the school subject to the 

accommodation review, or an individual who has participated in the review 

process. 

8.1.4 The petition and the justification must be submitted to the school board and 

the Minister of Education within 30 calendar days of the board’s closure 

resolution. 
 

8.2 When the board receives a petition, the board must: 
 

8.2.1 Confirm to the Minister of Education that the names on the petition are 

parents/guardians of students enrolled at the affected school(s) and/or 

individuals who participated in the review process. 

8.2.2 Prepare a response to the individual's or individuals' submission regarding the 

process and forward the board’s response to the Minister of Education within 

thirty (30) calendar days of receiving the petition. 

8.2.3 The director of education shall post the decision of review completed by the 

Minister of Education on the board’s website, and make available at the 

meeting at which the decision is made, any Ministry of Education’s 

Administrative Review of the Accommodation Review Process for the 

school(s) so reviewed. 
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ACCOMMODATION REVIEW TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

1.0 Preamble 

1.1 The review of a particular school or schools is to be led by an Accommodation Review 

Committee (ARC) appointed by the board.  

1.2 The ARC assumes an advisory role and will provide recommendations to the Board of 

Trustees. 

1.3 The final decision regarding the accommodation review will be made by the Board of 

Trustees. 

 

2.0 Membership of the ARC 

2.1 The ARC will be composed of  the following members: 

2.1.1 Voting Members 

 The chair(s) of the school council(s) of the schools(s) under review, or another 

member of the school council chosen by the council; 

 A community member appointed by each of the school council(s) of the school(s) 

under review; 

 An elected municipal representative from each of the local municipalities in which 

the school(s) under review are located, as appointed by the respective municipal 

council; 

 Where a person, or persons, above declines the invitation to be a member of the 

local ARC, the board shall appoint a replacement.  

2.1.2 Non-Voting Members 

 The trustee(s) representing the area in which the school(s) under review are 

located; 

 The principal of each of the school(s) under review; 

 superintendent of schools for the school(s) under review; 

 The superintendent of operations and the superintendent of business 

 Central office staff members. 

 

3.0 Duties for Members of the ARC 

3.1 Prior to establishment of the ARC: 

 Each year the director of education shall conduct a preliminary accommodation analysis 

of all schools under the board’s jurisdiction and present the findings to the board of 

trustees; 

 Based on the preliminary accommodation report, the board of trustees shall identify a 

school or school(s) for further review; 

 The director of education shall inform parents, staff, the school council(s) and the 

community(ies) of  the schools’ identification and possible changes in accommodation 

status. 

3.2 The director of education or designate shall chair the ARC. 

3.3 Voting members of the ARC are charged with: 

 Reviewing and amending the School Information Profile for each of school(s) under 

review; 

 Applying the Terms of Reference and the Reference Criteria to the proposed 

accommodation option(s) provided by the director of education and any proposed 

accommodation option(s) generated by the ARC; 
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 Seeking public and documenting input on accommodation options for the schools under 

review; 

 Creation of an Accommodation Report that includes 

 The final version of the School Information Profile for each of the school(s) under 

review; 

 An accommodation proposal or proposals; 

 Community input regarding the proposal(s), and 

 Other possible options identified by the local ARC as solutions to the accommodation 

issues under consideration 

 Presenting the Accommodation Report to the community(ies) and the Board of Trustees at 

the final ARC meeting. 

3.4 Non-voting member duties include: 

 The director of education shall provide the ARC with information regarding the board’s 

long term planning and capital planning, including partnership opportunities or lack 

thereof; 

 The director of education shall provide the ARC with at least one alternative 

accommodation option that addresses the objectives and Reference Criteria outlined in the 

Terms of Reference.  The option(s) will address where students would be accommodated; 

what changes to existing facilities may be required; what programs would be available to 

students; and transportation plans.  If the option(s) require new capital investment, the 

board administration will advise on the availability of funding, and where no funding 

exists, will propose how students would be accommodated if the funding does not become 

available. 

 The director of education shall provide the ARC with a School Information Profile for 

each school listed in an Accommodation Review. 

 Board administration shall assist the ARC in advertising the public meetings and making 

arrangements for the logistics of such meetings. 

 Board administration shall post to the board’s web site all relevant information related to 

the ARC process. 

 Board administration shall assist the ARC through the provision of data to analyze 

accommodation options. 

 Trustees shall act in an advisory capacity to facilitate discussion around accommodation 

options. 

 The director of education shall present the Accommodation Report, along with an analysis 

of the report, and recommendations from staff to the Board of Trustees. 

3.5 After the ARC has been disbanded: 

 The Chair of the Board shall give a minimum of 60 calendar days public notice of the 

regular board meeting date on which the decision regarding accommodation of students in 

the schools under review will be made. 

 The Board of Trustees will consider the Accommodation Report, information and 

recommendations from staff and make one of three determinations: 

 That a school or school(s) continue to operate in the present format; or 

 That a school or school(s) operate under a revised format; or 

 That a school or school(s) under review be closed. 

 The director of education shall notify, in writing, the parents of the students in the schools 

affected by the board resolution, of the arrangements for the accommodation of students, 

including clear timelines for implementation. 
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4.0 ARC Operational Rules 

4.1 A minimum of thirty (30) days shall elapse between the date at which the director of 

education informs parents, staff, the school council(s), and the community(ies) of the 

identification and possible changes in accommodation status, and the local ARC’s first public 

meeting. The date of this meeting shall be established by the board. 

4.2 Meetings of the local ARC shall be conducted under Robert’s Rules of Order, and minutes of 

meetings of the local ARC shall be made publicly available on the board’s website. 

4.3 All meetings of a local ARC shall be open to the public, and the dates of such meetings shall 

be published. 

4.4 The local ARC is to ensure that a wide range of consultation occurs with the school(s) and 

community(ies) under review.  

4.5 This consultation is to be based on the School Information Profile(s), and the Terms of 

Reference, and include input from a wide range of school and community groups. These 

groups may include the school council(s), parents, guardians, students, school staff, the local 

community (e.g. library, daycare, post-secondary institutions), and other interested parties. 

4.6 As the ARC considers the accommodation options, the needs of all students in schools of the 

ARC are to be considered objectively and fairly, based on the School Information Profile(s) 

and the objectives and the Reference Criteria outlined in the Terms of Reference. 

4.7 A minimum of four public meetings are to be held as part of the consultation. 

4.8 At the discretion of the local ARC additional public meetings may be held where deemed by 

the local ARC to be necessary. 

4.9 Public meetings will be publicized in advance, and held in the school(s) under review, or in a 

nearby facility if physical accessibility cannot be provided at the school(s). 

4.10 For the board to be able to verify that a non-parent/guardian of a pupil in one or more of the 

school(s) under review has participated in the review process, the non-parent/guardian must 

have attended one or more of the public meetings held by the local ARC, and their attendance 

must have been recorded as in 4.11. 

4.11 Attendance at such public meetings must be recorded in order to track people who have taken 

part in the accommodation review process. Attendance must include the printed name, full 

address, home phone number, and signature of attendees.  

4.12 The last of the public meetings held by the local ARC will be for the purpose of presenting to 

the school community(ies), and the board of trustees, the Accommodation Report.  Following 

this meeting the ARC may further revise the report based on input received at this meeting 

prior to submitting the final written document to the director of education. 

4.13 The local ARC’s report shall include the final School Information Profiles(s) and any 

proposed alternative accommodation recommendations developed by the ARC.  The ARC 

may recommend accommodation options that include new capital investment.  In such cases, 

board administration will advise on the availability of funding.  Where no funding exists, the 

ARC with the support of board administration will propose how students would be 

accommodated if funding does not become available. 

4.14 A minimum of ninety (90) calendar days shall elapse between the first and last public meeting 

of the local ARC. The date of the last public meeting shall be established by the board, in 

consultation with the local ARC. 

4.15 In the interests of achieving a timely conclusion for the community(ies) involved, a maximum 

of fourteen (14) calendar days shall elapse between the last of the local ARC’s public 

meetings and the submission of the local ARC’s final Accommodation Report to the director 

of education. 
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4.16 Should a local ARC fail to submit its school valuation report to the school board 

administration within the fourteen (14) calendar day period, it must request an extension of 

this timeline. The request for the extension must be addressed to the chair and director of the 

board, and include detailed reasons why the local ARC requires an extension to the timeline. 

4.17 The board may require the local ARC appear before it to explain the reasons for the delay, to 

discuss the progress of the ARC, and to establish timelines for the ARC’s work. 

4.18 Minutes reflecting the full range of opinions expressed at the meetings are to be kept, and 

made publicly available.  ARCs and board administration are to respond to questions they 

consider relevant to the ARC and its analysis, at the meetings or in writing appended to the 

minutes of the meeting and made available on the board’s website. 

 

5.0 The Board’s Educational and Accommodation Objectives 

5.1 To consolidate students in sites to achieve sufficient sized student populations thereby 

reducing the likelihood of triple grade classes. 

5.2 To consolidate students in sites in sufficient numbers to: 

 Allow for the provision of specialized programs (at the elementary and secondary level); 

 Afford opportunities for teachers to improve teaching practices through in-school 

professional learning communities; 

 Enhance opportunities for students to participate in a range of extra-curricular activities. 

5.3 To, wherever possible, keep the time any student rides on a bus to one hour or less in either 

going to school or going home. 

5.4  To reduce, or eliminate, the surplus pupil places that exist in the district and thus ensure 

better use of limited resources. 

5.5 To, where it meets the needs of the students and the educational objectives of the board, work 

in partnership with the local community to make the best use of the school building (e.g. co-

location of community agencies within school buildings). 

5.6 To, where it meets the needs of the students and the educational objectives of the board, work 

in partnership with community agencies to augment the educational experience provided to 

our students (e.g. reciprocal agreements with recreation facilities). 
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6.0 Reference Criteria 

6.1 The following reference criteria are to be used when considering accommodation options. 
 

Factor Comparison Criteria Considerations 

Grade 

Configuration 

 

Elementary K-6 or K-8  Determining factor is the existing available surplus spaces in 

schools.  

 Consolidation of sufficient Grade 7 and 8 students in one site 

allows for specialized teaching and the provision of specialized 

spaces. 

Secondary 7-12 or 9-12  Determining factor is the existing available surplus spaces in 

schools.   

 Using surplus secondary school spaces for the consolidation of 

Grade 7 and 8 students provides educational and facilities 

advantages. 

School Utilization  

 

 

Enrolment vs 

Capacity 

Less than 60% loading 

Insufficient student population 

for programming 

 Low student populations impact on delivery of program and the 

ability of teachers to work in professional learning teams.   

 Lower student enrolment results in fewer staff being allocated to a 

school which has resulted in triple grade classes and a reduction in 

the number of extra-curricular opportunities. 

Community Use 

of School 

Is the school or school site used 

by the community? How? 

When? 

Are there alternatives available 

in the community? 

 Community use of schools is an important consideration when 

examining the value of a school.  (Note:  Value to the student for 

education programming takes precedence over all other value 

ratings.) 

Potential 

alternative uses 

of the building 

What other uses could be made 

of the building if the school were 

to close? 

 Alternative uses of the school building and site can enhance the 

community in other ways. 

Financial 

Consideration  

 

Projected 

Capital Costs 

5 years 

10 years 

 Renovations are costly and can take resources from other board 

programs. 

Annual 

Operational 

Costs 

Does the grant structure cover 

the costs of operating the school 

on an annual basis? 

 Duplication of services in multiple sites that are not fully utilized is 

not an efficient use of resources. 
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Factor Comparison Criteria Considerations 

Financial 

Consideration (cont’d) 

Capital Funding What is the availability of capital 

funding? 

 If capital funds are not available, what alternative accommodations 

can be made? 

Transportation  

 

Costs What are the potential costs with 

proposed accommodation 

changes? 

 Transportation is an ongoing expense.  Effort must continue to be 

made to consolidate routes (between schools and between boards) 

to reduce costs. 

Time on bus Are routes, where possible, 

limited to approximately 1 hour? 

 Every effort is made to ensure students do not spend more than 

one hour, one way, on the bus. 

Program Offering  

 

 

 

 

 

Combined 

Grades 

Are there triple grade classes? 

Are courses combined to allow 

for range of offerings? 

 Student enrolment determines class and grade organization.  

Lower enrolment may result in less than optimal combinations. 

Compulsory 

Courses 

Are all compulsory courses 

available to students at all 

levels? 

 Lower enrolment can challenge a school’s ability to offer the 

compulsory courses and address all graduation pathways. 

Specialized 

Courses 

Music(Instrumental or vocal) 

Visual Art Drama Business 

courses 

Computer courses 

Technology courses 

Physical and Health Education 

 The ability to run and sustain these types of programs requires a 

minimum student population base. 

Specialist High 

Skills Major 

Is there a program?  The ability to run and sustain this type of program requires a 

minimum student population base. 

Alternative 

Education 

Is there a program?  Funding for programs like COPE require minimum enrolments to 

generate the grant revenue required to fund the program. 

Extra-

Curricular 

Activities 

Are there a range of activities 

available to Students?  Could 

this be augmented in a 

consolidated setting? 

 Lower student population also results in fewer teaching staff.  This 

has the potential to limit the number and type of extra-curricular 

programs available to students. 

 

6.2 The school’s value to the student takes priority over other considerations about the school. 
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7.0 Timelines for Accommodation Review Process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Board names 

school(s) as under 

review and 

establishes date of 

the first meeting 

of the local ARC 

First public 

meeting of local 

ARC 

30 calendar days 

minimum 
90 calendar days 

minimum Last public meeting of 

local ARC – presents 

report to the community 

and Board of Trustees 

Board staff meets 

with local ARC to 

provide information, 

present alternatives, 

and prepare for first 

meeting

At least two more 

public meetings must 

be held during this 

time period

Local ARC 

presents final 

written report 

to board staff 

14 calendar days 
Director presents 

staff 

recommendation(s) 

to the board 

Board votes on the 

recommendation(s) 

60 calendar days 

minimum 

75 calendar days 

maximum 

Board meetings to 

hear delegations 

If more than 14 

days local ARC 

must request an 

extension from the 

board 

Possible Ministry administrative review of 

accommodation review process (see S8, 

Policy 18) 

Timeline 

determined by 

the Board of 

Trustees 
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE 
 

1.  VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
 

1.1 Physical Space to Support Student Learning 
 

Elementary and Secondary: 

Number of classrooms in the school:  

Number of portables:  

Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all students? Yes No 

Does the school have: 

a library? Yes No 

a gymnasium? Yes No 

change rooms? Yes No 

storage and equipment rooms? Yes No 

a staff work room? Yes No 

a room for French language instruction? Yes No 

an art room? Yes No 

an instrumental music room? Yes No 

a special education room? Yes No 

suitable washrooms? Yes No 

a cafeteria? Yes No 

lockers/cloak room area? Yes No 

a book room? Yes No 

theatre arts facilities/stage? Yes No 

a computer lab? Yes No 

a family studies room? Yes No 

an auditorium? Yes No 

a kitchen? Yes No 

a health room? Yes No 

space for visiting professionals? Yes No 

Staff/visitor/student parking? Yes No 

student drop-off and pick-up areas? Yes No 

a bus loading zone? Yes No 

property to accommodate development or additions? Yes No 

a staff room? Yes No 

science labs? Yes No 

technology facilities? Yes No 

business studies facilities? Yes No 

Additional Comments: 
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1.2 School Grounds for Healthy Physical Activity and Extracurricular Activities 
 

Does the school have adequate: 

hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Yes No 

a soccer field? Yes No 

a football field? Yes No 

a baseball field? Yes No 

a track? Yes No 

a basketball court? Yes No 

a play structure? Yes No 

a shaded area? Yes No 

a green space? Yes No 

Other 

Does the school have access to nearby recreational facilities? Yes No 

Please list: 

 

 

Has the school participated in an environmental project (nature 

areas, courtyards, etc.)? 

Yes No 

Size of the school site   

Describe the conditions of school grounds: 

 

 

 

 

 

Additional Comments: 
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1.3 Range of Courses or Program Offerings 
 

Elementary: 

Does each class have access to the gym for daily physical activity? Yes No 

Does the school have a designated teacher for: 

music? Yes No 

physical education? Yes No 

computers? Yes No 

library? Yes No 

French? Yes No 

resource? Yes No 

literacy resource? Yes No 

early reading intervention? Yes No 

Does the school have: 

triple grades? Yes No 

Student Outcomes 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 

Grade 3 EQAO Reading      

Grade 3 EQAO Writing      

Grade 3 EQAO Mathematics      

Grade 6 EQAO Reading      

Grade 6 EQAO Writing      

Grade 6 EQAO Mathematics      

Running Records (students achieving 

benchmark) 

     

CASI (students achieving benchmark)      

Additional Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

Elementary and Secondary: 

Does the school offer: 

guidance and career education programs? Yes No 

technology programs? Yes No 

full time librarian? Yes No 

specialty programs? Yes No 

Please list specialty programs: 

 

 

How many parent/family/community volunteers does the school have? 

Approximate number of hours per week for volunteers? 

Does the school offer after school remedial programs on site? 

Does the school have access to these programs in nearby facilities? 

Additional Comments: 
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Secondary: 

Can all the compulsory courses be scheduled in grades 9 – 12 annually? Yes No 

How many optional courses can be offered in grades 9 – 12? 

 

 

What optional programs cannot be offered currently that are offered in other AMDSB schools? 

 

 

Does the school offer the following pathways? 

independent living Yes No 

work Yes No 

apprenticeship Yes No 

college  Yes No 

university Yes No 

Which multi-level courses are offered? (applied/academic, university/college)  

 

 

Which multi-grade courses are offered? 

 

 

What specialist high-skills major(s) does the school offer? 

 

 

 

List partnerships which enhance student achievement: (ie health unit, business) 

 

 

Which second language credits does the school offer? 

 

Does the school provide co-operative education opportunities for students? Yes No 

Does the school offer after school remedial programs on site? Yes No 

Does the school have access to these programs in nearby facilities? Yes No 

Student Outcomes 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 

Grade 9 EQAO Mathematics (Academic)      

Grade 9 EQAO Mathematics (Applied)      

Grade 10 OSSLT       

Graduation Rate      

Grade 9 Credit Accumulation (8 Credits)      

Grade 10 Credit Accumulation (16 Credits)      

      

Additional comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Page 5 

Appendix B 

Board Policy No. 15 Pupil Accommodation Review 

 

Revised September 2009 

1.4 Range of Extracurricular Activities 
 

Is this school a designated Best Start hub? Yes No 

Are child care services available before school? Yes No 

Are child care services available after school? Yes No 

Are child care services available during the school day? Yes No 

Does the school offer opportunities for a variety of extra and co-curricular activities in: 

athletics? Yes No 

arts? Yes No 

clubs? Yes No 

leadership? Yes No 

citizenship projects? Yes No 

other? Yes No 

List boys’ intramural sports: 
 
 

List girls’ intramural sports: 
 
 

List co-ed intramural sports: 
 
 

List boys’ interschool sports: 
 
 

List girls’ interschool sports: 
 
 

List co-ed interschool sports: 
 
 

List non-athletic school clubs: 
 
 

Additional Comments: 
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1.5 School Accessibility for Individuals with Disabilities 
 

Is the school accessible for individuals with disabilities? 

Does the school have: 

accessible washrooms? Yes No 

elevator(s)?  Yes No 

if no elevator(s) is it one level?  Yes No 

approved ramps/lifts? Yes No 

automated doors? Yes No 

accessible playgrounds Yes No 

dedicated handicapped parking spaces? Yes No 

appropriate signage? Yes No 

Is the entrance to the school barrier-free? Yes No 

Additional Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.6 Security 
 

Is the schools layout conducive to security – inside and outside? 

 

 

Yes No 

Is the schools entrance visible from the school office? Yes No 

Additional Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.7 Proximity of the School to Students/Length of Bus Ride to School 
 

 In 

boundary 

Out of 

boundary 

What percentage of students walk to school?   

What percentage of students attend from outside the school district?   

What is the average bus ride duration for students?   

What is the longest bus ride duration for students?   

Additional Comments: 
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1.8 Supports 
 

Does the school have: 

a full-time principal? Yes No 

a vice-principal? Yes No 

a full-time secretary? Yes No 

a full-time elementary TRA? Yes No 

(number of TRA)   

a full-time special education teacher? Yes No 

(number of special education teacher)   

full-time custodial staff? Yes No 

Additional Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.9 Fundraising 
 

Funds raised over the past 3 years (details) 

 

 

 

 

Corporate donations over the past 3 years (details) 

 

 

 

 

Additional Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.10 Summary 
 

Why do students choose this school? 

 

 

 

 

What is the value of the school to the student? 
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2.  VALUE TO THE SCHOOL BOARD 
 

2.1 Specific Space/Facility Features 
 

Elementary and Secondary: 

Number of classrooms in the school:  

Number of portables:  

Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all students? Yes No 

Does the school have: 

a library? Yes No 

a gymnasium? Yes No 

change rooms? Yes No 

storage and equipment rooms? Yes No 

a staff work room? Yes No 

a room for French language instruction? Yes No 

an art room? Yes No 

an instrumental music room? Yes No 

a special education room? Yes No 

suitable washrooms? Yes No 

a cafeteria? Yes No 

lockers/cloak room area? Yes No 

a book room? Yes No 

theatre arts facilities/stage? Yes No 

a computer lab? Yes No 

a family studies room? Yes No 

an auditorium? Yes No 

a kitchen? Yes No 

a health room? Yes No 

space for visiting professionals? Yes No 

staff visitor/student parking? Yes No 

student drop-off and pick-up areas? Yes No 

A bus loading zone? Yes No 

property to accommodate development or additions? Yes No 

A staff room? Yes No 

science labs? Yes No 

technology facilities? Yes No 

business studies facilities? Yes No 

Additional Comments: 
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2.2 Program Issues 
 

Are there programs at the school that cannot be replicated elsewhere? 

 

 

Yes No 

Does the school generate sufficient funds to sustain itself without drawing 

resources from other schools? 

Yes No 

Student Outcomes (School (S), Board (B)) 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 

 S B S B S B S B S B 

Elementary 

Grade 3 EQAO Reading           

Grade 3 EQAO Writing           

Grade 3 EQAO Mathematics           

Grade 6 EQAO Reading           

Grade 6 EQAO Writing           

Grade 6 EQAO Mathematics           

Running Records (students achieving 

benchmark) 

          

CASI (students achieving benchmark)           

Secondary 

Grade 9 EQAO Mathematics (Academic)           

Grade 9 EQAO Mathematics (Applied)           

Grade 10 OSSLT            

Grade 9 Credit Accumulation (8 Credits)           

Grade 10 Credit Accummulation (16 Credits)           

Graduation Rate           

Additional comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 Condition and Costs of Operation 
 

What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (FTE)?  

What is the Facility Condition Index (FCI) rating of the school?  

What is the replacement cost?  

What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in next 5 years?  

What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in the next 10 years?  

Yes No School administration – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 

                                                                                                            Amount  

Yes No School operations – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 

                                                                                                            Amount  

Does the school have adequate hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Yes No 

Does the school have adequate playing field(s), eg. soccer? Yes No 

Does the school have adequate available open green space? Yes No 

Does the school have sufficient parking? Yes No 

Are there safety issues related to the facility or site? Yes No 
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Student transportation – does imputed grant revenue exceed 

expenditures?(value?) 

Yes No 

What is the accessibility rating? 

 

 

Additional Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4 Location of School/Transportation Issues 
 

What percentage of students are bused to school?   

What is the longest bus ride to school for any student?  

What is the duration of the average bus ride?  

Is the school the only school within the immediate community?  

Additional Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5 Availability of Space in nearby schools 

 

School Location Available pupil places 

   

   

   

Additional comments: 

 

 

2.6 Other Issues 
 

Does the school have partnerships that might be lost if school is closed? Yes No 

Have students (grades) been relocated by past accommodation? Yes No 

What are the alternate schools that 

students/parents could select to attend ie. 

private or other? 

 

Additional Comments: 
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2.7 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school to the school board if it is the only school within the community?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What is the value of the school to the school board if it is not the only school within the 

community? 
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3.  VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 

 

Is this the only school in the township?  Yes   No  
 

Is this the only school in the municipality?  Yes  No 
 

3.1 Community Use After Hours 
 

List the community groups which use the school/school grounds and the number of hours 

used for the school year:  (ie. sports, recreation, non-profit, youth, adult, etc.) 

average # of hours per week:

School: 

 

 
 

School grounds: 

 

 

 

 

 

Is this the only facility in the vicinity that could be used by community groups for indoor 

activities? 

 

 

Is this the only playing field in the vicinity that could be used by community groups? 

 

 

 

 

 

What other facilities/playing fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additional Comments: 
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3.2  Offerings at the School that Serve both Students and Community Members During 

School Time 
 

Is this school: 

an on-site daycare Yes No 

an early years centre Yes No 

a designated Best Start hub Yes No 

a site that offers before and after school care program Yes No 

To what extent does the community benefit from interaction through volunteer support for 

school programs? Provide details (ie. Length of time spent, services offered) 

 

 

Additional Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3 School as Partner in Other Initiatives in the Community 
 

Is the school a partner in other initiatives within the community? (List ie. 
community service, social services, OYAP, community policing): 

 

  

Yes No 

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five years completed in partnership with 
the community: 

 

 

 

 

Does the school host programs for the community (ie adult learning)?  
Provide details: 

 

 

 

Yes No 

Additional Comments: 
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3.4 Contributions to the Community 
 

Does the facility have historic value in the broader community? Provide 

details: 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes No 

Is this the only green space in the vicinity that could be used by community 

groups? 

 

 

 

 

Yes No 

Additional Comments: 

 

 

3.5 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school if it is the only school within the community? 
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4. VALUE TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY 
 

4.1 Community 
 

Is the school the only school in the community? Yes No 

Comment on the role of attracting and retaining families in the community.  

 

 

Comment on the impact of the school on real estate values.  

 

 

Comment on the potential future uses for the building/aesthetic if the school closed.  

 

 

How may the school be an asset to local housing development? 

 

 

 

4.2 Dollars 
 

Is the school a significant employer in the area affected by the review? (employees as a 

percentage of local employees in the area) 

 

 

 

What percentage of staff at the school reside in the area affected by the review?  

 

 

 

 

4.3 Education 
 

Does the school provide co-op education opportunities for students (secondary and post 

secondary)? 

 

 

 

Number of students participating in co-op education opportunities? 

 

 

 

Number of training opportunities for local employers/employees in the school (during school 

day/after school day). 

 

 

 

Is the school involved in other partnership arrangements with local 

employers? List the employers and the arrangements. 

 

 

 

Yes No 
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4.4 Business 
 

To what extent does the school support local businesses? Comment: 

 

 

 

 

To what extent do students support local businesses (e.g. as customers, as employees)? 

Comment: 

 

 

 

Economic spin-offs. Comment: 

 

 

 

Other value to the local economy. Comment: 

 

 

 

How does the school factor into plans for community growth/development, further 

commercial/industrial growth, reduction in commercial/industrial growth? Comment: 

 

 

 

Future economic impact on the community of school closure? 
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Staff Input regarding the Stratford Accommodation Review 
As of October 17, 2011 

 

Hamlet Public School – September 15, 2011 

7 staff in attendance 

1) Mike provided a description of the process to date. 
2) Mike reviewed the Staff Option. 
3) When considering schools for a second dual track will you be looking at all schools or just the 

ones under review? 
a. We will look primarily at the schools under review.  Anne Hathaway houses our special 

education services and we do not wish to disrupt that school population.  If we were to 
have roughly 120 FI students in that building we would need to displace some of the 
other students to accommodate the FI students.  Avon is in an area that the municipality 
has indicated is slated for development in the next two years and we need to maintain 
some capacity to accommodate the students in that end of the city.   

4) What will be the impact on the Full Day Kindergarten implementation schedule? 
a. There will not be any changes to the published schedule of implementation as a result of 

this review. 
5) What will be the staffing process? 

a. ETFO and the board will draft an agreed upon staffing process as we have in other areas 
that have undergone a review.  In general staff will be asked for their preferences in 
terms of school and assignment and then in early March they will receive a tentative 
assignment.  The staff in this type of situation get a “second chance” to apply for a 
transfer immediately after March Break. 

6) How will you address accessibility? 
a. In Hamlet, Romeo and Shakespeare the second floor of the school is not full accessible.  

In the event that a student has physical challenges, his/her class is then scheduled to be 
on the main floor of the building which in each of these schools is accessible.  This 
practice has been used across the board to address accessibility issues for many years. 

 

Ted Doherty, Director of Education and Secretary of the Board 

suehicks
Typewritten Text
Appendix C
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Bedford Public School – September 15, 2011 

 16 staff in attendance 

1) Mike provided a description of the process to date. 
2) Mike reviewed the Staff Option. 
3) What will be the implementation time line? 

a. If the trustees choose to make changes in the school configuration they will likely be 
implemented for the 2013/2014 school year.  That allows for a transition process and 
for the board to do any necessary facilities work. 

4) What about accessibility at the other schools? 
a. In Hamlet, Romeo and Shakespeare the second floor of the school is not full accessible.  

In the event that a student has physical challenges, his/her class is then scheduled to be 
on the main floor of the building which in each of these schools is accessible.  This 
practice has been used across the board to address accessibility issues for many years.  

5) Will people choose FI just because of the building location in proximity to their home? 
a. That is always a possibility.  Parents make choices about schools and programs for their 

children for a variety of reasons.  
6) What is the trade‐off of costs for the staff proposal versus the cost of expanding Bedford? 

a. First, the only school in Stratford that we believe has adequate real estate for any 
expansion is Avon.  The costs for a capital project must be covered by a Ministry grant 
and it is highly unlikely that we would receive a grant for such a project when there is 
excess capacity at the majority of schools within Stratford.  From the Board’s budget 
perspective, it is more cost efficient to move students to fill the excess spaces. 

7) What is the process for staffing? 
a. ETFO and the board will draft an agreed upon staffing process as we have in other areas 

that have undergone a review.  In general staff will be asked for their preferences in 
terms of school and assignment and then in early March they will receive a tentative 
assignment.  The staff in this type of situation get a “second chance” to apply for a 
transfer immediately after March Break. 

8) What about other schools like North Easthope? 
a. There is sufficient excess capacity in the Stratford schools to accommodate the students 

within the City of Stratford while still allowing for some enrolment growth in the future.  
That is why the Stratford review only includes Stratford schools.  North Easthope will 
likely be involved in a review with schools outside the city boundaries at some point in 
the future. 

9) Is it possible that families will move to the Catholic School system as a result of the proposed 
change? 

a. That is always a possibility.  Parents make choices about schools and school systems 
every year. 

10) Are the any concerns that have been raised by the municipality? 
a. None at this time. 
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11) What about the promise that was made to the English stream parents that they would not “lose 
their school” when French Immersion was first implemented? 

a. I cannot speak to that promise as I was not involved in the original implementation.  The 
demographics have changed since FI was first implemented and we now have an issue of 
overcrowding at Bedford.  That situation must be addressed in some form or fashion.  
Quite honestly, that promise should not have been made because situations change 
over time. 

12) What is the impact of the outlying schools on Stratford? 
a. We do not believe that the solution to enrolment issues in the outlying schools lies 

within the City of Stratford K‐6 schools. 
13) What about Kindergarten in a K‐6 FI school? 

a. If the staff proposal is adopted Bedford would be K‐6 with FI starting in Grade 1.  Parents 
of English stream students who reside in Bedford Ward might choose to border cross 
their children into the school for Kindergarten and that would be accommodated under 
our existing border crossing procedures.  Parents wishing their children to attend FI 
could start their children in Kindergarten at Bedford, as a number of parents currently 
do through the border crossing provisions. 

14) Is this all about money? 
a. Money is certainly part of the consideration but it is mostly about the overcrowding at 

Bedford and how to make the best use of the schools in Stratford to address this issue.   
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Shakespeare Public School – September 21, 2011 

11 staff in attendance 

1) Mike provided a description of the process to date. 
2) Mike reviewed the Staff Option. 
3) What will be the implementation time? 

a. If the trustees choose to make changes in the school configuration they will likely be 
implemented for the 2013/2014 school year.  That allows for a transition process and 
for the board to do any necessary facilities work. 

4) How do we (Central Office Staff) decide where students will attend? 
a. It is based primarily on geography and school capacity.  We attempt to establish 

boundaries based on natural boundaries within the community such as railway tracks, 
rivers, major roads etc. 

5) What is the staff role? 
a. The staff may attend any of the public meetings.  If the staff have input they are to send 

it to me and I will forward the input to the ARC. 
6) Can the ARC process re‐evaluate the border crossing process?  i.e. tighten up the conditions 

under which children are approved to border cross to reduce the movement between schools in 
Stratford. 

a. This is certainly a possible topic of conversation for the ARC and they could make 
recommendations to the Board. 

7) Shakespeare PS is a very effective school as has been documented by the Fraser Institute and 
the Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAO).  The board pilots many programs due to 
the effectiveness of the program delivery in this school. 

8) Shakespeare PS has a multigenerational history in this community and in the City of Stratford 
and it would be a shame to adversely impact that legacy. 
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Romeo Public School – September 29, 2011 
 
10 staff in attendance 
 
1) Mike provided a description of the process to date. 
2) Mike reviewed the Staff Option. 
3) What happens with the Kindergarten students in the Staff Option? 

a. If the staff proposal is adopted Bedford would be K‐6 with FI starting in Grade 1.  
Parents of English stream students who reside in Bedford Ward might choose to 
border cross their children into the school for Kindergarten and that would be 
accommodated under our existing border crossing procedures.  Parents wishing 
their children to attend FI could start their children in Kindergarten at Bedford, as a 
number of parents currently do through the border crossing provisions. 

4) Where would the second dual track go? 
a. The Central Administrative Staff are currently looking at possible options for a 

second dual track school.  We will have to abide by the parameters of Board Policy 
15 in doing so; i.e. select a school currently under review or ensure that the selected 
school is impacted by less than 50% of its current enrollment.  The other factors 
considered would be the location of the school within the City of Stratford, the 
availability of pupil spaces, the impact on the school community, and the costs 
associated with the establishment of the program. 

5) Is the report submitted by the ARC and the Staff public? 
a. The ARC report will be presented publically on January 19 and then the written 

report will be part of the Staff report at the February 28 Board meeting.  All Board 
reports regarding the ARC are public documents and the meetings at which they are 
presented are open to the public. 

6) How does the staffing process work if there is a change in schools in Stratford? 
a. ETFO and the board will draft an agreed upon staffing process as we have in other 

areas that have undergone a review.  In general staff will be asked for their 
preferences in terms of school and assignment and then in early March they will 
receive a tentative assignment.  The staff in this type of situation get a “second 
chance” to apply for a transfer immediately after March Break. 

7) Do the trustees take into account the interests of the less vocal communities? 
a. Trustees attempt to balance all of the information received by the accommodation 

review process.  The public input is not a “vote” so the number and type of 
submission from any one community has no more weight than input from another 
community. 

8) What are the enrolment numbers? 
a. Mike reviewed the enrolment numbers as presented at the September 14, 2011 ARC 

meeting. 
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Any staff – October 5, 2011 

6 staff in attendance 

1) Who is looking after the interests of the teachers during this process| 
a. ETFO works in collaboration with the board to ensure the teacher’s interests, as outlined 

in the collective agreement, are addressed. 
2) Will transfer requests be taken seriously? 

a. All transfer requests will be handled per the terms in the collective agreement. 
3) How will you deal with accessibility at Shakespeare, Hamlet and Romeo? 

a. In Hamlet, Romeo and Shakespeare the second floor of the school is not full accessible.  
In the event that a student has physical challenges, his/her class is then scheduled to be 
on the main floor of the building which in each of these schools is accessible.  This 
practice has been used across the board to address accessibility issues for many years.  

4) Concerns/comments expressed regarding the Staff Option: 
a. The negative impact of busing on both the environment and the cost to the tax payer 
b. Bedford is the only school in the north east area of the city since the old Avon and 

Falstaff schools were closed 
c. Changing Bedford to a stand‐alone FI school will negatively affect property values in the 

Bedford Ward 
d. Bedford Ward homes are the homes that people with young families are purchasing 
e. The funding formula could change as a result of the pending election 

i. It is unlikely that any of the parties would significantly change the funding 
formula.  If anything, the funding for education will become even tighter given 
the current economic environment 

f. Would it be better to have a single track FI school in a more central location? 
g. Would it be appropriate to have a second dual track in the north western or southern 

parts of the city? 
h. Having FI in a more central location would allow the program to be more accessible to 

other families 
i. Need to consider the impact of the bus ride on the students 
j. What about the housing developments planned for the Stratford Northwestern area? 

i. The area north of SNSS and west of Mornington Street has been identified by 
the municipality as the next area of development in the city.  This north‐west 
portion of the city is within the Avon PS catchment area. 
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Additional Staff Input 
 
Received 2011/10/19 
I appreciate the opportunity to better understand your recommendation. Is it possible to cap FI 
numbers to maximize class sizes? I ask this recognizing the FI program has a history of 
attrition. I appreciate the desire to have sufficient numbers to support PLCs though I suspect 
this would happen largely outside of school time and likely would happen even if FI teachers are 
in more than one school. 
I would lean toward maintaining neighbourhood schools with two dual-track schools. That being 
said, I realize there is no perfect solution and am thankful for the hard work of both staff and 
trustees involved. 

Ted Doherty, Director of Education and Secretary of the Board 
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Education Centre 
62 Chalk Street North 

Seaforth, ON  N0K 1W0 
Telephone: (519) 527-0111 

1-800-592-5437 (Ontario) 
Fax: (519) 527-0222 

E-Mail: info@fc.amdsb.ca  
 

 

Staff Input regarding the Stratford Accommodation Review 

As of November 17, 2011 
 

Avon Public School – November 9, 2011 

10 staff in attendance 

1) Mike provided a description of the process to date. 

2) Mike reviewed the Staff Option. 

3) What is the role of the trustees? 

a. Trustees make the final decision regarding any changes resulting from an 

accommodation review.  The Stratford trustees attend the ARC meetings as non-voting 

members and play a role in keeping the other 7 trustees informed of the community 

wishes.  All trustees have access to the information related to the ARC and, where 

possible, the trustees will be at the January 19
th

 meeting to hear the ARC present its 

recommendations to the public.  The trustees will receive the staff report at the last 

board meeting in February.  There will then be a minimum of 60 days and a maximum 

of 75 days between the staff report and a trustee vote on the possible outcome.  All 

trustees will vote on the decision. 

4) Does the municipality have input? 

a. Board staff regularly work with municipal staff to share information about growth and 

development within the city.  There is a councillor appointed by the municipal council 

to sit as a voting member on the ARC.  The municipality can provide input through their 

councillor at any ARC meeting.   

5) Can catchment areas be adjusted as a result of the ARC process? 

a. Boundary adjustments for any of the schools can be recommended by the ARC.  

Boundary adjustments do not require a formal ARC process unless they affect more 

than 50% of a school population.  Boundaries are set by staff as opposed to a motion of 

the board of trustees.  If boundary adjustments are being considered staff do consult 

with the families affected prior to making  the adjustments. 

6) A concern was expressed about the potential impact on real estate values if Bedford were 

designated a single track French Immersion school. 

7) What is the staffing process? 

a.   ETFO and the board will draft an agreed upon staffing process as we have in other 

areas that have undergone a review.  In general staff will be asked for their preferences 

in terms of school and assignment and then in early March they will receive a tentative 

assignment.  The staff in this type of situation get a “second chance” to apply for a 
transfer immediately after March Break. 

Ted Doherty, Director of Education and Secretary of the Board 
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8) What will happen with Kindergarten in the staff option? 

a. Kindergarten will remain English only.  Parents may request to border cross their 

children into Kindergarten at Bedford as they do now.  English stream students in the 

Bedford Ward would attend Bedford PS for Kindergarten and then move to and English 

stream school for Grades 1-6. 

9) Would a second dual track be phased in? 

a. There has been input from the Bedford PS community and members of the ARC that the 

establishment of a second dual track school be phased in a grade at a time.  This may 

become part of the final recommendation made to the trustees.   Staff do have some 

concerns regarding the additional transportation costs related to phasing in a second 

dual track. 

10) What is the future enrolment at Bedford? 

a. Reviewed documents shared with ARC. 

11) What are the deciding factors for parents placing their children in French Immersion? 

a. These are unique to the individual family.  There are potential advantages for 

employment later in life related to being bilingual.  There is some research that 

indicates learning two languages assists in developing intellectual skills.  Some families 

choose to enrol in FI because of the proximity of the program to their home.  Each 

family will have their own set of reasons for making the FI choice for their children. 
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Anne Hathaway Public School – November 17, 2011 

16 Staff in attendance 

 

1) If Anne Hathaway and Avon Public Schools can be considered as being part of the “solution” in 
Stratford, why are they not in the ARC? 

a. Schools do not need to be part of the ARC to be considered for losing or receiving 

students unless the net enrolment outcome meets or exceeds 50% of the school’s 
enrolment at the time of implementation.  Administration staff did not include these 

two schools in their recommendation to trustees because Avon is projected to be near 

capacity due to development in that end of the city over the next 10 to 15 years and 

because Anne Hathaway has the special education services. 

2) What about capping enrolment at Bedford PS? 

a. There are three challenges with capping enrolment at Bedford.  One is the current 

imbalance between the French and English streams in that school.  The second is the 

projected growth in the English stream students over the next 10 to 15 years. The third 

is issue of how the capping is done to ensure equitable access.  Capping the enrolment 

at Bedford will not address the underutilization of the rest of the schools in Stratford. 

3) Would it help to survey parents regarding their school/program choices with the various 

options? 

a. Our experience with surveys in the past has been that respondents tend to go for the 

status quo.  Further, the actual outcomes when implementing an accommodation 

review decision have not matched what we received in survey responses.  We are 

currently dealing with one transition where we have surveyed parents on three 

occasions between the ARC and implementation – the results have changed each time. 

4) How many students would come to Anne Hathaway as a result of the Staff Option? 

a. Approximately 60. 

5) What would be the year of implementation? 

a. September 2013 would be the earliest date. 

6)  How does the staffing process work? 

a. ETFO and the board will draft an agreed upon staffing process as we have in other areas 

that have undergone a review.  In general staff will be asked for their preferences in 

terms of school and assignment and then in early March they will receive a tentative 

assignment.  The staff in this type of situation get a “second chance” to apply for a 
transfer immediately after March Break. 

7) What is more efficient, single track or dual track? 

a. If there was only one school under consideration, there is no difference between the 

models.  When considered in the context of all of the schools in Stratford and the  

board’s responsibility for all of its schools, there are greater efficiencies with one single 

track school versus two dual track schools.  There will be savings associated with 

staffing and with the provision of resources to the program.  With two dual track 

options we have to replicate the resources in two sites and we will have to have some 

additional staff to ensure appropriate preparation time and supervision requirements 

for the staff in the two sites.  Further, by dividing a population of approximately 250 

students into two sites, we decrease our ability to create straight-grade classes. 

8) Reviewed the school sizes, current loading, projections and border crossing statistics. 
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9) What are the entry points for French Immersion? 

a. Our board has a model where there is only one entry point for the French Immersion 

program – Grade 1. 

10) How would the administration be allocated to a second dual track? 

a. We would have to ensure that at least one of the administrators in the second dual 

track school was fluent in French.  We do have a handful of principals and vice principals 

in the board that have these qualifications. 

11) What if we limited border crossing, would that solve the problems? 

a. Border crossing is not the cause of the overcrowding at Bedford PS or the 

underutilization of the other schools.  Our board has a much more accommodating 

procedure related to border crossing than many other boards in the province and we do 

not envision making change to that procedure. 
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After extensive consultation with parents, community members and 
professionals in fields relevant to the issues being addressed by the 
Accommodation Review, the members of the ARC have come to a 
consensus regarding the optimal recommendation to address the future of 
the French Immersion program and balancing public school enrolment in the 
City of Stratford.  

 
Recommendation: 

 
The Stratford ARC recommends a second dual-track school at either Anne 
Hathaway or Avon School. This would alleviate enrolment pressures at 
Bedford School and create two French Immersion sites with balance between 
the elective and core programs. This also creates either a North/South or 
East/West distribution for the French Immersion program, increasing access 
across the city of Stratford. Moreover, expansion of the current dual track 
model would not require the closure of any community school in Stratford. 
 
 
Note: Both Avon and Anne Hathaway meet the criteria for space and accessibility and 
provide viable options for a dual track school (Appendix 1A). Beyond these basic facilities 
criteria each may have merit with respect to items such as geographical location and 
current FI demand. Although the ARC is expected to recommend a specific dual track site 
it was felt that we do not have sufficient information with respect to the underlying criteria 
that will be used by Trustees to allow for determination of a specific site. In addition, the 
ARC does not feel we have the data required to make specific recommendations with 
respect to border changes. Instead we make a series of recommendations below to guide 
the selection and location of border changes. 
 
Additional Recommendations for Implementation: 
 
Please note that the following Recommendations for Implementation are not meant to be 
considered as a whole. Each individual recommendation may be considered separately. 
Furthermore these recommendations are not listed in order of preference or priority. 
 
THAT: FI boundaries should match school boundaries (Appendix 1A-1C). This 

would reduce instances of siblings being separated by program. 
 
THAT: Consideration for optimization of bus routes such that bussing costs are 

minimized and number of students walking to local school is maximized. Re-
routing of existing routes should be a priority over adding routes and safety 
of bus routes through older neighbourhoods should be considered. The 
costing of a second dual track school that was presented to the ARC by staff 
was not optimized to minimize the cost of bussing.  
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THAT:  Border adjustments should strive to balance enrolment across all schools in 
Stratford. In addition, border adjustments should occur along existing 
contiguous boundaries so that there is no increase in bussing and walking is 
optimized. Where possible, border changes should place families closer to 
their community school (Appendix 1A-1C). In order to retain enrolment 
balance over the long-term border crossing rules need to be respected. 

 
THAT: In order to prevent a reoccurrence of the program imbalance at Bedford the 

ARC recommends that enrolment in the French Immersion program be 
capped at each school. We would like to see a ratio of 50FI:50 ENG adhered 
to that does not exceed 60FI:40 ENG. Similar balance between the streams 
is part of the TDSB registration policy for French Immersion. Only in the 
event that one site is full would there be the option to cross border to the 
other site, with the understanding that transportation is not provided. We 
recommend that special attention be paid to the rules for border crossing in 
the FI program. This would ensure stability and sustainability of the FI 
program at both sites. 

 
THAT:  That the French Immersion program be phased in at the second site to 

mitigate the effects on the existing school population and to allow for an 
easier administrative transition to a dual track school. This can be phased in 
as a Grade 1 class or a primary division. This also alleviates disruption of the 
existing FI junior grade students at Bedford who are closer to completion of 
their primary and junior elementary years. Consideration should be given to 
transferring only those students who do not have a sibling in the junior 
grades while seeking to return the Bedford population below 100% of OTG. 

 
THAT: That border changes should be phased in allowing for grandfathering of 

existing students. This would alleviate disruption to students currently at the 
second site.   

 
THAT: Implementation of a second site should be done such that existing space 

(interior classroom/secondary space and exterior green space) is used as 
efficiently as possible without placing a burden on any one school or 
necessitating the use of portables in the foreseeable future. Where possible 
each school should have sufficient classroom space for a dedicated and 
stand-alone computer room and at least some accessory use (French room, 
Music room, etc.)(Appendix 1A, 2C).  
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Rationale for Recommendations 
 
Benefits to Student 
 

• The fewest number of students are displaced by the second dual track site option, 
especially if phased in over the next few years. Disruption to a student’s primary 
education through changing schools should be minimized and the phased in 
second dual track site coupled with phased in border changes accomplishes this 
better than any available single track option.   

• No student loses their community school as would occur in the single track option. 

• Choice of programming through the community school setting is increased. 

• Easier transition to the English stream if there is a need to transfer out of the FI 
program 

• Siblings who may be in different programs are not separated. 

• Dual track schools increase diversity enriching the experience for all students. 

• Dual track schools avoid segregation by ability or program. Given that the vast 
majority of students with IEPs are in the core program the shift to a single track 
school coupled with bussing of core students out of their neighbourhood results in a 
disproportionate displacement of students with special needs away from their 
community school. This is a violation of the principle of equal access in a public 
school system. Expansion of the dual track model which offers French Immersion 
within a community school setting does not create discrimination based on ability 
and allows all students to attend the same school as their siblings, friends and 
neighbours. 

• FI programs create gender disparity in the classroom whether at a single track 
school or dual track schools. At dual track schools the effects of a gender 
imbalance can be reduced through blended programming in the English portion of 
the day. Furthermore re-distribution of the FI population to two well-balanced dual 
track sites increases the potential for blended programming in addition to re-
balancing school-wide gender disparity. 

• Accessibility – there are no barriers to students at either of the 2 dual track choices 
or at the current site. 

 
Benefits to Community 
 

• No community loses their community school as would occur in the single track 
option. 

• Good urban planning principles state that smaller community-based schools are the 
best model for supporting viable, vibrant communities and can be a major driver for 
economic stability and growth in communities (as presented by Kristen Sainsbury, 
Urban Planner)(Appendix 3A-3D). 

• The value of inter-generational schooling should not be underestimated when 
assessing the importance of schools to a community. Support for specific 
neighbourhood schools and the public school system in general relies on a 
community’s attachment to its school. This is enhanced by inter-generational school 
attendance. 



Stratford ARC Recommendations 2012 

 

4 

 

• Diversity in a neighbourhood is an essential component of vibrant communities and 
this is reflected in its neighbourhood school. A single track French Immersion 
school that displaces a community school increases the risk that the neighbourhood 
demographics will shift to fewer families thereby reducing diversity. A single track 
French Immersion school also creates a concentrated socio-economic disparity 
among schools within the city. In contrast, expansion of the dual track model and 
movement of borders offers the opportunity to adjust socio-economic distribution of 
students across the city of Stratford resulting in more balance and less disparity 
between schools in terms of items such as needs, fundraising etc 

 
 
Benefits to Local Economy 
 

•  A dual track community school does not pre-suppose a family’s intention, thereby 
eliminating purchaser bias and maintaining home prices in established 
neighbourhoods. A shift to a single track school does the opposite and 
automatically creates a bias limiting the potential buyers.   

• An extension to the above statement is that investment in homes in a community 
where a second site is started does not change or if anything may increase buyer 
interest due to expanded choice. 

• Local home-based daycare providers would not be affected by the expansion of the 
dual track model. However removing high numbers of students from their 
neighbourhood school and bussing them to other schools would in fact affect home 
daycare businesses. Furthermore, it would complicate a family’s ability to find 
childcare in their own neighbourhood. Finding childcare in one’s neighbourhood is 
something that reduces time and stress on families. 

 
Benefits to School Board  
 

• The dual track model has been in place for a decade and with the exception of the 
negative effects created by overcrowding and an imbalance with the core program, 
has demonstrated success within a community school setting. The over whelming 
support for this model by the Bedford community speaks to this success. In 
contrast, a single track model will move to an entirely new model with several 
unknown consequences – especially with respect to enrolment. Given that there do 
not appear to be significant benefits to the single track model and that other boards 
have successfully managed dual track schools of similar size to what is proposed 
by the ARC it would seem prudent to expand a successful model over introduction 
of a new model (Appendix 4A-4D). The additional fact that the single track model 
would require displacement of a viable community school should tip the balance to 
a second dual track site. 

• The dual track FI model is unique in the city of Stratford. Although not the sole 
determinant in a family’s decision, the different model and its associated benefits 
(above) may offer a good alternative to the Catholic Board model which is single 
track. 
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• A second dual track site allows more flexibility for the Board to fine-tune school 
populations and thereby increase efficiency. Since the schools in Stratford and its   
FI program are already quite efficient in terms of their student/classroom ratio, 
increased efficiency can be realized by moving smaller numbers of students 
(Appendix 2A). This would support the idea of a gradual start-up to a second dual-
track site by utilizing the grandfathering method to make changes that are also less 
upsetting to community balance. 

• Phasing in of a second dual-track site reduces the burden on administration of 
moving a large number of students en masse. In addition it would mitigate the cost 
of setting up classrooms at the second site. Starting with a limited number of 
classrooms would reduce costs by allowing the expense to be taken from the yearly 
resource renewal budget. 

• The Ministry of Education Capacity Building Series has published an article 
supporting dual language teaching teams for French Immersion education. This 
would be better supported in a dual track school and could have the additional 
benefits of allowing blended programming across the two streams (Appendix 5). 

• Although not necessarily a benefit item - the school profile documents state that all 
of the current Stratford schools are able to operate with no need for additional funds 
aside from the revenue generated by their student enrolment. This would indicate 
that no school in Stratford could justifiably be closed for financial reasons.  

• Given that the costing of second dual school does not add significant cost to the 
AMDSB (and may in fact save money if the bussing is optimized) budget then the 
assumption is that the expanded dual track model will not negatively affect the 
ability to provide services to Stratford schools. Although the single track model may 
save the board money it would not appear to be needed at Stratford Schools but 
instead be used to offset cost at schools outside of Stratford (School Information 
Profiles, section 2.2, and Appendix 2B, 2D). To close a community school in 
Stratford for these financial considerations would be patently unfair to the students 
and to taxpayers of Stratford. 

 
 

Conclusion: 
 

Stratford needs its community schools. The elementary schools in Stratford 
are financially stable.  Expansion of the dual track model would leave our 
schools intact, would aid in maintaining enrolment balance between them and 
would do so without adding additional financial constraints. 
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special 

program m ing borders bussing / safety

Avon 1 6

Special purpose room -1 Detail Avon as 2nd site

Com puter room -1 Avon 56

Spec ed -1 Ham let  30

Classroom s 1 3 Shakespeare 14

Other 21

Total FI  students for AVON 

dual st ream  (at  Avon) 1 2 1

Detail of Bedford as 1st  site

Bedford 88

Rom eo 23

AH 18

Total FI  students for Bedford 

dual st ream 1 2 9

Total French &  English ( at  

AVON) 3 3 0

Total French &  English ( at  

Bedford) 4 0 3

Anne Hathew ay 2 2

Special program s -5 Detail AH as 2nd site

Com puter room -1 Anne Hathaway 18

Special purpose room -1 Shakespeare 14

Classroom s 1 5 Rom eo 23

Ham let  30

Other 21

Total FI  students for AH dual 

st ream  (at  AH) 1 0 6

Detail of Bedford as 1st  site

Bedford 88

Avon 56

Total FI  students for Bedford 

dual st ream 1 4 4

Total French &  English ( at  

AH) 4 2 2

Total French &  English ( at  

Bedford) 3 8 8

ARC Dual- t rack Presentat ion

#  of students in FI  from  this area

ANNE 

HATHAW AY 

Scenario

*  assum es t ransfer of 50 students to Rom eo & 25 to Shakespeare 

special program m ing 

accom odated but  

som e (such as Sec 

23)  could be m oved 

to another school that  

does not  already have 

a sect ion class 

already -  i.e.  Ham let ,  

Shakespeare or Avon 

as there is capacity & 

no sect ion class 

present ly

addressess 

capacity issues 

at  Rom eo and 

Shakeseare -AH 

bus route(s)  

switched to 

Rom eo & shift  

AH shared 

border with 

Shakespeare

AVON 

Scenario

t ry and preserve 

dedicated classroom s 

such as french m usic 

and spec ed. -  seem s 

to work num berwise

*  assum es t ransfer of 30 students to Rom eo and 30 to Bedford from  Avon

* * assum es Bedford english enrollm ent  of 244 ( incl.  JK/ SK)

no significant  change to bussing /  possible cost  

savings…bussing seem s safer due to 

locat ion/ set  up of dr iveway

no significant  change to bussing/  possible cost  

savings…bussing seem s safer due to school 

locat ion/ setup of dr iveway

does not  

address capacity 

issues at  

Shakeseare;    

Bedford (E & F 

rat ios)  and 

Rom eo could 

benefit  with 

student  

swap/ border 

shift

#  of classroom s

Neither scenario results in m ore French I m m ersion than English St ream  ( grades 1 - 6  only) . Avon 1 - 6  English w ould be 1 3 6 , AH 1 - 6  English w ould be 2 3 1  and Bedford 

w ould be 1 7 5  in the Avon Scenario and 1 4 5  in the AH Scenario.  These num bers adhere to the recom m endat ion of not  having the French I m m ersion populat ion a  exceed 

5 0 :5 0  rat io w ith the English st ream .

* * assum es Bedford english enrollm ent  of 244 ( incl.  JK/ SK)



Accom odat ion Calculat ion

School OTG capacity current  enrollm ent  ( SE) * * current  % #  of room s Avon scenerio AH scenerio

Bedford 434 494 114% 19 93% 89%

AVON 362 269 74% 16 91% 74%

AH 495 391 79% 22 79% 85%

Romeo 227 135 59% 10 73% 81%

Hamlet 273 218 80% 12 80% 80%

Shakespeare 273 197 72% 12 72% 81%

* *  assumes everyday JK/ SK

Other notes:

Family disrupt ion  -  m inimal as a second dual t rack will accommodate children from same fam ilies in both ENG & FI .

Social disrupt ion -  some children may be disrupted as exist ing social relat ions will be disrupted - recommend grandfathering.

Social disrupt ion -  if grandfathering is not  available -  seen as opportunity for NEW fr iendships to develop.

AH & Avon -  would not  need addit ional classrooms  -  FI  dual t rack at  Shakespeare and Hamlet  would have required portables.

AH & Avon -  do not  have any major assessibilit y barr iers.

Neither scenario impacts more than 50%  of the current  school populat ions.

Both Scenarios balance the French I mmersion populat ion either on a North/ South or East / West  boundary in St rat ford.

Conclusions:

AH and Avon scenarios address both FI  overcrowding at  Bedford and reduced enrollment  at  Romeo, but  only AH addresses enrollment  at  Shakespeare.

Both allow for expansion of FI  and addresses accessibilit y concerns for incom ing students.

AH and Avon scenarios offer opportunity for stable and balanced enrollment  throughout  the city.

AH opt ion accommodates future growth at  Avon from development  in north end.

Both scenarios allow for  balanced enrolment  across the city but  relies on an appreciable student  populat ion that  is bussed out  of the city.

Both scenarios accomplish balanced enrolment  through m inimal border changes that  make geographical sense. 

Bussing in the city does not  increase. Only requires re- rout ing.

Neither scenario requires significant  staffing changes within the city.

FI  Resources can be re-allocated with m inimal cost , moreso if a program is phased in. 

Avon scenerio makes sense from a demand perspect ive but  AH scenerio reserves capacity at  Avon for future growth in north end of city. 

Greenspace:  Avon has bet ter greenspace with room for future growth without  significant ly impact ing playground space. AH shares space with the city and cannot  expand.

* * *  I f the enrolemnt  percentage is too high at  Bedford and Avon in the Avon scenario there is room at  Romeo for addit ional students and the potent ial to move 

the Romeo/ Shakespeare border to accommodate more students at  Romeo.

No significant  increase in t ransportat ion cost  with either scenario /  possible savings and increased walkers.

*  student  t ransfer -  unt il we know how many student  are bussed from Devon to AH can't  fully determ ine how many students will go to Romeo and Shakespeare. Also unt il we know how many 

students are in the common border that  is closer to Bedford/ Romeo than Avon will not  know exact  numbers.

* *  shift ing the shared border of Avon and Bedford will affect  how many english/ french at  each school and can allow re-balancing in the future.
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New Housing 
Development 

Forman Ave is not going to be extended past the 
water tower into the new subdivision. As a result 
the bus route to Avon becomes roughly 
equivalent to Bedford. 
 
Jennan, Avon West and Old Grove Estates 
developments are closer to Avon and/or Hamlet 
and yet are bussed to Downie Central. This is in 
addition to the existing Freeland Drive area which 
is also bussed to Downie Central 
 
 
The Fields which is a new subdivision at the North 
East is warded to Bedford and may expand in the 
future. 

The Fields 

 

Jennan 

 

Avon West 

 

Old Grove 
Estates 

 
This area has 3 busses currently going to AH. Can re-
route 2 busses to Bedford and Romeo without 
increasing overall bussing. Pooling current FI and new 
English stream to Bedford reduces costs.  

This area, currently warded to Avon, can be divided 
among Avon, Bedford and Romeo such that more 
students are closer to their home school and bussing 
is decreased. 

These areas could see students move to 
Shakespeare with no increase in bussing. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1C 



 
 
 
 

Bussing Considerations for Expansion of the Dual Track Model 
  
Notes:  
 

• Bussing to the French Immersion Program is done from the student’s home 
school and not direct pick-up in their neighbourhood as with English stream 
students who fall outside walking distance to their school. Students must get 
to the home school to be picked up by the bus going to the French Immersion 
site. This makes implementation of a second dual track site much simpler.  

 

• Below are some rough estimates of bussing needs based on the scenarios 
presented in Appendix 1A. Also included at the end is the current AMDSB 
bus schedule for the City of Stratford. These are not optimized for school start 
times etc., but are simply to demonstrate that a second site need not increase 
bussing requirements as indicated in the staff costing of the second dual track 
site. 

 

• Please note that only buses that change are discussed for the two scenarios. 
In both instances the total number of bus routes required remains unchanged. 

 

• The bus that originates at Northwestern includes students who come into 
Stratford from outlying neighbourhoods (Fields, Jennan, Avon West) and the 
country schools. These students share bussing with the secondary students 
until they arrive at Northwestern. The Northwestern “loop” allows for 
concentration of the “other” students onto a single bus. 

 

• If the Boards approves a second dual track site then optimization of bussing 
routes may require revising start times at the schools in order to allow for bus 
routes that run consecutively. 

 
 



 
 

Anne Hathaway Scenario 
 

To make room at AH the borders with Shakespeare, Bedford and/or 
Romeo could be adjusted. Changes along the Shakespeare border do 
not need additional bussing. For Romeo/Bedford two of the current 3 
busses from the Devon Street area can be re-routed to 
Romeo/Bedford. There may be some new walkers in this change as 
well.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bus Routes: 
 
Northwestern – Bedford – Anne Hathaway:  
For the “other” students who are bussed in from rural areas and from Jennan Estates/Avon West. Also FI 
and English stream students from the Fields. This bus is already running. During the transition this bus 
could drop off students who may want to grandfather to Bedford. Although this route adds a stop other 
routes lose a stop so this should not increase overall cost. 
 
Avon-Bedford 
Enough students from Avon go to Bedford to keep this bus running as a stand-alone bus without the 
Hamlet pick up. 
 
Hamlet – Shakespeare – Anne Hathaway – (Devon – Bedford - only in transition years): 
This bus could pick up Hamlet and Shakespeare FI students heading to AH and any Hamlet/Shakespeare 
wishing to grandfather to Bedford. Many if not all of the Shakespeare FI will not need to be bussed. During 
the transition it could drop off at AH and then proceed to Bedford via the Devon area where it could pick 
up FI wishing to grandfather to Bedford.  
 
Devon Street area – Romeo – Anne Hathaway: 
To make room at AH, the border with Romeo could be adjusted to send one of the current 3 busses from 
the Devon Street area to Romeo. At Romeo this bus would pick up FI students headed for AH. During the 
transition this bus could also carry Romeo FI students wishing to grandfather to Bedford to AH for transfer 
to the above bus. There is also the option of sending some Devon area students to Bedford as well with 
no change in bus numbers. This is due to there being 3 busses currently going to AH from this area. This 
would simplify grandfathering. 
 

This plan balances enrolment at the two dual-track sites and allows for grandfathering if that is 
something the Trustees approve. Although grandfathering does add short term bussing costs it 
does not require full routes to be added but simply adds stops or extensions to existing routes.  

 
** The overall number of buses does not increase from the current number in this scenario. 

Romeo  23 

Hamlet  30 

Shakespeare  14 

Other  21 

Anne Hathaway  18 

Total FI AH 106 

Bedford  88 

Avon 56 

Total FI Bedford 129 



 

Avon Scenario 
 

To make room at Avon the borders with Bedford and Romeo could 
be adjusted. Changes along these borders do not need additional 
bussing.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bus Routes: 
 
Northwestern – Avon - Bedford:  
“Other” students who are bussed in from rural areas and from Jennan Estates/Avon West. This bus is 
already running to Bedford so would simply add a destination school. Other routes lose a stop so this 
should not increase overall cost. During the transition this bus could pick up at Avon any students who 
may want to grandfather to Bedford. 
 
AH – Romeo -Bedford:  
This bus already running but starts at Shakespeare – could drop that pick up location. 
 
Shakespeare – Hamlet - Avon (to Bedford - only in transition years) 
This bus currently runs Hamlet-Avon-Bedford. Instead it could pick up Hamlet and Shakespeare FI 
students heading to Avon and any wishing to grandfather to Bedford. During the transition they could drop 
off at Avon and then proceed to Bedford. 
 

This plan balances enrolment at the two dual-track sites and allows for grandfathering if that is 
something the Trustees approve. Although grandfathering does add short term bussing costs it 
does not require full routes to be added but simply adds stops or extensions to existing routes.  

 
 

**The overall number of buses does not increase and in fact should decrease as Avon FI would 
either walk or catch existing bus to Avon. 

Avon  56 

Hamlet  30 

Shakespeare  14 

Other  18 

Total FI Avon 121 

Bedford  88 

Anne Hathaway 21 

Romeo  23 

Total FI Bedford 129 



Current Bus Routes City of Stratford 
9 total routes 

 
Anne Hathaway Public School 
77 Bruce St 
Stratford 
519-271-8576  
Principal – Ross MacSorley 
 
Route #50A (Bus 3) First Pickup 8:05 A.M. 
91 Avonwood Dr. 
665 Devon St. 
555 Devon St. 
Devon St. at Meighen Mews 
Burritt St. at Albert St. 
26 Oxford St. 
Arrive Anne Hathaway approx. 8:20 A.M.  
 
Route #51A (Bus 2) First Pickup 8:05 A.M. 
3 Willow St. 
66 Portia Blvd. 
Devon St. at Tweedsmuir 
88 Crehan Cres. 
Arrive Anne Hathaway approx. 8:20 A.M. 
 
Route #52A (Bus 1) First Pickup 8:05 A.M. 
Pleasant St. at Willow 
197 Willow St. 
253 Willow St. 
Arrive Anne Hathaway approx. 8:20 A.M. 
 
 
Avon Public School 
31 Huntingdon Ave 
Stratford 
519-271-2905 or 519-271-2156  
Principal – Janet Jamison 
 
Route #47 First Pickup 8:25 A.M. 
Elizabeth St. at Falstaff Centre (116 Elizabeth Street) 
Princess St. at Variety Store 
73 Waddel St. at Transit Stop 
305 Briarhill Dr. 
Matilda St. at Bell Crt. 
Arrive Avon School approx. 8:50 A.M. 
 
Bedford Public School (French Immersion) 
59 Bedford Drive 
Stratford 
519-273-1190  
Principal – Helen Orr 
 



Route #51B First Pickup 8:20 A.M. 
Anne Hathaway School 
Shakespeare School 
Romeo School 
C.H. Meir at Avonwood Dr. 
235 Devon St. 
Devon at Canterbury 
Arrive Bedford School approx. 8:45 A.M.  
 
Route #52B First Pickup 8:35 A.M. 
Hamlet School 
Avon School 
Arrive Bedford School approx. 8:45 A.M. 
 
Route #104 First Pickup 8:20 A.M. 
Vivian at Harrison 
Fairfield at Greenberg Pl 
Stratford Northwestern Secondary School (Bus Loop)  
Picks up other Country students as well as Jennan. 
Arrive Bedford School approx. 8:45 A.M. 
 
Hamlet Public School 
315 West Gore St 
Stratford 
519-271-2826  
Principal – Kate Lusk 
 
Route #50B First Pickup 8:37 A.M. 
27 Barron St 
Lightbourne at Demille 
Arrive Hamlet School approx. 8:45 A.M. 
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Stratford’s Junior Elementary cohorts – Question of staffing savings in costing of 

single versus dual track schools 
 

Since Primary school numbers require a maximum of 20 children per class and most schools are 

operating very close to this cap, our assumption is that efficiencies are only to be found within the 

Elementary school system at the Junior Elementary level. 

 

By calculating available classroom space using a junior class size of 32 (the contracted junior class 

maximum) parts of this analysis assesses the best possible efficiency. However some excess capacity 

at each school needs to be available to accommodate inevitable and unpredictable year-to-year 

fluctuations. In the absence of some flexibility the risk of class shuffling after the September start 

date becomes quite high. The resulting disruption is not popular with students, teachers, parents, or 

administrators and for good reason. 

 

Some interesting figures: 

 
Total numbers 2011:  725  

• If divide by 32 = 22.65 classrooms. Maximum possible efficiency - but close to triggering new 

classes and not reasonably expected as year to year cohorts are not this predictable.  

• We have 26.5 classrooms currently with an average ratio of 27.4 children per junior 

classroom. This is significantly higher than the Ontario average Junior/Intermediate 

elementary class size (grade 4-8) of approximately 25. In fact this is higher than the 

2010/2011 average for the AMDSB of 26.3. 
“Despite a province-wide base of foundation funding from the government, not all public school boards have 

the same average class size in their junior and intermediate grades. The provincial average for class size in the 

junior and intermediate grades in 2008-09 was 24.9 students. In the 2010-11 school year, funding is provided 

through grants for an average class size of 24.8 students. In public school boards across the province, average 

class size in 2010-11 varied from 16.2 students in the Superior Greenstone DSB to a high of 26.3 students in the 

Avon Maitland DSB. (http://www.etfo.ca/issuesineducation/classsize/pages/default.aspx) 

• No efficiency gains in a single track option.  

• The only school running with more classrooms than they should have is Avon who has a 

Grade 4 class of 19. 

• Not sure any additional efficiency is possible, with the exception of Avon. 

• If divide by 25 = 28.6 classrooms to be at the provincial average. 

 

 Total numbers: 2013 (implementation year): 717 (slight decrease)  

• Divide by 32 = 22.4 = 23 classrooms.  

• Divide by 25 = 28.7 = 29 classrooms to be at the provincial average. 

• Divide by 28 = 25.6 =26 classrooms to be high but reasonable. 

• Therefore we are NOT looking to reduce teacher numbers.  

• No staffing savings in either scenario. 

  

 

 

 



FI Junior Elementary numbers alone:    

• 2011: 104 So divide by 32 = 3.25  Bedford has 3.5 classrooms because one is a cross-divisional 

split 

• 2014: 130 So divide by 32 =  4.06  - easily enough for 2 junior classrooms in two dual – track 

schools 

• While this assumes combined grades it should not be an issue because the primary grades 

would be predominantly straight grades and also by the junior years the students remaining 

in the FI program are suitable for combined grades. Furthermore the provincial average for 

combined grades is about 30% (Ministry of Education Website) so some should be expected 

– especially in an elective program. 

• Of special note:  a junior cohort of 65 students would not unbalance any of the Stratford 

schools, except Romeo (in terms of raw numbers) AND this number of students could not be 

more efficient in one school instead of two.  One of the schools would need to house the 

higher numbers and have a third classroom, no doubt a cross-divisional split. 

• These factors also indicate more clearly why it would be much easier to start a second dual 

track school with 2 or 3 primary grades first.  Doing so in this fashion would ultimately be far 

more efficient AND allow the school culture the needed time to adjust to a new program. 

 
Junior Cohort Numbers by School: 

Notes:  

Flex room = Flexibility in the system to allow for post-September move-ins or year over year 

fluctuations without constantly running too close to the contracted maximum class size.  

(+) represents a junior cohort with an expected population increase 

(-) represents a junior cohort with an expected population decrease 

 

Anne Hathaway (-) 

2011:  145/32 = 4.5 classes if at maximum- currently have 5.5 (one cross- divisional 

  split)  

2013:  142/32 = 4.4 classes if at maximum - flex room available for incoming at 1.1 

 142/28 = 5.1 classes if at reasonable - flex room available for incoming at +0.4 

Avon (-) 

 2011:  92/32 = 2.8 classes if at maximum- currently have 4 

 2013:  83/32 = 2.5 classes if at maximum - flex room available for incoming at 1.5 

  83/28 = 3 classes if at reasonable - flex room available for incoming at +1 

 

Bedford (+) 

2011:  194/32 = 6.06 classes if at maximum- currently have 6.5 (one cross- divisional 

 split) 

2013:  199/32 = 6.21 classes if at maximum - flex room is obtained via a cross 

 divisional split 

 199/28 = 7.1 classes if at reasonable - flex room available for incoming at -0.6 

 

Downie Central (+) 

2011:  75/32 = 2.3 - classes if at maximum- currently have 2.5 (one cross- divisional 

 split) 



2013:  96/32 = 3 classes if at maximum - will need more space for the Junior 

 cohort or a second cross-divisional split 

 96/28 = 3.4 classes if at reasonable - flex room available for incoming at -0.9 

 

Hamlet (+) 

 2011:  80/32 = 2.5 classes if at maximum - currently have 3 

2013:  81/32 = 2.5 classes if at maximum - flex room available for incoming at 0.5 

 81/28 = 2.9 classes if at reasonable - flex room available for incoming at +0.1 

 

Romeo (-) 

 2011:  52/32 = 1.6 classes if at maximum- currently have 2 

2013:  35/32 = 1.09 classes if at maximum - flex room available for incoming at 0.9 

 35/28 = 1.25 classes if at reasonable - flex room available for incoming at +0.75 

 

Shakespeare (-) 

2011:  87/32 = 2.7 classes if at maximum- currently have 3 

2013:  81/32 = 2.5 classes if at maximum - flex room available for incoming at 0.5 

 81/28 = 2.9 classes if at reasonable - flex room available for incoming at +0.1 

 

 

Available flex space in 2013 if at maximum:  4.5 across 7 schools 

Available flex space in 2013 if at 28 (reasonable):  0.85 across 7 schools 

 

Conclusions 

• None of the flexible space is in the FI program which runs efficiently.   

• Based on the numbers, only one Stratford school could reduce its junior cohort 

by one classroom and one teacher.   The rest of the schools are less than one 

classroom above what their numbers justify and two are operating with cross-

divisional splits because of over-capacity. 

• The available flex space of 4.5 assumes a junior class size of 32 – meaning no 

room for year over year fluctuations or for adjustments to classes where there 

may be higher numbers of students with IEPs. 

• The provincial junior class average is 25 and the AMDSB board average in 2010 

was 26. At an average junior class size of 28 (well above the Ministry funded 

24.8) there is no real room for staffing savings through consolidation.  
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Notes on staff costing analyses: 

• The AMDSB Staff costing is presented as cost to the AMDSB but not to the taxpayer. When bussing cost absorbed by the 

Ministry of Education (MOE) (90% of cost) is taken into account the Bedford single track option actually ends up costing more 

than current budget. Specifically, the staff preferred option reports a potential savings of $102, 663 (assuming the English 

stream teachers are re-deployed and aggregate class sizes are not increased by the changes proposed – see Appendix 2B for 

more on this). This is a savings to the AMDSB -  but the savings in administration and operation are offset by a $108,000 loss 

to the taxpayer due to the fact that increased bussing accounts for an overall increase in expenses of $120,000 (column 3, 

point 3 highlighted). For transportation the AMDSB reports a $12,000 loss whereas the MOE (and therefore taxpayer) are 

paying the greater loss of $108,000. This is because the single track option requires bussing of Bedford ward English stream 

students to 3 different schools requiring 3 additional bus routes. Once overall cost to the taxpayer is taken into account it is 

clear that a single track option does not save money. 

 

• Although costing was not provided, it should be noted that the Romeo single track option presented by staff would also 

result in increased bussing. 100% of the current Romeo ward population is walking distance to the school whereas in the 

single track scenario English stream students would need to be bussed to both Bedford and Shakespeare. Furthermore, the 

Romeo single track option would result in overcrowding at Romeo and Shakespeare while leaving Bedford and Avon 

underutilized. 

 

• The staff preferred option costing for Bedford as a single track French Immersion school includes revenue associated with a 

significant number of Bedford JK/SK students. Under the staff option these students start at Bedford and then are bussed out 

of the ward if they choose the English stream. Funding for these students offsets the cost of running a French Immersion 

program in a school with an OTG that is clearly too large for the ADE in the French Immersion program. Inclusion of the 

JK/SK students at Bedford will not be accepted by parents. This proposal is not in the best interests of students and clearly 

cannot be justified. Given that the JK/SK students cannot be kept at Bedford if it is no longer a community school then the 

costing of the single track option will need to change – reflecting the revenue loss associated with the decrease in 

kindergarten students. 

 



• Costing of the dual track option requested by the ARC and presented by the Staff at the December meeting clearly does not 

optimize transportation. The addition of 2 bus routes adds a cost of $6,406 to the AMDSB and $57,654 to the MOE. However, 

there are no reasonable grounds to increase bussing by 2 routes in order to expand the dual track French Immersion program 

(Appendix 1C). Without the cost reported in line 3 the overall loss reported of $3,822 will in fact be a savings of $2,584. 

This is not a significant savings over the current budget but it does support the conclusion that expansion of the dual track 

model will not increase cost and as such removes cost as a determining factor in deciding between the two options.   

 

• Primary class sizes in Stratford are in line with the provincial average. In contrast, Junior/Intermediate class sizes in Stratford 

are currently higher than last year’s AMDSB average.  This is quite high given that last year’s AMDSB average was the highest 

in the province and well above the class size supported by ministry grant levels (Appendix 2A). Furthermore, schools in 

Stratford currently operate within their revenue generated (school profile documents, section 2.2) and are not a financial 

drain on the AMDSB or any other schools in the AMDSB.  The Trustees may have justification to consider finances if the 

options presented significantly increase cost to the AMDSB and taxpayer. However, given the information above, there is 

no reasonable basis to suggest that cost savings through consolidation (and by extension staff reductions) should be a 

determining factor.  

 

 



Appendix 2C 

 



Green Space Analysis 
(Data - excerpt from AMDSB document) 

 

 

Ranking: 

smallest 

acres/OTG in 

board 

OTG 09/10 FTE Site 

(acres) 

Building 

(acres) 

Nutrition 

Break area 

(acres) 

NBA per FTE NBA per OTG 

Shakespeare 2 273 194 2.05 0.58 1.33 0.007 0.005 

Romeo 5 227 123 1.64 0.33 1.31 0.011 0.006 

Hamlet 7 273 207 2.52 0.69 1.87 0.009 0.007 

Bedford 12 434 413 6.04 0.74 3.91 0.009 0.007 

Anne Hatheway 13 495 363 4.6 1.19 3.4 0.009 0.007 

Avon 20 362 228 7.99 0.57 6.25 0.027 0.017 

Downie Central 23 262 262 10.01 0.53 5.26 0.020 0.020 

OTG – On the ground Capacity   FTE – Full time equivalent enrolment  NBA – Nutrition Break Area 

 

• The interior size of Romeo school is clearly too small to accommodate a FI program of 250 students. If the board believes this is 

achievable through the use of portables the questions would be - where and how many? The school previously had 2 portables but there 

has since been a considerable addition to the building, precluding placement of portables. The green space analysis highlights that 

Romeo is already the school with the least amount of property and is among schools with the lowest green space in the entire board. 

There simply isn't enough real estate on this property to accommodate the existing FI school population. It would effectively cap the 

program to a lower enrolment than the current 250.  

• By adding portables or adding onto the building footprint and having enrollment in excess of the existing capacity the playground area to 

student ratio is going to be that much lower than all the rest of the schools in the board.   

• Other city schools are measuring much the same as Romeo in green space such as Shakespeare and Hamlet who would also require 

portables to accommodate an FI dual stream option and would therefore not be preferred options. For Romeo, Shakespeare and Hamlet 

playground space would be impacted with the placement of portables.  

• Anne Hathaway’s green space measurement is also low in terms of playground space. Given that a portion of their green space is shared 

with the city there is not much available space for additions or portables. 

• If Avon was selected as the 2nd dual stream site and outgrew its building in 10 years, there is ample room for growth on its property. 

Assuming the rest of the city schools are at healthy enrolment levels - per ARC recommended border changes then addition to Avon 

would be feasible. 
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Bedford ARC Review 
Kristin Sainsbury
29 Diana Court, Stratford

Iʼm here to present as parent of current French Immersion system who will have 
graduated by the time these changes are implemented.  I am also a resident of Bedford 
Ward.

I do not support the recommendation that was presented at the ARC meeting held last 
month at Bedford, to relocate the English stream and make Bedford a single track 
French Immersion School.

I do support the comments and very valid points raised by Bedford School Council and 
Arc Representatives.  I donʼt want to repeat what theyʼre saying but add to it additional 
thoughts.

As an Urban Planner by profession, I have respect for the planning process and the 
need to project future needs and accommodate growth as well as changing 
demographics.  I understand the challenges that face a school board in going through 
these exercises.  This makes hearing input from the school community even more 
important.

I have several issues with the current recommendation.  My concerns and opinions on 
this issue are fueled by my background in Urban Planning and Local Economic 
Development.

Schools as Drivers of Economic Development

Schools of thought around Urban Planning have for decades been touting the benefits 
of integrated neighbourhoods.  Places where people can walk to work, school and 
access green space.  “New Urbanism”  “Smart Growth” are movements identifying that 
current land use strategies are not working in communities.  Communities need to 
ensure amenities are located within neighbourhoods and that people can walk in their 
communities.  Access to community schools is at the core of these principles.  

Iʼm sure everyone has followed to some extent the current socio-economic challenges 
being faced throughout the United States.  It doesnʼt take a long internet search to pull 
up dozens of reports discussing the importance of community schools.  Desire for 
change has resulted in an entire country examining its education policies and building a 
new foundation around the idea of community schools and learning communities. 

In fact the US Department of Education has established a set of national design 
principles for educational facilities that calls for schools that “Serve as centers of the 
community”.  The US environmental protection agency is also stepping in and 
supporting programs and policies.



Neighbourhood Schools are being used as a primary driver of local economic 
development throughout the United States (California, Georgia, Illinois, Louisiana, New 
Hampshire, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylavnia, South Carolina and Washington to name 
a few states).

The recommendations made for Bedford, in my opinion fails to consider that this  school 
is an integral part of our community.  A decision made by the board on this issue is not 
just about numbers, its about fundamentally changing the face of an entire 
neighbourhood.  That is a lot of power to exert.

Bedford Review:

North End Development

Staff identify in Section 4.4.6 and 4.4.7 that “the latest enrollment projections for the 
north side of Stratford are increasing and this trend is expected to continue based on 
future housing developments in the North side of the city.”

This point in and of itself begs the question of how eliminating the only school North of 
the Avon River for English stream can even be considered, when this is going to be the 
area for future growth.  In addition, Beford is located in a transitioning neighbourhood.  
Many of the original owners are starting to sell their homes and young families are 
moving in.  In the past 10 years of living in this neighbourhood weʼve witnessed this 
transition begin and I believe it will continue.

In the midst of lessons being learned throughout North America, eliminating the only 
neighbourhood school left in the North end of the City would be shortsighted and 
irresponsible.

South End Vacancy:

Section 4.4.8 indicates “that the enrollment in the south part of stratford is expected to 
continue to decline”.  

When one examines school populations it becomes evident that the problem weʼre 
dealing with is not just one of over-population of Bedford but declining enrollment in 
other schools.    Removing the english stream component of Bedford to another school 
is not the solution to this problem.  It will only exacerbate the issue for the board in the 
long term as the north end grows.

A second dual stream school in the south end of the city will allow a community 
school to remain open and viable and offer additional educational opportunity 
around French in another area in the city that is not currently serviced



Current Localization of French

The current breakdown of French Immersion students at Beford shows that 
approximately 65% are crossing boarders to attend the program.  The majority from 
outside of Beford are coming from Avon Ward.

This supports a recommendation for a second Dual stream school elsewhere in the City 
to service other neighbourhoods whose children are being taken away from their home 
school for a French Immersion Program.  French Immersion boundaries could be 
established to balance out demand between the two schools.

Assumptions

The Assumption being made is that the French Immersion Program needs to and 
will continue to grow indefinitely.

How can we be sure the demand will be there after we uproot an entire community 
school and displace students from their neighbourhood?  

I am not convinced that if this option were implemented that Bedford would continue to 
grow the French Immersion program at a rate that would justify an entire school the size 
of Bedford.   In fact staff recognize this when they state in Section 4.4.18 that Avon has 
a capacity too large for a stand alone French Immersion School.  Bedfordʼs capacity is 
even larger.

What isnʼt mentioned in the report is that the numbers to fill Bedford as a French 
immersion school will be borrowed from your other schools in the system that are 
currently struggling.   Bedford as a stand alone French Immersion school is only likely to   
increase these challenges in the future. 

I also believe Bedford as a stand alone will likely result in parents choosing French 
Immersion for their children for potentially the wrong reasons (location in a good 
neighbhourhood, academic performance etc) that may not take into account a childʼs 
aptitude or desire to learn a second language.

For these reasons, a second dual stream school located in one of the schools that are 
under-capacity would prove to be the best decision for the community and for 
accommodating future growth in Stratford.



Summary:
 

• As the rest of the world is realizing the problems with removing a community 
school and are shifting policy toward smaller community schools as the heart and 
economic driver of a community, our board is considering the opposite.  This is 
essentially ignoring everything weʼve learned to date.

• The impacts of removing the English stream from Bedford equates to removal of a 
community school and would be irresponsible and short sighted

• As we struggle with childhood obesity and societal health issues due to lack of 
exercise, I canʼt believe weʼll take away a neighbourhoods abillity to walk to school 
in lieu of bussing a neighbourhood out while we bus other neighbourhoods in (81% 
of French Immersion students come in from outside the catchment area).

• With Beford existing as the only school north of the Avon River, and with all new 
future housing development on the North side of the City.  Demand in this area is 
going to increase substantially over time.  Many of these proposed developments 
are catering to young families.  Removing the only school in this area would be 
senseless.

• Staff have essentially acknowledged that Bedford is too large for a single track FI 
school by stating the same of Avon

• Making Beford a single Track French Immersion school will only reduce enrollment 
elsewhere in the board and exacerbate current enrollment problems.

• There is an opportunity to enhance an existing under capacity school though the 
addition of a French Immersion program and adjusting boundaries to 
accommodate this. 

• If other schools in Stratford donʼt want the opportunity presented by the addition of 
a French Immersion program then I donʼt believe we need to assume growth of 
French immersion but instead leave Bedford status quo and set a reasonable cap 
for Bedford that can reasonably accommodated without bursting the school.

A second dual stream school is the right solution and the right thing to do if the board 
wishes to grow the French Immersion program.  It is the right solution for the 
community, for the health and wellbeing of the children affected, and will have the least 
impact on the community at large.
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Helping Johnny Walk to School

Policy Recommendations for Removing Barriers 
to Community-Centered Schools

by renee Kuhlman



The Helping Johnny Walk to School: Sustaining Communities through Smart Policy 

project is being undertaken through a cooperative agreement between the U.S. Envi-

ronmental Protection Agency and the National Trust for Historic Preservation’s Center 

for State and Local Policy. The Center offers technical assistance, training, and publica-

tions to support and advance the work of preservation at the state and local level. The 

project received additional financial support from the Jessie Ball duPont Fund and the 

Building Educational Success Together (BEST) collaborative, courtesy of the Conver-

gence Partnership.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation (www.PreservationNation.org) is a non-profit 

membership organization bringing people together to protect, enhance and enjoy the places 

that matter to them. By saving the places where great moments from history—and the im-

portant moments of everyday life—took place, the National Trust for Historic Preservation 

helps revitalize neighborhoods and communities, spark economic development and promote 

environmental sustainability. With headquarters in Washington, DC, eight regional and field 

offices, 29 historic sites, and partner organizations in 50 states, territories, and the District of 

Columbia, the National Trust for Historic Preservation provides leadership, education, advo-

cacy and resources to a national network of people, organizations and local communities 

committed to saving places, connecting us to our history and collectively shaping the future 

of America’s stories.
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In addition to providing a place to educate our chil-

dren, schools are also important anchors that help 

define and sustain our neighborhoods. Recognizing 

this fact, the National Trust for Historic Preservation 

has long urged citizens across the country to retain 

existing schools or construct new ones where they 

can function as true community centers. 

In 2000 the National Trust published Why Johnny Can’t Walk to School: 

Historic Neighborhood Schools in the Age of Sprawl and included 

older and historic neighborhood schools on its list of America’s 11 Most 

Endangered Historic Places. Since then, awareness about the health, 

transportation, and sustainability ramifications of school siting choices 

has grown significantly. In 2009 for example, the American Academy 

of Pediatrics noted that “factors such as school location have played a 

significant role in the decreased rates of walking to school, and changes 

in policy may help to increase the number of children who are able to 

walk to school.”1 

But despite this growing awareness of the benefits of community-centered 

schools, far too many existing schools continue to be threatened with 

abandonment, and new schools continue to be built far from the resi-

dents they serve. According to the most recent National Household 

Travel survey, only about 35 percent of K-8 students now live within two 

miles of their school.2

As part of our Helping Johnny Walk to School: Sustaining Communities 

through Smart Policy project, we asked some of the brightest minds in 

their fields the following question: “What policies and practices are pre-

venting the retention or development of community-centered schools?” 

We then asked them to offer suggestions for state reform. Their recom-

mendations provide the basis for this report. 

 

I urge states and communities to adopt the recommendations provided 

in this report. Breaking down barriers to community-centered schools is 

an essential part of sustaining the health of our communities.

preface by richard moe, president 
National Trust for Historic Preservation
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Project Background

The National Trust for Historic Preservation, Center for State and Local Policy launched 

the Helping Johnny Walk to School: Sustaining Communities through Smart Policy project 

in 2008 to encourage the retention and development of community-centered schools.

Through a cooperative agreement with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 

with generous support from the Jessie Ball duPont Fund and the Building Educational 

Success Together (BEST) collaborative courtesy of the Convergence Partnership, this 

project brings together leaders from different fields and partners in nine states to find 

new ways states can encourage community-centered schools. 

Project partners include California’s Ad Hoc School Siting Coalition with the Local Govern-

ment Commission, the Center for Cities and Schools at UC Berkeley and the Safe Routes to 

School National Partnership; GEORGIA BIKES! and the Georgia Safe Routes to School Net-

work; the Active Transportation Alliance of Illinois in partnership with Healthy Schools Cam-

paign and Landmarks Illinois; The Cowen Institute for Public Education Initiatives at Tulane 

University in Louisiana; the New Hampshire Preservation Alliance; Oklahoma Sustainability 

Network in partnership with Oklahoma Safe Routes to School Network and the Neighbor-

hood Alliance; Oregon’s Innovation Partnership; Preservation Pennsylvania; and the South 

Carolina Arts Foundation on behalf of the South Carolina Design Arts Partnership. 

The primary author of this publication is Renee Kuhlman, director of Special Projects for the 

Center for State and Local Policy at the National Trust for Historic Preservation. In Novem-

ber 2008 the project’s advisory committee and project partners met in Washington, D.C., 

to help identify the barriers and provide recommendations for state actions. Throughout 

2009, they commented on drafts and offered additional research avenues and policy sug-

gestions. The author is deeply grateful for their insights and assistance. Representation on 

the Advisory Committee does not imply endorsement of specific policy actions recom-

mended within this report.

For project updates, visit www.PreservationNation.org/issues/historic-schools/. For more 

information about the project or this publication, contact Renee Kuhlman at 202-588-

6000 or at policy@nthp.org.
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School districts are 

responsible for the 

education of almost 50 

million public school 

students. Nearly all 

decisions about the use 

and location of school 

facilities are made by 

local school districts—

but the impact of these decisions goes far beyond the 

school and the education of its students. This report 

identifies the larger community interest in decisions 

about retaining existing schools and deciding where to 

locate new ones. It describes the states’ role in school 

siting decisions and identifies state level policy changes 

that will ensure that educational, environmental, health, 

community, and fiscal considerations are weighed by 

communities when school districts make school closing, 

consolidation, and site selection decisions.

AbStrAct

The Rosa Parks School in Portland, Ore., serves as a 
“community campus.” Partnerships with the Boys and Girls 
Club and Portland Parks and Recreation permit the sharing 
of programs which benefit the students and their families. 
If built in isolation, the new school and a new Boys and 
Girls Club would have cost at least 50 percent more than 
co-locating and using the facilities of a community campus. 
In 2009 the Council of Educational Facility Planners 
International presented the school with its highest honor, 
the James D. MacConnell Award. 

P
H

O
T
O

 C
O

U
R

T
E

S
Y

 O
F

 D
U

L
L

 O
L

S
O

N
 W

E
E

K
E

S
 A

R
C

H
IT

E
C

T
S

 A
N

D
 P

O
R

T
L

A
N

D
 P

U
B

L
IC

 S
C

H
O

O
L

S





Helping Johnny Walk to School 11

IN 2009 IN THE FARMING COMMUNITY OF ARVADA, WYO., the state funded 

the construction of a smaller, modular school to replace the mid-sized, brick 

1940s school building that the state considered too large for the current num-

ber of students. The older school, which served students during the day, also 

hosted community weddings, potluck dinners, and elections. Now the commu-

nity struggles to maintain both the former school as a community center and the 

new school facility.3

An architect designing a new high school was informed by the State of Virginia 

that his firm’s proposed design, which took up 12 acres, did not meet the state’s 

preferred site size of 26 acres. The state recommended purchasing adjacent 

properties but approved the smaller site after learning about an agreement to 

share space with an adjacent park.4 

Before Minnesota changed its “60 percent” rule regarding renovation options, the 

Renville County West School Facility task force recommended closing the elemen-

tary and high schools and servicing all of its programs in one new facility because 

the estimated total renovation cost was 74 percent of the cost of a new school.5 

What’s happening here? Can we afford to abandon our older and historic schools 

and build anew on the outskirts of town? Is this really the best arrangement for 

educating our children and sustaining our communities? Not necessarily. 

When a community starts to plan to renovate or to construct a new school, 

its first objective is to provide a safe, healthy place for children to get a good 

education. In addition to meeting education goals, however, the school building 

and its surroundings can also support the community’s vision and goals for its 

future. Goals such as preserving the vitality of the surrounding neighborhood, 

Community-Based Schools—Good  
for Students, Good for Communities
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Community Centered Schools—Good 
for Students, Good for Communities

encouraging a healthier population, and conserving 

open space.

For many reasons, renovating schools located near 

the families they serve is a much better option than 

constructing a new school on the outskirts of a 

community. Because of their central location, older 

and historic schools offer multiple transportation 

choices (biking, walking, mass transit, auto, and bus). 

In addition to helping to “anchor” the surrounding 

neighborhood, these schools are often used for multiple 

community purposes. They are truly community-centered 

facilities. While not every older and historic school building 

should be rehabilitated, the loss and abandonment of many of 

these schools is unnecessary and a waste of resources.

There are numerous benefits to community-centered schools. 

community-centered schools encourage close ties with community members. Be-

cause community-centered schools are used by residents of all ages for recreation and 

events during non-school hours, improvements are likely to be supported through local 

bond measures. These schools also provide more opportunities for interaction between 

students, teachers, and parents because long distances are not a barrier.

is your school a community-centered school?

While not every characteristic will be present, many of the following components exist in 

community-centered schools. a community-centered school…

n …uses, expands, or adapts existing buildings 

(either those originally built for school use or for 

some other purpose) to provide a 21st-century 

education.

n …is located near the families it serves, allowing 

large numbers of students to walk or bike to 

school and encouraging frequent interactions 

between parents, teachers, students, administra-

tors, and residents.

n …uses existing roads and sewers and avoids ex-

tending infrastructure wherever possible.

n …is accessible via multiple modes of transporta-

tion (including public transit for upper grades) 

enabling students to attend extracurricular activi-

ties without adult transport.

n …is broadly supported by the community, includ-

ing passage of bonds for upgrading school facili-

ties, because the facilities are used by residents 

of all ages.

n … fits well within the neighborhood and has a 

relatively small footprint.

n …is included in the school district’s master facili-

ties plan and is integrated with other land uses 

through a broad community planning process. 

n …shares space with other public or private enti-

ties such as the YMCA, library, and municipal 

park, and allows after-hours access to school 

facilities.

n …reflects good civic design that generates public 

pride.

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4
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community-centered schools offer 

educational benefits. Since community-

centered schools are located within neigh-

borhoods, they often have a small student 

body. Studies have shown that smaller-

sized schools see more students graduate, 

have better attendance records, and expe-

rience strong participation by students in 

extracurricular activities.6 

community-centered schools increase 

property values. The presence of a local 

school supports higher property values7 

and encourages continued public and pri-

vate investment in the neighborhood. This 

in turn reinforces the tax base available to 

the schools.

community-centered schools save on 

construction and operating costs. By co-

locating or sharing such facilities as librar-

ies, theaters, athletic fields, swimming pools, 

and parks with non-school entities, both 

construction and operating costs can be 

lowered.8 Furthermore, renewing a school 

campus often costs less than purchasing a 

new site, mothballing or demolishing the 

original school, and constructing a new fa-

cility and supporting infrastructure.9 

community-centered schools offer location efficiency. Community-centered schools 

keep travel distances short. Shorter and fewer auto and bus trips help to reduce green-

house gas emissions, save on busing costs, and lower the number of traffic collisions.10 

Community-centered schools are also accessible by several modes of transportation, 

including such low carbon modes as walking and biking. 

community-centered schools help the environment. Community-centered schools 

take advantage of existing resources, including roads, infrastructure, and buildings. Also 

renovating an existing building reduces waste intended for landfills and means less land 

is used on the outskirts of a community. 

by renovating and modernizing older schools, states can create 
local construction jobs while extending the life of existing school 
buildings through repair, modernization, or rehabilitation.12 
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“…there is no doubt reducing vehicle miles traveled is a basic and effective 

method to reduce transportation emissions.”

BROOKINGS INSTITUTION, 2008 11
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Community Centered Schools—Good 
for Students, Good for Communities

The construction and operation of buildings account for 48 percent of the United States’ 

greenhouse gas emissions. But reusing and retrofitting existing buildings can reduce 

these emissions dramatically.13 

community-centered schools encourage healthier families. Schools in residential 

areas allow children and their families to get more exercise. Florida researchers found 

a higher rate of walkability for schools built prior to 1950 and for those built after 1996 

when the state started requiring school districts and local planning agencies to coordi-

nate land-use decisions. During these times, schools were built within or near residential 

districts which gave residents multiple ways they could travel to school.14 

“children can engage in physical activity as a part of their daily lives, such as on 

their travel to school. factors such as school location have played a significant 

role in the decreased rates of walking to school, and changes in policy may help 

to increase the number of children who are able to walk to school.”15

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS, JUNE 2009

according to estimates, every square foot of nonresidential building demolition adds 155 pounds of solid waste to 
area landfills. in contrast, nonresidential renovation only produces 18 pounds of waste per square foot. often the 
materials—brick, block, wood, plaster, and stone—have decades of use left in them. to calculate how much waste 
would be created through demolition, visit www.thegreenestbuilding.org/waste.html.
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PROVIDING A QUALITY EDUCATION IN A SAFE ENVIRONMENT for all students 

is a priority for every community. But community-centered schools are increasing-

ly rare. Changing demographics, land-use requirements, and educational factors 

have resulted in major changes in the relationship between public schools and 

their communities and have had negative effects on education, the environment, 

children’s health, communities, and the fiscal well-being of government. 

In 1930 there were 262,000 public elementary and secondary schools in the 

United States; today, there are 99,000 schools.16 Over the same time period, 

the number of students rose from 28 million to 50.1 million which means we 

are accommodating almost twice as many students in almost two-thirds fewer 

schools.17 Communities need to find solutions that sustain communities because 

the U.S. Department of Education estimates that by 2030, the student popula-

tion will reach 60 million.18 

The schools and the surrounding acreage became larger. A study of South Carolina’s 

coastal counties, for example, found that “school site size has increased every de-

cade since the 1950s and school sites built in the last 20 years are 41 percent larger 

than those built previously. …schools constructed since 1971… are 47 percent larger 

than the (Council of Educational Facility Planners International) requirement.”19 

School site size has also increased because school enrollment sizes are larger 

than before. In 1950 the average school size was 118 students. In 2006 the average 

size was 507 students per school.20 

As schools increased in size they began to move further away from the residents 

they served. In 1969 some 87 percent of students lived within one mile of their 

school; by 2001, only 21 percent lived within one mile of their school.21 In Georgia, 

Building Schools Outside of the 
Communities They Serve—What Are 
the Consequences?
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Building Schools Outside of the Communities 
They Serve—What Are the Consequences?

for example, much of the population growth has taken place in automobile-oriented sub-

urbs. In 2007 researchers estimated that 6 percent of elementary students, 11 percent of 

middle school students, and 6 percent of high school students in the state could reason-

ably be expected to walk to school.22 

As these schools move to the outskirts of communities, what does this mean for communi-

ties and the residents that live there?

the number of cars on the road increases. When schools are not situated within an easy 

walk of local residents, more parents have to drive their children to school. Researchers 

found a 30 percent increase in the number of cars on the road between 7:15 and 8:15 a.m. 

during the school year.23 

And more cars on the road lead to increased carbon emissions. According to a recent 

study, carbon emissions continue to rise “almost in lock-step” with Vehicle Miles Traveled 

(VMTs).24 By encouraging shorter travel distances to schools, states can help decrease the 

number of cars on the road, thereby decreasing greenhouse gas emissions. A Brookings 

Institution study concluded “…while debates still rage as to the extent carbon emissions 

affect environmental conditions, there is no doubt reducing VMT is a basic and effective 

method to reduce transportation emissions.”25 

distant locations offer fewer opportunities for physical activity. Today approximately 

9 million children over the age of six are considered obese. Over the past 30 years, rates of 

Meet John Bailey. As the director of 
policy for 1000 Friends of Minnesota, he 
paid close attention to recommendations 
from the Minnesota Climate Change Ad-
visory Group on how to meet the state’s 
aggressive law to reduce global warming 
emissions by 80 percent by 2050. 

Transportation accounts for 25 percent of 
the Minnesota’s global warming emissions, 
and while much of the debate focuses on 

cleaner cars and cleaner fuels, the advisory group found that 
a significant portion of the problem stems from simply the 
amount that all of us drive. 

At the time, Minnesota recommended a minimum number 
of acres for schools (60 acres for a high school of 2,000 
or more students, for example). This “minimum acreage” 
rule made it difficult, if not impossible, to locate a school 
in a densely populated neighborhood. The state also had a 
rule about not renovating a school if the cost exceeded 60 
percent of the cost of building a new school, which limited 
renovation options for schools already located in commu-
nities. Therefore, the group recommended that the state’s 
rules requiring minimum acreages for schools and its bias 

against renovating 
existing schools be 
eliminated.

In 2009 the Min-
nesota legislature 
voted to disallow 
the commissioner of 
education from tak-
ing into account any 
minimum acreage 
amount or renova-
tion percentage when making decisions on new school 
construction applications. 

This will help encourage renovation of schools such as the 
Beardsley School, pictured here, which was included on 
Minnesota’s 10 Most Endangered Properties list in 2007.

As Bailey points out, “This small change gives Minne-
sota’s communities a greater voice in where to build new 
schools and helps address the state’s goal of decreasing 
carbon emissions.”

For more information go to www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes.

Minnesota Links Climate Change to School Siting 

john bailey
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childhood obesity have more than tripled among children ages 6 to 11.26 Be-

cause obese children are at greater risk for developing heart attacks, strokes, 

and hypertension later in life, the National Institutes of Health have estimated 

the obesity epidemic will cost families, businesses, and governments nearly 

$147 billion per year in health costs alone.27 

Lack of regular physical activity has been cited as one of the 

causes for the rise in childhood obesity. Locating schools within 

neighborhoods allows students to more easily bike and walk 

to school which helps them reach the recommended amount of 

physical activity for children—60 minutes daily.28

the connections between the school and the community 

are weakened. Researchers at the Michigan Land Use Institute 

found that new school construction outside of established cities 

prompts school closures within them.29 Large schools lo-

cated outside of communities make it difficult for parents 

who live far from their child’s school to attend meetings, 

parent/teacher conferences, or to otherwise become in-

volved in the school. Students who rely on buses may not 

As a school facility architect, Andre Lar-
roque became interested in the effects of 
minimum acreage standards on students 
and their communities. In his position 
as building standards coordinator for 
the New Mexico Public School Facilities 
Authority, Larroque recognized that the 
state’s communities and school districts 
would benefit from a less prescriptive 
approach to acreage requirements. 

Instead of recommending a certain number of acres based 
on student size, New Mexico now asks school districts to 
submit information about the planned curriculum and the 

desired learning environ-
ment when applying for 
state funding for school 
renovation or construc-
tion. In 2009 New Mexico 
removed site acreage 

requirements and revised its guidelines to promote the vi-
ability of smaller sites.

For more information go to www.nmpsfa.org/pdf/planning/
Adequacy_Planning_Guide_12-14-07_Chg_4.pdf.

Changing New Mexico’s Site Standards and Design Process

andre larroque

the recent elimination of minimum acreage standards in new mexico will facilitate the 
construction and retention of schools on smaller sites in the future, such as the bosque 
farms elementary school, pictured here, which sits on a five-acre neighborhood site. 

PHOTOS COURTESY DEKKER/PERICH/SABATINI

by keeping or locating schools within neighborhoods, communities 
can encourage more physical activity, such as biking or walking, and 
help address the obesity epidemic.

PHOTO COURTESY NATIONAL  
CENTER FOR SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL
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Building Schools Outside of the Communities 
They Serve—What Are the Consequences?

have an opportunity to participate in social, cultural, or recreational 

activities after school. Distant sites also prevent neighborhood 

residents from accessing the schools’ facilities on week-ends and 

evenings for recreation or community events. 

demolishing and abandoning schools in existing communities 

decreases property values. Michigan researchers discovered that 

school closures resulted in decreased property tax revenues. Their 

analysis of Jackson, Mich., found that average home property values 

within a half-mile of an open, stable elementary school rose at a 3 

percent higher annual rate than they did around similar neighbor-

hoods with a closed elementary school. Researchers also studied 

the effects of closing an elementary school. Had the school re-

mained open and home values had similarly increased, researchers 

believe the city, county, and schools would have realized almost $2 

million more in property taxes from 1994 to 2003.31 

taxes increase to pay for new schools. Taxpayers are spending millions of dollars to 

purchase large school lots and to construct new facilities.32 However, a more sustainable 

and less costly option is to renovate an existing school. And the multi-story design of many 

older schools allows for the use of more compact and less costly sites. 

Martha Fuller Clark works hard to ensure 
New Hampshire supports community-
centered schools. That’s why, as state 
senator, she introduced Senate Bill 59.

The bill seeks to accomplish three goals. 
First, it requires school districts to inves-
tigate feasible options, through a public 
hearing and with input from municipal 
boards and departments, when deciding 
whether to renovate or replace an exist-
ing school. Second, it limits additional 

land acquisition in school renovation projects to only that 
which is necessary to ensure the safe flow of traffic. Finally, 
it requires plans for construction or renovation of schools 
to comply with the state’s comprehensive plan and the 
principles of smart growth which have been incorporated 
into New Hampshire state statutes through legislation pre-
viously sponsored by Senator Fuller Clark.

Senate Bill 59 passed in the New Hampshire Senate spring 
of 2009 and in the New Hampshire House January 2010.

The challenging decision of whether to renovate or 
abandon a school in Keene, N.H., (pictured here) located 
adjacent to the central business district, was one of the 
catalysts for Senator Fuller Clark’s legislation.

Aligning School Locations with New Hampshire’s Smart Growth Goals

senator fuller 
clark

the decisions to open or close schools have a profound effect on 

community growth or decline, economic vitality, and sense of place.30 

MARK WYCKOFF, FAICP, SENIOR ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, MICHIGAN LAND USE INSTITUTE 

school districts struggling to 
pay other expenses like student 
transportation costs some-
times neglect regular school 
maintenance. but deferring 
maintenance often leads to 
bigger, more expensive repairs 
down the road and threatens 
the continued use of an existing 
community-centered school.
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ACCOMMODATING THE NATION’S NEARLY 50 MILLION public school students 

in school buildings and grounds is an ongoing challenge. School districts must 

decide whether to close or consolidate schools, expand existing facilities, or 

build new ones depending on student enrollment which constantly fluctuates 

due to changing demographics. School districts must take into account eco-

nomic, racial, and ethnic housing patterns and transportation options when 

making decisions about school locations.

School districts also need to provide facilities to support ever-changing educa-

tional programs and service demands. These include programs to serve a much 

greater early childhood population (for example, all-day kindergarten, pre-kin-

dergarten, and even pre-school); increased programs and services for special 

needs students; expanded athletic opportunities for girls; new equipment and 

technology for career and technical educational programs; and various other 

educational reforms such as smaller class sizes and creating small learning 

communities within schools. 

School districts face other challenges as well. They face a huge backlog of 

maintenance and repairs. School districts often lack the resources to devote 

time to developing partnerships with other governmental agencies around site 

planning and joint use of facilities. They also face the public perception that 

“newer is better.” 

State-level policy and practices often make it difficult to keep schools located 

within communities. Many states have minimum acreage standards that dis-

courage reuse of existing schools by requiring unnecessarily large sites making 

it hard to locate schools near students’ homes. State funding biased toward 

new construction, long funding cycles leading to deferred maintenance, and 

state support for the costs of transporting students encourage communities 

Challenges to Encouraging 
Community-Centered Schools
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Challenges to Encouraging  
Community-Centered Schools

to choose distant locations for 

their schools. 

Excessive parking requirements, 

setback requirements for large 

buildings, and maximum front-

age requirements also dis-

courage community-centered 

schools. Today schools must 

provide adequate parking, but 

parking quickly becomes a self 

generating rationale for large 

schools. Schools that draw from 

a large geographic area, for 

example, require more parking 

to serve a larger faculty and 

student body whose only alter-

native is driving. The need for larger sites to accommodate the increase in parking forces 

the siting of schools outside of neighborhoods, which further limits access and requires 

even more parking. 

many zoning ordinances require excessive parking for schools because they treat schools like commercial buildings or 
institutions serving adults. B
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Sean O’Donnell, principal with the ar-
chitectural firm Ehrenkrantz Eckstut & 
Kuhn, is confident that just about every 
problem associated with siting schools 
in existing communities can be solved 
through good design.

Take the School Without Walls project 
in Washington, D.C., named for its goal 
of fostering learning outside the school 
walls through a partnership with George 

Washington University. O’Donnell renovated the original 
1882 school, pictured here, to provide 21st-century class-
rooms and added a new facility next door to provide space 
for science labs, a media center, and accessible entrance. 
The school’s location allowed for shared use of the univer-
sity’s auditorium and research libraries and offered access 
to local transit systems.

O’Donnell regularly encourages communities to reuse their 
older, centrally-located schools because they offer sustain-
able features such as large windows that allow for natural 
light. Renewing such school campuses can reduce construc-
tion costs while preserving the embodied energy that went 
into the construction of the materials and the building.

According to O’Donnell, “once you’ve analyzed the pedago-
gy that will be used and how the building can serve those 
needs, you can often find a solution such as an addition that 
will allow for the continued use of an older school.”

Designing Community-Centered Schools

sean o’donnell

In 1998 Colorado authorized $190 million 
over 11 years through the Public School 
Capital Construction Grant Program to 
address the most critical capital needs 
of its public schools. To help the grants 
reach those districts most in need of 
assistance, Colorado Preservation, Inc. 
(CPI) partnered with the Donnell-Kay 
Foundation to encourage the passage 
of a bill in 2007 that required a portion 
of the funds be directed to districts with 

the smallest enrollments and most dire building conditions. 
The bill also required that “rehabilitation” be given greater 
priority over “replacement” in grant 
applications and that the Advisory 
Committee for Public School Capital 
Construction include a member with 
architectural expertise in school 
rehabilitation.

Without a comprehensive list of 
public school facilities and their 
conditions, the Colorado Board of 
Education lacked a way to evaluate 
which school districts needed the 
most assistance. To help address this 
problem, Colorado Preservation, Inc., 
developed a historic schools survey 

with funding from the Colorado Historical Society’s State 
Historical Fund and the Donnell-Kay Foundation. Also the 
Colorado Department of Education developed a database 
of schools and their conditions.

CPI completed a reconnaissance-level survey form for 
schools over 50 years of age and encouraged communities 
to apply for a grant to rehabilitate their historic schools. 
CPI commissioned the film Our Living Legacy: Colorado’s 
Historic Schools to show how historic schools can be 
rehabilitated to meet modern educational standards, save 
capital costs, eliminate indirect costs of sprawl, and be a 
source of community pride. CPI distributed a copy of the 

film to every school district in the 
state along with a publication from 
the Council of Educational Facil-
ity Planners, International, on how 
to successfully renovate older and 
historic school facilities. 

CPI’s executive director James Hare 
says, “Colorado’s historic school build-
ings are unique symbols of commu-
nity. We hope that the survey, public 
outreach, and policy changes have 
ensured that the first thought of deci-
sion-makers is: ‘How can we adapt our 
historic school for continuous use?’”

Colorado Targets Capital Funding Expenditures 

james hare
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COMMUNITY-CENTERED SCHOOLS DO NOT HAPPEN BY ACCIDENT. They are 

part of a community vision and plan that is responsive to educational, environ-

mental, transportation, health, community, and fiscal requirements. 

States have a legitimate role in encouraging community-centered schools. In 

many instances states help fund the renovation, maintenance, and construction 

of school facilities. States provide guidelines for site and classroom size. Many 

states pay all or a portion of busing costs. States can help children to become 

more physically active by encouraging schools to be located within walking 

distance of the majority of students and by supporting the maximum use of 

school athletic facilities. States can encourage school officials to expand access 

to school facilities during non-school hours and provide sample agreements 

to alleviate legal complications. Similarly, states can encourage city officials to 

make city-owned facilities such as ball fields, pools, libraries, and auditoriums, 

available for schools through joint-use agreements.33

States and localities should make the following policy changes to encourage 

more community-centered schools:

REMOVE MINIMUM ACREAGE REQUIREMENTS

Minimum acreage standards often prevent communities from reusing older and 

historic schools or from constructing centrally-located new ones. By having to 

look for large sites (often in the excess of 30-50 acres), communities have a 

hard time assembling large enough parcels in existing neighborhoods and are 

forced to purchase land on the outskirts of town. 

In the 1970s, state and local departments of education adopted a prescriptive 

formula for determining school acreage from a policy guidebook produced by 

the Council of Educational Facility Planners International (CEFPI).34 These guide-

Strategies for Supporting  
Community-Centered Schools
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Strategies for Supporting  
Community-Centered Schools

lines recommended lot sizes for new school construction based on number of students en-

rolled. A high school for 2,000 students, for example, would need 50 acres. Contrast that 

with older schools and their athletic fields which are usually located on 5 to 10 acres.

At the urging of various government agencies and nonprofit organizations, including the 

National Trust for Historic Preservation, CEFPI changed its recommendations in 2004. Its 

publication Creating Connections: The CEFPI Guide for Educational Facility Planning en-

dorses a flexible smart growth approach that supports schools as centers of community.35 

Recognizing the environmental problems 

posed by schools on the outskirts of 

town, the LEED-Neighborhood Develop-

ment rating system developed by the 

U.S. Green Building Council calls for new 

school campuses not to exceed 15 acres 

for high schools, 10 acres for middle 

schools, and 5 acres for elementary 

schools.36 

Unfortunately, many school districts and 

school architects continue to plan using 

these outdated standards.37 

Even when a policy is changed by the 

state, misperceptions about these acre-

age requirements persist. South Carolina 

did away with minimum acreage stan-

dards in 2003,38 but failed to educate 

localities about the change in policy and 

the benefits to the community of smaller 

sites. As a result, local districts continue 

to build sprawling school facilities on the 

outside of town.

REMOVE MINIMUM SCHOOL SIZE 

REQUIREMENTS 

Some states require school districts to 

meet a particular threshold of student 

enrollment size. In small rural communi-

ties this often leads to the abandonment 

of a community-centered school, and 

can lead to the decline of the community 

itself. In rural and urban districts, requir-

ing minimum school size means that schools need to draw from larger geographic areas to 

meet the state’s threshold for a minimum number of students, making it difficult to locate 

the school within walking distance of the majority of students. Reducing or eliminating 

despite a flat enrollment, the school district in billings, mont., 
has adopted a plan to construct a new facility on the outskirts of 
town (right). a later phase of the plan (not yet adopted) calls for 
closing the existing elementary school which is located in a more 
densely populated neighborhood (left).

What can you do with 100 acres? this image of old town alexan-
dria outlines the enormous size of some middle- and high-school 
campuses today. by eliminating minimum acreage standards, 
states and localities have more options for siting schools near the 
populations they serve.
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school size requirements allows for smaller schools with smaller footprints, which means 

facilities can be located more easily on smaller sites within neighborhoods.

REMOVE BIAS IN STATE FUNDING FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION

Some state funding formulas adhere to an arbitrary “percentage rule,” which calls for new 

buildings to be constructed even if the renovation option is less expensive. If the cost of 

renovating an exist-

ing school exceeds 

a stated percentage 

of the cost of build-

ing a new one, then 

the school district is 

advised or required by the state to build a new facility. Astonishingly, certain costs, such 

as demolishing the existing building, building new infrastructure, and land acquisition, are 

not typically part of the calculation.39 

Some states fund new construction at a higher reimbursement rate than they fund rehabilita-

tion. Others, such as Pennsylvania, reimburse renovation at a higher rate.40 Few states follow 

Maryland’s lead and direct state construction funds to schools in existing communities.41 

ADDRESS COMMUNITY CONCERNS ABOUT REUSING OLDER BUILDINGS

Schools are required to meet modern building codes such as those for fire, safety, and 

handicapped accessibility during any renovation work. States can offer case studies of suc-

Just ask Angela Usher about cooperative 
planning. In her job as facility planner for 
the School District of Palm Beach County, 
Usher manages the interlocal agreements 
between the school district and local 
governments that ensure cooperative 
planning for school facilities.

In 2005 Florida required all local gov-
ernments and school boards to adopt 
school concurrency by December 1, 2008.

What does this mean? Usher explains that “by sharing data 
and coordinating planning with their multiple municipali-
ties, Florida school districts can provide enough schools 
to serve the number of new residents projected by local 
governments.”

This state-required coordination of local planning is 
achieved in many ways. For example, Florida school 
districts provide local governments with an annual report 
of project needs and capital improvement plans. Local 
governments direct school districts to potential locations 
consistent with existing land-use designations. Also, each 
school district must provide citizens with “opportunities for 
involvement” when formulating capital improvement plans, 

while local governments involve school officials when de-
veloping their comprehensive plans.

The Sunset Palms Elementary School (pictured here) which 
opened in 2008, is located next to a county park where 
recreational amenities can be shared.

Usher says “Cooperative planning can be as simple as invit-
ing officials to meetings and sharing data. Through this 
type of process, we have located schools where they are 
most needed by the community.”

For more information go to www.dca.state.fl.us/fdcp/DCP 
SchoolPlanning/index.cfm and www. leg.state.fl.us/statutes

Cooperative Planning in Florida 

angela usher

“in every case we studied, building a new school cost more  

than renovating an older one.” 

MiCHigan’S SCHOOL COnStrUCtiOn BOOM: tHE rEaL COStS OF nEW PUBLiC 

SCHOOLS, MICHIGAN LAND USE INSTITUTE SPECIAL REPORT
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cessful renovations including solutions for complying with American with Disabilities Act 

and code requirements. States can also adopt building codes, such as the International 

Building Code or other “smart codes” 

that allow for renovation options. For 

more information see Marilyn Kaplan’s 

“Adopting 21st Century Building Codes 

for Historic Preservation.”42 

School renovations also often mean con-

fronting toxic substances, such as lead 

and asbestos, which frighten commu-

nity members. To address this concern, 

states can produce educational materials 

and share case studies where successful 

abatement has occurred. States can also 

set requirements for architects and con-

tractors that handle toxic substances. In 

order to qualify for state funds, communi-

ties can only use contractors that meet 

these state requirements. 

The Council of Educational Facility Planners International has published guides addressing 

renovation and smart growth. An Appraisal Guide for Older and Historic School Facilities and 

A Primer for the Renovation and Rehabilitation of Older and Historic Schools,43 are particu-

larly helpful.

States can encourage communities that are debating whether or not to renovate their 

existing school to consult with an architect familiar with rehabilitation options early in the 

process. Moreover, an experienced architect can help communities address their concerns 

about unforeseeable circumstances by helping plan for contingencies. 

REQUIRE FULL COST ANALYSIS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION 

States should also consider how local siting decisions affect their budgets. They may end 

up paying more for student transportation costs and health expenses if schools are locat-

ed on the outskirts of town.

Since funding comes from different sources to cover infrastructure costs and school 

construction costs, it is hard for communities to fairly evaluate costs of different school 

locations. States can help by providing a list of all of the costs that should be taken into 

consideration. These include indirect costs such as financing fees, direct costs such as land 

acquisition, construction, and equipment and furnishings, and costs for supportive infra-

structure such as new sewers, roads, transportation, or utilities. 

States should require communities to fully explore the potential of existing sites and facili-

ties to meet their needs through renovation, expansions, and creative programming. States 

should encourage or require school districts to consult with renovation experts before 

in little rock, ark., more than 800 students at the estem charter 
school are learning about science, technology, engineering, and 
math in a 1908 beaux arts-style newspaper plant. the elementary 
school occupies the first floor, while the middle and high schools 
operate on the second and third floors, respectively.
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making any decisions about demolishing older schools. Florida, for example, requires that 

studies on the feasibility of renovating historic schools be conducted by design profes-

sionals with preservation expertise before such schools may be demolished. 

Other communities are looking at constructing new schools on vacant or underutilized land 

within their built-up areas. In addition to relieving development pressure on open space 

and farmland, infill development can also save taxpayers from the high cost of building new 

infrastructure and keep schools located near the majority of students. States can encour-

age this by directing schools to locate in places with existing infrastructure.44 

PROMOTE COORDINATED PLANNING AMONG AGENCIES

Cooperation between local governments and school districts can lead to community-

wide support for school bonds and fewer costly delays in the renovation or construction 

of school facilities. Similarly, a coordinated, comprehensive master planning process that 

includes city planners, leads to siting decisions that meet multiple community goals.

Ensuring that municipal and school planners share information about demographics or 

new industries coming to town, for example, is another way states can help. New Hamp-

shire state law, for example, requires that school boards ask local governments their opin-

ions about possible school locations. However, boards are not required to ask until just 

60 days before construction begins. Such a short time frame does not allow local govern-

ments to participate fully in the discussion about possible locations for school facilities. 

Jonathan Wells knows first-hand the 
value of collaboration. As the capi-
tal facilities program manager for the 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg (North Carolina) 
Planning Department, he brings together 
representatives from two dozen depart-
ments and agencies monthly to discuss 
how they can work together on public 
facilities and infrastructure projects.

The key to the success of these monthly 
meetings is regular communication among those respon-
sible for the operation and funding of public facilities. The 
forum gives decision-makers an opportunity to discuss cap-
ital plans, funding, and to highlight collaborative projects.

The City of Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, and the Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education endorsed joint plan-
ning and joint use of facilities in a 1995 resolution adopted 
by their governing boards (and re-confirmed in 2000). Since 
then, they can point to many successes. For example, the 
construction of a joint community library and technical high 
school in the city, pictured here, gave students access to 
more volumes and the branch library patrons access to more 

technology, 
while capital-
izing upon the 
site availability. 

The district has 
built a number 
of elementary, 
middle, and 
high schools 
either on or ad-
jacent to park 
and recreation 
property which 
allows for re-
ciprocal shared 
use of recreational and athletic facilities in both the parks 
and schools. Schools routinely share athletic facilities and 
ball fields, as well as indoor spaces such as craft rooms and 
gymnasiums, with park and recreation departments. 

According to Wells, “Not only have we decreased our con-
struction and operation costs, we have greatly increased 
the value of services we can provide to our residents.”

Keeping the Communication Channels Open in Charlotte-Mecklenburg, N.C. 

phillip o. berry academy of technology

jonathan Wells
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The New Hampshire Department of Education has recommended legislators extend the 

time frame in order to gain meaningful input from local governments.

Another way to facilitate cooperation among planning entities is to encourage local com-

prehensive plans and master plans to include school facilities. While some comprehensive 

plans do include schools, many do not. A state could provide guidance that clearly indi-

cates the benefits of coordinated planning. For example, when school and municipal plan-

ners coordinate their efforts, the new neighbor-

hoods often have high street connectivity. And 

researchers have found that high street con-

nectivity is associated with a higher percentage 

of students walking to school. In other words, 

if students don’t have to wind their way around 

cul-de-sacs and dead-end streets, they are more 

likely to walk to school.45

States should not allow schools to be exempted 

from local planning laws and regulations. Civic 

structures, such as fire and police stations, post 

offices, town halls, and libraries are not exempt 

from local planning laws, and this should hold 

true for schools as well.46

Assembling enough land in existing downtown 

neighborhoods for school facilities can be dif-

ficult given the reluctance by local governments 

to use eminent domain. Even though developers may offer inexpensive land outside of 

the community for new schools, it may not be the best site for meeting the community’s 

needs and might cost the community and state more in the long run. States can help lo-

calities prevent this situation by encouraging cooperation among school district and local 

government planners and ensuring that busing and infrastructure construction costs are 

factored into the land cost equation. 

AUTHORIZE SHARING OF FACILITIES 

Joint use of facilities offers three distinct benefits: it can help reduce construction or opera-

tional costs, it can help increase physical activity when residents use recreational facilities, 

and it can increase public support (including from those without school-age children) for 

educational facilities. Shared facilities like libraries and swimming pools also provide a place 

for students to go after school, before their parents come home from work. 

“When schools become the centers of community, great things happen…i think we 

need our schools to be open 12, 13, 14 hours … providing a wide variety of after school 

programs…schools should be open six or seven days a week … we’ve been slow to react…

our society has changed and this [community-centered schools] need to be the norm.” 

SECRETARY OF EDUCATION ARNE DUNCAN 

accommodating athletic fields in community-centered 
schools requires creative design and cooperative planning 
among school and municipal officials. in el paso, tex., the el 
paso high school football field nestles between the school 
(c. 1916) and the homes of the nearby residents. 
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A poll of Ohio residents found broad support for such practices. Some 84 percent favored com-

munity member use of school facilities after school hours and 65 percent believed that city and 

school district dollars should be combined to build recreation and general public use facilities.47

Because it involves negotiation and legal paperwork to deal with liability issues and fees, 

districts and school boards are sometimes reluctant to try sharing facilities and the accom-

panying management responsibilities. States can provide clear guidance and useful case 

studies to encourage this practice. 

FUND REGULAR MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR

Many schools are poorly maintained. The American Society of Civil Engineers regularly 

awards public school facilities one of its lowest ratings (“D”) of all infrastructure types in its 

annual Report Card for America’s Infrastructure. 

In some instances, state building aid is available for replacing building components, but 

not for repair or maintenance. For example, a state might reimburse the cost of replacing 

windows but not the cost of repairing or maintaining the original windows.

Needing to use every available dollar for teacher salaries and textbooks, school districts 

sometimes choose to defer maintenance on their buildings. Deferring regular maintenance 

turns small repairs into bigger renova-

tion projects and can even result in the 

costly construction of a new building. It 

can become a vicious cycle when residents 

move away because of run-down schools. 

A smaller number of homeowners means a 

lower tax base and fewer dollars for repair-

ing school facilities.

States could require school districts to spend 

at least half of their maintenance budgets 

each fiscal year. School districts that fail to 

do so might not receive state funding for 

capital projects in the future. In New Hamp-

shire, for example, the state can withhold 

funds from school districts that haven’t been 

maintaining their schools.48 Another idea is to offer “incentive percentage points” to school 

districts with excellent or good maintenance ratings when considering their funding requests. 

TARGET STATE CAPITAL AND MAINTENANCE FUNDING TO SUBSTANDARD SCHOOL 

FACILITIES SERVING CHILDREN FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES 

Spending on school construction doubled from 1995 through 2004 with school districts 

spending record-breaking totals—more than $37 billion annually by 2002—on hard con-

struction expenses alone.49 However, researchers compared construction costs of schools 

in California and Florida and found that the spending disproportionately benefited newer, 

wealthier neighborhoods.50 

for energy-efficiency, the department of energy encourages the 
use of “day-lighting” or maximizing the amount of natural light in 
classrooms. pictured here is the lewis and clark high school in 
spokane, Wash.
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The higher investments in the suburban 

schools were typically not spent in con-

structing community-centered schools. 

Instead, funding went to schools located 

on remote sites, which leads to another 

type of social inequity. Without being ac-

cessible by public transit, walking, or bik-

ing, suburban schools can discriminate 

against those without their own means of 

transportation. A Michigan study found 

that poor and non-white families have 

less access to quality schools.51 

 

Another type of inequity occurs when 

school choice is restricted and students are required to attend their local school which may 

lack the funding to carry out much needed maintenance. 

Enrollment policies that offer choices about where to attend school were often intended 

to help improve the quality of education. Unfortunately, these educational policies have led 

some suburban school leaders to build mega-sized facilities with the hope of attracting stu-

dents to their district52 and has led to students traveling longer distances. Because local stu-

dents are not attending their neighborhood school, ties are weakened between the schools 

and their neighbors and community support wanes.53 States can address this by ensuring 

adequacy of all school facilities and ensuring full public participation in making decisions 

about school facility issues. 
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distance has been found to be one of the 
biGGest reasons feWer Kids are WalKinG and  
biKinG to school. in 1969 more than half of the 
students (54.8 percent) of students lived a mile or 
more from their schools. by 2001 three-quarters of 
children traveled a mile or more to school. 

SOURCE: NATIONAL HOUSEHOLD TRAVEL SURVEY BRIEF (JANUARY 2008).

feWer students biKe or WalK to school than 
before. in 1969 about 15 percent of schoolchildren 
ages 6-12 were driven to school; by 2001 half of all 
schoolchildren were driven to school. 

SOURCE: NATIONAL HOUSEHOLD TRAVEL SURVEY BRIEF (JANUARY 2008).

the school Without Walls project in Washington, d.c. 

for more information, go to www.cdc.gov.
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EVALUATE STATE SUPPORT OF STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 

Some states spend a significant amount of money on student transportation and with 

rising fuel costs, these budgets are rapidly increasing. Furthermore, state support has the 

unintended effect of allowing communities to not take transportation costs into greater 

consideration when deciding on where to locate their schools. 

In Illinois, for example, reimbursements for student transportation increased 307.7 per-

cent between 1994 and 2009, which works out to an approximate annual increase of 

$32.5 million.54 A county-by-county review of Maryland’s busing costs revealed that 

statewide expenditures more than doubled between 1992 and 2006. The total number 

of miles traveled by school buses increased by 25 percent; in 2006, the buses traveled 

117.2 million miles a year.55 In Maine, 

even though the number of students 

actually declined by 27,000 students 

between 1975 and 1995, school bus-

ing costs rose more than 600 percent 

during the same period—from $8.7 

million to more than $54 million.56 

Why are states paying more? One 

reason is that the distance between 

schools and their users is increasing. 

An obvious way to lower these costs is 

to encourage schools be centrally- 

located and make it possible for stu-

dents to walk and bike to school.

States also can support programs that 

promote walking and biking to school 

safely. For example, the state could 

publicize National Walk Our Children 

to School Day which takes place every 

October. It also could also encourage 

initiatives such as the Center for Dis-

ease Control and Prevention’s Kids Walk-to-School program, which helps children to walk 

to and from school in groups accompanied by adults. 

In 2005 Congress approved $612 million to implement Safe Routes to School (SRTS) 

programs in all 50 states and the District of Columbia over a period of five years. With this 

federal funding, communities are constructing new bicycle lanes, paths, and sidewalks, and 

launching Safe Routes to School educational campaigns in elementary and middle schools 

to enable and encourage more children to walk and bike to school. Infrastructure projects 

that improve walking and bike safety and convenience are eligible for this federal funding 

if they are within two miles of participating elementary and middle schools. Unfortunately 

only 35 percent of K-8 students now live within two miles of their school which means the 

program is not able to reach nearly two-thirds of students.57 

safe routes to school pro-
grams enable and encourage children 
to safely walk and bike to school, a healthy habit 
that provides a variety of benefits for families and communi-
ties nationwide. parents can save on gas money and catch up 
with their kids, while increasing the family’s physical activity 
level. states and local school districts can encourage healthier 
lifestyles, while saving on student transportation costs.
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REVIEW SCHOOL CLOSING AND CONSOLIDATION OPTIONS

School closings and consolidations occur for many reasons including declining enroll-

ment and population shifts, assumptions that larger schools are more efficient, and the 

misperception that only newer 

facilities can better meet 

today’s educational needs. 

Closings and consolidations 

often occur without consider-

ation of the long-term evolu-

tion of student bodies in each 

neighborhood, and without a 

re-use plan in place for aban-

doned schools leaving behind 

a neighborhood eyesore that 

lowers property values. 

Also, districts believing that 

they can achieve “economies 

of scale” through consolida-

tion, sometimes fail to factor 

in long-term expenses such 

as higher busing costs to the 

more remote location and the need for more security, administrators, counselors, and 

nurses, when more students are under one roof. Communities also fail to take into ac-

count the increased traffic congestion as parents drop off and pick up their children and 

the possible health impacts of the longer commutes (sometimes upwards of an hour) for 

students traveling longer distances. Communities are often unaware that studies show 

improved educational outcomes in smaller, more nurturing educational settings, especial-

ly at the elementary level and for students experiencing social or economic hardships.

When school closings are necessary, states should encourage districts to consider moth-

balling or temporarily adapting the school for another purpose. The closed school may 

be useful in the future when community demographics evolve again. 
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because demographics are constantly 
changing, communities can “mothball” their 
centrally-located schools, like this one in 
jasper, minn., for future use. another option 
is to lease such schools for another purpose 
while waiting for the student population to 
increase again.
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Community-centered schools provide a wealth of 
benefits, not only for student learning and health, 
but also for the community at large. They can help: 

• reduce student transportation costs;

• provide more opportunities for physical activity 
by students and residents;

• improve air quality by lowering emissions;

• lower construction and operating costs;

• increase community support for public education 
facilities; and

• ensure the continued vitality of our communities.

Community-centered schools do not occur by ac-
cident. The chart below describes ways state and 
local policy makers can encourage more community-
centered schools. No one approach or policy will 
be enough; some combination of reforms should be 
adopted. Because of the unique policy framework 
in each state, remedial actions will vary. In some 
instances, the barriers may be addressed by rule 
changes; others will require legislative remedies.

To obtain the numerous benefits available through 
community-centered schools, states, districts, and 
localities can adopt the following policy positions.

Eliminate minimum acreage standards in both state guidelines and funding 
formulas. Discourage their adoption at the local level.1 

Adopt guidelines that call for a sustainable decision-making process about the 
size of a site (e.g., determine programmatic needs before determining site size). 
Encourage their adoption at the district level.2

Lower or eliminate minimum school enrollment size requirements to allow more 
students to walk or bike to school and reap educational benefits of smaller 
schools. 

Develop and distribute case studies demonstrating that more, smaller schools can 
be a cost-effective model for educating students.

Remove funding bias in state funding for new construction.

Eliminate “percentage rules” that discourage renovation if it costs, for example, 
two-thirds of the expense of new construction.3 

Incentivize renovation by:
• Providing a higher subsidy for renovation over new construction.4 
• Prioritizing spending for repair/renovation projects over new construction; 
• Expediting review of re-use and rehabilitation options.

Encourage school districts to take steps to ensure long-term retention of centrally-
located buildings. State can provide such support as:
• Provide leasing guidelines for underutilized facilities until demographics change 

again
• Provide information about moth-balling or adapting a school for another 

purpose as an interim measure. 
• Waive impact development fees for renovation.
• Require localities to analyze their real estate portfolio as part of a school closing 

and consolidation process.

Ensure that the state’s building and fire codes encourage renovation of older and 
historic schools.5

Change regulations that allow for easy demolition of schools. 

Require historic buildings to be reviewed by local government historic preservation 
boards before demolition permit is authorized.

Have school construction guidelines require that schools be compatible in scale 
and size with surrounding buildings.

To help renovate older schools that now need to provide more services than 
originally built for (e.g., cafeterias/co-ed gyms), fund design services of an architect.

Create a database of school facilities and their conditions. Note which schools are 
historically and architecturally significant.6

Policy Recommendations for Encouraging  
Community-Centered Schools

barrier action steps

Minimum acreage standards 
lead to distant locations, too far 
for biking and walking. 

School enrollment requirements 
make it difficult to maintain or 
build smaller schools that fit 
within neighborhoods.

Renovation is not on a 
level playing field with new 
construction.
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Provide technical assistance to local school officials to encourage renovation options.

Disseminate case studies about the successful renovation and retrofitting of older 
and historic schools.7

Address reuse of older buildings in green standards for operating and 
construction of schools.8

Require feasibility studies to be conducted before release of school construction 
funds or building aid. Such studies should be required to include: 
• comparison of renovation and new construction options
• the cost of extending infrastructure such as roads, sidewalks, and sewers
• an evaluation of school siting decisions for their impact on land-use patterns; 

student transportation costs, number of vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse 
gas emissions.

Local governments can help school districts estimate off-site development costs.

Incentivize full cost accounting of siting decisions by:
• requiring the comparison of reuse options versus costs of constructing new 

facilities
• prioritizing state aid for projects where infrastructure is already in place (e.g., 

sewers, roads, etc.) 
• expediting review for those districts that have feasibility studies that evaluate 

transportation, infrastructure, and all construction costs (demolition, leasing of 
swing space to house students temporarily during renovation, etc.) 

Provide districts with planning grants so they can more closely align decisions 
about school facilities with community goals. Such grants would help pay for 
pre-development and/or feasibility studies so districts don’t have to rely on free 
advice from consultants.

Provide case studies showing that placement of schools on smaller, infill sites and 
repurposing buildings for educational purposes can be done.9

coordinated planninG

Mandate coordination between local school districts and municipalities.

Require or encourage regular meetings between district facilities personnel and 
local planning department to discuss proposed and upcoming projects.

Require longer time period for notification of locality by school district about 
proposed changes to school facility (e.g., need for new student space, etc.) so 
they can have input into the decision-making process. 

Require local governmental input in the application for funding to renovate or 
construct a new school.10 

Create incentives for coordinated planning between local government and school 
districts.

Require the state historic preservation office to weigh in on projects receiving 
state funding or approvals for properties listed on the state or national register of 
historic places.11

Launch an education and technical assistance effort to encourage coordinated 
land use and school siting decisions.12

Offer case studies where cooperative planning between districts and local 
governmental entities has resulted in cost savings and enhanced services to the 
community.

barrier action steps

There is a misperception 
that older schools cannot be 
renovated for 21st century 
educational needs and cannot 
incorporate green technology.

A lack of full cost accounting 
of siting decisions leads to 
schools being located far from 
the residents they serve.

Schools are not part of 
coordinated, sustainable land 
use planning.

Policy Recommendations for Encouraging  
Community-Centered Schools, continued
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sustainable land-use planninG

Ensure that municipal planning addresses schools.

Tie school siting decisions to sustainable land-use policy.13

Because distance has been shown to be the biggest obstacle to children walking to 
school, encourage higher density development.14 

Encourage communities to include the long-term plan for school facilities or the 
facilities master plan in their long-term vision documents and/or comprehensive plans.

Encourage local governments to require that new residential developments provide 
connectivity and safe routes to schools.

Include incentives and programs in Climate Action Plans to encourage school districts 
to design and locate schools in ways that reduce greenhouse gas emissions.15

Authorize sharing or joint use of facilities by schools, municipalities and nonprofits.

Provide funding for joint development designs.

Provide planning mini-grants to help districts develop a business plan to cover 
operational costs of maintaining jointly shared school buildings and grounds.

Show examples of successfully shared space and provide guidance regarding 
liability, fee structures, insurance, security concerns, and dividing construction and 
operation costs.16

Disseminate resources on creating facilities joint use agreements.17

Expedite review and reimbursement of building aid if school district plans to share 
space with another entity.

Rank proposals for school building aid higher if they include shared use or joint use 
of facilities.

Fund regular maintenance and repair. Reward those districts with good 
maintenance records with additional funding.

Address inequitable maintenance of schools in low-income communities by 
prioritizing state funding for maintenance dollars (e.g., basing on Title I criteria).

Require a certain percentage of school district’s spending to be set-aside for 
maintenance and carefully define what maintenance means so money is spent on 
facilities. 

Subsidize retrofits of older schools with energy-saving technologies to extend their 
lifespan.

Offer incentives (e.g., monetary and non-monetary) to districts that regularly 
maintain facilities. 

Create a special funding mechanism to encourage regular maintenance and to 
help districts replace large systems (e.g., HVAC, boilers, etc.) with higher energy-
efficient models to extend the life of the building.18

Direct capital funding to sub-standard school facilities serving children from low-
income families.19 

barrier action steps

(continued)  Schools are not 
part of coordinated, sustainable 
land use planning.

Schools and communities are 
not sharing facilities as much as 
they could be.

Deferred maintenance leads 
to abandonment of existing 
community-centered schools.

Lack of equitable funding for 
school facilities leads to more 
disinvestment in urban cores 
and encourages suburban 
sprawl. 

continued on next page
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Evaluate state support of student transportation costs. 20

Encourage communities to use health impact assessments to evaluate and assess 
different school locations for their potential health effects on a population.21

Encourage communities to prepare a transportation cost-benefit analysis and a 
walkability and bikeability analysis of proposed school sites.22

Diversify uses for which transportation dollars can be applied to include walking 
and bicycling and public transit to school.

Require joint studies of health and fiscal impacts of school siting by Departments 
of Transportation, Education, Planning, and Health. 

Provide funding incentives for locating schools within walking distance (two 
miles) of 50 percent or more of students, such as: 
• Ranking school district’s application for funding higher.
• Providing additional 10 percent building aid.

barrier action steps

State support of student 
transportation inadvertently 
supports sprawl locations.

Policy Recommendations for Encouraging  
Community-Centered Schools, continued

1 In 2009 Minnesota barred use of minimum acreage requirements. In 2005 
Rhode Island Department of Education eliminated minimum acreage 
standards in its School Construction Aid Guidelines. In 2003 South Carolina 
eliminated minimum acreage requirements for school site selection. 

2 To receive credit under the U.S. Green Building Council’s 2009 LEED-
Neighborhood Development Rating System (www.usgbc.org), new school 
campuses must not exceed 15 acres for high schools, 10 acres for middle 
schools and 5 acres for elementary schools (www.usgbc.org). The Council 
on Educational Facilities Planners International (CEFPI) adopted this ap-
proach in 2004 when it revised its model guidelines for school facilities 
(www.cefpi.org). 

3 In 1998 the Pennsylvania Department of Education rescinded its 60 percent 
rule to encourage rehabilitation of existing schools. 

4 In 2005 Pennsylvania amended the Public School Code to provide ad-
ditional state funding for renovation projects. If a renovation project meets 
“green” building standards certified by the U.S. Green Building Council or 
Green Building Initiative, the reimbursement from the state is even higher 
(www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter21/chap21toc.html).

5 Adopting 21st Century Codes for Historic Buildings, Marilyn Kaplan, Na-
tional Trust for Historic Preservation, www.preservationnation.org.

6 Colorado Preservation Inc., survey of historic schools, http://colorado 
preservation.org/crsurvey/schools/.

7 A Primer for the Renovation/Rehabilitation of Older and Historic Schools, 
National Center for PreservationTechnology and Training with the Council 
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Decisions about where to locate schools greatly 

influence both the community’s and the state’s future 

for years to come. Providing a quality education in 

safe, well-maintained schools is the first priority. By 

reforming policy and practices as outlined in this 

report, states and localities can strengthen public 

schools and reduce carbon emissions and air pollution, 

preserve older neighborhoods and open space, and 

encourage healthier citizens and communities. By 

making smart policy decisions today, we can sustain 

our communities 

for future 

generations.
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Analysis suggests that

homebuyers and economists

share the same definition

of school quality.

Most people are familiar with the adage
that real estate values are determined by three
basic characteristics—location, location, location.
Economists consider this cliché only a modest
exaggeration because research suggests that
locational characteristics can explain much of
the variation in residential property values. Not
surprisingly, home prices tend to be lower
in communities with high property taxes and
higher in communities with low crime rates.
Home prices fall as the commute to the central
business district increases and rise as the
amount of air pollution decreases. Locations
near a city park command a premium, while
locations near the city dump sell at a discount.

Popular wisdom and economic research
suggest that the quality of the neighborhood
school should also be an important locational
characteristic. Many researchers have found that
property values are higher where school spend-
ing is higher (for example, Oates 1969; Sonstelie
and Portney 1980; and Bradbury, Case, and Mayer
1995). Other researchers have found a positive
relationship between housing values and the test
performance of students at the corresponding
school (for example, Jud and Watts 1981, Rosen
and Fullerton 1977, and Walden 1990). How-
ever, the economic literature on school quality
measurement argues that the appropriate meas-
ure of school quality is the school’s marginal
effect on students (see Hanushek 1986), and no
one has examined the relationship between
marginal school effects and housing values.1

Thus, we have an incongruity in the literature:
spending and test scores seem to influence prop-
erty values, but economists who study schools
would not generally consider these characteris-
tics measures of school quality. Meanwhile, the
literature has been silent on whether the econo-
mists’ notion of school quality is a locational
characteristic that matters to homebuyers.

In this article, we attempt to identify the
influence of neighborhood schools on the value
of residential homes. Using a hedonic model of
home purchases and historical data on homes in
the Dallas Independent School District (DISD),
we demonstrate that school quality can be an
important locational characteristic in determin-
ing housing values. We find evidence that prop-
erty values in DISD reflect student test scores
but not school expenditures. Interestingly, we
also find that the relationship between test scores
and property values arises from an underlying
relationship between property values and the
marginal effects of schools. Thus, our analysis
suggests that homebuyers and economists share
the same definition of school quality.
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A simple model of housing values
A house is a collection of desirable charac-

teristics such as shelter, comfort, and location.
Therefore, the price that buyers are willing to
pay for a house should be related to the prices
they are willing to pay for its component charac-
teristics. By treating a house as the sum of its
parts, a hedonic housing model generates esti-
mates of the consumer’s willingness to pay for
each component characteristic.

Our hedonic model of housing prices in a
single labor market is adapted from Rosen (1974).
In this simplified model, consumers attempt to
maximize their own happiness, taking the hous-
ing stock as given. Consumers derive satisfac-
tion from consuming all sorts of housing
characteristics (Z = z

1
, z

2
,....z

n
) and a composite

good (x). They earn an income (y) regardless of
their chosen residence and can only consume
combinations of Z and x that are affordable
given that income. There are many types of
consumers, and tastes for Z and x differ among
those consumers according to socioeconomic
characteristics (α) such as the person’s age or
educational attainment. In equilibrium, all con-
sumers with identical preferences and income
are able to achieve the same level of satisfaction.

After some manipulation, the individual
consumer’s decision-making can be described
with a willingness-to-pay relationship or, more
formally, a bid rent function:

(1) R = R (z
1
,z

2
....z

n
:y,α).

The value of the bid rent function represents the
amount the consumer is willing to pay to rent a
home with certain characteristics (Z ), given the
consumer’s income level and socioeconomic type.
Partial derivatives of the bid rent function with
respect to housing characteristics represent the
consumer’s willingness to pay for those charac-
teristics.

The price a potential buyer would be will-
ing to pay for a house represents the present
discounted value of the after-tax stream of bid
rents.2 If τ

R
 is the tax rate chosen by the jurisdic-

tion for real estate,3 θ represents the discounting
factor, and housing is an infinitely lived asset,
then the bid price of a house (P ) would be

or equivalently,

The variation in incomes and socioeconomic

characteristics generates a continuum of bid prices
over a variety of types of homes.

In equilibrium, the sale price of any par-
ticular house equals the highest bid offered by
potential consumers, regardless of their income
or socioeconomic type. The hedonic price func-
tion describes this equilibrium.4 The hedonic
price function that we estimate describes the
arm’s length sales price as a function of the
characteristics of the house and of its location.5

The locational characteristics include neighbor-
hood characteristics as well as local school char-
acteristics.

The data
Data for this analysis come from three

sources. Data on elementary school charac-
teristics have been provided by DISD. Data on
the characteristics of single-family homes in
DISD come from the SREA Market Data Center’s
annual publication of residential property
transactions. We restrict attention to the 288
DISD properties for which complete data are
available that sold in July 1987 and were located
in both the city and the county of Dallas.
Data on nonschool locational characteristics
come from the 1990 Census of Housing and
Population.

DISD has provided data on student body
characteristics, student achievement scores, and
per-pupil expenditures for ninety-six elementary
schools in its jurisdiction. From these data, we
construct four possible indicators of school quality
in 1987—current expenditures per pupil (SPEND),
average sixth-grade achievement in mathematics
on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (MATH687 ), the
marginal effect of the school on sixth-grade
mathematics achievement (SCHL687 ), and the
expected achievement of the student body in
sixth-grade mathematics (PEER687 ). The first
two of these indicators are common measures
of school quality in the housing literature. The
second two indicators represent a decomposi-
tion of average mathematics achievement into
school effects and peer group effects (see the
appendix). SCHL687 measures the increase in
student achievement in mathematics that can be
attributed to the school. It corresponds to a
common measure of school quality in the eco-
nomics of education literature (see Hanushek
and Taylor 1990, Aitkin and Longford 1986, and
Boardman and Murnane 1979). PEER687 is in-
cluded as a possible indicator of school quality
because research has shown that a high-achiev-
ing peer group in the school can have a positive
effect on individual student performance (Sum-
mers and Wolfe 1977).

( ) ,2 P
R PR=

− τ

θ

( )
( , .... , )

.3 1 2P
R z z z yn=

:

+ R

α

θ τ
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The housing data used in this analysis in-
clude the log of the sale price of the property
(PRICE ), the year in which the home was built
(YRBUILT ), the number of square feet of living
area in the structure (SQFTLA), and indicator
variables that take on the value of one if the
house has a swimming pool or a fireplace and
zero otherwise (POOL and FIREPL, respectively).
To capture potential nonlinearities in the rela-
tionship between the sale price and the age of
the property, we also include interaction terms
that take on the value of YRBUILT when the
residence has a pool (YR•POOL) or fireplace
(YR•FIREPL) and zero otherwise. We match the
potential school quality indicators with housing
characteristics using the SREA data on addresses
and a Realtor’s guide to DISD attendance zones
(Positive Parents of Dallas et al. 1987).

The address data also permit us to merge
in census tract characteristics from the 1990
Census of Housing and Population. The census
tract data support three nonschool locational
characteristics. These potential locational char-
acteristics are the demographic characteristics
of the neighborhood residents (NEIGHBORS ),6

the share of apartments in the neighborhood

housing stock (APARTMENTS ), and a proxy for
the accessibility of private schools (the share of
the elementary school population that is attend-
ing private school, denoted PRIVSCHL).

Finally, we used the address data to con-
struct another nonschool locational characteris-
tic—the linear distance to the central business
district (DISTANCE )—and to divide the sample
into two parts according to whether or not the
property is located substantially north of down-
town Dallas.7

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for
the data used in this analysis. As the table clearly
indicates, there are significant differences be-
tween northern and southern Dallas.8 On aver-
age, northern Dallas homes are more expensive,
bigger, and more likely to have a pool or fire-
place. Northern Dallas schools register higher
on all our potential indicators of school quality.
The average northern Dallas neighborhood has
a smaller share of apartments in the housing
stock and more access to private elementary
schools than the average southern Dallas neigh-
borhood. Meanwhile, the residents of southern
Dallas neighborhoods are more likely than the
residents of northern Dallas to be black or His-

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics: A Tale of Two Cities

Northern Dallas Southern Dallas

Standard Standard

Variable Mean deviation Mean deviation

PRICE $203,266 (204,301) $82,502 (55,926)

SQFTLA 2,192 (1,026) 1,471 (568)

YRBUILT 58.3 (13.2) 53.5 (18.7)

POOL .22 (.42) .04 (.19)

FIREPL .71 (.45) .42 (.50)

DISTANCE 2.46 (.65) 2.11 (.86)

APARTMENTS .18 (.20) .26 (.23)

PRIVSCHL .39 (.21) .10 (.08)

NEIGHBORS –1.47 (1.34) 1.59 (1.62)

MEDIAN INCOME $52,819 (26,841) $27,256 (7,735)

COLLEGE .72 (.15) .40 (.20)

BLUE-COLLAR .11 (.09) .31 (.13)

UNDER 12 .12 (.03) .18 (.05)

OVER 65 .19 (.06) .11 (.04)

HISPANIC .10 (.12) .32 (.25)

BLACK .03 (.05) .27 (.29)

SPEND $2,498 (381) $2,068 (232)

MATH687 76.97 (5.27) 69.56 (4.26)

SCHL687 29.55 (4.30) 26.86 (3.18)

PEER687 47.42 (3.21) 42.70 (3.07)

Number of observations 150 138
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panic, young, hold a blue-collar job, have a
lower income, and to have not attended college.

The estimation and results
Because southern and northern Dallas dif-

fer so dramatically, we estimate the hedonic
price function separately for the two areas using
weighted least squares regression.9 Furthermore,
for comparison with the previous literature, we
examine three models of the hedonic price
function. In the first model, school quality is
measured by per-pupil spending. In the second
model, school quality is measured by both per-
pupil spending and test scores. In the third
model, which represents an unrestricted version
of the second model, test scores are decom-
posed into school effects and peer group effects.

We correct the standard errors from model 3 for
the problem of estimated regressors (SCHL687

and PEER687 ), using the technique suggested
by Murphy and Topel (1985).10 Table 2 presents
our estimation results.

Despite the dramatic differences between
northern and southern Dallas, Table 2 reveals
striking similarities in the consumer’s willingness
to pay for housing characteristics. In both parts
of the city, homebuyers pay a substantial pre-
mium for additional living space. Southern Dal-
las buyers tend to be slightly more sensitive to
the age of the property, but homebuyers in both
parts of the city have strong preferences for
newer homes. Fireplaces add value to older
homes, but the effect dissipates for newer
homes.11 After controlling for the age and size of

Table 2

Estimates of the Hedonic Price Function

Northern Dallas Southern Dallas

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

INTERCEPT 3.465** 3.123** 3.174** 3.163** 2.865** 2.867**

(.334) (.380) (.391) (.341) (.592) (.596)

SQFTLA 5.0E– 4** 5.0E–4** 5.0E–4** 5.5E–4** 5.4E–4** 5.4E–4**

(2.5E–5) (2.5E–5) (2.5E–5) (5.7E–5) (5.8E–5) (5.9E–5)

YRBUILT .007* .006* .007* .008** .008** .008**

(.004) (.004) (.004) (.002) (.002) (.002)

YR •POOL –.004 –.005 –.005 –.022** –.023** –.023**

(.003) (.003) (.003) (.011) (.011) (.011)

YR •FIREPL –.007* –.007* –.007* –.005 –.005 –.005

(.004) (.004) (.004) (.003) (.003) (.003)

POOL .272 .289 .301 1.211** 1.255** 1.258**

(.202) (.201) (.202) (.571) (.577) (.581)

FIREPL .448** .433** .441** .431** .419** .420**

(.205) (.203) (.204) (.204) (.205) (.206)

DISTANCE –.122** –.146** –.146** –.137** –.139** –.138**

(.039) (.041) (.041) (.034) (.034) (.036)

APARTMENTS .018 .007 .006 .074 .089 .088

(.092) (.092) (.092) (.121) (.123) (.124)

PRIVSCHL .450** .431** .435** 1.073** 1.078** 1.075**

(.142) (.141) (.141) (.515) (.516) (.520)

NEIGHBORS –.055** –.042* –.039* –.042 –.041 –.041

(.023) (.024) (.024) (.029) (.029) (.030)

SPEND 3.3E–5 –7.8E–6 1.7E–5 –8.6E–6 –4.1E–6 –2.4E–6

(7.0E–5) (7.3E–5) (8.3E–5) (1.2E–4) (1.2E–4) (1.3E–4)

MATH687 — .007* — — .004 —

— (.004) — — (.007) —

SCHL687 — — .009* — — .005

— — (.005) — — (.009)

PEER687 — — .004 — — .004

— — (.007) — — (.009)

Number of

observations 150 138

NOTE: Standard errors are in parentheses. The superscripts denote a coefficient that is significant at the 5-percent (**) or

10-percent (*) level.
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the property and the presence of a fireplace,
pools have a negligible effect on home prices.12

Northern and southern Dallas homebuyers
are also similar in their willingness to pay for
most nonschool locational characteristics. In
both parts of the city, homebuyers are unwilling
to pay for a change in the concentration of
apartments (APARTMENTS ) but are willing to
pay for a shorter commute (DISTANCE ) and
greater access to private schools (PRIVSCHL ).
Furthermore, northern and southern Dallas home-
buyers pay similar premiums for a shorter
commute or greater access. Evaluated at the
mean, a 1-percent decrease in the distance to
the city center increases home prices by 0.36
percent in northern Dallas and 0.29 percent
in southern Dallas, while a 1-percent increase
in PRIVSCHL increases home prices by 0.17
percent in northern Dallas and 0.11 percent
in southern Dallas.13 Northern and southern
Dallas homebuyers differ substantially in their
willingness to pay for neighborhood demo-
graphics, however. Northern Dallas buyers
seem willing to pay a premium for a change in
resident characteristics, while southern Dallas
buyers do not.

Another significant difference between
northern and southern Dallas homebuyers ap-
pears in their willingness to pay for school qual-
ity. The data suggest that neither group considers
school spending an indicator of school quality
for which they are willing to pay. SPEND is
insignificant across all of the model specifica-
tions for both northern and southern Dallas.
However, the data indicate substantial differ-
ences in the willingness to pay for student
achievement on standardized tests. As model 2
illustrates, homebuyers in northern Dallas pay a
premium to live in the attendance zone of a
school where students score well on standard-
ized tests. Homebuyers in southern Dallas pay
no such premium.

Given the desegregation efforts during
the sample period, it is not particularly surpris-
ing that southern Dallas homebuyers were un-
willing to pay a premium for the neighborhood
schools.14 Busing students away from the neigh-
borhood school was much more common in
southern Dallas than in northern Dallas (Linden
1995). Therefore, while homebuyers might have
been able to rely on the attendance zone map in
northern Dallas, they had less reason to expect
that their choice of residence would guarantee a
specific school in southern Dallas. Given the
uncertainty about the stability of school atten-
dance zones, it is more surprising that northern

Dallas homebuyers were willing to pay a pre-
mium for school quality than that southern
Dallas homebuyers were unwilling to pay such
a premium.

One might suspect that northern Dallas
homebuyers are willing to pay for school zones
with good test scores because those scores indi-
cate characteristics of the students who live in
the area. If so, then the premium for test perfor-
mance would arise from the attractiveness of the
neighbors rather than the neighborhood school.
However, as model 3 illustrates, the test score
premium in northern Dallas arises from the mar-
ginal effects of the schools (SCHL687 ), not the
characteristics of the student body (PEER687 ).15

Evaluated at the mean, a 1-percent increase in
SCHL687 increases home prices by 0.26 percent.
Of the characteristics that we are able to ob-
serve, only the size and age of the property and
the distance from downtown have more influ-
ence than school effects on home prices in
northern Dallas.

Conclusions
Using a hedonic model of property values,

we examine the extent to which school quality
is a locational characteristic that influences
property values. We find that some home-
buyers are not only cognizant of differences in
school quality but also have revealed their
preferences for higher quality schools by pay-
ing a premium for their home. Our analysis
suggests that this premium for school quality
can be among the most important determinants
of housing prices.

Not all school characteristics appear to be
indicators of school quality, however. We find
no evidence that homebuyers are willing to pay
for changes in school expenditures or student
body characteristics. Instead, we find evidence
that the school characteristic for which home-
buyers pay a premium is the same characteristic
that economists associate with school quality,
namely, the marginal effect of the school on
student performance.

A number of policy implications can be
drawn from this research. The analysis suggests
that policies that impact school effects can have
a significant influence on residential property
values. It also casts considerable doubt on policy
analyses or policy initiatives that equate school
spending with school quality. Finally, the analy-
sis suggests that, at least as far as Dallas home-
buyers are concerned, researchers are on target
in trying to identify policy reforms that would
increase the marginal effectiveness of schools.
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Notes
We would like to thank Rebecca Bergstrasser, Stephen

P. A. Brown, Thomas Fomby, Donna Ginther, Shawna

Grosskopf, Joe Hirschberg, and Jim Murdoch for

helpful comments and suggestions; Kelly A. George

for research assistance; and the Dallas Independent

School District for making its data available. Any

remaining errors are our own.
1 A few researchers, including Sonstelie and Portney

(1980), have examined the relationship between

property values and changes in test scores, but test

score changes are generally considered a poor proxy

for the marginal effects of schools.
2 This discussion ignores the differential tax treatment of

renters and owners.
3 If assessment errors are randomly distributed, then all

residences in a given government jurisdiction are

taxed at the same expected rate. Restricting analysis

to a single taxing jurisdiction eliminates the need to

measure the potential capitalization of tax rate differen-

tials and one can focus on estimating the hedonic

price function for housing characteristics (Z ).
4 For a further discussion of the hedonic price function,

see Bartik and Smith (1987).
5 An arm’s-length sales price can be considered an

equilibrium house price for that time and location.
6 NEIGHBORS  is a principal components index of resi-

dent characteristics. The demographic characteristics

included in the index are median income of the census

tract and the shares of the population that are black,

Hispanic, over 65 years of age, under 12 years of age,

employed in a blue-collar occupation, and college

educated. The principal components index explains

65 percent of the variation in these variables. The

index is negatively correlated with median income

and the population shares of elderly and college

educated individuals and positively correlated with

the remaining demographic characteristics.
7 Residences north of a line along the southern border

of Highland Park Independent School District were

classified as being in northern Dallas. The remaining

residences were classified as being in southern Dallas.
8 The means are significantly different at the 5-percent

level for all of the characteristics.
9 The weight for northern Dallas is the reciprocal of the

product of the square root of (SQFTLA) and the square

root of (1 – PRIVSCHL); the weight for southern Dallas

is the reciprocal of the product of the square root of

(1/YRBUILT ) and the square root of (1 – PRIVSCHL).

Given these weights, the residuals are normally dis-

tributed and a Breusch–Pagan test can no longer

detect heteroskedasticity at the 5-percent level of

significance in either sample.
10 The Murphy–Topel error correction involves using the

variance–covariance matrix of the first-stage estimation

to inflate the standard errors that are used in hypothe-

sis testing in the second stage. Parameter estimates

are unaffected by the correction. Specifically, one tests

hypotheses using the variance–covariance matrix

∑
^

corrected
 = ∑

^

uncorrected
 + (Z ′Z ) –1Z ′F *V

^

(θ
^

)F *′Z(Z ′Z ) –1,

where Z  is the matrix of second-stage regressors, F *

is a matrix of first-stage derivatives that is weighted by

the estimated coefficients on the generated regressors

from the second stage, and V
^

(θ
^

) is the variance–

covariance matrix from the first-stage regression.

Murphy and Topel demonstrate that the second term in

the above equation is a positive definite matrix.
11 It is unlikely that fireplaces, in and of themselves, have

such large effects on property values. Rather, fire-

places likely proxy for other desirable home character-

istics that we cannot observe in the data.
12 Pools appear to add value in southern Dallas, but the

effect may be spurious because only five southern

Dallas homes in our sample have pools.
13 These estimates come from model 3.
14 Of course, there are other possible explanations for not

finding a relationship between school quality measures

and property values in southern Dallas.
15 Omitting the potentially collinear NEIGHBORS  from the

estimation does not alter this result.
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We decompose average test scores into

school effects and peer group effects, following the

methodology outlined in Hanushek and Taylor

(1990). Thus, we hypothesize that student achieve-

ment in period T  is a function of the student’s

complete history of school (S ) and student and

family (F ) characteristics. However, because the

relationship is recursive, we can write

where A
iT

 is the achievement of student i  in period

T, the S
ikT

 are dummy variables that equal one if

the i th student attends school k  in period T and

equal zero otherwise, and F
iT
 represents student

and family characteristics in period T. In this

formulation, q
kT

 represents the value added by

school k  in period T and

represents the level of student achievement

that could be expected regardless of the school

attended. Thus, q
kT

 is a measure of school effects,

and  the  average  A
^

iT
 for each school is a meas-

ure of peer group effects in that school.

Whenever student-level data are unavail-

able and the marginal effects of schools are inde-

pendent of the student and family characteristics,

equation A.1 can be estimated at the school level as

In this equation, A
kT

 is average student achieve-

ment at school k  in period T, F
kT

 represents

average student and family characteristics at

school k  in period T, γ + µ
kT

 = q
kT

 + ε
kT

, and ε
kT

represents the average estimation error for stu-

dents at school k  in period T. At this level of

aggregation, γ + µ
kT

 is the best available proxy

for school effects, and P
kT

 = λ
~
A

kT–1
 + β

~

T
F

kT
 is the

best available proxy for peer group effects. Be-

cause analysis at the school level incorporates

error into the estimates of school and peer group

effects, it is particularly important to treat these

Appendix

variables as estimated regressors in any subse-

quent analysis.

DISD provided data on student body charac-

teristics and student achievement scores for ninety-

six primary schools in its jurisdiction for the years

1986 and 1987. The student body characteristics

used in the analysis are the percentage of students

who were black or Hispanic (B&HISP ) and the

percentage of students who were not receiving free

or reduced-price lunches (the best available proxy

for socioeconomic status, SES ). The student

achievement data used in the analysis are average

scores on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills in mathe-

matics. We use sixth-grade scores from 1987

(MATH687 ) and fifth-grade scores from 1986

(MATH586 ) as the measures of student achieve-

ment. The variable XCOHORT (the percentage

increase in the number of students taking the

exam) controls for changes in cohort size between

1986 and 1987.

From these data and the estimated coeffi-

cients in Table A.1, we construct measures of

school and peer group effects for each of the

ninety-six schools in our study. Thus, for each

school, SCHL687
k
 = 26.767 + µ

kT
, and PEER687

k

= 0.740 •MATH586
k
 – 0.083•XCOHORT

k
 –

0.004•B&HISP
k
 + 0.004 •SES

k
.

Table A.1

Estimating School and Peer Group
Effects on Sixth-Grade Mathematics
Achievement

Parameter Standard

estimate error

INTERCEPT 26.767 6.301

MATH586 .740 .092

XCOHORT –.083 .017

B&HISP –.004 .002

SES .004 .021

Number of observations 96

R 2 .544

( . ) ,A 1 1
1

A A F q SiT iT T iT kT
k

ikT iT= + + +−
=

∑λ β �

( . ) ˆA 2 1A A FiT iT T iT= +−λ β

( . ) ˜ ˜ .A 3 1A A FkT kT T kT kT= + + +−γ λ β µ
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Executive Summary 
The health of individuals cannot be discussed, understood or acted upon without 
recognizing that human beings are social animals that have evolved to live in families, 
social groups and communities. ―Community,‖ therefore, is the crucible for many of the 
most important determinants of health as the place where we live, learn, work and play – 
our homes, schools, workplaces and neighbourhoods. 

In fact, the Senate Subcommittee on Population Health has identified 12 chief factors or 
conditions - health determinants – that contribute to or undermine the health of Canadians. 
Of these 12, a full 10 play out largely at the community level.  
This report argues that since so many of these determinants act at the local level, it is here 
that action must be taken.  So what can we do to address some or all of the determinants of 
health at the community level? What is being done currently in Canadian communities? 
And how can the federal, provincial and territorial governments support or advance 
community action for health and human development?  

The promotion of healthy human development is a key concept underlying health 
promotion at the community level. The task of promoting optimal human development - 
so that everyone develops as fully as possible and achieves their maximum potential as a 
human being - is, or should be, the central purpose of all levels of government. The same 
focus and energy given to the development of a country‘s economy should be applied to 
the development of a country‘s people. This report begins by developing the conceptual 
basis that underlies healthy human development, particularly the notion of building the 
five forms of capital – natural, economic, social, built, and human – that together form 
‗community capital‘. These concepts of what our societal purpose should be need to 
become the key markers of our progress. For this to be realized, new measures are 
required that better capture and integrate these various dimensions of personal, 
community and societal wellbeing. 

Finding an appropriate balance between these often competing forms of capital in a way 
that engages people from all sectors of the community, and ideally maximizing all these 
forms of capital simultaneously, is at the heart of the art of local governance for health 
and human development. The process of engaging the whole community in finding the 
right balance is the process of governance – ―the sum of the many ways individuals and 
institutions, public and private, plan and manage the common affairs of the city‖ (UN 
Habitat, 2002). Among the key elements of governance for health at the community level 
are four identified more than 15 years ago by the WHO Europe Healthy Cities Project: 
community involvement, intersectoral action, political commitment and healthy public 
policy.  

Achieving improved governance for health and human development requires investing in 
building resilience - the ―ability to not only cope but also to thrive in the face of tough 
problems and continual change‖ (Torjman, 2007) – in both people and communities, and 
in the process and structures needed for community governance. 

This report examines a host of ways that Canada is creating healthier communities and 
enhancing human and community development. A key point that emerges from the report 
is that there is no universal model that can or should be applied to all communities. What 
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is needed is a model process that enables, supports and empowers communities to engage 
with their citizens – and the various public, non-profit, community and private-sector 
organizations in the community – to develop a shared vision and unique, tailored actions 
to achieve that vision.  

A second – and related – key point to emerge is that this approach must be based on the 
community‘s strengths and assets, not its weaknesses and dysfunctions. There is a 
growing number of initiatives in Canada that use this approach, including:    

 The Healthy Communities Movement – Arising in part out of the 1986 Ottawa 
Charter, Canada‘s healthy communities movement has existed for more than 20 
years. Although the national initiative disappeared in the budget cuts of 1991/92, 
Quebec‘s Villes et Villages en Santé and Ontario‘s Health Communities Coalition 
are both highly active. BC‘s Healthy Communities initiative reemerged in 2005, 
with new provincial funding. All three provincial networks take a broad approach 
that links environmental, social and economic factors together and they all 
facilitate and support collaborative action within communities. The Quebec 
initiative has a particularly strong focus on and link to municipal governments, 
while the Ontario initiative has a strong focus on community-based organizations 
and networks; the BC initiative, learning from the experience of its two senior 
partners, does both, being located organizationally at the Union of BC 
Municipalities, but having a strong focus on community capacity building.  

 Community engagement and capacity building – Five essential strategies build 
on a community‘s existing capacity to improve population health and human 
development;  

o Community involvement  that moves from people being passive 
recipients of services to empowered participants and leaders;  

o Intersectoral partnerships that cross boundaries whether between 
government department or ministries (whole of government); across 
multiple sectors such as through the creation of broad coalitions‘ or 
through vertical integration such as linking local, provincial and federal 
governments;  

o Political commitment, ideally that lasts longer than a single term and that 
fosters community engagement and capacity building; 

o Healthy Public Policy where government action in non-health sectors, 
such as transportation or housing policy, is designed to have as one benefit 
the  improvement of the health of the population; and  

o Asset-based community development, an approach that empowers both 
individuals and communities by focusing on community strengths and on 
individuals‘ with assets and skills. This approach is empowering rather 
than disempowering and treats individuals and communities as having 
intrinsic merit and ability rather than simply being bundles of problems 
that need to be solved or as helpless clients with needs to be met. 
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 New models of community governance for health and human development: 
Exciting work in community engagement is taking place across Canada through 
such community initiatives as Vibrant Communities and Inclusive Cities Canada, 
which are both tapping into community strengths to address health and human 
development. These efforts span the full dimension of ‗community‘ in Canada, 
from the Vancouver Agreement (a new urban development agreement that links 
the federal, provincial and municipal governments as well as bringing in multiple 
other partners to address complex issues in Vancouver‘s Downtown Eastside) to 
the small but inspiring Cree community of Oujé-Bougoumou. Yet despite very 
positive developments, barriers impede progress, including outdated municipal 
constitutional arrangements; lack of a comprehensive national vision for healthy 
community development; lack of a complete basket of universal programs to 
address determinants which community action can then enhance; constant lack of 
funding and narrow approaches to funding; lack of a community infrastructure of 
governance for health and human development; the limitations of federal charities 
law, under which most community action falls;  burnout of volunteers; and lack of 
effective information sharing on successful programs, particularly between 
French and English Canada.   

 Integrated community-based human services - An important subset of 
community-based human development is integrated human services that 
coordinates the actions of individuals and services. The concept is to provide 
services to the public that streamlines and simplifies client access, increases 
efficiency, provides superior care and bridges traditional organizational or 
program boundaries. Longstanding models of integrated human services include 
Quebec‘s CLSCs and community health centres in English Canada, but despite a 
great deal of evidence of their success, typical barriers to further expansion 
include funding models, turf wars and ideological battles. Saskatchewan has some 
of the greatest success with integrating services and a new integrated service 
initiative, Healthy Child Manitoba, is capturing attention. A vision of integrated 
human services developed from the household level up is presented to conclude 
this section. 

Finally, the report proposes a vision for a national approach to supporting asset-based 
community action for population health and human development. 

1. Many of the determinants of health have their effects at the community level, in 
the settings – homes, schools, workplaces, neighbourhoods – where people live, 
learn, work and play. 

2. Communities – even the most challenged and disadvantaged communities such as 
the Cree community of Ouje-Bougomou described in this report – have 
significant  and sometimes astonishing strengths, capacities and assets that can be 
used by the community to address their problems and to enhance their health, 
wellbeing and level of human development.  

3. Provincial and federal governments, philanthropic organizations and the private 
sector would be wise to recognize the strengths inherent in communities, and to 
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build upon and enhance community capacity by adopting the strategy of investing 
in asset-based community development.  

4. Such a strategy requires, among other things: 

a. Recognizing the vital role played by municipal governments in creating 
the conditions for health and human development, making them key 
partners, and strengthening their powers (including their taxing powers). 

b. Adopting a holistic ‗whole-of-government‘ approach to issues of 
population health and human development at all levels of government, 
from the federal to the local. 

c. Encouraging and supporting the creation of community governance 
processes and structures that enable the many stakeholders in the 
community – public, non-profit, private and community sectors, as well as 
individual citizens – to identify and define local community issues and 
solutions and to develop long-term, asset-based strategies to address them.  

5. This in turn requires a commitment by governments and philanthropic 
organizations to long-term funding of this community governance infrastructure. 
Specifically this means a commitment to provide less narrowly targeted and short-
term funding and more long-term general funding that communities can use in 
ways that they see fit to address the challenges they have defined and to build the 
community capacity they require. 

6. At both the national and provincial levels, there is a need to establish (or where 
they already exist, to greatly strengthen) national and/or provincial organizations 
that can support the creation of healthy schools, healthy workplaces and healthy 
communities. These organizations would facilitate and support the creation of 
community governance infrastructures, undertake research, share knowledge and 
experience, develop tools and ‗train the trainers‘.  

7. Any national effort to improve population health and human development health 
through community-based action to create healthier communities needs to include 
a national effort to develop new measures of progress, so that our progress 
towards these broad societal goals can be tracked. These new measures need to be 
applicable at all levels from the national to the local, and their development needs 
to be done in partnership with communities, as part of the development of the 
community‘s capacity to understand itself and its situation, a necessary 
prerequisite for taking action 

8. As one part of building (on) community capacity, governments should develop 
more integrated systems of human development services. Particularly in 
disadvantaged communities, these services should be co-located close to the 
people who use or need them; they should be easy to use and navigate (‗one-stop 
shopping‘) and where possible they should be housed in a single facility that 
maximizes the use of the shared space throughout the day. 
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1. Introduction 
In evolutionary terms, humans are social animals. We evolved in families and larger 
social groups, and social interaction is an essential part of our wellbeing. Epidemiological 
research has consistently shown that isolation and loneliness are bad for health. So 
contrary to the wishes of some ideologues, there is such a thing as community and 
society, and the health of individuals cannot be discussed, understood or acted upon 
without recognizing this fact.  

This report is based on the recognition that ‗community‘ is the crucible for many of the 
most important determinants of health. As the place where we live, learn, work and play 
– our homes, schools, workplaces and neighbourhoods – it is our most immediate 
physical environment;1 as a network of social relationships based in but extending 
beyond these places into ‗non-spatial‘ and virtual communities, it is a fundamental source 
of our identity and social wellbeing, second only to our family.  

This is not to suggest that ‗community‘ is a panacea, or to romanticize community. 
Communities, both as places and as networks of social relationships, can harm health as 
well as help it; in fact, part of what makes a community ‗healthy‘ is that it protects its 
members – especially its most vulnerable members - against harm arising from its 
physical, social, economic and other environments.  

Nor is it to suggest that health (or disease) stems only from community. In fact, we know 
that health also comes from our genes, on the one hand, and from the health of the 
regional and global ecosystems that constitute our ‗life support systems‘, on the other. 
But just as famed US congressman ‗Tip‘ O‘Neill once famously remarked that ―all 
politics is local‖, so might we suggest that all health is local. 

This idea is strengthened by examining the set of determinants of health identified by the 
Senate Subcommittee on Population Health. Over the past year, the Subcommittee has 
published four in depth reports examining various aspects of Population Health Policy. 
These reports have clearly established that multiple factors and conditions – or 
―determinants‖ – contribute to or undermine the health of Canadians.  The Subcommittee 
reports have identified the following twelve health determinants:2 Those that are starred 
with asterisks are the ones that play out largely in Canadian communities – the cities, 
towns, neighborhoods, and regions where Canadians live, learn, work and play.   

                                                 
1 It is worth recalling that in Canada we are 80% urbanized and we spend 90% of our time indoors (and a 
further 5% in vehicles), so the built environment is by far our most immediate and important environment.  
This is not to ignore the fact that we are also part of regional and global ecosystems, whose life support 
systems profoundly affect our ultimate wellbeing. 
2 This document uses the list provided by the Senate Subcommittee, but this list of determinants differs 
slightly from some other recent Canadian sources. The Public Health Agency of Canada uses seven broad 
categories: socio-economic environment; physical environments; early childhood development; personal 
health practices; individual capacity and coping skills; biology and genetic endowment; and health services.  
The F/P/T Working Group on Population Health uses the following: income, education, employment, 
housing and the built environment, the natural environment, early childhood experiences, literacy, social 
support, health choices, access to preventive health services, and the general empowerment people have to 
control decisions in their own lives.  
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 early childhood development; * 

 education;* 

 employment and working conditions;* 

  income and social status;* 

  social environments;* 

  physical environments;* 

  social support networks;* 

  lifestyle, personal health practices and coping skills;* 

 biology and genetic endowment 

 gender 

 culture (* - can have strong community element) 

 health care* 

As the Sub-committee noted in its Fourth Report in April 2008, it has been suggested that 
15 % of the population‘s health is attributable to biology or genetic factors, 10 % to the 
physical environment and 25 % to the reparative work of the health care system. Fully 
50 % of population health is attributable to the social and economic environment. That 
means that, since the community also represents the built physical environment where 
Canadians spend almost all of their time, as well as the local delivery of health care 
services, more than 75 % of the health determinants exert their influences on the 
Canadian population in the community setting – homes, schools, neighborhoods, 
workplaces, towns, and cities.  

Moreover, the creation of the conditions needed for health is often local in nature, 
through the work of municipal governments, Band councils, local NGO or private sector 
organizations, or in some cases through the regional offices of provincial or federal 
governments. 
This report argues that since so many of these determinants act at the local level, it is here 
that action must be taken.  So what can we do to address some or all of the determinants of 
health at the community level? What is being done currently in Canadian communities? 
And how can the federal, provincial and territorial governments support or advance 
community action for health and human development?  

It is important to note that the 2008 Report on the State of Public Health in Canada, the 
first Annual Report of the Chief Public Health Officer of Canada, explicitly called for the 
strengthening of communities in Canada to address health determinants, noting people 
living closest to the problem are often closest to the solution. His report said communities 
must be honored and supported to develop their own responses, to build on existing 
knowledge, experience and energy at the ground level. This recommendation was echoed 
in the 2008 WHO Report on the Social Determinants of Health, which noted as one of its 
key recommendations that health and health equity must be at the heart of urban 
governance and planning, particularly where poverty or poor living conditions are 
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impacting populations‘ health. In addition, a background document to the WHO fact-
finding process, Our Cities, Our Health, Our Future: Acting on social determinants for 
health equity in urban settings, noted that, ―Urban development and town planning are 
key to creating supportive social and physical environments for health and health equity.‖ 
It noted the health sector needs to establish partnerships with other sectors and civil 
society to carry out a broad spectrum of interventions.  

2. Overview of healthy human development 
“Salus populi suprema lex” 
(The welfare of the people is the supreme law) 
Cicero - De Legibus (approx 45 BC) 

It is an old but sometimes overlooked truth that the ultimate purpose of the governance of 
a society is the welfare of its people. Some key propositions that should form the 
foundation of population health promotion and healthy human development at the local 
level are listed in Text Box #1.  

The first is that population health is a key element in a broader concept, namely human 
development, and that improving the health of the population is subsumed in a wider 
task; seeking to ensure that everyone develops as fully as possible and achieves their 
maximum potential as a human being.  

Second, this task is - or should be – the central purpose of government. The UN itself has 
declared that ―the human person is the central focus of development‖ (UN Declaration on 
the Right to Development, 1986) and has made this the focus of its Human Development 
Index. 

Yet curiously, human development is seldom explicitly the focus of the work of 
governments; more often the focus seems to be on economic development - perhaps most 
famously encapsulated in Bill Clinton‘s reminder to himself when running for President 
that ―it‘s the economy, stupid!‖ This report argues that the economy is a means to the 
end, which is human rather than economic development (―it‘s the people, stupid!‖) or, as 
more eloquently put in a report on human and ecosystem health from the Canadian Public 
Health Association in 1992: 

―Human development and the achievement of human potential requires a form of 
economic activity that is environmentally and socially sustainable in this and 
future generations.‖ 

Third, human development is a function not only of economic development but of social 
development and of sustainable development of both the built and natural environments.  

The fourth key point that it is in the settings where people lead their lives – their homes, 
schools, workplaces, recreational places, neighbourhoods and communities - that health 
is created and human beings are developed. It is there that people can be meaningfully 
engaged, and where the promise of health promotion – ―the process of enabling people to 
increase control over and improve their health‖ (WHO, 1986) – can be most readily 
realized.  
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A fifth key point is that human development should be the focus not only of governments 
(at all levels) but of governance. The UN‘s Habitat agency defines governance (in the 
context of urban governance) as  

―the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, plan 
and manage the common affairs of the city.‖  

This approach, of course, should be applied to all levels of government. What is 
important in this definition, no matter to what level it is applied, is that governance 
involves individuals as well as institutions, and the private realm as well as the public 
realm. Together they are engaged in the planning and management of the city‘s common 
affairs, presumably for a common purpose. What higher common purpose can there be 
than ensuring that all the members of the society and community achieve the maximum 
level of health, wellbeing and human development of which they are capable? Who can 
doubt that not only individuals but communities and enterprises would thrive in such a 
situation? 

Sixth, communities – or in a political sense, municipalities – are particularly important 
because they are the level of government closest to people, and they contain the other 
settings. Thus governance for health and human development must have a strong local 
dimension, while recognizing the importance of supportive provincial and federal 
policies and programs. 

Seventh, an important aspect of local human-centred development is an integrated system 
of community-based human services. Such a system would be built from the household 
level up, by examining how human development can be supported at every level and 
from every dimension, as seen from the perspective of the individual citizen, be they 
infant, child, youth, adult or senior citizen.  

Finally, such a system must be based on and respectful of the capacity of individuals and 
communities, and must empower – not dis-empower – and enable – not disable them; it 
must build on capacity. 

Throughout the report, examples are given and stories told that make it clear that these 
ideas are not just a pipe dream, but that they are feasible. Even if the entire system 
described here does not yet exist, many if not all of the component parts already exist 
somewhere in Canada or elsewhere in the world. 

 



APPENDIX B 

 B-14 

 

2. 1 Population health and human development 
Health, the World Health Organization famously declared 60 years ago, is a state of 
complete physical, mental and social wellbeing. The inclusion of social wellbeing signals 
that the social context of the individual is of great importance, that health depends at least 
in part on social relations. Over the years, the list of items upon which health depends -   
the determinants of health – has grown considerably. In the famed Lalonde Report of 
1974, it was suggested that there were four ‗health fields‘ – lifestyle, environment 
(physical, social and economic), health care services and human biology - and that future 
improvements in the health of Canadians would depend primarily upon the first two of 

Text Box #1: Some key propositions for population health promotion and healthy human 
development at the local level 

Some key concepts underlie the foundation of population health promotion at the community 
level. This foundation concerns the promotion of healthy human development: 

1. Population health is a key element in a broader concept, namely healthy human 
development so that everyone develops as fully as possible and achieves their maximum 
potential as a human being. 

2. The task of promoting optimal human development is - or should be – the central purpose 
of all levels of government. The same focus and energy given to the development of 
country‘s economy should be applied to the development of a country‘s people.  

3. Human development is a result not only of stable and effective economic development but 
also of social development and of sustainable development of both the built and natural 
environments.  

4. It is in the settings where people lead their lives – their homes, schools, workplaces, 
recreational places, neighbourhoods and communities - that health is created and human 
beings are developed. 

5. While governments play an important role, the creation of the conditions for healthy 
human development calls for a broader and more inclusive system of governance at all 
levels. 

6. Communities therefore – or in a political sense, municipalities – are particularly important 
because they are the level of government closest to people, and they contain the other 
settings. Thus governance for health and human development must have a strong local 
dimension, while recognizing the importance of supportive provincial and federal policies 
and programs. 

7. An important aspect of local human-centred development is an integrated system of 
community-based human services. An ideal system of local, community-based human 
development would be built from the household level up and supported at every level and 
from every dimension, as seen from the perspective of the individual citizen and his or her 
needs, be they infant, child, youth, adult or senior citizen. 

8. At the same time, such an ideal community-based system must have as its foundation 
respect for the capacity and autonomy of individuals and communities, and must empower 
– not disempower – and enable. It must build on their capacity to recognize and meet their 
own needs. 
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these. More recently, the list was expanded by the Population Health Research Program 
of the Canadian Institute of Advanced Research and then by the (Canadian) Advisory 
Committee on Population Health to the set of 12 determinants recognized by the Senate 
Sub-Committee on Population Health. 

It was the WHO‘s 1986 Ottawa Charter on Health Promotion, however, that noted that 
health is not the ultimate goal in life but rather that it is ―a resource for everyday life, not 
the objective of living‖, that ―good health is a major resource for social, economic and 
personal development and an important dimension of quality of life‖. Health, then, is but 
one part of a full or good life, but one part of what we aspire to. 

This begs the question as to what we should aspire to for human beings. One answer is 
that they each develop to the fullest possible realization of their potential, recognizing 
that every individual has differing potential, and that their potential includes, but goes 
beyond, a life lived in complete physical, mental and social wellbeing. The Centre for 
Human Potential and Public Policy at the University of Chicago defines human potential 
as:  

"motivation, human intelligence, social and emotional development, ethics and 
morality, and a sense of civic responsibility" 
(www.harrisschool.uchicago.edu/research/ chppp/) 

Others might add to this list creativity and a capacity for innovativeness, a sense of 
empathy and caring for others (including the non-human species, and nature as a whole). 
The development of such human potential for all is an ambitious but worthy goal – 
recognizing that a goal is, as the US Public Health Service put it 30 years ago ―a timeless 
statement of aspiration‖.  

One of the most far-reaching and globally recognized efforts to understand and promote 
human development over the past 20 years has been the development by the UN 
Development Program (UNDP) of the Human Development Index (see Box #2). It is 
notable the extent to which this work reflects both a ‗determinants of health‘ approach 
and the concept of human potential. 
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Text Box #2: Human development – basic concepts and definition 

Human Development is a development paradigm that is about much more than the rise or fall of 
national incomes. It is about creating an environment in which people can develop their full 
potential and lead productive, creative lives in accord with their needs and interests. People are the 
real wealth of nations. Development is thus about expanding the choices people have to lead lives 
that they value. And it is thus about much more than economic growth, which is only a means —if 
a very important one —of enlarging people‘s choices. 

Fundamental to enlarging these choices is building human capabilities —the range of things that 
people can do or be in life. The most basic capabilities for human development are to lead long 
and healthy lives, to be knowledgeable, to have access to the resources needed for a decent 
standard of living and to be able to participate in the life of the community. Without these, many 
choices are simply not available, and many opportunities in life remain inaccessible. 
 

"The basic purpose of development is to enlarge people's choices. In principle, these 
choices can be infinite and can change over time. People often value achievements that do 
not show up at all, or not immediately, in income or growth figures: greater access to 
knowledge, better nutrition and health services, more secure livelihoods, security against 
crime and physical violence, satisfying leisure hours, political and cultural freedoms and 
sense of participation in community activities. The objective of development is to create 
an enabling environment for people to enjoy long, healthy and creative lives." 

Mahbub ul Haq, Founder of the Human Development Report 
 
This way of looking at development, often forgotten in the immediate concern with accumulating 
commodities and financial wealth, is not new. Philosophers, economists and political leaders have 
long emphasized human wellbeing as the purpose, the end, of development. As Aristotle said in 
ancient Greece, ―Wealth is evidently not the good we are seeking, for it is merely useful for the 
sake of something else.‖ 
 

“Human development is a process of enlarging people’s choices. Enlarging people’s 
choices is achieved by expanding human capabilities and functionings. At all levels of 
development the three essential capabilities for human development are for people to lead 
long and healthy lives, to be knowledgeable and to have a decent standard of living. If 
these basic capabilities are not achieved, many choices are simply not available and 
many opportunities remain inaccessible. But the realm of human development goes 
further: essential areas of choice, highly valued by people, range from political, economic 
and social opportunities for being creative and productive to enjoying self-respect, 
empowerment and a sense of belonging to a community. The concept of human 
development is a holistic one putting people at the centre of all aspects of the development 
process.”  
UNDP Human Development Reports Glossary 
 

Source: Human Development Reports, UN Development Program; 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/humandev/ 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/humandev/
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2.2 The ―right‖ to human development  

"The concept of human development is a holistic one putting people at the centre 
of all aspects of the development process." 

UNDP Human Development Reports Glossary 
In recognition of the centrality of the human dimension to development, the UN General 
Assembly in 1986 adopted a "Declaration on the Right to Development" stating that ―the 
human person is the central subject of development", and called upon member states "to 
ensure access to the basic resources, education, health services, food, housing, 
employment and the fair distribution of income.‖ (Sustainable Human Development. 
United Nations Economic Commission for Africa, 1995) 

A year later, the World Commission on Environment and Development defined sustainable 
development with a strong reference to meeting the needs of people:  

"development which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability 
of future generations to meet their own needs" (WCED, 1987) 

This focus on human development emerged more strongly at the UN Conference on 
Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. The first principle of the Rio 
Declaration is: 

"Human beings are the centre of concern for sustainable development.  They are 
entitled to a healthy and productive life in harmony with nature." 

While initially focused on environmentally sustainable economic development, the concept 
became broadened to include social sustainability (e.g. BC Roundtable on Environment and 
Economy, 1993). Thus it has become common to consider sustainability in terms of three 
"pillars" or "spheres" or forms of ―capital‖, namely environmental, social and economic 
components. It is the interaction of these three components that determines the level of 
human development, which is a fourth form of ―capital‖ (Ekins, Mayer and Hutchinson, 
1992; World Bank, 1995). Thus health, quality of life and human development should be 
considered as outcome measures of successful environmentally and socially sustainable 
economic activity.  

These concepts are integrated in a 1992 Canadian Public Health Association Taskforce report 
on Human and Ecosystem Health which suggested that: 

"Human development and the achievement of human potential requires a form of 
economic activity that is environmentally and socially sustainable in this and 
future generations". 

while the World Summit for Social Development, also in 1995, noted that  

". . . economic development, social development, and environmental protection 
are interdependent and mutually reinforcing components of sustainable 
development, which is the framework of our efforts to achieve a higher quality of 
life for all people" (Cited in Health Canada, 2000) 
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2.3 Building Community Capital – The ‗five capitals‘ framework 

While people should be the central focus for all forms of development, the central focus 
for human development  - as noted in the introductory section - should be the community 
where they live and lead their lives; the better the community, the better the health, 
wellbeing and level of human development of the people who live in it. Putting people at 
the heart of community development, and putting human and community development at 
the heart of public policy and societal governance, needs to become a priority. 

One way to understand this is shown in Figure 1, which is a recently expanded version of 
a conceptual model initially developed with respect to the concept of a healthy city or 
community (Hancock, 1993), and which has been quite widely used. The model uses the 
concept of ‗community capital‘, which is the combination of the total ‗wealth‘ of the 
community, using the ‗four capitals‘ concept noted above and adding a fifth form of 
capital, the ‗built capital‘ that is the dominant environment of Canadians today.3 The 
model shows: 

 Human development is the product of the interaction of social, economic and 
built capital, within the context of natural capital. 

 Conceptually, the more there is integration (overlap) in the development of 
social, economic and built capital, the greater the level of human capital. 

 There needs to be some balance between all these forms of capital; in 
particular, building one form of capital by depleting other forms of capital is 
not a viable strategy. 

 The combination of these forms of capital cannot exceed the natural capital 
(ecosystem health and integrity, resource sustainability, life support systems, 
carrying capacity). 

It is important to note that social capital is distinct from human capital. Human capital is 
the sum of the capacities or realised potential of each individual in a community or a city; 
it is vested in the individual, whereas  

―Social capital does not exist within any single individual but instead is concerned 
with the structure of relationships between and among individuals.‖ (Coleman, 
1988) 

                                                 
3 ―The built environment is part of the overall ecosystem of our earth. It encompasses all of the buildings, 
spaces and products that are created, or at least significantly modified, by people. It includes our homes, 
schools and workplaces, parks, business areas and roads. It extends overhead in the form of electric 
transmission lines, underground in the form of waste disposal sites and subway trains and across the 
country in the form of highways.‖ Health Canada, Health and Environment (1997) 
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Figure 1: Community capital and human-centred development 
 

The concept of ‗social capital‘ has come to be dominated by Putnam‘s concept of 
informal social networks and connections (Putnam, 1993), and related ideas. However, 
the structure of our relationships with each other needs to be understood in at least two 
other dimensions: 

 the ‗formal‘ social capital represented by the system of social programs we 
have created – pensions, employment insurance, health care, social assistance, 
social services, public education etc 

 The ‗invisible‘ social capital of constitutional, legal and political systems we 
have built over many hundreds of years, and that govern our interactions in a 
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democratic society and within the rule of law, in ways that we may not always 
be conscious of. 

Thus human development is dependent upon human-centred social and economic 
development and human-centred development of the built environment, and within the 
constraints imposed by natural systems. The governance of the various interactions 
between these different dimensions, the finding of an appropriate balance between these 
often competing dimensions in a way that engages people from all sectors of the 
community, the maximization – ideally – of all these forms of capital simultaneously - is 
at the heart of the art of local governance for health and human development.  

Other organizations have also used the five capitals concept, but with slight variations. 
The UK Department for International Development, which spearheads the UK 
government‘s action against world poverty, widely promotes what it calls a ―livelihoods 
approach‖ which uses a five capitals framework. 

As they note, people and their access to assets are at the heart of livelihoods approaches. 
In the original DFID framework, 5 categories of assets or capitals are identified, although 
subsequent adaptations have added others, such as political capital (power and capacity to 
influence decisions). The original 5 categories are: 

      human capital: skills, knowledge, health and ability to work 

      social capital: social resources, including informal networks, membership of 
formalised groups and relationships of trust that facilitate co-operation 

      natural capital: natural resources such as land, soil, water, forests and fisheries 

      physical capital: basic infrastructure, such as roads, water & sanitation, 
schools, ICT; and produced goods, including tools and equipment 

      financial capital: financial resources including savings, credit, and income 
from employment, trade and remittances 

The DFID notes assets can be destroyed or created as a result of the trends (economic, 
political) shocks (war, conflict, natural disasters) and seasonal changes that make 
individuals vulnerable in their daily lives. Policies, institutions and processes can have a 
great influence on access to assets - creating them, determining access, and influencing 
rates of asset accumulation. Those with more assets are more likely to have greater 
livelihood options with which to pursue their goals and reduce poverty.4  

2.4  New measures of progress 

If the central purpose of government – and indeed of societal and community governance 
– is the enhancement of health, well being and human development and the creation of 
community capital, then it follows that our progress as a nation, province, territory, 
municipality or community should be measured in those terms. There has been a growing 
awareness of the limitations of our current system of measuring progress - too often it 
seems that all that counts is GDP, which is a very imperfect measure of the wellbeing of a 
                                                 
4 More information about the DFID can be found at www.dfid.gov.uk. Other information about livelihoods 
approach is available from the International development clearinghouse Eldis Organization, www.eldis.org. 

http://www.eldis.org/go/topics/dossiers/livelihoods/what-are-livelihoods-approaches/vulnerability-context/
http://www.eldis.org/go/topics/dossiers/livelihoods/what-are-livelihoods-approaches/policies-institutions-and-processes
http://www.dfid.gov.uk/
http://www.eldis.org/
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society. Yet it is a truism in the world of indicators that ―we get what we measure‖ – so if 
we use imperfect measures, we should not be surprised if we get imperfect results.  

A great deal of work has been done over the past few decades to develop new measures 
of progress. In one way or another, they all try to incorporate most if not all of the five 
forms of capital and the concept of human development noted above. Some key 
initiatives of particular relevance to Canada are noted here. 

 Human Development Index (HDI): Developed by the UNDP, this indicator 
has been in use for some 20 years. The first Human Development Report 
(1990) introduced a new way of measuring development by combining 
indicators of life expectancy, educational attainment and income into a 
composite human development index, the HDI. The breakthrough for the HDI 
was the creation of a single statistic which was to serve as a frame of 
reference for both social and economic development. Over time, the Index has 
become more complex and sophisticated, with the addition of the Gender-
related Development Index (GDI, which adjusts the HDI for gender 
inequality); the Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM, a measure of agency 
that evaluates progress in advancing women's standing in political and 
economic forums) and the Human Poverty Index (HPI), which uses indicators 
of the most basic dimensions of deprivation: a short life, lack of basic 
education and lack of access to public and private resources (see 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/humandev/hdi/) 

For many years, Canada has ranked at or near the top of the international 
‗league table‘ for HDI; in the 2008 report (based on 2006 data) it ranked third. 
However, it ranked 83rd out of 157 nations for the GDI (although the spread is 
very narrow across all nations), and 11th on the GEM.5 However, within 
Canada, there are some stark differences between Aboriginal and non-
Aboriginal people. A study comparing the HDI for Registered Indians and the 
rest of the Canadian population (Cooke, Beavon and McHardy, 2004) found 
that the Canadian HDI in 1981was 0.806 and rose to 0.880 in 2001,6 while the 
HDI for the Registered Indian population was 0.626 in 1981, rising to 0.765 in 
2001. While the gap between the two populations narrowed from 0.23 in 1981 
to 0.11 by 2001, a score of 0.765 put registered Indians at the same level as 
Kazakhstan, which ranked 76th out of 175 nations  in 2001 (UNDP, 2003). 

 Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI): Based on the work of Herman Daly and 
John Cobb (1989) who developed the Index of Sustainable Economic 
Wellbeing, the GPI was created by Redefining Progress, a San-Francisco-
based organization, in 1995. “The GPI starts with the same personal 
consumption data that the GDP is based on, but then makes some crucial 
distinctions. It adjusts for factors such as income distribution, adds factors 
such as the value of household and volunteer work, and subtracts factors such 

                                                 
5 http://hdrstats.undp.org/2008/countries/country_fact_sheets/cty_fs_CAN.html 
6 Curiously, the UNDP gave Canada a score of 0.937 in 2001, which ranked Canada 8th; a score of 0.880 
would have ranked Canada with Slovenia in 29th place. Clearly, there are some methodological differences 
between the UNDP‘s estimation of HDI and that of the Canadian authors.  

http://hdr.undp.org/en/humandev/hdi/
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as the costs of crime and pollution.”7 It can be used at national, provincial or 
local levels.  

The measurements that make up the GPI include income distribution; 
housework, volunteering, and higher education; crime; resource depletion; 
pollution; long-term environmental damage; changes in leisure time; 
defensive expenditures; lifespan of consumer durables & public infrastructure, 
and dependence on foreign assets. 

The difference between GDP and GPI is very revealing; the annual accounts 
of GDP and GPI for the USA from 1950 to 2004 (the most recent update done 
by Redefining Progress) reveals the truth behind the phrase ―doing better but 
feeling worse‖. While GDP has risen steadily, the GPI has been stagnant since 
the 1970s (see Figure 2). 

Figure 2: GDP and GPI, USA, 1950 - 2004 

 

In Canada, GPI Atlantic has worked to develop the GPI at the provincial level 
for Nova Scotia, and has piloted its development at the community level in 
three communities in Nova Scotia - Kings County, Glace Bay and Halifax,8 
while the Pembina Institute developed the GPI for Alberta in 2000 and 
updated it in 2005.9 

 Gross National Happiness (GNH): First proposed by the King of Bhutan in the 
1970s, the GNH expresses the Buddhist notion that the ultimate purpose of 
life is inner happiness. The GNH Index is a single number that is intended ―to 
reflect the happiness and general well-being of the Bhutanese population‖ and 
is calculated from three broad sets of indicators; GNH status indicators, GNH 

                                                 
7 www.rprogress.org/sustainability_indicators/genuine_progress_indicator.htm 
8 www.gpiatlantic.org/community.htm 
9 www.greeneconomics.ca/AlbertaGPI 

../../../../../../SHARECOM/Natalie/Social/www.rprogress.org/sustainability_indicators/genuine_progress_indicator.htm
http://www.gpiatlantic.org/community.htm
http://www.greeneconomics.ca/AlbertaGPI
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demographic indicators and GNH causal and correlation indicators. The GNH 
indicators include nine core dimensions: 

 Psychological well-being 

 time use 

 community vitality 

 culture 

 health 

 education 

 environmental diversity 

 living standard, and 

 governance.10 

The GNH has come to international attention in recent years, and the Second 
International Conference on the GNH was held in Nova Scotia in 2005, with 
funding support from both IDRC and CIDA and support from many partners, 
including GPI Atlantic.11 Researchers affiliated with GPI Atlantic have 
worked with researchers in Bhutan and have recently (Spring 2009) 
undertaken a pilot GNH survey in Victoria BC as part of a series of such pilot 
surveys in several countries (Mike Pennock, personal communication). 

 Canadian Index of Wellbeing (CIW): The Atkinson Charitable Foundation has 
been working with a number of national organizations and with communities 
across Canada since 1999 to develop the CIW. In particular it is creating 
partnerships with the Community Foundations of Canada on their Vital Signs 
initiative and the United Way‘s Action for Neighbourhood Change initiative, 
and also has links to FCM‘s Quality of Life reporting initiative12 and to 
Vibrant Communities. The Index has 8 domains – quite similar to those in the 
GNH -  that will be blended into a composite index:  

 Healthy populations  

 community vitality 

 time use 

 educated populace 

 ecosystem health 

                                                 
10 www.grossnationalhappiness.com/gnhIndex/intruductionGNH.aspx 
11 www.gpiatlantic.org/conference/ 
12 Led by the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM), the Quality of Life Reporting System 
(QOLRS) measures, monitors and reports on social, economic and environmental trends in Canada´s 
largest cities and communities.  The QOLRS is a member-based initiative. Starting with 16 municipalities 
in 1996, the QOLRS has grown to 23 communities in seven provinces. (Source: 
www.fcm.ca/english/view.asp?x=477) 

http://www.grossnationalhappiness.com/gnhIndex/intruductionGNH.aspx
http://www.gpiatlantic.org/conference/
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 arts and culture 

 civic engagement, and  

 living standards.  

―Most importantly, the CIW will shine a spotlight on how these important 
areas are interconnected‖. Like the GPI it will ―will treat beneficial activities 
as assets and harmful ones as deficits‖, and also like the GPI it will be 
calculated at the national, provincial, regional and community levels.13 

Clearly, there is a growing interest at all levels from the international to the local, to 
develop alternative measures of progress; moreover, many of these efforts share many 
common elements. There has been a particularly strong interest over the past couple of 
decades to develop broader sets of indicators at the community level, including indicator 
sets for healthy communities, sustainable communities, liveable communities and safe 
communities, as well as indicators of the quality of life.14 What they all have in common 
is an attempt to look at communities in a holistic manner, often using categories of 
environmental, social, economic and human wellbeing or development.  

Moreover, and importantly, they almost always include a community engagement 
strategy, since the development and use of indicators by the community is seen as an 
important part of the process of community capacity building. 

Any national effort to improve population health and human development health through 
community-based action to create healthier communities needs to include a national 
effort to develop new measures of progress such as those noted above, so that our 
progress towards these broad societal goals can be tracked. These new measures need to 
be applicable at all levels from the national to the local, and their development needs to 
be done in partnership with communities, as part of the development of the community‘s 
capacity to understand itself and its situation, a necessary prerequisite for taking action.  

2.5  Building resilience in people and communities 

An important concept relayed to community capital is resilience – in some ways, this is 
the summation at a personal and community level of the creation of all forms of 
community capital. In her recent book ―Shared Space: The Communities Agenda‖ Sherri 
Torjman, Vice-president of the Caledon Institute of Social Policy, suggests that the goal 
of what Paul Born of the Tamarack Institute calls the ‗communities agenda‘ is to 
―promote resilience in order to build strong, vibrant communities‖ (p3). 

Drawing from two very different but surprisingly complementary fields of research and 
practice – ecology and mental health – she suggests that resilience – the ―ability to not 
only cope but also to thrive in the face of tough problems and continual change‖ (p5) - is 
a desirable property of both people and communities (and of course, ecosystems). 

There is in fact a reciprocal relationship between resilient people and resilient 
communities. Not surprisingly, then, Torjman argues that building resilience requires 
                                                 
13 www.atkinsonfoundation.ca/ciw 
14 See for example the Community Indicators Consortium, a learning network and community of practice 
for people engaged or interested in the field of community indicators and their application. Their seventh 
international conference will take place in Seattle in Fall 2009. (www.communityindicators.net/) 

http://www.atkinsonfoundation.ca/ciw
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investing in both personal capacity (‗the skills, abilities and assets of individuals and 
households‖) and community infrastructure (―the supply of amenities and resources that 
contribute to wellbeing‖ – p 18). Specifically, this means investing in: 

 The provision of basic needs (decent affordable housing, adequate income, 
health protection) 

 The development of basic coping skills and capacities (early child 
development, literacy, empathy, problem-solving, as well as systems of social 
support and social capital) 

 active participation in society and a sense of agency, arising from public 
discourse, engagement in decision-making, voluntarism, participation in 
recreation – and the creation of the public spaces needed for these activities 

 creating opportunity through training and skills development, community 
economic development, and building public and private, personal and 
collective assets. 

3.  Creating healthier communities 
"The greatest contribution to the health of the nation over the past 150 years was 
made not by doctors or hospitals but by local government.‖ 

--Dr. Jessie Parfitt, in The Health of a City: Oxford, 1770-1974  

History teaches us why it makes sense to address population health at the community 
level. As Dr. Thomas McKeown noted in his famous writings in the 1970s (McKeown, 
1978), the great gains of life expectancy and human health over the last 200 years came 
from clean water, improved sanitation and sewage control, better nutrition and increased 
standards of living – all occurring at the community level, and none of them the result of 
improved health care per se.  

There is in fact a very long history linking health and cities, and the modern-day public 
health movement has its origins in concerns about the health of towns in England in the 
mid-19th century (see Appendix1).  

The modern-day healthy cities and communities movement has its origins in the concept 
of health promotion as it was developed in Canada and in Europe in the mid-1980s, and 
more specifically in a 1984 conference on healthy public policy in Toronto, which led to 
the creation of the WHO Europe Healthy Cities Project in 1986 (see Appendix 2). As 
such, it is rooted in and is an important expression of the key elements of the Ottawa 
Charter for Health Promotion and of the ‗settings-based approach‘15 recommended in the 
Charter (WHO, 1986). Thus just as health promotion is seen as ―the process of enabling 
people to increase control over and improve their health‖, so too is the creation of a 
healthier city (or community, the preferred term in Canada) seen as a process, one that 
                                                 
15 ‗Settings‘ are the physical places and social spaces where we lead our lives. Because they are central 
‗nodes‘ in our lives, and because they combine the physical and social environments, they can be powerful 
foci for health promotion programs. Settings-based approaches that are widely adopted in health promotion 
in Canada and internationally include healthy schools, healthy workplaces, healthy hospitals, healthy 
prisons, healthy markets, healthy communities and healthy cities. Conceptually, and often in practice, a 
healthy community or healthy city project can encompass many of the other settings-based programs. 
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mirrors many of the strategic approaches identified in the Ottawa Charter (building 
healthy public policy, creating supportive environments, strengthening communities, 
developing personal skills). This is clearly seen in the definition of a healthy city 
developed in the original background document prepared for the WHO Europe Healthy 
Cities Project: 

―A healthy city is one that is continually creating and improving those physical 
and social environments and expanding those community resources that enable 
people to mutually support each other in performing all the functions of life and in 
developing to their maximum potential.‖ (Hancock and Duhl, 1986) 

 
The range of issues that might need to be addressed by a healthy city or community 
initiative is well illustrated by the ‗parameters‘ of a healthy city defined in the original 
WHO Europe background paper; they are at least as broad as the ‗determinants of health‘ 
identified more than a decade later by the Advisory Committee on Population Health (see 
Box #3). 

Text Box 3: The Healthy City: Definition and Parameters  
"A healthy city is one that is continually creating and improving those physical and 
social environments and expanding those community resources that enable people to 
mutually support each other in performing all the functions of life and in developing to 
their maximum potential."  

Parameters 

1. A clean, safe, high quality physical environment (including housing quality). 
2. An ecosystem which is stable now and sustainable in the long term. 
3. A strong, mutually-supportive and non-exploitative community. 
4. A high degree of public participation in and control over the decisions affecting 

one's life, health and well-being. 
5. The meeting of basic needs (food, water, shelter, income, safety, work) for all the 

City's people. 
6. Access to a wide variety of experiences and resources, with the possibility of 

multiple contacts, interaction and communication. 
7. A diverse, vital and innovative city economy. 
8. Encouragement of connectedness with the past, with the cultural and biological 

heritage and with other groups and individuals. 
9. A city form that is compatible with and enhances the above parameters and 

behaviours. 
10. An optimum level of appropriate public health and sick care services accessible to 

all. 
11. High health status (both high positive health status and low disease status). 

(Source: Hancock, Trevor and Duhl, Leonard (1986) Healthy Cities: Promoting Health 
in the Urban Context.  Copenhagen, WHO Europe (Also published as WHO Healthy 
Cities Paper #1 by FADL, Copenhagen, 1988) 
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It is also important to note that the end-point is not health per se, but the broader concept 
of people developing to their maximum potential – human development, in other words. 
Also, and consistent with its location within the overall health promotion approach, the 
central purpose is one of empowerment of people – individually and collectively (through 
their community organizations and political structures) – to improve their health and level 
of human development. This calls for a long-term approach, where the process of 
community and local political engagement and empowerment is more important than 
short-term projects (although they can be important as part of the long-term engagement 
process).This concept, as with health promotion itself, has always presented a challenge 
to those whose focus is on narrow and short-term outcomes defined externally to the 
community (which is often the situation for many government programs, as will be 
discussed later). In many ways, the healthy cities and communities approach is best seen 
as an attempt to create a community-based social movement for health, one in which 
communities are supported in defining for themselves what is important for their health - 
whatever that may be - and how to go about improving health.  

As will also be discussed later, this approach is consistent with a number of other 
leading-edge initiatives in Canada that employ a similar approach to improving the 
condition of Canada‘s communities. They all pose similar challenges to the ‗business-as-
usual‘ government approach to community-based action, and all suffer from a similar 
neglect that needs to be addressed because, together, they point the way forward for 
community-based action on population health and human development. 

3.1  Healthy communities in Canada 

Canada has maintained a healthy community movement for more than 20 years. (The 
term ‗community‘ - or town and village in Quebec - was preferred to ‗city‘ in Canada to 
reflect both the inclusion of smaller communities that do not consider themselves ‗cities‘, 
and the inclusion of self-defined communities or neighbourhoods within cities.) There are 
three largely or entirely provincially-funded initiatives, as described below. There is no 
national initiative; the Canadian Healthy Communities initiative that was established in 
1989 had its funding cut in the recession of 1991/2. 

 In Quebec, the Réseau Québécois de Villes et Village en santé (RQVVS) was 
established in 1990, and is closely affiliated both with the Institute National de 
Santé Publique du Québec (INSPQ) where it is based, and with Quebec‘s 
municipalities, who comprise its members and the majority of its board. Its 
mission is : 

“promoting and supporting, through all Quebec, the sustainable 
development of the environment for healthy life. It focuses, with this 
intention, on exchanges and partnerships between municipalities, on the 
engagement of municipal decision makers in favour of quality of life, and 
on their capacity to mobilize their partners and their citizens for concrete 
action.” (www.rqvvs.qc.ca/reseau/mission.asp) 

It includes among its members 179 local or regional municipalities, (with one 
being a First Nation community) representing more than 50 percent of the 
population of Quebec. In addition to these formal members, it is possible for a 
regional public health service to work with a municipality, using a healthy 

http://www.rqvvs.qc.ca/reseau/mission.asp
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community strategy, without having the municipality joining the RQVVS, so 
the reach is broader than the formal membership; in fact, it is estimated that 
RQVVS has worked with 350 – 400 communities in the past 5 years (personal 
communication, Louis Poirier, Director, March 2009). 

The 2008/09 budget for RQVVS is almost $500,000 and comes mainly from 
the government of Quebec, via the INSPQ. 

 The Ontario Healthy Communities Coalition (OHCC) is an incorporated 
registered charity, whose mission is "to work with the diverse communities of 
Ontario to strengthen their social, environmental and economic well-being."  
Established in 1992 and largely funded by government, it works to support 
local and regional groups, coalitions and networks that are working on 
Healthy Community initiatives in Ontario, but compared to RQVVS, is less 
focused on municipal governments. The OHCC supports multi-sectoral 
collaborations to strengthen local economies, deal with social issues and 
improve the environment, all with the ultimate objective of improving the 
health of the community and its members. (www.ohcc-ccso.ca/en) 

As of September 2008 the OHCC had 376 members in 143 locations, 
including 80 ‗community members‘ from across Ontario (a community 
member is ―a coalition of organizations that involves at least three community 
sectors, has adopted a Healthy Community approach and is working towards 
improving the social, economic and environmental well-being of their 
community‖), 15 provincial organizations spanning the social, environmental, 
economic, and political spectrum, and 281 network members, including 4 
organizations from other provinces. It is estimated that the OHCC has 
provided services to approximately 350 groups over the past 5 years (Personal 
communication, Lorna Heidenheim, Executive Director, March 2009) 

OHCC‘s 2008/09 budget is approximately $720,000, with about half coming 
from the Ontario Ministry of Health Promotion, and a quarter each from the 
Public Health Agency of Canada and the Trillium Foundation. 

 The BC Healthy Communities initiative (BCHC) was established in the early 
1990s but its funding was cut soon after. It re-emerged in 2005 with funding 
from the BC Ministry of Health through ActNow BC. Its vision is that ―All 
BC communities continually create and improve the social, environmental and 
economic assets that support health, well-being and the capacity to realize 
their fullest potential” while its mission is “to promote the Healthy 
Communities Approach, offering a shared platform for dialogue, 
collaboration, learning and action.”  
BCHC supports communities and community groups that are taking a holistic 
and integrated approach to increasing health, well-being and healthy 
development in their communities through community facilitation, 
workshops, tool kits and small seed grants. Most of its current activities are on 
community engagement and capacity building processes, such as forums and 

http://www.ohcc-ccso.ca/en
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workshops, or small interventions to promote physical activity or healthy 
eating or landscape beautification. See www.bchealthycommunities.ca 

It is estimated that BCHC has worked with more than 400 different 
organizations in some 300 communities across BC since it was re-established. 
Its budget in 2008/09 was just over $550,000 from the BC Ministry of Healthy 
Liv9ing and Sport, with another $50,000 in estimated in-kind contributions 
from the Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM), where it is located. 

As can be seen, all three provincial networks take a broad approach that links 
environmental, social and economic factors together and they all facilitate and support 
collaborative action within communities. The Quebec initiative has a particularly strong 
focus on and link to municipal governments, while the Ontario initiative has a strong 
focus on community-based organizations and networks; the BC initiative, learning from 
the experience of its two senior partners, does both, being located, at UBCM but having a 
strong focus on community capacity building. All three have somewhat similar budgets 
and manage to reach, work with and support a large number of communities with what 
are really quite modest budgets.  

4.  Community engagement and capacity building 
An early review of the WHO Europe healthy Cities Project (WHO, 1992) suggested the 
key building blocks for creating a healthy community are: 

 community involvement  

 intersectoral partnerships  

 political commitment, and  

 healthy public policy. 

The strategic linking of these four key approaches constitute what could be described as a 
local strategy for improving population health and human development. Together, they 
strengthen and build – or to be more precise, build on – existing community capacity, or 
the assets that already exist in each community. Over the last decade asset-based 
community development has increasingly replaced the traditional needs-based, problem 
oriented approach to addressing specific health determinants. Each of these is discussed 
here. 

4.1  Community involvement 

The Tamarack Institute suggests that the process of civic engagement involves a five step 
process involving the following – and escalating – levels of involvement: 

1. Passive – local residents and organizations are informed of issues by external 
organizations.  

2. Reactive – Local residents and organizations provide input into the priorities 
and resource use of external organizations 

3. Participative- Local residents and organizations influence the priorities and 
resources of external organizations 

http://www.bchealthycommunities.ca/
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4. Empowerment -  Local residents and organizations work in shared planning 
and action with external organizations 

5. Leadership – Local residents and organizations initiate and lead, with 
external support, on issues. 

Reminiscent of Sherry Arnstein‘s famed ladder of participation,16 this process becomes 
increasingly challenging to existing power structures as one moves up the ladder; but 
while this may be uncomfortable and challenging for some, it is empowering and 
liberating for the community and its members. Moreover, there is evidence to suggest 
that empowerment of individuals, which usually has a reciprocal and reinforcing 
relationship to empowerment of communities,17 is in and of itself good for the health of 
those who are empowered.  

Such a process of empowerment is in fact the very essence of health promotion – ―the 
process of enabling people to increase control over and improve their health‖. And it is 
absolutely fundamental to the process of creating healthier communities. Of course, this 
tells us what needs to be done, but not how; that will be addressed later, in discussing the 
work of the Tamarack Institute and its Vital Communities program, and similar 
initiatives.  

Suffice it to say that this process of community involvement is a long, slow process that 
requires and builds on small steps and growing trust and experience. As in so much else 
with respect to healthier, better communities, it takes time, and the development of local 
solutions to local conditions, not the imposition of a standard model. (Which is not to say 
there are not lessons to be learned from elsewhere, and principles to be applied, because 
there are. But the model is the process, not the specific details of a program.) 

4.2 Intersectoral partnerships 

This is an area where there has been, and continues to be, some confusion in our 
terminology. It is helpful to consider three different aspects of intersectoral action 
(Hancock, 2008): 

 Inter-department/Inter-Ministry/ Inter-agency action (Figure 3a) 

Action within an organization operating at any level from the local to the 
global (public, private, NGO etc) to link and coordinate action. Examples 
might include a Healthy City Office (as in Toronto) or an inter-departmental 
committee in a municipal government, a Cabinet Committee and program 
such as Healthy Child Manitoba, or a Healthy Workplace Steering Committee 
in a corporation. In government, this approach is often called a ‗whole of 
government‘ approach. 

 

                                                 
16 Manipulation, Therapy, Informing, Consultation, Placation, Partnership, Delegated power, Citizen 
control 
17 Always bearing in mind that in unhealthy communities, where the community uses its empowerment to 
exploit its weaker or more disadvantaged  members, or other communities near by or remote from it, such 
community empowerment can be detrimental to the health of at least some, if not many others.  
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 Cross-sectoral action (Figure 3b) 

Action with partners across multiple sectors (public private, non-profit, faith, 
academic, professional etc), operating at any level from the local to the global. 
Examples might include a broad-based healthy Community coalition, or BC‘s 
Healthy Living Alliance, which includes health NGOs, health professional 
associations, the Union of BC Municipalities, the BC Recreation and Parks 
Association, BC‘s health authorities and (ex officio) the Ministry of Health 
and the regional office of the PHAC, among others; however, it does not yet 
include the private sector. 

 Vertical integration (Figure 3c) 

Action across multiple levels. On occasion this may extend from the local to 
the global; more commonly it crosses some but not all levels. Examples 
include the Vancouver Agreement between the federal, provincial and 
municipal governments, or international coalitions of NGO focused on issues 
such as breast-feeding or tobacco control.  

Figure 3a: Inter-department/Inter-Ministry/ Inter-agency action 
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Figure 3b: Cross-sectoral action 
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Figure 3c: Vertical integration 
 

 Government NGO  and 
Community 

Academics Private 
sector 

Local     

Regional      

State     

National      

International    

All three of these forms of intersectoral action need to be operating if a healthy 
community/ community capacity-building approach is to be effective. First, there needs 
to be a commitment by municipal government to bringing key departments together so 
common approaches to cross-cutting issues can be developed. This in turn needs to be 
supported (as is seldom the case) by comparable structures or processes at the provincial 
and federal levels, so that such an integrated approach at the local level is supported by 
the actions of these higher levels of government. 
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Second, the work of creating a healthier (or better) community has to extend well beyond 
government, a ‗whole of society‘ approach is needed. This also clearly needs to involve 
not just organizations but individual citizens, and is clearly linked to the community 
involvement strategies noted above. Many communities have found different ways to 
bring their many stakeholders together; the creation of a shared vision has been one 
powerful way in which common purpose can be found and common action taken, often 
over a period of many years. For example, the town of Rouyn-Noranda in Quebec, the 
first community in North America to formally declare itself a healthy community (in 
1987) developed together with many of its young people a shared vision that continued to 
be a guiding light for many years. Similarly the healthy community initiative in the 
Township of Woolwich in Waterloo Region has been guided for some 20 years by a 
community vision developed in the late 1980s.  

Third, there is a need not only for provincial and federal governments to support local 
action, but for a formal mechanism to be created that makes the three levels of 
government partners – but partners in meeting local needs, not partners in implementing 
national or provincial priorities directed at local issues.  

4.3 Political commitment 

While creating a healthier community is a larger task than local government alone can 
undertake, the role of local government is central to the whole process. High-level 
political commitment (from Mayors and Councils) has been a centerpiece of the WHO 
Healthy Cities Project, and in Quebec‘s Villes et Villages en santé initiative.  

At the same time, a different sort of political commitment is needed from provincial and 
federal political leaders: a recognition of the vital role played by local government in the 
creation of the conditions for health and human development, and a commitment to 
strengthen municipal governments in terms of their powers and resources, as will be 
discussed later.  

4.4 Healthy public policy 

Healthy public policy refers to the development of public policy in non-health sectors 
that is explicitly intended to improve the health of the population. The concept developed 
simultaneously with the concept of a healthy city or community (both emerged from the 
1984 ―Beyond Health Care‖ conference in Toronto). Thus one might ask at any level of 
government what would constitute a ‗healthier‘ policy, be it for transportation or housing, 
urban development or parks, waste management or energy supply, agriculture or 
education, the economy or any other ‗non-health‘ policy.  

It was noted early in the development of the healthy city movement that it was at the 
local level that: 

― . . . the practice of healthy public policy is developing most rapidly and where 
its effects are most visible.  There are clear reasons for this:  many of the 
problems that have environmental or service dimensions are most obvious at the 
local level.  So are the changes needed.  Politicians at this level are more closely 
in touch with their electors and respond more clearly to their concerns.  
Governmental structures, even in large cities, interact more easily with each other 
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and find ways to coordinate their planning and action more readily than at the 
national level." (Kickbusch, Draper and O'Neill, 1990) 

There are a number of characteristics that can make healthy public policy both more easy 
and more difficult to undertake at the local level.  Local level characteristics that make 
healthy public policy more easy include: 

 a degree of local intimacy among key actors in the smaller social networks 
and more human scale of the community 

 policy makers (politicians and staff) live close to where they work and their 
decisions affect themselves, their friends, neighbours and family 

 smaller bureaucracies may make response times faster and feedback easier 

 closer links between the community and policy makers 

 the possibility of linking community advocacy and community action directly 
to policy change and to policy makers. 

On the other hand, some of the issues that make healthy public policy more difficult at 
the local level include: 

 a number of "mega-issues", especially economic issues, may be nationally or 
even internationally determined 

 local government may lack the jurisdiction or power to alter policy 

 central government may be opposed to local initiatives and autonomy 

 central government may dump on local governments, decentralizing the 
burden or responsibility for policy but not the power and resources to 
implement it 

 local politicians may claim they are powerless to act, thus shifting blame 
upwards 

 local jurisdictions (especially the smaller ones) may lack adequate resources 
and expertise. (Hancock, 1990) 

To this list, one might add the challenge posed by the need to take a holistic approach to 
health determinants and not target single issues. But unfortunately our governments – at 
all levels - are not structured for a holistic approach and we lack people skilled in taking a 
holistic approach. 

This last point needs to be elaborated on. Essentially in Canada, we have a system of 
local government that is based in the 19th Century; both literally and metaphorically.  
The origins of departments of public health, of public works, of parks, of planning and 
other municipal departments are found in the 19th century. They are set up on the 19th 
century models of separate sectors, of what we call today ―silos‖. The problem is that 
most if not all the issues we face in the 21st century cut across these 19th century 
structures. The first response, because the old mechanisms no longer work for us, has 
been to create a lot of special purpose bodies, committees, task forces and work groups. 
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This proliferation is a symbol of the fact that the current mechanism doesn't work, the 
current structures don't work and so we have to create all these special purpose bodies. 
But this can only be a temporary response. Eventually, since the current structure is no 
longer capable of responding adequately to the challenges we will face in the 21st 
century, we will have to create new structures and processes of governance. 

4.5  Asset-based community development 

Starting in the mid-1970s John McKnight,a leading US community development 
practitioner and researcher, began to promote the notion of tapping into the positive 
facets of a community to leverage change, rather than focusing solely on a community‘s 
problems – to focus on the half-full rather than the half-empty glass, as he often put it, to 
recognize the strengths and capacities of a community‘s people, organizations and 
institutions and its physical assets. 

McKnight‘s pivotal work, later summarized in the book ―Building Communities from the 
Inside Out‖ (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1995) led to the development of the concept of  
―asset-based community development‖. Kretzmann and McKnight note that the 
traditional approach to finding solutions to issues such as homelessness, poverty, 
unemployment, crime and violence were always expressed in the negative as ―needy, 
problematic, and deficient neighborhoods populated by needy, problematic and deficient 
people.‖ This created a needs-based system in which outside experts and providers – 
government services, non-profit organizations, university researchers and other human 
service providers – came in to address the needs with specific programs and services. 
Kretzmann and McKnight noted that this approach was ultimately disempowering to the 
people of the community who become passive clients of services. This approach creates a 
victim mentality, promoting learned helplessness and hopelessness among the residents 
who began to see themselves as incapable of taking charge of their own lives or altering 
their community for the better.  

This problem-oriented or needs-based approach, the authors noted, also creates other 
negative consequences: 

 Fragmentation of services, each aimed at addressing a specific problem, rather 
than a holistic approach. 

 Funding is directed to service providers, not to residents 

 Weakening of community leadership and of community relationships. The most 
important relationships become that between the outside expert (social worker, 
health provider, funder) and the client, rather than between community residents. 

 A deepening of the cycle of dependency – for funding to be renewed, for 
example, problems must continue and be worse than other neighborhoods. There 
is no real incentive to eliminate the problems. 

Instead of focusing on needs and problems, John McKnight promoted an alternative path 
towards the development of policies and activities based on the capacities, skills and 
assets of lower income people and their neighbourhoods. By shifting to a capacity-
oriented emphasis, communities take ownership of the issues. Kretzmann and McKnight 
noted that community development takes place only when local people are committed to 
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investing themselves and their 
resources into efforts of 
improvement. Communities are 
never built from the outside in or 
the top down, but from the inside 
out, or the ground up. Outside 
assistance is often required but 
this should be aimed at helping 
developing the communities 
assets. ―Even the poorest 
neighbourhood is a place where 
individuals and organizations 
represent resources upon which 
to build,‖ the authors noted.  

McKnight and Kretzmann have 
since founded the Asset-Based 
Community Development 
Institute at Northwestern 
University in Chicago. The 
institute is very active in research 
and publications on community 
development, produces practical 
resources and tools for 
community builders, and holds 
workshops on developing 
neighbourhood and community 
assets and networks extensively 
across North America. (See 
www.sesp.northwestern.edu/abcd
/) 

Over the last decade, asset-based 
community development has 
become an increasingly dominant 
model. Indeed, Inclusive Cities 
Canada and Vibrant 
Communities, described in the 
next section, both use this model 
to leverage change and 
engagement. The social planning 
councils, some of which have 
been in existence for nine 
decades and often functioned on 
the needs-based orientation, in 
teaming up with Inclusive Cities 
initiative are moving into this 
more positive orientation. 

Text Box #4: Matching funds have changed 
Seattle’s face 
Two decades ago, Seattle launched an innovative 
program to promote neighbourhood innovation and 
community engagement. 

Started by Jim Diers in 1988, the Neighborbood 
Matching Fund has since supported more than 3,000 
community projects and award $42 million in 
community grants. Neighborhoods have matched that 
contribution with $65 million in cash donations, in-
kind services and volunteer hours. In 1991, the Ford 
Foundation and Harvard‘s Kennedy School of 
Government named the matching fund one of the 10 
most innovative local government initiatives in the US. 

Over the last two decades, the program awarded as 
little as $100 and as much as $300,000 for 
neighborhood projects that included everything from 
beautification of streets and parks, community gardens, 
renovations to buildings, even oral history projects. 
The city now awards about $2.5 million a year. Some 
of the most notable projects include: 

 The Fremont Troll – The space underneath 
Seattle‘s Aurora bridge was a haven for drug 
dealers, the homeless and other undesirable 
activity. With money from the fund, artists from 
the surrounding community of Fremont built in 
1991 a huge troll that clutches a real VW bug. The 
sculpture became a tourist attraction and is even 
used performance space for events like 
―Shakespeare on the Troll.‖ 

 A popular mountain bike course was build 
underneath a freeway. 

 A corridor of murals more than 2 km long was 
painted along Fifth Avenue, a busy commuter 
route 

 A salmon-themed children‘s playground was built 
in a park and features an enormous salmon slide. 

The matching fund projects typically bring together 
hundreds of people in the community, from 
construction workers, scout troupes, senior citizens, to 
artists and activists. The program has since been 
adopted by hundreds of communities worldwide. 

  Source: Harell (2009) ; Bhatt, (2008) 
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Jim Diers, a community developer in Seattle for more than 3 decades is another leading 
proponent of asset-based development and the author of Neighbor Power: Building 
Community the Seattle Way (Diers, 2004).  On the faculty of the Asset-Based 
Community Development Institute as well as the University of Washington, Diers is now 
a leading authority on community building whose success with participatory democracy 
in Seattle is now being replicated in other centres.  Diers recently authored a paper for the 
Canada West Foundation, From the Ground Up: Community’s Role in Addressing Street 
Level Social Issues (2008).18 A summary of his larger book, he notes the only long-term 
solution to issues such as drug addiction, prostitution, homelessness and poverty is 
prevention through the building of strong and inclusive communities. This requires, 
however, that local citizens become engaged. Diers notes ― People will get involved to 
the extent the effort is fun, shows results, utilizes the gifts everyone has to offer and starts 
where people are – their network, their passion, their block.‖ 

The role for government and other agencies is to help build community capacity ―in ways 
that fund and support community initiatives that are community-driven and builds on 
strengths. Two examples from Dier‘s time in Seattle, as director of neighbourhoods are: 

 A Neighborhood Matching Fund, which doubled the City‘s $45 million 
investment while involving tens of thousands of volunteers in completing more 
than 3,000 community-initiated projects since 1989 (see Text Box # 4) 

 A Neighborhood Planning Program enabled neighborhoods to hire their own 
consultants and involved 30,000 people in developing 37 neighborhood plans 
between 1996 and 1999. Citizens subsequently voted for $470 million in new 
taxes to help implement those plans. 

Dier‘s 2008 paper documented numerous creative ways that neighborhoods around North 
America have reduced, removed or prevented some of the leading social issues that 
undermine individual health and community wellbeing, by building networks and 
relationships, making inclusive neighborhoods, bringing in ―labeled‖ individuals (drug 
addicts, prostitutes, the homeless) to be part of the solution – essentially having people 
work together for the common good.  

However, one of the significant barriers to 
asset based development is that various 
levels of government and community 
agencies still tend to fund on a needs-based, 
problem specific model. Indeed, during key 
informant interviews this problem of the 
funding models for community development 
was continually raised.  

Asset-based development is perhaps the key 
mechanism by which communities can build 
all five forms of capital, enhance personal 

                                                 
18 www.cwf.ca/V2/files/CCI%20Diers.pdf 

Key informants’ comments 
―The way things are currently funded 
prevents an asset-based approach.  It 
prevents taking time for reflection and 
building the relationships and 
understanding the dialogue necessary to 
move forward.  Funders want to fund direct 
services into the community...   
Community building is not a direct service, 
therefore they don‘t want to fund it. We 
have economic development corporations, 
why don‘t we have a social development 
corporation‖ 

 

http://www.cwf.ca/V2/files/CCI%20Diers.pdf
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and community resilience, and improve the level of population health and human 
development. It has been an 
important aspect of the healthy 
communities approach in Canada 
from the outset, and is central to 
several other creative initiatives in 
Canada to maximise human and 
community development and 
wellbeing. As such, it needs to 
become central to federal and 
provincial government efforts to 
work in and with communities.  

But as the next section also makes 
clear, a comprehensive and long-
term process of asset-based 
community development does not 
just happen. It requires a long-
terrm commitment to funding and 
in other ways supporting both the 
process and the community-based 
and community-driven supportive 
infrastructure needed at the 
community level. 

5. New models of 
community governance for 
health and human development 
Across Canada a variety of 
organizations, in addition to the 
three provincial healthy 
community initiatives, are 
attempting to address some of the 
determinants of health and human 
development through community 
capacity building and community 
engagement processes, largely to 
address issues like poverty, 
inclusion and active communities. 
Several of the leading national 
initiatives are profiled here, 
ranging from those in the nation‘s 
largest cities to an example from a 
small Aboriginal community. This 
is followed by a discussion of the 
emerging concept of ‗healthy urban governance‘ and of the infrastructure needed for 
community governance.  

Text Box # 5: Calgary Pursues Living Wage Goal 
Through Vibrant Communities 

Over the last decade in the US, more than 130 
communities have adopted living wage policies. A 
living wage is the amount of income an individual or 
family requires to meet their basic needs, to maintain a 
safe, decent standard of living in their communities and 
to save for future needs and goals. As part of its 
Vibrant Communities initiative, an action team with 
more than 20 partners is implementing a living wage 
campaign in Calgary. 

The minimum wage in Alberta is $8.40 per hour. 
Working a standard work week of 35 hours per week, 
52 weeks a year, an individual without dependents 
employed at minimum wage would have a net annual 
income of only $14,287 (including holiday pay). This 
income would be $7,379 below Statistics Canada‘s 
2007 (LICO) for an individual in a large city 
($21,666). Vibrant Communities Calgary's Living 
Wage Action Team has determined that an individual 
working full time (35 hours per week, 52 weeks a year) 
needs to make a minimum of $12 per hour plus 
benefits (or $13.25 an hour in lieu of benefits) to earn a 
Living Wage. Research shows 65,000 (10.8%) of 
employed Calgarians over the age of 15 earn less than 
$12 an hour and women are disproportionately 
represented among these low wage earners, with 
42,500 earning less than $12.00 an hour. 

Calgary‘s Living Wage Leader Program recognizes 
and rewards employers that pay their employees a 
Living Wage. In February 2009, the first business to 
receive the award was Calgary‘s Chamber of 
Commerce.  In addition, Calgary City Council directed 
City Administration to develop Living Wage policy 
options to be applied to City staff and City service and 
to present an implementation plan for 2009. 

Sources 
Vibrant Communities Calgary Living Wage Fact Sheet 
http://www.vibrantcalgary.com/media/VCC%20Living
%20Wage%20Fact%20Sheet%20May%202008.pdf 
 
Vibrant Calgary Living Wage progam 
Website. www.vibrantcalgary.com/livingwage/ 
 

http://www.vibrantcalgary.com/media/VCC%20Living%20Wage%20Fact%20Sheet%20May%202008.pdf
http://www.vibrantcalgary.com/media/VCC%20Living%20Wage%20Fact%20Sheet%20May%202008.pdf
http://www.vibrantcalgary.com/livingwage/
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5.1 The Tamarack Institute and Vibrant Communities  

The Tamarack Institute calls itself an institute for community engagement. Founded in 
2002 by Paul Born and Alan Broadbent of the Maytree Foundation, the institute‘s 
mission is to assist citizens from different sectors of the community to come together and 
learn together to take leadership on issues that affect the whole community. Likening the 
effort to an old fashioned Amish barn-raising, Tamarack asserts that by working together 
communities can address and solve their local issues. A sense of well being arises from 
the levels of familiarity and trust that are built through contact, shared responsibility and 
support. 

The Institute notes high levels of civic participation are linked to a community‘s higher 
overall quality of life. Communities whose citizens collaborate closely experience better 
educational achievement, better child development, safer neighborhoods, greater 
economic prosperity, and citizens with increased physical and mental health. But there 
first must be a community will – a clear sense that a community wants to take ownership 
of issues like poverty or health.   

Tamarack notes that citizens can have a powerful influence and effect on the life of their 
communities.  As such Tamarack has positioned itself to facilitate community 
engagement through a series of programs and services. One of Tamarack‘s key programs 
is Vibrant Communities, established in 2002. Vibrant Communities is a community-
driven effort to reduce poverty in Canada by creating partnerships between people, 
organizations, businesses and governments. The program, supported by the Caledon 
Institute of Social Policy and the J.W. McConnell Family Foundation, now consists of 
15 communities across Canada19. Vibrant Communities deliberately tests ideas about 
community building, poverty reduction, collaboration and engagement, and generates 
knowledge based on what works best in practice. 

The work concentrates on five key approaches: 

 Shifting the focus from efforts that alleviate symptoms of poverty to those that 
reduce the causes of poverty. 

 Comprehensive local initiatives aimed at poverty reduction. 

 Grassroots collaboration involving all sectors of the community in these 
initiatives. 

 Identifying community assets and putting them to good use in poverty-reduction 
efforts. 

 A commitment to learning, change and shared learnings – whether they are the 
product of successes or failures. 

Although result of the Vibrant Communities are still preliminary, in an interview with 
founder Paul Born he noted that they are finding communities with creative local 
government and with citizens who become engaged and empowered can have a huge 

                                                 
19 Abbotsford, Calgary, Cape Breton, Edmonton, Hamilton, Montreal, Niagara, Saint John, St. John's, 
Saskatoon, Surrey, Trois-Rivières, Victoria, Waterloo Region, Winnipeg 
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ability to make meaningful social change. As one example, working in the Vibrant 
Communities process, citizens and government in Calgary were able to put in place a 
transit pass for low income citizens that cost 50% less than the regular fare. ―This sounds 
small, but it is actually very big, because it is a philosophical idea that we haven‘t been 
able to break in other cities in this country --the importance of transportation as a public 
good and that it is fundamental to the economy and to the employment infrastructure. 
That if people can‘t afford transit, they can‘t get to jobs at McDonalds.‖ 

Other Vibrant Community actions have targeted child poverty in Hamilton, single parents 
in Saint John New Brunswick and affordable housing in Victoria.   

5.2 Social Planning Councils and Inclusive Cities Canada 

Across the country, municipal social planning councils, many of which date back 80 or 
90 years,  exist in many cities as community-based organizations that work on solutions 
to pressing social issues like homelessness, child poverty, food security, affordable 
housing, and immigrant support. Many of these organizations receive funding from 
groups like the United Way. As the Ottawa Social Planning Council website notes,  its 
role is to address social issues and improve quality of life in Ottawa as ―a unique one-stop 
resource for independent social research, community based planning, and community 
development support for individuals, organizations and networks creating positive 
change.‖  

A source linking all of the social planning councils in Canada is the Canadian Council on 
Social Development, a non-profit social policy and research organization, existing for 
90 years, that focuses on issues such as poverty, social inclusion, disability, cultural 
diversity, child well-being, employment and housing. (www.ccsd.ca) 

In 2003, a collaborative venture of five social planning councils20 and the Federation of 
Canadian Municipalities formed Inclusive Cities Canada (ICC). They noted that social 
inclusion is recognized as a key determinant of health. Low income, poor housing, food 
insecurity all create feelings of social exclusion and, combined with a lack of 
participation in civic decision-making, creates ill health, higher rates of chronic disease 
and premature morbidity. Each city created a civic panel to document the inclusiveness of 
its city based on five dimensions of social inclusion: 

 Institutional recognition of diversity 

 Opportunities for human development 

 Quality of civic engagement 

 Cohesiveness of living conditions 

 Adequacy of living conditions.  

Inclusive Cities conducts research and engages local leadership and community 
participation in order to shape public policy and institutional practices. The goal is to 
create ―a horizontal civic alliance‖ on social inclusion across urban communities in 
Canada. Social inclusion includes addressing isolating issues like poverty, homelessness, 
lack social support, immigration issues and more. 
                                                 
20 Burlington (Halton County,) Edmonton, Saint John, Toronto, Vancouver/North Vancouver 

http://www.ccsd.ca/
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5.3 The Vancouver Agreement 

During the last decade new models of multi-level government cooperation have been 
emerging in the form of urban development agreements, the most famous of which is the 
Vancouver Agreement. The nature of some community issues are so complex that they 
call for new governance structures and new multi-networked partnerships. 

Such was the case with Vancouver‘s Downtown Eastside (DTES) in the late 1990s. A 
public health crisis hit the low income, historic community in the form of an epidemic of 
drug overdose deaths and a spike in sexually transmitted diseases, particularly 
HIV/AIDS, syphilis and hepatitis C. High rates of drug addiction, mental health 
problems, crime, unemployment, poverty, and homelessness also plague the region. As 
home to some 16,000 residents, the DTES had disease rates that rivalled third world 
countries.  

In March 2000, to respond to the economic, social, public health and safety challenges, 
representatives from three levels of government – the federal, provincial and city – signed 
a landmark agreement with a first phase lasting until 2005. It was renewed for a second 
phase in 2005, lasting until 2010. Each level was to contribute resources in terms of 
money, staff, and in kind services. In the first phase, the federal and provincial 
governments contributed $10 million each as well as staffing resources and coordination 
from existing ministries and departments. The City of Vancouver contributed staffing 
costs, space in city buildings, zoning and building cost compensation, heritage 
preservation incentives and funding for capital projects such as renovation of old 
buildings. 

Prior to the agreement, the three levels each were responsible for different pieces and 
acted on the issues separately and disjointedly, and people fell through the cracks. They 
did not collaborate nor coordinate services.  The agreement recognized that coordinating 
services and expertise, and collaborating together on solutions with residents, community 
groups and business was the only way to address the complex intertwined problems of 
the DTES. 

The agreement brought in a wide range of other community partners such as Vancouver 
Coastal Health Authority, local business and community agencies, as well as non-profit 
groups working in the DTES. Meetings are now held at a number of different levels with 
a variety of representatives from elected public officials to working groups of senior and 
mid-level public servants, to community representatives.  The collective work of all the 
partners has the following overarching goals, as noted on the agreement‘s website:  

 Coordination - increasing the coordinated efforts of the three governments and 
related public agencies towards desired outcomes in community change and 
action. 

 Innovation - increasing innovation and creativity to achieve changes in how 
public agencies carry out their work together and in partnership with the private 
and non-profit sectors. 

 Policy change -- identifying government and public agency policy barriers to 
effective community change and action, and removing or reducing these 
barriers. 
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 Investment -- increasing public and private investments (financial and human 
resources) towards desired outcomes in community change and action. 

 Monitoring and evaluation - identifying key indicators as benchmarks to 
monitor progress and concrete accomplishments. 

In pursuing these goals, the Vancouver Agreement focuses on five strategies: 

 Facilitate forums and intergovernmental task groups. 

 Initiate joint public agency planning processes. 

 Support learning through information sharing, research, evaluation and 
progress monitoring. 

 Conduct research into effective approaches and evaluation of joint public 
agency projects and make recommendations to enhance effectiveness. 

 Invest funds in specific public agency projects and lever additional financial 
and human resources through partnerships with the private sector. 

The agreement had four major desired outcomes from all these coordinated activities and 
increased commitments in time, money and expertise. These desired outcomes were: 

 Improved health outcomes for local residents, reflecting increased choices and 
ability to meet basic needs. 

  Improved safety and security and addressing the negative impacts of crime. 

 Growth in the numbers, size and diversity of local businesses, and diversified 
employment opportunities for local residents. 

  Improved and increased housing options, including affordable rental, supported 
and transitional housing. 

During the first five years a number of significant changes were accomplished, including: 

 Improved health outcomes: 
o a significant reduction in death rates due to drugs, alcohol, suicide and 

HIV/AIDS infections. 
o better access to primary care services with the opening of new health clinics. 
o the opening in 2003 of the first supervised injection site in North America – a 

highly controversial project that in research studies has been shown to reduce 
the harm of injection drug use and increase uptake of treatment. 

o the creation of more detox beds, youth detox and drug treatment resources, 
including an onsite treatment program at the supervised injection site and the 
expansion of  methadone treatment. 

o centralized telephone referral services for access to detox facilities for youth 
and adults. 

 Crime reduction: Property crime decreased by 14 % between 2000 and 2005. 
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Text Box 6: Woodward Building brings 
mixed-use innovation to DTES  

From 1903 Vancouver‘s famed Woodward 
Building, with its huge neon W, has been a 
dominant structure in the downtown eastside. 
The department store‘s closure in 1993 greatly 
contributed to the exodus of business from the 
DTES. Over the next decade, many plans for 
redevelopment failed and the empty, decaying 
structure, home to squatters, was symbolic of 
the complex problems of the DTES.  

The building was bought by the provincial 
government in 2001 for $22 million, and then 
sold in 2003 to the city for $5 million.  Then a 
unique community consultation process took 
place. The result of the extensive process is 
Canada‘s (and perhaps the world‘s) first 
highly diverse array of mixed use on one site 
and is key to the revitalization of the DTES.  

Of the 546 units, 125 are single, non-market 
affordable housing with design features like 
wall mounts to hang bicycles. The remaining 
suites are market units, that vye with any of 
Vancouver‘s downtown condos and which 
sold out in eight hours. Also on the site are 
popular retailers (London Drugs, Nesters Food 
Store) the western offices of the National Film 
Board, and Simon Fraser Universities new 
Centre for Contemporary Arts, including five 
performance venues. The building, which 
includes the restoration of the oldest heritage 
structure, will also house office space for 
community non-profits. 

―Its diversity is unparalleled,‖ said architect 
Gregory Henriques, who calls it a ―huge, 
exciting social experiment.‖ 

The first tenants are expected to move in by 
June 2009.  And when the entire project is 
completed, the crowning touch will be the 
replacement of the huge neon W – refurbished 
and safely stored for the past years – so it can 
once again dominant the skyline and celebrate 
a landmark structure. 

More information. 
http://vancouver.ca/bps/realestate/woodwa
rds/ 

 

 Growth in business and 
employment opportunities: 

o Job training programs 
and employment support 
increased for the 
unemployed in the area, 
including those with drug 
addiction and mental 
health issues. 

 Improved housing options: 
o The completion of 53 

development projects 
between 2000 and 2005 
including 9 subsidized 
housing buildings, 12 market 
housing developments, three 
mixed use developments with 
daycares, commercial space 
and housing, and a number of 
health related facilities. One 
showcase development is the 
Woodwards Building. (See 
Text Box #6) 

o The renovation and 
upgrading of single room 
occupancy hotels, starting 
with the Silver and Avalon 
Hotel in 2005. 

o The creation of 911 more 
subsidized housing units in 
5 years and 259 more beds or 
living units for those who are 
seniors or who have mental 
health issues or disabilities. 

In March 2005, the three levels of 
government renewed the agreement 
for another 5 years. In June of 2005 
the Vancouver Agreement was one 
of eight recipients of the United 
Nations Public Service Award, 
taking top prize for transparency, 
accountability and responsiveness in 
the public service. 



APPENDIX B 

 B-44 

Based on the success of the Vancouver Agreement, other municipalities with significant 
social issues like drug use, homelessness and poverty, such as Victoria BC, began talks to 
model an urban development agreement for their region among the three levels of 
government.  

However, following the January 2006 election which changed the federal government 
from Liberal to minority Conservative, sources say the Vancouver agreement for all 
intents and purposes lost effectiveness. The agreement still exists on paper and is still 
touted as a model of unique multi-level collaboration. However, since 2006 there has 
been no updating of what used to be a very dynamic website. There has been no press 
release issued since spring 2006 nor any updating of outcomes, nor any updating of the 
financial commitments. While no one will go on the record about new investments, it 
seems that while the provincial government has given a further $8.5 million, no further 
money has come from the federal government. In addition, in 2006 a number of key staff 
left the Vancouver Agreement for new jobs, including the first executive director and the 
head of media relations. Important revitalization work continues in the DTES with the 
provincial and municipal government and local agencies and non-profits, but the federal 
involvement under the agreement has apparently dwindled. 

At the same time in Victoria, late in 2006, the negotiations for a Victoria Agreement 
gradually fell apart and the initiative stalled. While officially it is being stated that the 
agreement is being postponed, many key officials, such as the project manager have left 
for other jobs. 

The initial success and the subsequent apparent (but not publicly official) stalling of the 
Vancouver Agreement illustrates a key barrier to these complex, multi-level agreements: 
they are intensely vulnerable to changing political winds. With three levels of 
government there are three times as many political agendas, three times as many potential 
changes of government, and three times as many ways the work can be sidetracked or 
halted.  

The issues of the determinants of health are long-term, societal issues that need to 
transcend politics and outlast four year political terms. Results often will not be seen for 
years, so there has to be some consistent, stable way to keep the focus and efforts on 
promising initiatives. As the next section details, barriers to this type of work abound. 

5.4 Oujé-Bougoumou – An inspirational Aboriginal community 

Ouje-Bougomou is a Cree community of about 650 people in northern Quebec. The 
astonishing story of their journey from a dispossessed and marginalised community in the 
1970‘s to an empowered community that is today a model of sustainable human 
development is inspirational! The community personifies Margaret Mead‘s famous 
remark - ―Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change 
the world. Indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.‖ The people of Ouje-Bougomou have 
not only immeasurably changed their world, they have inspired others to see what is 
possible in their own communities, and have thus changed the wider world. 

A summary of their accomplishments is shown in Text Box #7; a more detailed 
description can be found at the community‘s excellent website - www.ouje.ca/ 

 

http://www.ouje.ca/
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Text Box # 7: The story of Oujé-Bougoumou 
Selected excerpts taken from the community‘s website at www.ouje.ca/ 

“ . . . we undertook a dramatic and remarkable journey from the squalor and 
marginalization most usually associated with the Third World to an optimistic and  
forward-looking model aboriginal village.”  – Chief Sam Bosum 

Our People  

The Oujé-Bougoumou people are the community`s greatest resource. Every person here has a 
wealth of life experiences and an amazing story to tell.  

Our elders had a vision: a community for their children and grandchildren. This 
vision sustained them in their struggle to see their dream become reality. 

The elders of the Oujé-Bougoumou Nation have given us so much: they have given us the 
benefit of their wise counsel; they have preserved our sense of community in the face of 
tremendous odds; they have given us the courage to continue our struggle; and they have given 
us a sense of perspective and direction whenever we needed it. It is perhaps the younger 
generation that will be the builders of the village, but it is the older generation who have been 
the protectors and defenders of our community. 

Our Youth  
When we talk about developing the skills and obtaining the education required to build our 
community, to make it viable, to achieve our goal of self-sufficiency, we are really talking 
about our youth. 

It is the youth who will have the real opportunities to acquire advanced educations and very 
specialized training in those areas which will contribute to the well-being of our communities. 
In a very real sense the future of our community belongs to our youth. 

Our Vision 
When we began to seriously plan our new village, we started with a vision. The essential thrust 
of that vision was to re-create the well-being of our traditional way of life to the fullest extent in 
the context of modern facilities and contemporary institutions.  

Major Objectives  

In planning the new village, we defined three major objectives:  

 Our village had to be constructed in harmony with our environment and with the traditional 
Cree philosophy of conservation. 

 Our village had to provide for the long-term financial requirements of our people. 

 Our village had to reflect Cree culture in its physical appearance and in its functions 

We realized quite early on that if we were successful in realizing our vision, then our entire 
village would become a kind of healing center in which healing is viewed as much more than 
simply the remedying of physical ailments. If we could structure our new village and our new 
environment in such a way as to meet all of the varied needs of our people then the result would 
be a place which produced healthy, secure, confident and optimistic people who felt good about 
themselves and able to take on any challenges which may confront us. 
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5.5  Healthy urban governance 

The WHO Commission on the Social Determinants of Health established a number of 
‗Knowledge Networks‘ – groups of experts from around the world, one of which was on 
Urban Settlements. Although focused largely on the plight of the 1 billion people world-
wide living in slums and informal settlements, the Knowledge Network‘s discussion on 

Text Box # 7 – Cont. 
Innovation in the Design of a New Community 
The following are some of the key elements in the physical and social design developed by the 
people of Oujé-Bougoumou.  

Design and Architecture 

If the people of Oujé-Bougoumou feel empowered by their new home, it is because they 
played an intimate part in its inception, creation, and construction, and because the village is 
a living reflection of their culture and lifestyle. Canadian Geographic (July/August 1994) 
labeled the new community "an achievement never before seen in Canada - a native 
settlement with architectural coherence and integrity".  

 Housing Program 

 Alternative Energy Program 

 District Heating System – Heating Plant 

On the Road to Self-Reliance 

 Economic Development  

 Harmony with the Environment  

 Forest Resources 

 Cultural Tourism 

 Development of Community Crafts and Other Small Industries 

Community Services for Social Development 

 The Healing Center 

 Alternative Justice  

Preserving Our Cultural Identity 

The communities of the Cree Nation of Eeyou Astchee, guided by their elders, have decided 
that there will be a building to be located in Oujé-Bougoumou which will house all the 
existing agencies which currently provide programming in the areas of culture and language 
preservation. There will additionally be facilities for exhibiting historical artifacts and art 
reflecting Cree culture. In Cree, the new Institute is called Anischaaugamikw which means 
"the handing down from one generation to the next".  
(The material above is taken from the Oujé-Bougoumou website - www.ouje.ca/content/index.php) 
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how urban governance should be organized so as to improve the health of the population 
is also applicable to cities in more developed nations such as Canada.  

Key extracts from the Report of the Knowledge Network on Urban Settlements are 
shown in Text Box #8. 

 

Text Box #8: Our cities, our health, our future: Acting on social determinants 
for health equity in urban settings 
Report to the WHO Commission on Social Determinants of Health from the Knowledge 
Network on Urban Settings - Prepared by the WHO Centre for Health Development, Kobe, 
Japan - Chair and Lead Writer: Tord Kjellstrom 

http://www.who.int/social_determinants/resources/knus_report_16jul07.pdf  

Healthy urban governance 

The WHO Knowledge Network on Urban Settlements, established by the WHO 
Commission on the Social Determinants of Health, refers to ―healthy urban governance‖, as 
the systems, institutions and processes that promote a higher level and fairer distribution of 
health in urban settings, and as a critical pathway for improving population health in cities. 
Key features of healthy urban governance are: 

 Putting health equity and human development at the centre of government policies 
and actions in relation to urbanization. 

 Recognizing the critical and pivotal role of local governments in ensuring adequate 
basic services, housing and access to health care as well as healthier and safer urban 
environments and settings where people live, work, learn and play. 

 Building on and supporting community grassroots efforts of the urban poor to gain 
control over their circumstances and the resources they need to develop better living 
environments and primary health care services. 

 Developing mechanisms for bringing together private, public and civil society 
sectors, and defining roles and mechanisms for international and national actors to 
support local governance capacity. 

 Winning and using resources – aid, investment, loans – from upstream actors to 
ensure a balance between economic, social, political and cultural development and 
establishing governance support mechanisms that enable communities and local 
governments to partner in building healthier and safer human settlements in cities. 

 Appropriate feedback mechanisms for communities to report their satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with the interventions are needed to promote community 
empowerment and ownership and ensure each community‘s priorities and unique 
needs are considered. (p 18) 

Two other key elements identified later are: 

 Higher levels of government providing local governments with both the mandate 
and the means to improve health; 

 Participatory budgeting and other civic engagement processes as important means 
to engage the local community. (p 50) 

 

http://www.who.int/social_determinants/resources/knus_report_16jul07.pdf
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5.6  Creating an infrastructure for urban governance 

Sherri Torjman (2007) argues that the core task of the ‗communities agenda‘ is to 
improve links among key players, across key sectors, and between communities and 
governments. In a chapter entitled ―Organizing for complexity‖ she argues that the key 
task is to establish a multi-sectoral local decision-making process that develops a 
comprehensive and long-term plan that addresses the community‘s problems by building 
upon existing strengths and capacities (p33).  

However she notes (as do others, see key informants comments) that  

―There is a serious governance gap - a mis-match between the complexity of local 
challenges and the corresponding problem-solving capacity.‖ (p 40) 

Moreover she notes that community governance is broader-based, more diverse and tends 
to have a longer-term vision in place than does municipal government, which is both a 
strength and a challenge.  

Such community governance processes and structures, in taking a long-term and 
comprehensive approach, seek to counter the short-term, fragmented approach that is all 

Text Box #8 – Cont 

The WHO Knowledge Network on Urban Settlements suggests the following elements for 
building good governance: 

1. Assessing the urban context, as in evaluating the current equity issues in urban 
health and health impacts, the prominence of urban health equity in the 
government‘s policy agenda, and the timing and urgency of implementation of the 
underlying urban health policies or strategies. 

2. Identifying stakeholders, as in clarifying the people, groups, and organizations 
that have interest and control of urban health impacts. 

3. Developing the capacity of stakeholders to take action and build social capital 
and cohesion, because action on policy change requires that sufficient knowledge, 
skills and resources are in place. 

4. Assessing institutions and creating opportunities to build alliances and ensure 
intersectoral collaboration, since it is institutions that determine the frameworks 
in which policy reforms take place. 

5. Mobilizing resources necessary for social change. This may require better 
redistribution of resources. 

6. Implementation including strengthening the demand side of governance: 
assessing and ensuring people‘s participation from the organizational and legal 
perspective, taking into account the issue of access to information and data that 
can ensure social accountability. 

7. Advocate for up-scaling and change of policy and advocacy to relevant 
stakeholders at different levels 

8. Monitoring and evaluating of process and impacts including opportunities for 
setting up systems for monitoring at an early stage. (p 39 – 40) 
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too common in programs and funding provided by governments at all levels and by many 
philanthropic funders. Torjman argues that such ―fragmented responses cannot possibly 
work well in a world in which all the components are intrinsically linked‖, that they are 
too seldom holistic or preventive, and ―because they often assume that governments 
alone can solve problems‖ (p‘s 43-4). 

An important point with respect to the new community governance structure, Torjman 
argues, is that they call for a new style of leadership, with leaders who focus on building 
relationships, networks and trust, developing shared vision and understanding, and 
sharing credit with others. Such leadership skill can be and need to be taught. 

Torjman also notes that these community governance structures require significant 
commitments of time, energy and resources, which means they need to be well supported 
over the long term. Yet at the same time they have to demonstrate short-term action and 
success, within the context of their larger plans, if they are to attain and build credibility 
with the community and the funders.  

These are all lessons learned long ago by social planning councils, healthy community 
projects and many others working on what Neil Bradford calls the ‗wicked problems‘ of 
long-term, complex challenges to community resilience and human wellbeing. The 
creation of new community governance processes and structures calls for a very different 
approach on the part of both government and philanthropic funders 

6. Barriers to community governance and action for health and human 
development 
So if it has been clear to many working on the ‗communities agenda‘ for many years that 
new processes, new structures and new funding arrangements are needed, why have these 
changes not occurred in a large scale across Canada? The loss of political commitment, 
as apparently occurred in the Vancouver Agreement, is just one of the potential pitfalls of 
community-based action on health and human development.  Research as well as 
interviews with several key informants21 familiar with these and other national efforts to 
develop a broad-based communities agenda within Canada identified a number of 
barriers to taking a stronger, more community-based approach to improving the level of 
health and human development.  

6.1 A fragmented approach to community issues – and the need for a more 
comprehensive approach 

One of the most common themes that emerged both from the literature (see for example 
section 5.6) and from the key informant interviews is that the present fragmented, silo-
based approach to community issues is not working. As one key informant put it: 

―We say that ‗everything is everything‘.  It is all interrelated.  You can‘t create a 
vibrant community by focusing on one thing.  Everything is done by projects, but 
the reality is that we need to be thinking in the context of a whole system‖ 

while another noted that  

                                                 
21 A list of the key informants interviewed is in Appendix 3  
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―It really is a piece of work in itself, the decision making, the planning and 
making sure that everything is kept on track. When you are trying to put together 
a complex initiative that is bringing in pieces, and an integrated initiatives where 
you want to ensure that the pieces are working together. There is a lack of support 
for that integration of decision making, in itself.‖ 

6.2 Absence of a comprehensive national vision  

As noted in section 5, a number of new initiatives are using collaborative or asset-based 
approaches to deal with health determinant issues. While individually, all these 
organizations are doing good work in their respective communities, the weakness is that 
there can be a duplication of effort. Of more concern, it appears that there is a lack of a 
single comprehensive vision of the role and function of the community, on the part of 
either the provincial or federal governments. 
This means that only too often there is a 
lack of support at the national or provincial 
levels for a comprehensive and empowering 
approach that would support the community 
to identify its own problems and develop its 
own solutions. One example of the lack of 
infrastructure support at the national level, 
for example, is the nature of regulations 
limiting the activities of charities, as 
described in the next section. 

One of the related themes that arose is that 
the Canadian focus on the acute care health 
system is actually to the detriment of 
community based initiatives to improve the health of the populations, not only in terms of 
government focus, but by the sector that works in the health field. As one key informant 
noted:  

 ―People in health have not adequately thrown their weight behind those in the 
social sector. They may clean up the mess of what society has done to 
individuals but they don‘t seem to walk the preventative talk with us, and to 
powerfully support decent housing, poverty reduction strategies, etc.  What I 
see right now happening in our communities - the real work on health is often 
occurring outside of health, in civil society, in social agencies for example. 
The two aren‘t talking. I think that is a tragedy. Those of us in health and the 
social sector, have to look at the issues as comprehensive, as dynamic. We 
have to look at the interrelationships between the social, the economic and 
health.  Anything less isn‘t good enough anymore.‖ 

6.3   Outmoded municipal arrangements  

A number of writers, academics and organizations have noted in recent years that 
constitutional and fiscal arrangements with municipalities need to change in order to 
address the increasingly complex issues of urban society. 

Judith Maxwell, president of the Canadian Policy Research Networks wrote in 2006: 

Key Informants’ comments on a shared 
(national) vision 
―We have a federal government that has not 
truly embraced politics and policies towards 
the social sector or the civil society.‖ 

―Our conclusion is that we need to organize 
ourselves differently. . . .  We need to keep 
doing what we are doing, but we have to 
have a common vision for what we want to 
be and then we have to find a better way of 
working together to achieve that vision and 
see ourselves as serving that vision instead of 
a 100 different visions.‖  
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―Local governments face all the complex challenges and opportunities of the 21st 
Century but are forced to operate with the legislative and fiscal powers of a 19th 
Century constitution. In these conditions, their only hope is visionary leadership, a 
fully engaged citizenry and responsive senior governments. They need the kind of 
leaders who can make change happen – not just in local government but across 
the community – in business, education, non-profits and in citizen and community 
groups.‖22  

Neil Bradford, a professor of political science at the University of Western Ontario and a 
research associate at the Canadian Policy Research Network has frequently written on the 
new deal that is needed for municipalities (Bradford 2002, 2004, 2007. He notes that 
Canadian governments must overcome constitutional hang-ups, political rivalries and 
outmoded fiscal arrangements to collaborate on a new urban agenda. Bradford states it is 
the only way the Canadian economy can compete with other global cities that deliver a 
high quality of life to their citizens (Bradford, 2002).  

Bradford argues that the increasingly complex challenges that govern the quality of life in 
our cities cannot be solved by one or two players acting on their own. Instead, traditional, 
segmented and silo approaches must be set aside in favour of ―place-based public policy‖ 
rooted in ―collaborative, multilevel governance.‖ This requires a new urban policy 
framework that recognizes the complexity of policy problems, that taps into local 
knowledge and resources, and is characterized by horizontal collaboration within cities 
and communities, and vertical collaboration across all levels of government – like the 
Vancouver Agreement, but one that is able to exist over the long term. (Bradford 2007) 

The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) also has a number of policy statements 
urging a new arrangement with the provincial and federal levels of government. In its 
policy statement on municipal finance and intergovernmental arrangements (FCM 2008) 
the FCM notes there is a growing gap between the services Canada‘s municipalities must 
deliver and what they can afford. Compared with other orders of government, Canadian 
municipal governments have far fewer tools with which to raise revenue. Municipal 
governments in the United States and other OECD countries have more diverse, generous 
and flexible ways to raise funds than those available to Canadian municipalities.  

The FCM policy statement notes that a 2002 report on Canada by the OECD concludes 
that Canadian municipal governments‘ heavy reliance on property taxes lies at the root of 
their growing fiscal difficulties. The report also states that Canadian cities have 
―relatively weak powers and resources‖ and should be given ―some limited access to 
other types of taxes‖ to meet their increasing responsibilities. Out of every tax dollar 
collected in Canada, municipal governments get just eight cents (principally from 
property taxes), while the other 92 cents goes to the federal and provincial governments. 

It also notes that over the last 10 years, provincial and territorial governments off-loaded 
responsibilities to municipal governments without transferring adequate financial 
resources. Municipal governments now deliver programs that support immigration, the 
environment, Aboriginal peoples, affordable housing, public health and emergency 
                                                 
22 As quoted in Toward the Tipping Point: Aligning the Canadian Communities Agenda, pg 11. Available 
at http://www.ccl-cca.ca/NR/rdonlyres/301F7CD2-2EF6-4914-9CB0-
40E3AD42C100/0/2007091920TippingPoint.pdf 

http://www.ccl-cca.ca/NR/rdonlyres/301F7CD2-2EF6-4914-9CB0-40E3AD42C100/0/2007091920TippingPoint.pdf
http://www.ccl-cca.ca/NR/rdonlyres/301F7CD2-2EF6-4914-9CB0-40E3AD42C100/0/2007091920TippingPoint.pdf
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preparedness and public security with no increase in funding. In addition, over the last 
decade transfer funds have not kept up with the cost of living or these increased 
responsibilities. The FCM notes from 1999 to 2003, federal government revenues 
increased 12 per cent, provincial and territorial revenues 13 per cent, and municipal 
government revenues only eight per cent. In 1993, transfers accounted for 25 cents of 
every dollar of municipal revenue; by 2004, they accounted for only 16 cents, a 37 per 
cent decrease. 

The solution, the policy statement notes, is a different constitutional arrangement and 
more leeway to raise funds, such as through a portion of the sales tax, a portion of the 
income tax, gas taxes and user fees. 

6.4 Lack of a community infrastructure for governance 

This is the inverse of the need for a process and structure for community governance that 
was discussed in section 5.6.  As one key informant noted: 

―Funders don‘t want to fund process [because they feel] you don‘t get anything 
out of that.  But it is saying that we can have policy without having any debate in 
the House of Commons. That they would just go and produce policy and that 
there would be no committees, there would be no deliberation, just go and 
produce a policy.  It is the same in communities.  It would be saying, go and do 
your programs, and we don‘t have time for you to come together to do your 
planning or to do any assessment.‖ 

6.5 Funding limitations 

Since so much of the current activity in community based health promotion and 
community development is being executed by registered charities, the issue of access to 
stable funding is a constant problem. The recent economic downturn has placed even 
more pressure on chasing limited funds. Most granting family and community 
foundations in Canada have lost up to 30 % of the value of their endowments, which 
greatly limits their ability to provide grants. Private donors are also experiencing a 
shrinkage in the value of their assets that they can donate to worthy causes. Government 
grants are also shrinking and often require a project-specific focus and do not support the 
asset based model for planning, for processes such as meetings and community 
engagement, as these are not specific services or programs. There is funding for pilot 
projects, but if the pilot proves successful there is no funding for wider implementation. 
The need to constantly be applying to grant programs or foundations can eat up a huge 
amount of time and activity that does not ultimately address the community issues at 
hand. Funding pressures can prevent cooperation and collaboration in community 
development taking place because organizations are competing for the same funds.  
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But beyond the problems with levels of funding, there was a larger concern with the 
current approach to funding among our key informants. They were concerned that 
funding too often was fragmented, short-term and bottom down, and this is reflected in 
their many comments about these concerns. 

Selected key informant comments on funding  

―Funding pits people against one another.  It actually destroys certain social relations.  
People are after the money.‖ 

―The federal role‘ then it needs to be able to give flexible funding formulas, so that ―if this 
is the money that we are giving toward health, how can we allow communities to be more 
creative with this money?‖  

―There are not the funds available to typically support a decision making body or 
governance structure, or a local table, whatever you  call it, that comes together and makes 
decisions around the comprehensive approach that they want to develop.  So often times 
the community is left to support that process itself.  Unless they can find some financing 
for it, or somebody to give a staff person to devote some time to it, it typically flounders 
without that ongoing assistance.‖  

―The money that tends to be available goes towards shorter term, individual projects, that 
are rooted in single departments, single ministries.  If you have an integrated approach that 
crosses over and involves a number of departments, it is often difficult to get any funding 
for that.  You get each department funding its own piece.  I know, having been involved in 
a number of projects that have tried to move beyond that single, government approach, we 
have always been pulled back into that very traditional vertical model.‖  

 ―All is not rosy in the world of multi-network partnerships.  The public decision maker 
still wants a lot of control over the money he/she devolves.  It is still passing the money to 
fulfill a mandate that is a public mandate.  There is still a lot of control.  The evaluation of 
those programs that are based on public funding devolution to community organizations, 
the issues around the evaluations around those programs are huge, and most of them are 
conflicting….If you tag the money to specific projects, from the regional to the local, then 
you are handcuffing the people and you are in for an interesting political fight.‖  

―Five different federal departments came together to work on this neighbourhood renewal 
approach.  They basically said, ―we want it to be citizen oriented and community driven.‖  
At the same though, each of the branches was basically saying, ―but we want you to do 
something in the area that we are interested in.  How many drug abusers have you dealt 
with?  And Literacy wants to know what we had done for literacy.‖  So there was a 
contradiction in terms. ―Yes, let the community define what it is that they want to do,‖ but 
at the same time the government is saying, ―however they have to work on XYZ, that is 
just of interest to us.‖  

―There are tremendous problems in terms of the funding, the accountability, the long term 
time frame that is required.  They typically have short term kinds of initiatives in place.‖  

―Philanthropic funding, undermines social development.  Philanthropic funding does not 
accept a framework of say, Healthy Communities or social determinants of health, or 
inclusion.  That is not a direct service.  They are not interested in preventing, why people 
are there, or understanding.  They are just interested in providing a service. . . . . 
Intermediary organizations they don‘t wish to fund.  Or processes. Or research and 
development.‖ 
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6.6 Lack of consensus on support for more universal programs 

A number of key informants noted that 
community-based population health promotion 
and human development would be much more 
effective if there was a baseline of universal 
programs to deal with key health determinants 
across the country. Then community –based 
health promotion activities could be built on top 
of that solid foundation. The World Health 
Organization, in its 2008 report on the social 
determinants of health, noted the Nordic 
countries provide much greater support for 
universal programs and as result have less social 
inequity and fewer health problems caused by 
inequalities in access to the determinants of 
health. 

In particular there is widespread agreement in a 
number of recent reports on population health 
and its determinants that early child development is a fundamental building block for 
health and human development and that there is a need for high quality universal child 
care programs that support early childhood development and education for all Canadian 
children regardless of their family‘s income. 

But Torjman (2007) cautions that 

―The communities agenda in no way minimizes the need for a solid core of public 
goods and services. Community-based actions both supplement and complement 
– but do not replace – public policies focused upon economic and social 
wellbeing.‖ (Torjman, 2007, p3) 

6.7 Limitations of federal charity regulations and social investment 

Most, if not all the non-governmental organizations doing work at the community level 
on health determinants are registered 
Canadian charities. They receive a large 
portion of their funding – often more than 
80 % -- from family or community 
foundations and private donors. The 
Canadian Revenue Agency (CRA) 
regulates registered charities through the 
Income Tax Act and all registered charities 
must operate in compliance with the law.  
Yet an outdated Income Act now hampers 
innovative work by the charitable sector 
on social issues and community 
enhancement. Interviews with key 
informants also raised the issue of the 
rigid and outdated charity regulations as 

Selected key informants’ comments 
on universal programs 

―That is the risk in community based 
programs, that we lose sight of the 
importance of having universal 
programs.‖  

―There is a basic conundrum of those 
issues in Canada.  It amounts to ‗How 
can we promote answering local needs, 
while at the same time, promoting a 
Canadian basket of services?‘  How to 
be fair and treat all Canadians the 
same, whereas attending to local 
needs?  I don‘t think we have totally 
succeeded in finding an appropriate 
answer to that in Canada.‖ 

 

Key Informants’ comments on charity 
regulations 
One key informant noted that the laws 
surrounding registered charities restricts 
the range of activities of one important 
national program, which has 85 % of its 
funding from philanthropic foundations.  
She/he said they had to work with 
Revenue Canada to allow exceptions to 
some of these rules in their community 
work, particularly to allow them to create 
benefit to individuals by reducing 
poverty. 
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hampering innovation and service delivery. 

In a lecture entitled ―Unleashing the Power of Social Enterprise‖, former Prime Minister 
and Finance Minister Paul Martin called for an overhaul of the Income Tax Act in 
particular to encourage social innovation, social enterprises and entrepreneurship,  and 
community investment: ― There is now a problem with the historic boundaries [ the 
Income Tax Act ] sets out in that they have not kept pace with the evolution of the social 
domain they seek to serve‖ (Martin, 2007). 

Martin is particularly interested in promotion of economic independence among 
Aboriginal Canadians by supporting and mentoring Aboriginal entrepreneurs with 
investments that may have a below market financial return but a high social return. ―The 
fundamental problem is that in Canada there is a very clear division between charitable 
giving on the one hand and private sector investment on the other.‖ Martin noted the rigid 
line between charitable giving and social enterprise operates to the detriment of Canada‘s 
social goals. 

A recent paper, Canadian Registered Charities: Business Activities and Social Enterprise 
– Thinking Outside the Box (Carter & Man, 2008) notes that the CRA does allow some 
social enterprise under its guideline RC413(E) - Community Economic Development 
Programs - but what is permitted is ―extremely restrictive and falls short of the broad 
social enterprise activities that are being conducted across the global landscape.‖ 

Some examples from the global community include: 

 The US now allows foundations to make investments in social enterprises out of 
endowment funds without affecting charitable status. These Program Related 
Investments (PRIs) are allowed if the primary goal is social return. Vermont and 
North Carolina allow the regular investors, not just foundations, to invest in social 
enterprise endeavors through charities. 

 The US introduced New Market Tax Credits as part of the Community Renewal 
Tax Relief Act of 2000. The New Markets Tax Credit Program will spur 
approximately $15 billion in investments into privately managed investment 
institutions called Community Development Entities (CDEs) that make loans and 
capital investments in businesses and individual enterprise in underserved areas.  
By making an investment in a CDE, an individual or corporate investor can 
receive a tax credit worth 39 percent (30 percent net present value) of the initial 
investment, distributed over 7 years, along with any anticipated return on their 
investment in the CDE. 

 In 2005, the UK created a new form of corporation, called a Community Interest 
Corporation (CIC), which is an organization that conducts a business with the 
purpose of benefiting a community rather than purely for private gain. CIC‘s must 
meet a "community interest test" and "asset lock", which ensure that the CIC is 
established for community purposes and the assets and profits are dedicated to 
these purposes. Registration of a company as a CIC has to be approved by the 
Regulator who also has a continuing monitoring and enforcement role In March 
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2009, there were 2578 registered CICs in the UK23 and the numbers increase by at 
least 100 a month. 

Imagine Canada24, a charity that speaks on behalf of the Canadian charitable sector notes 
that Canada has 161,000 registered charities and nonprofits, which marshal more than 
12 million volunteers and 2 billion hours of volunteer time. They employ a workforce of 
2 million full-time equivalent workers --11% of the economically active population – 
which accounts for 8.5% of Canada‘s GDP. Many of these charities are working towards 
social equity, community enhancement or other activities that increase social capital. This 
is fertile ground for the Canadian government to explore new legislative mechanisms and 
tax incentives to support and tap the passion and commitment of this sizeable workforce 
to address the determinants of health. 
6.8  Burn out of volunteer sector 

Much of the community-based activity is 
driven by charitable organizations that 
depend on the passion and commitment of 
volunteers. But the work is not easy. It 
often deals with helping people and 
communities that have severe social 
problems. The stress level is high and 
social interactions can be challenging. The 
economic downturn puts even more stress 
on the volunteer sector as more Canadians 
find themselves without work or facing 
financial crises.  Burn out and high turn 
over is common. 

6.9  Problems sharing Canadian successes 

Another barrier to effective community 
development and engagement on social 
determinants is the nature of Canada itself. The 
geographic size, the language issues and the 
various provincial silos mean that often 
promising developments and initiatives in one 
province are not shared in other regions. In 
particular, both in the research of this paper and 
in the key informant interviews it was noted that 
finding out what is happening in Quebec, if you 
are not bilingual, is very difficult. Likewise a 

francophone organization would have a hard time accessing information about successful 
community programs in English Canada. 

 
                                                 
23 For more information on CICs visit www.cicregulator.gov.uk 
24 See newsrelease at 
http://www.imaginecanada.ca/files/en/publicaffairs/budget_2009_response_release_20090127.pdf 
 

Key informant comment on burn out 

One key informant noted that the current 
economic downtown is making burnout even 
more likely: ―Those of us that work in the 
sector know that we can‘t cope with the 
needs that people will have.  So there is a 
desperation to that. You know that you don‘t 
have resources both financial and human.  As 
people bleed from the sector, we are going to 
be left without the people that can best do the 
work.  I think it is really quite a moment of 
despair…You are kind of overwhelmed by 
the stories.‖ 
 

Key informant comment on sharing 

―As Canadians we have not supported, 
much to our detriment a pan-Canadian 
movement.  It is costly to share across 
this land.  And we haven‘t supported it.  
Most of all, we have not been able, in 
English Canada, to access easily some 
of the marvelous things that happen in 
Quebec.‖ 
 

http://www.cicregulator.gov.uk/
http://www.imaginecanada.ca/files/en/publicaffairs/budget_2009_response_release_20090127.pdf
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7. Integrated community-based human services 
An important subset of community-based human development is community-based 
approaches to integrated human services. Community-based human development is the 
overarching umbrella of actions at the community level that makes people‘s lives better, 
and that improve health determinants. Integrated human services are one way of 
addressing human development and influencing health determinants by coordinating the 
actions of individuals and services., The concept is to provide services to the public that 
streamlines and simplifies client access, increases efficiency, provides superior care and 
bridges traditional organizational or program boundaries.  

Integrated human services are often 
described as ‗one stop shopping‘, seamless 
service so that individuals only need to tell 
their story once. It is a process of breaking 
down traditional silos, working across 
boundaries and coordinating efforts in 
service to the client. While this model is a 
―problem-oriented‖ approach and not an 
asset-based approach, as described earlier 
in the document, the goal is always to 
work in partnership with the client and to 
empower them by removing barriers and 
creating straighter pathways out of 
poverty, ill health and other dysfunctions. 

Of course, human services alone, even if 
well integrated, do not make a community 
healthy. But many people with health and 
social problems and human service needs 
find the current system complex, 
disjointed, uncoordinated and frustrating, 
and this is made worse when one considers that many of those with the greatest needs, 
and with needs for multiple services, are from disadvantaged groups.  

So one part of an overall, community-based approach to health and human development 
should be the integration of human services, wherever possible, and where it makes sense 
for the users. 

Examples of integrated human services include Quebec‘s CLSC‘s (centre local de 
services communautaires) and English Canada‘s community health centres, which are 
described below.  In addition, Sasketchewan‘s experience with wide scale integration of 
services is also described.  

As Thompson notes in a comprehensive survey of experience in Canada, US and Great 
Britain with integrated human services (Thompson, 2007), integration is a process and 
not a single model. There is no one approach that can be applied in all situations. Rather 
it is a goal that must be tailored to each individual situation.  

Selected key informant comments 
about integrated services 

One key informant noted this seamless 
approach is particularly helpful for the 
complex client base that represents the 
population most negatively impacted by 
health determinants: 

―Many of the people who are seeking 
services are people who have problems 
and issues of many sorts and they are not 
capable of running around town to 
different services. Some of these people 
have low educational levels, and they 
may have drug/alcohol issues, or they 
may be a single parent encumbered by 
small children.  So it may be difficult for 
them to access services for a whole 
bunch of reasons.‖ 
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Give that process, however, there are some common elements that contribute to the 
success of service integration and some predictable pitfalls that can undermine their 
effectiveness. 
7.1  Critical success factors and barriers to integrated human services 

Thompson notes that barriers to integration are mentioned more often than success 
factors and the integration of services is not easy to do. The following success factors and 
barriers have been identified (Thompson, 2007): 
1. Factors that contribute to an environment in which the development of successful 
integrated services is more likely to occur include: 

 Strong leadership - Leaders who are champions of integration, and are 
passionate about and committed to this approach make a real difference. Leaders 
are needed in all disciplines and at both the senior management level and at the 
community level. 

 Governance structures - Clearly articulated and understood governance and 
accountability mechanisms are critical to the success of any partnership, and they 
must be agreed upon at the senior level from the outset of the relationship. 

 Accountability measures - Accountability mechanisms that are clearly 
articulated help measure progress and determine whether goals are being met. 

 Management skills/experienced managers - Program managers and members of 
the local human service community who have many years of experience and 
know their communities well are important for success. 

 A clearly defined, shared mission- A clear mission statement that is developed 
by representatives of the partner organizations and community members help 
create a sense of connection among diverse individuals and organizations. 

 A willingness to take chances, experiment and change - Service integration 
means new approaches and new ways of doing things. There needs to be a 
willingness to take risks, and the flexibility to implement innovative strategies and 
to change direction if an approach is unsuccessful. Thompson notes this attitude is 
quite the opposite of the risk-averse culture that is typical of many government 
agencies. 

 A community focus - Communities have to be actively involved in providing the 
resources necessary for integration, which means that communities also need to 
be involved in planning and implementing integrated projects (Ragan, 2003). A 
strong local coalition can be a powerful force for change 

 Client/citizen-centred services - A client/citizen-centred approach to integration 
has two dimensions: 

o Client consultation – consumers and other stakeholders should be 
consulted on a regular basis to find out what their needs and expectations 
are. Community members and stakeholders need a certain level of comfort 
and trust in order to participate in consultations, so consultations may be 
preceded by opportunities to participate in non-threatening community 



APPENDIX B 

 B-59 

projects and events. At a case management level, focusing on the client 
means involving clients when goals for them are set and when their case is 
discussed by cross program teams. 

o A strength-based or asset-based approach – Assessment and case 
management processes are based on an individual‘s or family‘s strengths 
rather than their deficits, and families are supported in recognizing and 
building on their strengths.  

2. Factors that are barriers to an environment in which the development of successful 
integrated services is more likely to occur include: 

 Confidentiality of Information -- Real or perceived issues around sharing of 
client information is one of the barriers most frequently raised. Managers who 
have addressed this issue, however, say that it may be something of a diversion. 
Staff who claim that the rules of their programs prevent information sharing, may 
be using confidentiality as an excuse for resisting efforts to integrate services 
Ragan (2003) notes that information sharing is particularly problematic when 
different levels of government are responsible for program administration. In this 
situation, substantial time and effort may be needed to reach agreement among the 
various levels of government and to set up security systems that ensure only staff 
with the necessary clearances have access to information. 

 Resistance to Change and Change Fatigue – Individuals, professionals and 
agencies may be risk adverse. All change requires a certain amount of risk; 
integrated service delivery requires a transformation of the way ministries, 
agencies, professionals and individuals traditionally do business. Integration 
means each player no longer has complete control over a process, service channel, 
etc., and that control is now shared between partners. There may be turf protection 
and an unwillingness to share control. Even when individuals and organizations 
are initially supportive of change, significant ongoing change can induce change 
fatigue. This is particularly true when there are decreases in budget or staff. 
Sometimes, people simply do not have the resources, time and emotional energy 
to invest in further change when the outcome is uncertain. (New Zealand State 
Services Commission, 2003; Rutman et al., 1998) 

 Differences in Organizational Culture – Different organizations, and 
particularly different government departments, have different cultures and 
different ways of doing things. These cultures may have developed over decades, 
may be deeply entrenched, and may affect virtually all aspects of operations. 
Organizational culture influences matters such as organizational goals, the degree 
of client focus, the language used to describe functions and services, approaches 
to case work, procedures for communicating within the organization and with 
external groups, and processes and procedures used for planning. Overcoming 
these differences in organizational culture can be challenging. Practitioners first 
need to understand each others‘ perspective and then to find common ground so 
work can proceed. Some experts say that the easiest way to do this is to set aside 
the goals and mandates of existing agencies, agree on a common direction and 
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purpose at the beginning of an integration initiative, and establish common goals 
and common assumptions that will guide future work. 

 Resources Issues – Several issues around resources can present barriers to 
integration. 

o Differences in partner capacity and resources – Larger partners with 
more money may feel they have the right to control the agenda. A true 
collaboration requires that larger partners subordinate their goals to those 
of the partnership (Ragan, 2003). 

o Agreeing on the contribution from each partner – There may be 
differences of opinion about the amount that each partner should 
contribute.  

o Difficulty obtaining funding – There may be problems securing funding 
horizontally in a silo system. Government ministries may be reluctant to 
contribute funds to projects if they can not see tangible benefits that link 
directly to their ministry. 

o No new funding – Sometimes governments require that an integration 
initiative be implemented through re-alignment of existing funding. New 
funding is not provided. This may force creative solutions such as 
breaking a development strategy down into smaller more achievable 
segments, where results can be demonstrated each year. 

But in spite of these challenges, there are good working models in Canada of integrated 
health and/or human services. Perhaps the best developed and longest duration models 
are the CLSCs in Quebec.  

7.2 Quebec‘s CLSCs 

Over the last three decades, particularly in Quebec, some of the major efforts to improve 
the health of local populations have come through the use of community health centres 
that integrate primary and preventive health services with social services. In Quebec 
these are called CLSCs (centre local de services communautaires). These are community 
clinics which are run and maintained by the provincial government. The network offers a 
wide variety of services including primary health care, preventive health services, 
psychological counseling, supportive services such as housing resources and subsidies, 
and community development. The CLSC‘s mission is to use a global, multidisciplinary 
and community approach to improve the state of health and well-being of individuals in 
the community.  Furthermore, one of its goals is to make individuals and those close to 
them more responsible for taking charge of their health and well-being and health 
services. There are 147 CLSCs spread throughout the province. 

In recent years, the CLSCs are no longer independent organizations but have been 
merged with CSSS (Centre de santé et de services sociaux) which are the local 
overarching health and social services organizations that also oversee all of the health 
related and social services-related services in a community, including nursing homes and 
hospitals. In Montreal and in the Outaouais, the health services are provided by the 
(CSSS) which are like CLSCs but with the addition of the integration of acute care 
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hospitals, longterm care and rehabilitation services into the model. All services can be 
first accessed by a single call in the Montreal region to 8-1-1 and this will direct the 
individual to the right resource. 

The Montreal CSSS website (www.santemontreal.qc.ca) notes CSSSs were created to 
meet the challenges of the population approach, which involves more proactive health 
care management, and helps to maintain and improve citizens‘ health. They have been 
given the responsibility to define the clinical and organizational project. 

According to the Montreal CSSS, in order to create a true local network focused on 
population responsibility, CSSSs must rally network and community actors to progress 
through a series of steps that can be defined in the following manner: 

 Establish a picture of the health of the territory‘s population, taking into account 
the sociodemographic profile of clienteles and of the population, the health 
profile, i.e. determinants of health and sociodemographic and environmental 
trends, and the service use profile. 

 Define the priorities that reflect the local vision of needs. In order to identify 
expected results clearly, it is necessary to secure the participation of health-
network actors and of other resources within the region. It is of foremost 
importance for the population to be a stakeholder in the project. 

 Identify effective interventions, both at the clinical and organizational levels. 
They must have proven effectiveness in improving the population‘s health and 
well-being. 

7.3 Community health centres in English Canada 

Community health centres in English Canada are non-profit, community-governed 
organizations that integrate primary health care, health promotion and community 
development services, using multi-disciplinary teams of health providers. These teams 
often include physicians, nurse practitioners, dietitians, health promoters, counsellors and 
others who are paid by salary, rather than through a fee-for-service system. Community 
Health Centres are sponsored and managed by incorporated non-profit community boards 
made up of members of the community and others who provide health and social 
services. 

Services are designed to meet the specific needs of a defined community. In addition, 
CHCs provide a variety of health promotion and illness prevention services which focus 
on addressing and raising awareness of the broader determinants of health such as 
employment, education, environment, isolation and poverty. CHCs have been in 
existence in Canada since the 1920s; today, there are more than 300 CHCs across 
Canada, including some 55 CHCs in Ontario. 

The approach to community health encompasses the broad factors that determine health 
such as education, employment, income, social support, environment and housing. Some 
of the typical services found in CHCs are the following:  

 Primary Care- Health Assessment, Illness prevention; Interventions for acute 
and episodic illness or injury; Primary reproductive care; Early detection of initial 
and ongoing treatment of chronic illness; Education and support for self-care; 

http://www.santemontreal.qc.ca/
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Support for care in hospital, home and long-term care facilities; Arrangements for 
24-hour/7-day a week response; Service co-ordination and referral; active recall 
and maintenance of a comprehensive medical record (often electronic) for each 
client in the centre; Primary mental health care including psycho-social 
counseling; Coordination and access to rehabilitation; Support for people with a 
terminal illness.  

 Health Promotion and Community Capacity Building - Smoking cessation; 
Asthma health promotion; Nutrition workshops; Diabetes education; Housing 
security and homelessness; Food security; Access to employment; Supports to 
immigrants and refugees such as ESL preparation; Parenting support groups; 
Farm safety; Breast feeding support;; Childbirth preparation; Seniors drop-in and 
senior recreations; Stress or Anger management; Self-esteem counselling; 
Violence prevention; Community justice conflict resolution; Community kitchen, 
gardens; Multilingual programming on a variety of topics; Youth programs; 
Women‘s support group; and School snack programs (Association of Community 
Health Centres, 2009). 

 A recent study in Ontario found that care for people with chronic illness, particularly 
diabetes, was more effective through CHC‘s than through traditional doctor‘s offices, 
largely because of the network of multidisciplinary teams. The Ontario Health Quality 
Council‘s 2008 QMonitor Report found CHCs perform significantly better than 
individual physicians and other health organizations in managing chronic illnesses, 
particularly diabetes, but they also do so with population groups that typically face 
greater barriers to health and health care due to poverty, inadequate housing, language, 
geographic isolation and other factors: ―… the focus isn‘t limited to health care.  Its work 
is based on the understanding that a range of factors, including housing, employment, 
social connections, income and biology and gender and race, which we call the 
determinants of health, all affect whether people are healthy‖ (OHQC Annual Report, 
2008). 

CHC‘s are very promising models but in their 30 years of existence in Canada, they have 
not experienced widespread support. This is a function primarily of some of the barriers 
noted earlier. In addition, funding models, particularly having physicians on salary, have 
been opposed by physican groups, as has been the sharing of control between various 
health professions, rather than the traditional hierarchy. New generations of physicians 
are showing less resistance to the community health model and to salaried positions, and 
many provincial governments are encouraging the creation of CHCs and/or family 
practice networks (a sort of virtual CHC) as part of primary care reform. 

7.4 Human services integration in Saskatchewan 

Other than CLSCs and Community Health Centres, there appears to have been 
surprisingly few systematic attempts to integrate other human services in Canada. Where 
there are models, they are either partial (e.g. health and social services are integrated in 
Quebec, Manitoba has a multi-ministry focus on children) or primarily local (e.g. some 
multi-service centres in Ontario). Only one province appears to have made a systematic 
attempt to more closely integrate a broad cross-section of human services at a provincial 
and regional level – Saskatchewan. 



APPENDIX B 

 B-63 

Saskatchewan has had an integrated approach to the delivery of human services since 
1989 and was one of the first jurisdictions to adopt this approach. Service integration is 
coordinated through two organizational structures: the Human Service Integration Forum 
(HSIF) and the ten Regional Intersectoral Committees (RICs).    

 The Human Services Integration Forum is comprised of Associate/Assistant 
Deputy Ministers of provincial government departments that provide human 
services including the departments of Education; Justice and Attorney 
General; Health; Social Services; First Nations and Métis Relations; Tourism, 
Parks, Culture, and Sport; and Corrections, Public Safety and Policing. The 
Human Services Integration Forum provides coordination of human services 
initiatives at the senior government level. An Executive Director supports the 
Human Services Integration Forum and the Regional Intersectoral Committees 
and coordinates strategic planning for service integration in Saskatchewan. 

 Each of the ten RICs covers a specific area of the province. Each RIC has 
unique membership including representatives from provincial and federal 
government departments, schools, police, First Nations and Métis 
organizations, and other local human service organizations including 
community-based organizations.  The RICs are responsible for coordinating 
human services at a regional level and for building community capacity. Each 
RIC is supported by a coordinator who is funded by the provincial 
government.25 

Recently, there has been an emphasis on renewing, revitalizing and re-energizing 
integrated services in Saskatchewan. This renewal of human service integration is the 
beginning of the second generation of integration in this province. In contrast, most 
integration initiatives underway in other jurisdictions are at the first generation stage 

One example of services integration is in Regina where a community services village is 
centred at a foodbank bringing together 20 agencies who serve people who experience 
poverty. It required significant infrastructure cost to have a facility with that much space. 
But it is very convenient for clients and much easier for agencies to work together 

7.5 Healthy Child Manitoba 
In 1999, the Manitoba government committed to making early childhood development a 
government-wide priority. The following year, the government created Healthy Child 
Manitoba (HCM) and established the Healthy Child Committee of Cabinet, Canada‘s first 
and only long-standing cross-ministry cabinet committee dedicated to children and youth. 
The cabinet committee features the ministers of eight ministries (Healthy Living; Health; 
Aboriginal and Northern Affairs; Justice; Culture, Heritage and Tourism; Labour and 
Immigration; Education, Citizenship and Youth; Family Services and Housing.)  These 
eight government partners share responsibility for developing, coordinating and 
implementing Manitoba‘s child-centred public policy, sharing a common goal to give all 
Manitoba children the best possible outcomes.  

                                                 
25 Based largely on Thompson, 2007 
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The cabinet committee is supported by a deputy ministers committee as well as the 
Healthy Child Manitoba Office, which not only does policy development, community 
development and program evaluation, but acts as staff and secretariat to the two 
government committees. 

While the unique cabinet committee sustains the political commitment and vision, the 
program also relies on strong community leadership and engagement. Across the 
province, 26 Parent-Child Centred Coalitions collectively decide what services and 
supports will best meet the needs of families in that specific area. This community 
development-centred approach brings together parents, school divisions, early childhood 
educators, health professionals and other community organizations through regional and 
community coalitions to support positive parenting, improve children‘s nutrition and 
physical health, promote literacy and learning, and build community capacity. 

The objectives of HCM are to: 

 research, develop, fund and evaluate innovative initiatives and long-term 
strategies to improve outcomes for Manitoba‘s children; 

 coordinate and integrate policy, programs and services across government for 
children, youth and families using early intervention and population health 
models; 

 increase the involvement of families, neighbourhoods and communities in 
prevention and early childhood development services ( ECD) through community 
development; and 

 facilitate child-centred public policy development, knowledge exchange and 
investment across departments and sectors through evaluation and research on key 
determinants and outcomes of children‘s well-being. 

According to a positive summary in a 2006 article (Health Council of Canada, 2006), the 
result has been a strong web of public services that support children and families, 
including: 

 prenatal benefit to help low-income women buy healthy food during pregnancy; 

 a Stop FAS (fetal alcohol syndrome) program that matches mentors with women 
who are at risk of having a baby affected by alcohol; 

 a universal screening program that reaches 90 per cent of newborns and their 
parents and offers family supports, such as home visits from the Family First 
program and links to local parenting programs; 

 the Triple P Positive Parenting Program, internationally recognized for its 
capacity to build parenting skills and reduce behavioural issues; and 

 early childhood development programming, such as a popular program called 
Alphabet Soup, which combines healthy eating with parent and child reading and 
language activities, building family literacy skills while helping parents learn 
about affordable nutrition. Alphabet soup uses local parents as volunteers and 
facilitators as part of community capacity building. 
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Other HCM activities in recent years include: 

 improving primary health care services for teens through the expansion of teen 
clinics in the province. 

 working collaboratively with partner departments on developing a FASD 
strategy. 

 enhancing relationships with federal departments at the regional level, including 
Public Health Agency of Canada (PHAC) and First Nations Inuit Health Branch 
(FNIHB); and 

 advancing the Healthy Child Manitoba Provincial Research and Evaluation 
Strategy.  Evaluation of the project includes working with all 38 school divisions 
in the province to assess children‘s school readiness in kindergarten, examining 
the emotional, social and developmental maturity and their physical health during 
each child‘s kindergarten year. Other long-term evaluation strategies are being 
developed such using the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth  
(NLSCY) and the development of a Manitoba- specific longitudinal study 
modeled after the NLSCY. 

While the results of this long-term, integrated commitment are still in their infancy, it 
appears the political commitment is being maintained, making the Healthy Child 
Manitoba program one to watch in Canada for its impact on the health status of 
Manitoba‘s children.26 

7.6 A vision for integrated health and human development services 

While there are a number of potentially useful models of health and/or human services 
integration, there seems to be a lack of vision of what such a system might be in the 
future. One attempt to develop such a vision came from the work of a team that was 
creating the design of a new community – Seaton – that was being planned by the Ontario 
government in the 1990‘s. In the end the community was not built, but as part of its 
comprehensive design (which placed third in the design competition), the CEED27 
Consortium‘s Community group developed a comprehensive human development 
strategy.28  

The strategy was based on three key principles, which were in order of priority: 

 build community: build a strong, supportive, tolerant community committed to 
the welfare of its members - present and future - and the protection and 
enhancement of its environment; 

                                                 
26 Sources: Sale (2003), Government of Manitoba (2007) and Healthy Child Manitoba Government 
website, www.gov.mb.ca/healthychild/ 
27 Community, Environment, Economy, Design 
28 Human wellbeing/development was just one of seven elements considered in the CEED Consortium‘s 
design for Seaton; the others were governance, ecosystem health, economic vitality, sustainable 
development, environmental quality and social equity.  

http://www.gov.mb.ca/healthychild/
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 promote wellbeing and prevent problems: emphasize the promotion of 
wellbeing, the prevention of problems and the mobilisation of the self-help and 
mutual aid and support capacity of the community; 

 meet needs and provide services: provide a comprehensive range of human 
services in an integrated system that is developed from the household level on 
up as an integral part of the community and the Pickering and Durham 
communities of which Seaton is a part. 

The strategy had two main thrusts, which were complementary:  

 emphasizing the creation of a strong community culture, the promotion of 
wellbeing and the prevention of problems ahead of the provision of services; 
and,  

 building from the household level on up.   

The key elements of the promotion/prevention component of the overall human, social and 
cultural strategy were: 

1. Meet basic needs for all 

2. Raise healthy children 

3. Make work a source of wellbeing 

4. Ensure healthy aging 

5. Stimulate creativity and innovation 

6. Create a sense of community 

7. Ensure security 

8. Enable people to become empowered 

9. Provide promotive and preventive human services 

The concept of building from the household level up applied not only to the human services 
system, but was in fact applied to the overall design of the whole community. It was 
recognised that in designing human services at the household, block and neighbourhood 
level, attention would have to be paid to the human service needs of individuals and the need 
for spaces and facilities to meet those needs.  As a matter both of efficiency and of creating a 
greater sense of community, multi-use facilities managed by the block, the neighbourhood 
and the village were proposed. An example of the design implications is shown in Table 1, 
which explores what facilities might be needed at each level for two aspects of human 
development – learning and community services. A detailed description of health services 
based on this model can be found in Hancock, 1999. 
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Table 1: Some implications for selected human services by design levels, CEED 
proposal for Seaton design competition, 1994 
 

Design level Learning Centre Community Services Centre 

Household 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Interactive video terminal linked to 
the Seaton Electronic Learning 
Network and Community 
Information and Resource Centre 

 

 

 

• On-line access to the 
neighbourhood, village and 
town CSCs for advice and 
support. 

• On-line access to the Self-Help 
Clearing House and its self-help 
and self-care software. 

• Hard-wired house alarms 
(fire/smoke, seniors help, 
burglar) 

Block 

 

• On -line learning and resource 
rooms in large population blocks 
(i.e. multi-units). 

• Common spaces for play, 
recreation, crafts and other uses. 

• Community service rooms in 
large blocks for visiting human 
service workers. 

 

 

Neighbourhood 

 
• Elementary community school as 
centre for lifelong learning, with 
community recreational and cultural 
facilities, including community 
information and resource centre. 

• Housing for people with 
special needs 

 

Village 

 

• Community high school with 
community facilities for lifelong 
learning and recreation,  including 
craft and hobby spaces, pool, gym, 
art and cultural spaces, library etc 

 

Town • Eco-Community College, home 
base for Seaton Electronic Learning 
Network, main cultural facilities 
including performance space, 
museum/gallery etc 

 

 

 
 

VassilakosMacPherson
Highlight
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8.  Towards a national approach to supporting local action for population 
health and human development.   
While there is undoubtedly a role for the federal governments in supporting the new 
community governance processes and structures needed to develop personal and 
community resilience and to build (on) community and individual capacity, it is 
important to recognize the vital role that must also be played by provincial governments. 
There are two important reasons for this: First, because municipal governments are 
established by provincial governments, and second because as Torjman (2007) notes: 

―Many of the substantive areas with which this [communities] agenda is 
concerned – decent affordable housing, literacy and training and employment 
[and, one might add, education and health services] fall primarily within 
provincial domain.‖ 

And of course, municipal governments also play a key role in areas that affect health and 
human development such as land use planning, transportation, waste management, parks 
and recreation, social services, social housing and other areas.  

In a chapter entitled ―Creating an enabling environment‖ Torjman (2007) examines the 
emerging role of federal and provincial governments and other (philanthropic) funders in 
strengthening community governance and enabling and supporting communities in 
developing personal and community resilience, beyond their role in investing directly in 
services, programs and facilities in communities.  

She describes the new role as that of ―enablers of complex community processes‖ and 
suggests that this requires these funders to enable ―knowing, doing and reviewing – 
building the evidence base, developing collaborative relationships and reviewing 
progress‖ (p 244). She provides a number of ideas for how this might be done: 

 Enabling knowing involves sharing with the community information held by 
governments (e.g. the Community Accounts Project begun in Newfoundland and 
Labrador, and now being copied in other provinces); supporting community-based 
and community-driven research and the collection and analysis of information; 
supporting links between communties and researchers (e.g. the Community-
University Research Alliances program of SSHRC); and sharing knowledge and 
experience between communities. (Here it is useful to recall John McKnight‘s oft-
repeated adage that ―institutions learn from studies, but communities learn from 
stories‖.) 

 Enabling doing by supporting community governance processes that work 
collaboratively to address complex problems; investing ―patient capital‖ in this 
process over the long term; participating ―as active partners‖ and sharing 
information on good practice from across the country; and by  modelling 
coordination and collaboration in their own work by working horizontally and 
adopting a ‗whole of government approach. 

 Enabling reviewing by supporting learning within and between communities, 
including reflective practice, behavioural assistance and skills development. 
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It is vitally important to recognize that in 
seeking to build (on) community 
capacity to improve health and human 
development, there is no single model 
that can be applied to all communities. 
Every community is different in terms of 
its history, the problems it faces, the 
resources it can bring to bear and the 
relationships that already exist within 
the community, and between the 
community and other, higher levels of 
government.  

Nonetheless, based on the research we have conducted for this report, the views of the 
key informants, and my own experience over the past 25 years of work in healthy cities 
and communities, the following observations can be made. 

1. Many of the determinants of health have their effects at the community level, in 
the settings – homes, schools, workplaces, neighbourhoods – where people live, 
learn, work and play. 

2. Communities – even the most challenged and disadvantaged communities such as 
the Cree community of Ouje-Bougomou described earlier in this report – have 
significant  and sometimes astonishing strengths, capacities and assets that can be 
used by the community to address their problems and to enhance their health, 
wellbeing and level of human development.  

3. Provincial and federal governments, philanthropic organizations and the private 
sector would be wise to recognize the strengths inherent in communities, and to 
build upon and enhance community capacity by adopting the strategy of investing 
in asset-based community development.  

4. Such a strategy requires, among other things: 

a. Recognizing the vital role played by municipal governments in creating 
the conditions for health and human development, making them key 
partners, and strengthening their powers (including their taxing powers). 

b. Adopting a holistic ‗whole-of-government‘ approach to issues of 
population health and human development at all levels of government, 
from the federal to the local. 

c. Encouraging and supporting the creation of community governance 
processes and structures that enable the many stakeholders in the 
community – public, non-profit, private and community sectors, as well as 
individual citizens – to identify and define local community issues and 
solutions and to develop long-term, asset-based strategies to address them.  

5. This in turn requires a commitment by governments and philanthropic 
organizations to long-term funding of this community governance infrastructure. 
Specifically this means a commitment to provide less narrowly targeted and short-
term funding and more long-term general funding that communities can use in 

Selected key informant comments about 
single models 
―I don‘t think you can take a model from one 
place and transpose it to another area. . . . . I 
would definitely say that one size definitely 
does not fit all.‖ 

―I think that one of the things that we now 
recognize is that rather than talking about 
models, we talk more about principles.‖ 
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ways that they see fit to address the challenges they have defined and to build the 
community capacity they require. 

6. At both the national and provincial levels, there is a need to establish (or where 
they already exist, to greatly strengthen) national and/or provincial organizations 
that can support the creation of healthy schools, healthy workplaces and healthy 
communities. These organizations would facilitate and support the creation of 
community governance infrastructures, undertake research, share knowledge and 
experience, develop tools and ‗train that trainers‘.  

7. Any national effort to improve population health and human development health 
through community-based action to create healthier communities needs to include 
a national effort to develop new measures of progress, so that our progress 
towards these broad societal goals can be tracked. These new measures need to be 
applicable at all levels from the national to the local, and their development needs 
to be done in partnership with communities, as part of the development of the 
community‘s capacity to understand itself and its situation, a necessary 
prerequisite for taking action 

8. As one part of building (on) community capacity, governments should develop 
more integrated systems of human development services. Particularly in 
disadvantaged communities, these services should be co-located close to the 
people who use or need them; they should be easy to use and navigate (‗one-stop 
shopping‘) and where possible they should be housed in a single facility that 
maximizes the use of the shared space throughout the day. 
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Appendix 1: Healthy cities and communities - then29 
"The greatest contribution to the health of the nation over the past 150 years was 
made not by doctors or hospitals but by local government.‖ 

--Dr. Jessie Parfitt, in The Health of a City: Oxford, 1770-1974  

History shows us why it makes sense to address population health at the community 
level.  As Dr. Thomas McKeown noted in his famous writings in the 1970s (McKeown, 
1979), the great gains of life expectancy and human health over the last 200 years came 
from clean water, improved sanitation and sewage control, better nutrition and increased 
standards of living – all occurring at the community level, and none of them the result of 
improved health care per se.  

Indeed, attempts to improve the health of cities and their citizens date back at least to the 
time of Hippocrates, the Greek "father of medicine" who was the first to observe that 
disease was often related to factors like diet, physical fitness, and living environment 
(Hippocrates, 400 BC).  Renaissance Italy, in its fight against successive waves of 
plague, recognized the link between ill health and place. They set up city health boards, 
called Special Magistracies, that combined legislative, judicial, and executive powers in 
the city or region. These boards exercised authority over all matters pertaining to health 
of the population, including include everything from the food system to public works like 
sewage, water and refuse, the provision of services and the regulation of economic 
activities like hostelries and prostitution.(Cipolla, 1976). 

In the 19th Century, European, British and North American cities witnessed serious health 
problems spurred by the industrial revolution, particularly overcrowding, malnutrition, 
poor or unsafe housing, and inadequate provision for water, sanitation, waste removal, 
and pollution control. This led to the emergence of the sanitary ideal and the public health 
movement, initially in Victorian England and then throughout the industrialising 
countries of Europe and North America. Cities became a prime focus for the work of 
public health, from the establishment of the Health in Towns Commission in Britain in 
1843, through the description by Sir Benjamin Ward Richardson in 1875 of "Hygeia," as 
a comprehensive and detailed vision of a ―City of health‖ in an idealized future.  

In Canada, the Commission on Conservation, created by the Canadian government in 
1909, included a Public Health Committee which addressed the issue of town planning 
because it noted it encompassed both the physical (conservation of natural resources) and 
the vital  (protection of people‘s health.) Their work led to a national conference in 1913, 
and they secured the services of Thomas Adams, a renowned advocate and practitioner of 
town planning from the UK. As the commission's town planning adviser, from 1914 to 
1919, he revised the commission's model town planning bill and had a hand in preparing 
town planning bills in most of the provinces, prepared a pioneer document on rural 
planning and development, consulted with nearly forty local councils, wrote for a 
quarterly bulletin called Conservation of Life put out by the Commission, helped to 
organize the Civic Improvement League, and in 1919 was elected as the first president of 
the Town Planning Institute of Canada. At the same time, in Toronto, and inspired by 
similar ideals, Dr Charles Hastings, the Medical Officer of Health from 1910 – 1929, led 

                                                 
29 Based on Hancock, 1990 
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the city to becoming the ―Healthiest of Large Cities‖ in the world (MacLean's Magazine, 
July 1919) and the Department of Public Health to become internationally recognized.  

In the United States, a similar focus on healthy cities was taking shape. The Inter-
Chamber Health Conservation Contest was established in 1929 by the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce in partnership with the American Public Health Association, the National 
Association of Life Underwriters, and the U.S. Public Health Service. The contest ranked 
cities on the basis of sanitary measures, disease prevention, health promotion, financial 
support for health work, and death rates. The purpose was two-fold: to acquaint citizens, 
particularly businessmen, with the local health agency and the community‘s local health 
problems ―with the aim to bring about improvements and economic gain;‖ and second, to 
reduce preventable illness and untimely death (Gold, 1930). For six consecutive years 
between 1929 and 1935, the city of Milwaukee, Wisconsin - which in Maclean‘s 
Magazine had been ranked second to Toronto - came in first or second in the contest for 
the large city category (500,000+ population). 

Thus we can see that the health of towns and cities was a matter of international and 
national concern for the best part of a century. What this history lesson teaches us, as 
Jessie Parfitt noted, is indeed that "The greatest contribution to the health of the nation 
over the past 150 years was made not by doctors or hospitals but by local government.‖ 

Sadly, with the advent of modern medicine in the 1930s, when the first antibiotics 
became available, and the explosion of effective medical and surgical care that followed 
the Second World War, the importance of public health was diminished, and the hard 
won lessons, if not lost, became neglected. It was not until the Lalonde Report in 1974 
stated that there were four ‗health fields‘ – of which health care was but one - and that 
future improvements in the health of Canadians would largely result from improvements 
in lifestyle and environments – that the balance began to shift again, and with it we saw 
the re-emergence of a modern-day healthy cities and communities movement.  
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Appendix 2: Healthy cities and communities - now 
The world-wide healthy cities and communities movement had its modern origins in 
Canada, at a 1984 conference held to celebrate the centennial of the Local Board of 
Health and the sesquicentennial of the City of Toronto. The conference, which was 
entitled ―Beyond Health Care‖ (Hancock, 1985) was the first conference to explore the 
concept of ‗healthy public policy‘ and was linked to a one-day workshop – ―Healthy 
Toronto 2000.‖ The idea was to envision a future city in the context of the Department of 
Public Health‘s goal of making Toronto once again ―the healthiest city in North 
America.‖ The keynote presentation was by Len Duhl, a pioneer of the healthy 
community concept in the 1960s and a professor of public health at Berkeley, CA.  

The idea of a ‗healthy city‘ was picked up by attendee Ilona Kickbusch, then Health 
Promotion Officer for WHO in Europe. She saw in the healthy city concept the potential 
to take health promotion then under development at WHO Europe onto the streets of the 
cities of Europe, to take global concepts and apply them locally and concretely. 

In January 1986, a small group of health promoters, convened by Kickbusch, gathered at 
the WHO Regional Office for Europe in Copenhagen to plan a WHO Europe healthy 
cities project. The WHO planning group anticipated that their project might attract the 
interest of six to eight cities. But the WHO Europe Healthy Cities Project began with a 
Healthy Cities symposium in Lisbon in April 1986, attended by fifty-six participants 
from twenty-one cities and seventeen countries. Eleven cities were selected for the WHO 
project in 1986, but the popularity of the project translated to the selection of another 
fourteen cities in 1988, growing to thirty-five cities by 1991.  

Today, there are Healthy Cities networks established in all six WHO regions, including 
more than 1200 cities and towns from over 30 countries in the WHO European Region; 
these cities are linked through national, regional, metropolitan and thematic networks. In 
the Pan-American Region it is known as ‗healthy municipalities‘ and involves hundreds 
of municipalities in many countries, particularly Mexico and Brasil. There is also a very 
strong Healthy Cities network in the South East Asia Region, a ‗healthy villages‘ network 
in the Eastern Mediterranean Region, a small healthy cities network in the African 
Region and a ‗healthy islands‘ network in the Western Pacific Region. 

The WHO Europe Healthy Cities program engages local governments in health 
development through a process of political commitment, institutional change, capacity 
building, partnership-based planning and innovative projects. It promotes comprehensive 
and systematic policy and planning with a special emphasis on health inequalities and 
urban poverty, the needs of vulnerable groups, participatory governance and the social, 
economic and environmental determinants of health. It also strives to include health 
considerations in economic, regeneration and urban development efforts. 

The WHO Europe Healthy Cities program has just finished its fourth phase (2003–2008). 
Cities currently involved in the Phase IV Network worked on three core themes: healthy 
ageing, healthy urban planning and health impact assessment. In addition, all 
participating cities focused on the topic of physical activity/active living. Now Phase V 
has begun (2009–2013).    
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The overarching theme for Phase V is health and health equity in all local policies. 
―Health in all policies‖ is based on a recognition that population health is not merely a 
product of health sector activities but largely determined by policies and actions beyond 
the health sector. As part of the launch of Phase V European mayors and civic leaders 
who are members of the healthy cities network have pledged to promote health, prevent 
disease and disability, and take systematic action on inequality at the civic level. City 
leaders will be advocates and custodians of their citizens‘ health. 30 
 

                                                 
30 This section on the global movement is based largely on information found at  
www.euro.who.int/healthy-cities 

http://www.euro.who.int/healthy-cities
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Healthcare, Department of Social and Preventive Medicine, Université de Montréal 
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Overview 

 In elementary schools in the Halton District School Board, French instruction 

through a partial immersion model is offered to students in Grades 1 to 8 with early 

registration occurring in Grade 1 and late registration occurring in Grade 7 at Sir Ernest 

MacMillan Public School only. Instruction in English and French is divided evenly with 

students spending fifty percent of their day focusing on French Language Arts and other 

subjects and strands of the Ontario Elementary Curriculum in French and the remaining 

portion of their program in English at the same school. The HDSB has offered French 

immersion programming since 1978.  

 Across Canada, school boards have implemented a variety of models and 

structures to deliver French immersion programs. Halton is one of few school boards in 

Ontario offering partial immersion in the elementary grades. Many others use an eighty 

percent French and twenty percent English model in the optional French immersion 

programs. Typically, boards offer French immersion programming in single-track 

schools, dual-track schools, or multi-track schools. A single-track school houses French 

immersion students only. In a dual-track school, both French immersion and English-only 

programs are offered. Multi-track schools offer French immersion, English-only 

programs, and other types of immersion and/or cultural programs to students. Very few 

school boards in Ontario offer French immersion programming in single-track schools. 

Halton is the only Ontario school board using the partial immersion model in single-track 

schools. 

 Originally all schools offering French immersion in Halton were dual-track. Any 

school with a commitment of thirty-two students or more could initiate a French 
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immersion program. No special transportation was provided to allow students to attend 

these French “centres”.  Pine Grove Public School became the first designated single-

track French immersion centre in 1990. Due to accommodation constraints at Abbey 

Lane Public School and a prospective closure for Pine Grove Public School, Pine Grove 

was designated as a French immersion single-track centre and all students from the 

appropriate catchment area were bussed to Pine Grove. Both Linbrook Public School and 

Sunningdale Public School were similarly designated as single-track French immersion 

centres. Forest Trails Public School opened as a single-track French immersion centre in 

2007. 

 In Halton, an immersion centre is defined as a school that serves students from its 

own catchment area and students who are transported from their home school. Some 

immersion centres have full English as well as French immersion classes (dual-track). 

Others have French immersion classes only (single-track). In the research literature, the 

term immersion centre is most often used to describe a single-track structure only 

(Guimont, 2003; Kissau, 1992). In 2007-08, there were 22 dual-track and 4 single-track 

French immersion elementary schools in Halton. In the fall of 2007, 3527 students were 

registered in French immersion in dual-track schools and 2295 students were registered in 

single-track schools. All students in the French immersion program, regardless of 

whether they are in dual- or single-track schools, receive instruction based on the Ontario 

curriculum expectations by qualified teachers using provincial and board approved 

resources and learning materials.  

 French immersion is an open access program in Halton. Given the nation-wide 

focus on bilingual education, and increasing demand for French immersion programming 
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in some communities, it is prudent to identify effective models, structures, and practices 

that promote French language acquisition. Considering that parents wish their children to 

effectively learn French, it is interesting to note that very limited research has been 

completed to determine which structure (dual-track and single-track), if any, produces 

optimal outcomes for students.  

 The purpose of this report is to respond to the question, Are there differences in 

elementary French immersion student achievement and learning experiences in dual-

track and single-track environments? The report is divided into two sections. Section A 

establishes the criteria for selection of the studies from the research literature and 

includes a discussion of the selected studies. Section B contains analyses of relevant 

HDSB data pertaining to student achievement and self-report measures of school 

effectiveness in dual- and single-track structures.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 4

Section A 

Selection Criteria 

 

 A search of the research literature produced few results. The topic is rarely cited 

in the French immersion research literature. The student achievement and learning 

experiences of French immersion students in dual-track and single-track immersion 

environments have not been extensively studied and the seminal studies in this area are at 

least two decades old. The results are often contradictory. In referring to pedagogical and 

administrative issues related to the French immersion program, Parkin reported “There is 

little or no research evidence or official policy to help administrators decide on a suitable 

program for a specific school system” (Parkin, 1987, p.66). Very little has changed in the 

past two decades. 

 A total of twenty-three references were accessed. Research studies were screened 

using standard scientific criteria. Only three studies directly compare French immersion 

student achievement and/or learning experiences of students in dual- and single-track 

structures. The search criteria include 

1. Internal Validity or Credibility 

 In order to establish that any differences in elementary French Immersion student 

 achievement or learning experiences are due to the dual-track or single-track 

 structures, systematic and scientific investigation of the phenomena must be 

 documented. A causal relationship must be established. The research literature 

 failed to produce any studies that establish cause and effect outcomes. For 

 qualitative studies, credibility may be limited as the findings can only be verified 

 by the participants.  
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2. External Validity or Transferability 

 Research findings that can be applied to other groups or contexts are said to be

 transferable. For quantitative studies, measures of external validity  support 

 transferability. Qualitative studies are more likely to be generalized when the 

 researcher has thoroughly described the context and the assumptions that were 

 central to the research.  

3. Reliability or Dependability 

 The notion of dependability is based on the idea that the results can be replicated 

 in similar contexts. Controlling for contextual changes in schools is especially 

 challenging over time. It is therefore preferable that research literature be current. 

 In education, out-of-date research studies may not accurately represent current 

 education realities. The dependability of the findings is especially problematic for 

 the Halton case where a partial immersion model (fifty percent French – fifty 

 percent English program) operates. Studies based on models where students spend 

 considerably more time immersed in French instruction, whether in dual-track or 

 single-track environments, may produce results that cannot be replicated in 

 Halton schools given the current partial immersion model. 

4. Objectivity or Conformability 

 Research findings must be objective. Researcher bias is mitigated when multiple 

 observations and/or measurements are confirmed by others. Establishing 

 conformability is especially challenging when there is limited research on any 

 given topic or issue. Research studies that are peer reviewed are given preference. 

 Peer review is a process of subjecting a researcher’s scholarly work or ideas to the 
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 scrutiny of others who are experts in the same field. The majority of available 

 studies comparing student achievement and learning experiences in dual- and 

 single-track immersion structures have not been confirmed  by the research 

 community. 

These criteria provide the filter through which research studies and articles have been 

assessed for inclusion in the review of the literature. Educational research used to 

facilitate decision-making and policy development should be scientifically-based and 

widely supported by the research community.  

Review of the Literature 

 Stoll and Fink (1996) describe an effective school as one that  

1. Promotes progress for all of its students beyond what would be expected given 

consideration of initial attainment and background factors; 

2. Ensures that each pupil achieves the highest standards possible; 

3. Enhances all aspects of student achievement and development; and 

4. Continues to improve from year to year. 

The effective school indicators include a variety of school-level, teacher-level, and 

student-level variables (Marzano, 2003). A commonly used measure of effectiveness is 

student achievement. Lapkin, Andrew, Harley, Swain & Kamin (1981) measured the 

academic performance of Grade 5 students in dual- and single-track French immersion 

schools in the Ottawa-Carleton region of Ontario. While a single-track school or centre is 

defined as a school where only French immersion is offered, in this study, the French 

immersion centres were technically dual-track schools in that they were in the process of 
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phasing out English-only programs and a small portion of the student population was still 

enrolled in the English-track program.  

 The results show that students in single-track French immersion classes 

performed statistically better than students in dual-track French immersion classes on two 

of four French language tests. Similar results were found for two of the subtests of the 

Canadian Tests of Basic Skills, vocabulary and reading. No statistical differences were 

found in measures of science, mathematics and work study skills. While the results of this 

study are often cited in articles on French immersion programming, the reliability is 

questionable given the many changes in instructional practices, assessment, and 

curriculum over the past 28 years. Lapkin (1990) cautions readers about generalizing the 

results of this study to other contexts. It should be noted that these results do not establish 

a causal link between student achievement and type of French immersion school structure 

but rather observe differences in some aspects of achievement for a small sample of 

students. Interestingly, a recent review of the literature on immersion education in 

Canada by Swain & Lapkin (2005) based on the core features of prototypical immersion 

programs (Swain & Johnson, 1997) does not mention the topic of dual- and single-track 

structures and the potential impact on immersion student achievement. An extensive 

review of the literature prepared by the Language Research Center, University of 

Calgary, for Alberta Education also does not include references to studies on immersion 

student achievement or learning experiences in dual- and single-track structures 

(Archibald, J., Roy, S., Harmel, S., Jasney, K., Dervey, E., Moisik, S., & Lessard, P., 

2006). 
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 Guimont (2003) studied the provincial achievement scores of all Grade 6 French 

immersion students in Alberta between 1995-1996 and 1999-2000 in four core subject 

areas taught and assessed in French. Individual student scores for French Language Arts, 

Mathematics, Science and Social Studies were disaggregated according to single-track 

and dual-track structures. Total test means and standard deviations were used to compare 

groups in each year and in each subject. Results of the comparisons show that students 

enrolled in single-track immersion centres achieved better results, or higher total test 

means, in all four subjects. A descriptive analysis of the data was conducted.  

 “Regression analysis was not warranted in this study because the results come 

 from the entire French immersion population divided into two sub-populations. 

 Furthermore, since the research looked at the results of the entire immersion 

 population divided into two sub-populations, this meant that, if any difference in 

 the Total Test Mean between the two immersion populations existed, then it 

 would signify that they had differences in achievement on the various tests” 

 (Guimont, 2003, p. 52).  

 The decision to forego a more rigorous analysis of the student achievement data is 

open to debate (Cronbach, L., Linn, R., Brennan, R., & Haertel, E., 1997). The statistical 

findings in this non-peer reviewed study should be considered cautiously. In asserting 

that single-track French immersion school students, on average, achieve higher test 

scores than students in dual-track or multi-track settings, Guimont (2003) asked the 

principals of five of the top ten achieving schools teaching French in Alberta to account 

for the differences. They hypothesized that single-track schools may function like 

Francophone schools where students have greater opportunities to speak French outside 
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of the classroom, resources are directed to support one program, and parent 

characteristics such as having at least one Francophone parent may influence the test 

scores. While acknowledging the importance of academic performance, other factors can 

influence a school’s effectiveness.  

 When discussing dual-track and single-track structures, it is reasonable to ask 

which type of environment more effectively supports student learning of French as a 

second language. The principals of the high achieving schools that offer French 

immersion programming in Alberta, four dual-track schools and one single-track school, 

identified the factors that they felt contributed to each school’s high student achievement. 

Interpretational analysis of the data led to the naming of nine key themes including 

1. High quality teachers; 

2. Knowledge of the curriculum; 

3. Effective instructional practices; 

4. Ability to communicate well in French; 

5. High expectations for student achievement; 

6. Collegiality of staff and equity in the programs; 

7. Support for struggling students; 

8. Parental involvement; and 

9. Principal leadership. 

 The nine themes align with a well documented body of research on effective 

schools (Marzano, 2003; Levine & Lezott, 1995, Fink & Stoll, 1992). These themes, or 

correlates, are applicable to all school settings and structures and are indicators of 

effective schools although the ability to communicate well in French is unique to French 
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immersion contexts. “ French immersion effectiveness, defined in linguistic and 

academic outcomes, has usually excluded school organization and level of integration 

(defined by the cohesiveness of school culture in pursuit of common goals), teachers’ 

behaviours, and principals’ leadership” (Safty, 1992, p. 24). The effectiveness of French 

immersion programs, whether they are situated in single-track or dual-track structures, is 

influenced by a variety of factors. No one factor determines the efficacy of a school or 

program. Safty (1992) suggests that the effectiveness of French immersion programs 

should be assessed in part by “considering accessibility to the program, its organizational 

setting (especially the degree of integration with other school programs), teachers’ 

behaviour in bilingual classes, and the principals’ leadership role” (p.25). The author 

cites McGillivray (1984) and Lapkin and Swain (1984) as proponents of immersion 

centres due to perceived difficulties in integrating ‘two identifiable cultural groups’ of 

teachers (p. 27) and the potential to ‘enhance immersion students’ linguistic skills’ (p. 

27). Safty (1992) does not explicitly make comparisons between dual-track and single-

track environments.  

 Questions of integration and effectiveness become especially relevant in both 

dual-track and single-track school settings where the partial immersion model is offered. 

The school administrators and teachers, both English program and French program, must 

establish a cohesive and integrated environment, fostering cooperation and collaboration 

among staff, administration, students and the parent community, to achieve common 

goals. This can be challenging in both settings if administrators are unable to understand 

or communicate in French (Olsen & Burns, 1983).  
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 Cummins (2000) goes beyond teacher relationships to look at the instructional 

practices of teachers. Differences between students’ receptive and expressive French 

language skills may in part be due to the instructional decisions of French language 

teachers who have tended to adopt highly directed lessons that provide minimal 

opportunities for students to speak and write critically and creatively in French 

(Cummins, 2000). The use of effective instructional strategies by French immersion 

teachers, in fact all teachers, in both dual- and single-track schools, may bring about 

improved student achievement and teacher collegiality (Marzano, 2003). The author 

(Cummins, 2000) advocates that French immersion students be encouraged to use their 

first language to converse and collaborate with other students in the early stages of 

project-based work, but the finished work be in the target language. While the author 

goes on to state his belief that expressive language skills develop better in single-track 

schools, he acknowledges the importance of effective instructional strategies to impact 

student performance in French immersion programs. 

 In the study by Lapkin et al. (1981) the researchers set out to determine which 

environment, dual-track or single-track, was more conducive to achievement in French. 

Sixty-six teachers, forty-eight from single-track schools and eighteen from dual-track 

schools, completed questionnaires that asked about the school environment, the teachers 

themselves, and their experiences with the immersion program. It was considered 

inappropriate to conduct statistical comparisons of the questionnaire results and the 

authors cautioned that the results should not be related to any student achievement results 

reported in the study. The teacher participants tended to choose the single-track 

environment over the dual-track environment as a preferable place to teach. 
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 Kissau (2003) looked into the relationship between school environment and 

effectiveness in French immersion by surveying students and teachers in single-track and 

dual-track schools in southwestern Ontario. The results suggest that French immersion 

students in single-track schools ‘perceive themselves to be exposed to more French and a 

more positive atmosphere than do their dual-track counterparts” (p. 99). The study 

showed no significant differences between students’ use of French or student and teacher 

satisfaction with the program, dual-and single-track.  The author recommends that further 

research be completed on the affective factors associated with dual- and single-track 

French immersion environments and that advantageous conditions be fostered and 

supported in all French immersion settings.  

Conclusion 

 The purpose of the review of the literature is to compile and discuss research 

literature that focuses on comparing French immersion student achievement and learning 

experiences in two different delivery structures, dual- track and single-track schools.  The 

question guiding the inquiry is, “Are there differences in elementary French immersion 

student achievement and learning experiences in single-track and dual-track 

environments?” The question is not easily answerable. At present we lack sufficient 

empirical evidence to respond confidently.  

 During the 1980s there was a surge in research on French immersion programs 

and the impact on student achievement, primarily reading, followed by a dormant period 

(Genesee & Jared, 2008). In the past ten years immersion issues have once again 

commanded the attention of the research community, however, the focus is not on 
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comparing French immersion student outcomes in terms of dual-and single-track 

experiences.  

 Scientifically based-evidence should be used to inform the educational 

community and guide decision-making and policy development. One of the challenges 

facing the educational community is the lack of research evidence to inform decision-

making. In the absence of evidence, other factors must be considered. Lamarre (1990) 

states  

 “…research alone should not be considered as the answer in French immersion 

 education, especially when major decisions have to be made. Research findings 

 should by all means be studied, and referred to, but at the same time should serve 

 as a guide rather then the ‘gospel truth’. Because so little is known for sure in the 

 field of French immersion, there is a tendency in all of us to hang on to research 

 findings as tightly as possible even though these may be subject to change” 

 (p.10).  

Given the paucity of quality studies on this topic, it is prudent to look to board, school, 

and student-level data for additional information. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 14

Section B 

 

Statistical Procedure and Results 

  

Educational data are often multilevel, or hierarchical in nature (e.g. students 

nested within schools.) (Ma & Klinger, 2000). In his 1995 text Applied Multilevel 

Analysis, J.J. Hox writes: 

Pupils in the same school tend to be similar to each other, because of selection 

 processes (e.g., some schools may attract primarily higher SES pupils, while 

 others attract more lower SES pupils) and because of the common history they 

 share by going to the same school. As a result, the average correlation (expressed 

 in the so-called intra class correlation) between variables measured on pupils from 

 the same school will be higher than the average correlation between variables 

 measured on pupils from different schools. Standard statistical tests lean heavily 

 on the assumption of independence of the observations. If this assumption is 

 violated (and in multilevel data this is usually the case) the estimates of the 

 standard errors of conventional statistical tests are much too small, and this results 

 in many spuriously “significant results.” (p. 6) 

The current investigation into differences in achievement, self-report measures of 

school effectiveness and attrition between students enrolled in French immersion 

programs at single track (ST) and dual track (DT) schools uses hierarchical linear 

modeling (HLM). HLM allows for analysis of multilevel data such as students nested 

within schools (Ma & Klinger, 2000, p. 43) 

In analyses of outcome data in education, where differences are assessed across 

groups of students, whether they be classrooms, schools, or families of schools, it is 
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customary, where possible, and where it is deemed prudent, to use demographic 

information such as measures of socioeconomic status to control for differences in the 

groups that may be related to the research question, but that may bias findings. The 

Halton District School Board does not collect data on socioeconomic status at the student 

level. Although measures of socioeconomic status are accessible to the Research 

department in HDSB through Statistics Canada, these data are aggregated to the school 

level. Use of these data as “control” variables does not, in fact, account for the variance in 

the dependent variable that is attributable to the differences in students on these 

measures, but accounts for the variance that is attributable to the differences in schools on 

these measures. As hierarchical linear modeling nests students within schools, accounting 

for variance that is attributable to the differences in schools, no further statistical 

advantage is gained through modeling socioeconomic measures at the school level as 

“control” variables.  It follows that, in regard to results obtained through use of statistical 

techniques that nest students within schools, it can be said that those results are 

“controlled for socioeconomic status differences,” where those differences have been 

measured at the school level. And, as has been noted previously, this is the only level at 

which the Research department in HDSB had access to socioeconomic status data at the 

time of this writing.   

 The Education Quality and Accountability Office administers standardized tests 

to all public school students in Ontario in grades three and six (Johnson, 2007). These 

tests represent measures of achievement vis-à-vis the Ontario Curriculum in the subjects 

of Reading, Writing, and Mathematics, and yield raw level scores for participating 

students ranging from 0.1 to 4.9.  In regard to the EQAO Primary assessment, 
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administered to students in grade three , 2645 raw level scores in reading (M = 3.36, SD= 

0.58), writing (M = 3.37, SD =0.48) and math (M= 3.43, SD = 0.52) were compiled for 

students enrolled in French immersion programs in HDSB during the school years 2004-

05 through 2007-08. In respect of the Junior assessment, administered to students in 

grade six, 1927 reading (M = 3.45, SD = 0.50), writing (M =3.45, SD = 0.50) and math 

(M = 3.42, SD =0.53) raw level scores were assembled for students in French immersion 

programs in HDSB in 2004-05 through 2007-08. Students were assigned to the single 

track or dual track group based on the school in which they were enrolled at the time of 

the administration of the EQAO assessments. Using HLM, students were nested in their 

schools (school was modeled as a random effect), group (ST or DT) and school year 

(2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, 2007-08) were modeled as fixed main effects. Group x 

School Year was included in the model as an interaction. This procedure was identical for 

both the Primary and Junior EQAO assessment data. 

 Results indicated a significant (p<.05) Group x School Year interaction for the 

writing subject of the Primary assessment, F (3, 2546) = 4.199, p=.006. The Junior 

assessment data yielded significant Group x School Year interactions in reading F (3, 

1826) = 4.506, p = .004, writing F (3, 1661) = 4.611, p=.003 and math F( 3, 1878) = 2.79, 

p = .039.   As the research question pertains to differences across the groups, Table 1 

displays the results of simple main effects tests for group at each level of school year for 

subjects yielding significant interactions in the Primary and Junior EQAO data. 

Inspection of the table indicates no significant differences for any comparison of group at 

any level of the variable school year. 
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Table 1 

 

Estimated Marginal Means and Standard Errors for EQAO Data 

 

Measure  Single Track Dual Track  

  M SE M SE  

EQAO**       

       

Primary       

 Writing 2004-05 3.330 .133 3.217 .065   

 2005-06 3.489 .065 3.329 .040   

 2006-07 3.463 .068 3.351 .039   

 2007-08 3.379 .080 3.359 .050   

       

Junior       

Reading 2004-05 3.484 .089 3.445 .045   

 2005-06 3.417 .079 3.555 .043   

 2006-07 3.331 .080 3.477 .044   

 2007-08 3.434 .075 3.382 .043   

       

Junior       

Writing 2004-05 3.381 .077 3.372 .039   

 2005-06 3.481 .065 3.463 .037   

 2006-07 3.378 .065 3.519 .037   

 2007-08 3.556 .060 3.449 .036   

       

Junior        

Math 2004-05 3.406 .111 3.394 .056   

 2005-06 3.430 .102 3.417 .054   

 2006-07 3.255 .102 3.417 .055   

 2007-08 3.432 .098 3.427 .054   

   indicates non-significant differences  

** for participating students only 

 

As a standardized French proficiency assessment is not administered in HDSB, it 

was deemed prudent to examine Term 3 report card marks in the subject of French as a 

Second Language (FSL) as an additional measure of achievement. Term 3 report card 

marks in English were also investigated for differences across ST and DT settings. The 

FSL and English subjects are comprised of three strands, Reading, Writing, and Oral and 

Visual Communication. Data were compiled on 15938 students attending French 
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immersion programs in HDSB in the years 2005-06 through 2007-08 (the same student in 

a different year was treated as a different case for the purposes of this analysis.)   

 Report card marks for students in grades one through six were converted to 

numeric scores using the following conversion scheme: A+ = 95, A = 87, A = 82, B+ = 

78, B = 74.5, B- = 71, C+ = 68, C = 64.5, C- = 61, D+ = 58, D = 54.5, D = 51, R = 

missing. As the report card marks for students in grades seven and eight were already in 

numeric form, those numbers were retained. Six strands, FSL reading (M = 75.58, SD = 

7.30), FSL writing (M = 75.11, SD = 7.44), FSL oral and visual communication (M = 

75.79, SD = 6.74), English reading (M = 76.94, SD = 7.55), English writing (M = 75.11, 

SD = 7.03) and English oral and visual communication (M = 77.11, SD = 6.18), across 

two subjects, French as a second language and English, across eight grades (1 through 8) 

were compared to investigate  differences in achievement for students attending ST and 

DT schools.   

 Collapsing report card marks across grades for the purpose of this analysis was 

deemed inappropriate. To avoid the modeling of the three way interaction term Group x 

Grade x School Year,  and the possibility of yielding a number of significant results that 

were not germane to the present investigation, the data compiled in the three years of 

2005-06 through 2007-08 were aggregated.  Using HLM, group and grade were modeled 

as fixed main effects, Group x Grade was modeled as an interaction term and school was 

modeled as a random effect for three strands across the two subject areas FSL and 

English. Results yielded a significant interaction of Group x Grade for all six strands. 

Again, as the focus of the research question was on the difference between groups, Table 
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2 displays the results of simple main effects tests of group at each level of grade, by 

strand, for FSL. Table 3 displays identical comparisons for the English subject.  

Table 2 

Estimated Marginal Means and Standard Errors of Term 3 Report Card Marks
†
 for FSL 

 

Measure  Single Track Dual Track 

French as a 

Second 

Language 

 

 M SE M SE  

Strand       

Reading Grade 1 NA  NA   

 Grade 2 74.782 .542 74.171 .347   

 Grade 3 75.615 .562 74.684 .363   

 Grade 4 76.288 .553 73.692 .360 * 

 Grade 5 76.697 .844 74.809 .517   

 Grade 6 77.940 1.331 75.201 .687   

 Grade 7 77.529 .576 75.410 .294 * 

 Grade 8 78.200 1.301 76.958 .581   

       

Writing Grade 1 NA  NA   

 Grade 2 73.473 .569 72.996 .368   

 Grade 3 74.349 .634 73.405 .397   

 Grade 4 74.777 .781 72.803 .481   

 Grade 5 75.198 1.001 73.932 .608   

 Grade 6 77.113 1.322 74.188 .688   

 Grade 7 77.332 1.253 74.424 .650   

 Grade 8 77.268 2.131 75.344 .932   

       

Grade 1 75.060 .801 74.855 .481   

Grade 2 75.099 .476 75.206 .305   

Oral and 

Visual 

Communic’ Grade 3 75.887 .483 74.911 .315   

 Grade 4 77.426 .805 73.944 .489 * 

 Grade 5 77.688 1.253 75.107 .742   

 Grade 6 79.322 1.380 75.909 .708 * 

 Grade 7 78.009 1.444 75.427 .753   

 Grade 8 78.389 1.440 77.020 .636   

       

*p<.05       
† 
reliabilities for report card data

 
used in this report have not been established 
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Table 3 

Estimated Marginal Means and Standard Errors for Term 3 Report Card Marks
†
 in 

English 

 

Measure  Single Track Dual Track  

    English  M SE M SE  

       

Strand       

       

Reading Grade 1 77.764 1.113 76.531 .666   

 Grade 2 77.413 .866 76.555 .523   

 Grade 3 76.319 .661 75.363 .412   

 Grade 4 76.895 .740 75.688 .453   

 Grade 5 77.871 .838 76.670 .511   

 Grade 6 76.509 .603 79.695 1.157 * 

 Grade 7 77.711 1.097 76.669 .569   

 Grade 8 78.654 1.342 78.026 .599   

       

Writing Grade 1 73.701 .635 72.574 .387   

 Grade 2 74.220 .959 73.044 .572   

 Grade 3 74.988 .472 73.759 .309   

 Grade 4 75.550 .568 74.249 .362   

 Grade 5 76.744 .798 75.598 .490   

 Grade 6 78.713 1.397 75.902 .719   

 Grade 7 78.196 1.030 76.766 .534   

 Grade 8 78.889 1.341 77.896 .598   

       

Grade 1 75.693 .469 74.898 .291   

Grade 2 76.534 .475 75.95 .295   

Oral and 

Visual 

Communic’ Grade 3 76.879 .606 75.674 .373   

 Grade 4 77.511 .807 76.066 .487   

 Grade 5 79.388 .833 77.959 .505   

 Grade 6 80.459 1.113 78.201 .579   

 Grade 7 79.754 .948 78.012 .492   

 Grade 8 79.235 1.622 79.200 .712   

       

*p<.05       
† 
reliabilities for report card

 
data used in this report have not been established 

 Observation of Table 2 denotes four significant differences for FSL: reading in 

grade 4, F(1, 11) = 15.48, p=.003, oral and visual communication in Grade 4, F(1, 11) = 
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13.67, p =.003, oral and visual communication in Grade 6, F(1,12) = 4.84, p =.049, and 

reading in Grade 7, F(1, 8) = 10.74, p=.011. These significant differences were in the 

direction of  higher report card marks for students in single track schools. Inspection of 

Table 3 yields a single significant result in English, that of reading, F(1,12)=5.963, 

p=.031. Again, this finding indicates higher marks for students in ST. It should be noted 

that reliabilities for report card data used in this report have not been established. 

 Annually in HDSB, students in grades four through eight, and parents/guardians 

of all children enrolled in HDSB schools are invited to participate in the School 

Effectiveness Survey (SES), a self-report measure of school effectiveness. The 

elementary student version of the SES contains 40 items, utilizing a five point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The elementary parent 

version contains 42 items using the identical Likert scale. Four years (2004-05 through 

2007-08) of elementary school effectiveness survey data at the student level was 

compiled for students attending single track and dual track French immersion schools. 

Three years of parent SES survey data (2005-06 through 2007-08) at the elemental level 

for parents/guardians of children attending single track and dual track French immersion 

schools was also amassed. Hox (1995) writes: 

 The problem of dependencies between individual observations also occurs in 

 survey research, when the sample is not taken at random, but cluster sampling 

 from geographical regions is used instead. …respondents from the same 

 geographical area will be more similar to each other than respondents from 

 different geographical regions. The result is again estimates of standard errors that 

 are too small, and spurious significant results (p. 6) 
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To assess for possible differences in self-report measures of school effectiveness 

of students from ST and DT schools, and in the responses of the parents/guardians of 

these students, select domains of the respective versions of the SES, student and parent, 

were identified as appropriate to the research question. Item responses from these 

domains were summed, producing domain scores for students and parents/guardians that 

were used as dependent measures.  With respect to the elementary student version of the 

SES, three domains were identified: Belonging, Communication and Community, and 

Culture and Climate.  The Belonging component (M = 23.9, SD = 5.4) contained the 

following items.  

Table 4 

Belonging Domain of the Elementary Student Version of the SES  

 

Items: 

I feel awkward and out of place. 

I feel like an outsider. 

I feel like I belong. 

I feel lonely. 

I make friends easily. 

Other students seem to like me. 

 

Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of internal consistency, for the Belonging domain was 0.85.  

Table 5 contains items comprising the Communication and Community domain (M = 

31.6, SD = 7.7). Cronbach’s alpha for this component was 0.88. 
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Table 5 

Communication and Community Domain of the Elementary Student Version of the SES 

 

Items: 

I feel safe at this school. I can talk to the Principal or Vice-

Principal when I need to. 

Students get to help make some decisions 

about school rules and student activities. 

Discipline problems are handled fairly. 

Staff and students work together to solve 

problems. 

I feel proud of this school. 

The school does a good job helping parents 

to understand what I am learning. 

Most teachers are interested in students 

well being. 

Most of my teachers really listen to what I 

have to say. 

 

 

Table 6 lists the items that constitute the Culture and Climate domain (M=23.9, SD=5.4). 

This component yielded an alpha of  0.76.  

Table 6 

Culture and Climate Domain of the Elementary Student Version of the SES 

  

Items: 

Most teachers believe I can learn and be 

successful.  

I often feel bored. 

The school is clean and tidy. Parents and community 

members help out in the 

school. 

Most of my teachers treat me fairly. The community participates in 

school events. 

I participate in school-based activities that 

help others in the community. 

Students get along with most 

teachers. 

 

Domains of the elementary parent version of the SES identified for inclusion in 

this investigation were Classroom Learning (M = 57.8, SD = 9.8), Parent and School 

Connectedness (M = 44.6, SD = 6.2) and Culture and Climate (M = 48.3, SD = 6.9)(See 
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Tables 7, 8, and 9). Cronbach’s alpha for these three domains were 0.93, 0.84 and .90 

respectively. 

Table 7 

Classroom Learning Domain of the Elementary Parent Version of the SES

 

Items: 

Parents, students and staff work together to 

solve problems. 

The school succeeds at preparing my child 

for future schooling/work. 

Teachers let me know when my child has 

done something well. 

My child’s teacher(s) really care about and 

respect the students.  

Teachers provide extra help when my child 

needs it. 

Teachers give students a variety of ways to 

show how well they have learned.  

School activities help to develop my child’s 

interests and abilities. 

I understand how my child is assessed. 

My child’s teachers clearly tell me what 

she/he is expected to learn. 

My child has homework that helps him/her 

learn better. 

Parents have opportunities to participate in 

important decisions about their child’s 

education. 

Students have adequate supplies, materials 

and textbooks to help them learn.  

Teachers let me know how well my child is 

doing.  

Students have adequate access to the 

technology needed for their school work. 

The information that I need about the 

school curriculum and my child’s 

achievement is easily accessible. 
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Table 8 

 

Parent and School Connectedness Domain of the Elementary Parent Version of the SES 

 
 

Items: 

I am treated with respect at this 

school. 

The school welcomes and 

encourages parent 

involvement 

I can talk to the Principal and/or 

Vice-Principal(s) when I need  

I feel welcomed at this school 

I am encouraged to attend 

school events  

I can freely express my 

concerns to the school staff 

I feel proud of this school  I take advantage of 

opportunities to volunteer in 

the school 

I would recommend this school 

to other parents 

My responsibilities make it 

difficult for me to attend 

classroom and school 

activities 

The community participates in 

school events 

 

 

 

Table 9 

 

Culture and Climate Domain of the Elementary Parent Version of the SES 

 

 
 

Items: 

I believe that my child’s school 

has high academic expectations 

for all students. 

Most students are well 

behaved 

The school meets the needs of 

its students. 

People treat each other with 

respect 

The school emphasizes student 

thinking and problem-solving  

Discipline problems are 

handled appropriately 

My child gets along with most 

of her/his teachers 

My child feels safe at this 

school 

The school emphasizes success 

not failure 

The school is clean and well-

maintained.  

My child likes going to school  
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Student and parent/guardian domain scores were grouped according to ST and DT 

schools, group was modeled as a fixed main effect, and school was modeled as a random 

effect (to nest students within schools and parents/guardians within their school 

catchment areas). Reference to Table 10 indicates a single significant difference, that of 

the Belonging domain of the student survey F(1,19) = 5.53, p = .029. This finding should 

be interpreted with caution as the distribution of domain scores showed considerable 

negative skew. A significantly higher estimated marginal mean for students in ST 

indicates that these students responded more positively to items pertaining to 

belongingness.    

Table 10 

 

Estimated Means and Standard Errors of School Effectiveness Survey Domain Scores 

 
 

Measure  Single Track Dual Track 

  M SE M SE  

SE Survey       

Student       

 Belonging 

  

24.643 .374 23.661 .185 * 

 Communication and 

   Community 

33.715 1.424 32.048 .711   

 Culture and Climate 

 

31.565 1.146 29.387 .572   

Parent        

 Classroom Learning 

 

57.931 1.553 56.502 .792   

 Parent and School 

   Connectedness 

44.921 1.266 43.908 .641   

 Culture and Climate 

 

49.104 1.53 46.957 .773   

       

*p<.05, 

  

 Enrollment data for students attending French immersion programs in HDSB for 

the years 2005-06 through 2007-08 was compiled and aggregated to investigate 
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differences in attrition rates for students attending ST and DT schools. Attrition here is 

defined as the demission, for any reason, of a student in grades one through seven from a 

French immersion program in HDSB, followed by subsequent readmission to a an 

English track program within the Board . The readmission to an English track program 

may occur during the school year in which the demission occurred, or at beginning of the 

next school year. Chi-square tests of independence were used to assess the difference in 

attrition rates across DT and ST schools for all grades combined (See Table 11), and for a 

disaggregation of the data by grade (See Table 12). Inspection of Table 11 indicates that 

for all grades combined the attrition rates across ST and DT groups is significantly 

different at the .05 level (!
2
 =31.62)

 
, with the rate of attrition in DT schools measuring 

5.7 % compared to 3.6% in ST schools.  The overall rate of attrition from French 

immersion programs in HDSB (ST and DT schools combined) measured 4.9%.  

      
Table 11 

 

Attrition Rates for All Grades Combined   

Total

French
Immersion

English
Track

Group dual track Count 8164 494 8658 *
% within group 94.3% 5.7% 100.0%

% of Total 57.2% 3.5% 60.7%

single track Count 5413 203 5616

% within group 96.4% 3.6% 100.0%

% of Total 37.9% 1.4% 39.3%

Total Count 13577 697 14274

% within group 95.1% 4.9% 100.0%

% of Total 95.1% 4.9% 100.0%

* p<.05

 Table 12 yields significant differences between ST and DT groups for grades 1 

(!
2
=22.22), 2 (!

 2
=16.95), 3 (!

 2
=14.25) and 5 (!

 2
=5.21). Given the dichotomous, 
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categorical nature of the dependent variable, multilevel modeling was not used in 

analysis of attrition rates. 

Table 12 

Attrition Rates by Grade 

 

Grade Total

French
Immersion

English
Track

1 group dual track Count 1540 131 1671 *
% within group 92.2% 7.8% 100.0%

single track Count 1287 49 1336

% within group 96.3% 3.7% 100.0%

2 group dual track Count 1294 93 1387 *
% within group 93.3% 6.7% 100.0%

single track Count 1095 34 1129

% within group 95.0% 5.0% 100.0%

3 group dual track Count 1122 88 1210 *
% within group 92.7% 7.3% 100.0%

single track Count 948 34 982

% within group 94.4% 5.6% 100.0%

4 group dual track Count 1014 66 1080

% within group 93.9% 6.1% 100.0%

single track Count 793 40 833

% within group 94.5% 5.5% 100.0%

5 group dual track Count 900 49 949 *
% within group 94.8% 5.2% 100.0%

single track Count 697 20 717

% within group 97.2% 2.8% 100.0%

6 group dual track Count 972 37 1009

% within group 96.3% 3.7% 100.0%

single track Count 498 25 523

% within group 95.2% 4.8% 100.0%

7 group dual track Count 1322 30 1352

% within group 97.8% 2.2% 100.0%

single track Count 95 <5

% within group 100.0%

*p<.05

 A brief note is warranted on the number of comparisons made in this investigation 

and the issue of Type I error.  No doubt, the probability of Type I error in the results 

presented in this report has increased due to the number of independent tests. However, 
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the issue has been reduced to a relatively minor concern given the paucity of significant 

findings. 

Conclusion 

 In respect of the question as to whether differences exist in achievement, self-

report measures of school effectiveness and attrition rates between students attending 

French immersion programs in single track and dual track schools, significant differences 

in attrition rates emerge as the sole measure that distinguishes the single track and dual 

track groups in this investigation. Further study is warranted to better understand the 

factors that contribute to this finding. In regard to achievement and self- report measures 

of school effectiveness on the part of students and parents/guardians, aside from a small 

number of significant differences, by and large, students enrolled in French immersion 

programs in single track and dual track schools are achieving at the same levels, and 

students and their parents/guardians are responding to items pertaining to school 

effectiveness in ways that make them indistinguishable on the basis of single track and 

dual track grouping.   
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WEST AREA - Burlington 

2010 - 2011 School Year 

 

Early Immersion Programs 
Elementary  

Schools  

Middle  

Schools  

Secondary  

Schools  
Alexander’s  

(1 –8) (Dual Track) 

 Nelson  

(9-12)  

B.T. Lindley  

(1-6) (Dual Track) 

Rolling Meadows  

(7-8)  

M.M Robinson  

(9-12)  

C.R. Beaudoin  

(1 –8) (Dual Track) 

  Nelson  

(9-12)  

Clarksdale  

(1-6) (Dual Track) 

Rolling Meadows  

(7-8)  

Aldershot Secondary 

(9-12)  

M.M Robinson  

(9-12)  

Maplehurst  

(1-6) (Dual Track) 

Aldershot Elementary  

(7-8)  

Burlington Central Elementary 

(7-8)  

Aldershot Secondary  

(9-12)  

Burlington Central Secondary 

(9-12)  

Orchard Park  

(1-4) (5-8)** (Dual Track) 

 

 

Nelson  

(9-12)  

Pineland  

(1-8) (Dual Track) 

  Nelson  

(9-12)  

Tom Thomson  

(1-6) (Dual Track) 

Burlington Central Elementary 

(7-8)  

Burlington Central Secondary 

(9-12)  

Nelson  

(9-12)  

Extended (Late) French Programs* 
All Schools  Sir E. MacMillan 

Burlington  

(7-8)  

L.B. Pearson  

(9-12)  

*No transportation provided for Extended French 

** Grades 5-8 will be added in consecutive years. 

Please note that under the Halton District School Board Accommodation process, school boundaries and 

place of programs may be subject to change. 
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EAST  AREA – OAKVILLE 

2010 - 2011 School Year 

 

Early Immersion Programs 
Elementary  

Schools  

Middle  

Schools  

Secondary  

Schools  
E.J.James 

(1-8) (Single Track) 

 Oakville Trafalgar 

(9-12) 

Forest Trail  

(1-8) (Single Track)  

 T.A. Blakelock  

(9-12)  

James Hill  

(JK-7)**  (Dual Track)  

 Oakville Trafalgar  

(9-12)  

Munn’s  

(1 –8)  (Single Track)  

  White Oaks  

(9-12)  

Iroquois Ridge  

(9-12)  

Palermo  

(1-4) (5-8)** (Dual Track)  

 T.A. Blakelock  

(9-12)  

Pine Grove  

(1-8)  (Single Track)  

 T.A. Blakelock  

(9-12)  

Sunningdale  

(1-8)  (Single Track)  

 White Oaks  

(9-12)  

Extended (Late) French Programs* 
All Schools  Sir E. MacMillan 

Burlington  

(7-8)  

L.B. Pearson  

(9-12)  

*No transportation provided for Extended French 

** Grades 5-8 and grade 8 will be added in consecutive years. 

Please note that under the Halton District School Board Accommodation process, school boundaries and 

place of programs may be subject to change. 
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NORTH AREA – Milton, Georgetown, Acton 

2010 - 2011 School Year 

 

Early Immersion Programs 
Elementary  

Schools  

Middle  

Schools  

Secondary  

Schools  
E.W. Foster  

(1-5) (Dual Track) 

W.I. Dick  

(6-8)  

E.C. Drury  

(9-12)  

Milton District  

(9-12)  

George Kennedy  

(1-5) (Dual Track) 

Centennial  

(6-8)  

Georgetown District  

(9-12)  

Martin Street  

(1-5) (Dual Track) 

W.I. Dick  

(6-8)  

E.C. Drury  

(9-12)  

Georgetown District  

(9-12)  

Milton District  

(9-12)  

P.L. Robertson  

(1-4)** (Dual Track) 

  Milton District  

(9-12)  

Robert Baldwin  

(1-5) (Dual Track) 

W.I. Dick  

(6-8)  

E.C. Drury  

(9-12)  

Milton District 

(9-12) 

Robert Little  

(1-5) (Dual Track) 

McKenzie-Smith Bennett  

(6-8)  

Acton District  

(9-12)  

Tiger Jeet Singh 

(1)** (Dual Track) 

  ECDrury 

(9-12)  

Milton District 

(9-12) 

Extended (Late) French Programs* 
All Schools  Sir E. MacMillan 

Burlington  

(7-8)  

L.B. Pearson  

(9-12)  

*No transportation provided for Extended French 

** Grades 2-8 and 5-8 will be added in consecutive years. 

Please note that under the Halton District School Board Accommodation process, school boundaries and 

place of programs may be subject to change. 
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THE HALTON BOARD OF EDUCATION 

 
 

1996 10 31 
 
 
 
REPORT TO THE SCHOOL PROGRAMS  
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

RE: IMMERSION AND EXTENDED FRENCH PROGRAM 

1. BACKGROUND 

The French Immersion Renewal Advisory Team was established to look at Halton's FSL 
programs (Extended and Immersion) in terms of costs, delivery models and entry points 
with a focus on reducing costs while continuing to maintain excellent second-language 
educational opportunities for our students. This team was to research, seek input (See 
Appendix A: Summary of Questionnaires, Focus Group Discussions, and Presentations), 
and to draw conclusions for a report to be submitted to the Superintendent of Education 
Services with regards to the merits of maintaining or eliminating current programs and/or 
implementing alternatives. Additional information was provided by the following reports: 
Policy Statement 6000-6 (March 1991), Report on Secondary School Delivery of Early 
French Immersion (January 1995), Report on Transportation Costs - French Program 
Transportation (September 1996) and the Report on The Incremental Costs of French 
Immersion No. 3175 (December 1995, September 1996, November 1996). See Appendix 
B. 

2. PROCESS 

In the fall of 1996, the French Immersion Renewal Advisory Team was formed. It was 
composed of a Steering Committee and three subcommittees. The Steering Committee of 
this team included the following participants who were representatives from a wide range 
of constituent groups: 

Arlene Collard  Bruce T. Lindley Public School  
Aileen Kirkham  Parent 
Karen Lenaghan-Parfitt  Robert Baldwin Public School 
Paul MacKinnon  White Oaks Secondary School 
Gail Phillips  J.W. Singleton Centre 
Terry Ruf  Acton District High School 
Penny Siebert  Trustee 
Heather Stewart (Team Leader)  Lester B. Pearson High School 
Brenda Zamojc  M.M. Robinson High School 
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In approaching the task, the Renewal Advisory Team developed three key subcommittees 
for the work: 

Facts and Perceptions: Gail Phillips (Chair) 
Delivery Models and Research: Arlene Collard (Chair) 
Finance: Paul MacKinnon (Chair) 
 
The membership of these three subcommittees included teachers, administrators, and 
parents who represented both the FSL and English programs in order to provide the 
Steering Committee with viewpoints and information from a variety of perspectives. See 
Appendix C for a complete list of the names of the French Immersion Renewal Advisory 
Team. 

3. DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Immersion French 

This program, often referred to as Early Immersion, begins in Grade One. From Grade 1 to 
Grade 8, students spend half of their day in English and half in French, accumulating 3,800 
hours of instruction in French by the end of elementary school. In secondary schools 
students are required to take 10 courses in French, including French Language Arts and 
other subjects plus an OAC, accumulating another 1,200 hours of instruction for a total of 
5,000 hours. Upon graduation, students receive a Certificate of Studies in Immersion, 
which reflects the total number of hours and credits accumulated. 

Extended French 

This program, often referred to as Late Immersion, begins in Grade 7 and follows 3 years 
of Core French instruction. In Grades 7 and 8, students spend half of their day in English 
and half in French, accumulating 1,320 hours of instruction in French by the end of 
elementary school. In secondary, the students are required to take 7 courses in French, 
including French Language Arts and other subjects plus an OAC, accumulating another 
840 hours of instruction for a total of 2,160 hours. Upon graduation, students receive a 
Certificate of Studies in Extended French, which reflects the total number of hours and 
credits accumulated. 

Core French 

As per Ministry Policy/Memorandum No. 58, all Halton students receive 40 minutes of 
daily Core French instruction from Grade 4 to Grade 8, accumulating 600 hours of 
instruction in French by the end of elementary school. All secondary students are required 
to take one Grade 9 Core French course. At this point, continuation in the program is 
optional. Students who continue in the program until the end of secondary school 
accumulate 1,080 hours of instruction. 

Middle Immersion 

This program begins after Grade 1 but before Grade 6. Students spend at least 50% of their 
day in French and as much as 100% depending on the model. Since it is difficult for a 
Board to organize a program that permits students to achieve the necessary 3,80() hours of 
French instruction by the end of elementary school, generally these programs lead to an 
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Extended French OAC credit and Certificate rather than Immersion. For purposes of this 
report, the team considered a Middle Immersion model that would allow students to 
acquire the 3,800 hours in elementary and the 1,200 hours in secondary as mandated by the 
Ministry. 

4. SITUATION 

Rationale for the Provision of Core, Immersion and Extended French 
Programs 

The Federal and Provincial Governments recognize and value the teaching and learning of 
French-as-a-second language. They have demonstrated their commitment to these 
programs through funding and curriculum directions to Boards of Education as described 
below: 

• On September 30, 1996, the Federal Government and the Council of Ministers of 
Education ratified a 5 year Protocol Agreement on Official Languages in 
Education. The agreement helps the provincial and territorial governments maintain 
and develop opportunities for French Second Language instruction (Immersion, 
Extended and Core French). As stated by Sheila Copps "The renewal of this 
agreement is about preserving something that makes Canadians very proud: our 
linguistic duality. Today, Canada's governments are showing the cooperation and 
commitment to English and French that is at the heart of our identity. This 
agreement, above all, is an investment in our youth: an investment that is already 
bearing fruit." 

• The Common Curriculum (p. 48) states that "knowledge of a second language 
strengthens first-language skills. It also helps students to understand the role of 
language and culture in society and to appreciate the value of other languages and 
cultures". 

• The Common Curriculum (p. 48-49) also states that “becoming literate in more 
than one language is of benefit in a variety of ways. Those who learn other 
languages improve their ability to read, write and think, learn to appreciate the need 
for expressing themselves clearly, and find it easier to learn additional languages. 
Society also benefits: the study of various languages promotes understanding 
among cultures and develops multi-lingual citizens who can help Canada and 
Ontario compete in world markets.” 

• The draft of The Ontario Secondary Schools (1998) detailed discussion document 
(p. 33) states that “schools would be required to offer programs in French-as-a-
second language (FSL). Core, Extended or Immersion programs in French-as-a-
second language enable students to continue to learn the other official language and 
to acquire a deeper understanding of French Canadian culture. . . . Whenever 
possible, courses should be designed to enable students to reach the proficiency 
they need to pursue their educational and career goals.” It also states (p. 33) that 
“whenever feasible, students entering secondary with Immersion or Extended 
French background should be offered a program at their level of proficiency in 
French as well as programs in other subjects taught in French.” 
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In Policy 6000-6, the Halton Board of Education "recognizes the value to be gained 
through the teaching and learning of French-as-a-second language" and has demonstrated 
their commitment to it through the implementation of Immersion and Extended French 
programs. Transportation is provided in accordance with eligibility guidelines. Programs 
are offered in elementary centres and in local composite secondary schools where numbers 
support it. 

These decisions by the governments and the Board have been made based on contemporary 
research: 

• The study of French plays a key role in developing creative thinking, problem 
solving, communication and flexibility. (Blalystok, 1986) 

• There is an important link between the study of languages and the development of 
generic thinking skills required in all fields of employment. (Seelye and Day, 1992; 
Conference Board of Canada: Employability Skills Profile, 1992) 

• A second language provides our students with a tool for the future and prepares 
them to function more effectively in our contemporary world. (John, 1990) 

• Immersion and Extended French programs encourage bilingualism to support 
Canada's two official languages and to promote communication and tolerance 
between English and French speaking Canadians. (Burke, 1992; Mollica, 1989) 

Facts and Perceptions Related to Immersion and Extended French 
Programs

1
 

Since there are many issues surrounding the Immersion and Extended French programs and 
their impact, it was key to the integrity of this process to investigate and to clarify which 
statements about the programs and their impact are factual and which ones are 
misperceptions or opinions. The key components of the subcommittee's findings are: 
currently all costs of the Immersion and Extended French programs are covered by 
Ministry FSL grants. With the transportation adjustment (centralized pick-up) implemented 
in September 1996, the costs of Immersion have been reduced by 13.8%. In addition to the 
Ministry Immersion grants, the Board receives over $2 000 000 in grants for Core French. 

 

                                                   
1  See Appendix D: Facts and Perceptions 
 



  

 - 5 -  

Revenue 

General Legislative Grants 

Program Specific Grants Elementary $ 468 106.00 
Program Specific Grants Secondary $ 168 196.00 
Program Start-up Grants  $ 23 618.00 
 
Total Incremental Revenues $ 659 920.00 
 
Costs 
 
Translation $ 22 055.00 
Video $ 10 000.00 
Books $ 5 000.00 
Elementary Libraries $ 54 277.00 
Secondary Libraries $ 15 000.00 
Elementary Start-up $ 22 100.00 
Secondary Start-up $ 37 025.00 
Transportation $ 560 000.00 
Transportation Adjustment (Central Pick-up) $ (100 000.00) 
Cost of Instructional Leader/Consultants and   
Clerical Support $ 26 909.00 
 
Total Incremental Costs $ 652 366.00 
 
Excess of Revenue Over Costs $ 7 754.00 
 
Note:  

Savings described in the conclusions of this report would not only offset the incremental 
costs but would provide a positive contribution of $237 932 to the Board, which 
represents a reduction in expenditures of 36.5%. 
 

When staffing schools, divisional averages as determined by the elementary collective 
agreement are applied in both the English and French streams. In secondary, schools are 
allocated sections based on enrolment and collective agreement class sizes. It is up to the 
schools to determine the utilization of the staff. 

Research shows that language proficiency is directly related to starting point (Kraschen et 
al. The Age Factor in Second Language Acquisition, 1995) and number of hours of 
instruction (Lapkin and Swain, 1984). Halton offers an Immersion program with entry in 
Grade 1 and an Extended (Late) program with entry in Grade 7. Halton RCSB offers only 
an Extended French program beginning in Grade 5. 

While Immersion programs may have an impact on English programs, schools are trying a 
variety of strategies to address the concerns where they exist. 

In Halton, there are very few drop-outs from the Immersion program for academic reasons. 

Paul MacPherson
Highlight



  

 - 6 -  

5. CURRENT STATE AND RESEARCH RELEVANT TO DECISIONS IN 

HALTON2 

Value of Immersion and Extended French Programs 

Halton offers a partial (50%/50%) Immersion program beginning in Grade 1 and an 
Extended program beginning in Grade 7. Seventeen percent of all elementary students are 
enrolled in these programs, which is twice the provincial average, and 13 percent of our 
secondary students are enrolled in these programs. Research states that students in partial 
Immersion programs, like Halton's, are functionally bilingual by age 16. The greater and 
the earlier the exposure, the greater, the native-like fluency (Baker, 1988; Husum and 
Bryce, 1981-87). Research also tells us that experience with two language systems builds 
mental flexibility, superior concept formation and a more diversified set of mental abilities 
(Cataldi, 1994). In addition, Immersion does not disadvantage children with learning 
difficulties but, in fact, provides an opportunity for increased second language proficiency 
(Brucks, 1978). Our Immersion programs promote the development of essential skills for 
the workplace (John, 1990; Conference Board of Canada: Corporate Council on Education, 
Employability Skills Profile, 1992). A 1993 report by the Toronto Board of Education and 
Canadian Parents for French found that Immersion and Extended French students who have 
graduated and are working full time "are far more likely to affirm that knowledge of French 
helped them to attain their present position as well as previously held positions. In fact, 
almost half (49%) of the full time workers affirms this, and over half (58%) report using 
French in their present job." 

Entry Points 

Grade One Entry 

Halton's Grade 1 entry point into Immersion allows for a Kindergarten year in English. 
This allows children to develop social skills, to learn routines and to use their first language 
in a school context. It also permits parents to make an informed choice with input from the 
school. Our 50/50 program ensures that children learn to read in English first in order to 
meet social needs, to lessen the pressure to teach reading too soon in French and to build on 
and transfer English language skills. On the Grade 3 Halton English test of reading and 
writing, Immersion students did as well as, or better than their English counterparts. 
Students also have access to remedial help in English and can move into a full English 
program more easily than students in 100% Immersion programs. A change out of 
Immersion into a full English program is, however, rare. Over the last 5 years only 1-2% of 
elementary Immersion students have left the program for academic reasons. Although the 
optimum proficiency level is achieved through a 100% Immersion program, our 50/50 
program ensures the early development of English Literacy skills. 

Since our Immersion program is well established, start-up costs are minimal and 
maintenance is the same as in the English only program. Responses from our schools and 
parent community through the input processes clearly reflect strong support for this model. 

                                                   
2 See Appendix E. The Cognitive/Academic Benefits of Learning Languages 
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Financial Considerations 

If the Immersion program were to be cancelled, Ministry FSL grant loss to the Board 
would be $650 161. This figure takes into account the Core French grants that would be 
received for the former Immersion students in Grades 4 to 9, as well as the loss of the 
Immersion grants for the primary students. If the program remains in its current form and 
the Ministry FSL grants continue, there is a positive contribution of approximately $7 554 
to the Board. Please refer to the chart on page 5 and Appendix B: Reports on Incremental 
Costs of French Immersion Programs - Update of Report #3175. Termination of the 
Immersion program would result in a significant impact on current accommodation 
necessitating a review of school boundaries, transportation provisions and portable 
classroom utilization. (See Appendix F, pages 4 - 5, 7- 8) 

Grade Four Entry 

A number of responses suggested that a Middle Immersion program would not only be a 
viable alternative to our current one but would give parents and students additional time to 
make a choice about Immersion. For our students to meet the Ministry Immersion 
requirements (5000+ hours) and to complete an Immersion OAC course, they would need 
to do most of their school program from Grade 4 to 8 in French with the exception of 56 
minutes of daily English instruction. 

Research has found that there are differences between the proficiency levels of Early and 
Middle Immersion students, particularly in the expressive skills of speaking and writing 
(Hart et al. 1988). These findings are not surprising since the greater the exposure to 
French, the greater the fluency. A Middle Immersion can be as successful as Early 
Immersion as long as it includes 5000+ hours of second language instruction (Goguen, 
1987). This is seldom the case, however, since it is difficult for a board to achieve these 
hours from a Middle entry point. 

In addition, a Middle entry point would force some students to change schools at the end of 
primary as well as at the end of the junior division. 

Financial Considerations 

Implementation of this program would mean the loss of $353 500 in Ministry FSL grants 
for primary Immersion (2020 students @ $175). While the Board would save transportation 
costs for Primary Immersion students, a change from a Grade 1 to a Grade 4 entry would 
have an impact on current accommodation when the Grade 1, 2, and 3 Immersion students 
returned to their home schools. This would necessitate a review of school boundaries, 
transportation provisions and portable classroom utilization. Significant start-up costs 
would also be required. These would include the purchase of materials (approximately 
$4500 per class) and the costs to rewrite the French Immersion Language Arts curriculum 
and to translate Board documents in other curriculum areas such as Math and Science. 
Unfortunately, relevant, age and language appropriate resources are limited. In addition, 
this model would displace both English and French teachers, which would necessitate 
retraining costs. (See Appendix F, page 9.) 
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Grade Seven Entry 

Halton's Grade 7 entry point into Extended French allows students with an interest in 
French to attain a high degree of fluency, to participate in their choice of French program 
and to seek an added challenge in their intermediate years. Many parents move into Halton 
after their children are in Grade 1 and these students cannot move into the Immersion 
program since they have neither the hours of instruction in French nor the level of 
proficiency to ensure success. In addition, some parents feel that they are not ready to make 
the decision about Immersion during the Kindergarten year, and the Extended French 
program offers them a second opportunity for access at a later date. Responses from our 
schools and parent community through the input processes clearly reflect strong support for 
this model. 

A review of the literature done by the Carleton Board (1989) showed that different entry 
points to Immersion draw different student populations. Genesee (1978) stated that the older 
learner is, in general, a more efficient learner, but that early instruction offers the advantage 
of more available time and possibly more opportunities to learn. He concludes that in Early 
Immersion "the combined advantages of extended time and opportunity furnished by early 
instruction probably make it more conducive to attain the higher levels of second language 
proficiency" compared to Extended Immersion. Generally, the receptive skills (listening and 
reading) of both Immersion and Extended French students are comparable by the time they 
are in secondary school. The difference lies in the expressive skills (speaking and writing). 
Anecdotal comments from our staff confirm these statements. 

Financial Considerations 

While the cost to Halton for the Immersion and Extended French programs are marginal 
due to the Ministry FSL grants, the cost per pupil to transport students for Extended French 
is significantly higher than for the Immersion program. For the majority of students, the 
program is offered in their home school. Since there are a few students who reside beyond 
the regular bus routes and require transportation by taxi or van, the costs are high. If the 
Extended French program were removed from Policy 6000-6, and if the decision to offer 
the program were a local school-based decision, this would not only eliminate the current 
transportation costs of approximately $210 000 (based on 1995-96 costs) but there would 
be a positive contribution of $30 236 to the Board (See Appendix G). Students outside the 
local school's catchment area would then apply for optional attendance if they wanted to 
access the program. (See Appendix F, pages 6, 10 and Appendix H.) 

Grade 1 Core French 

Through the input process, many people suggested that Core French begin in Grade 1 either 
as an alternative to Immersion or to strengthen the current Core French program. The 
Ministry mandates a Grade 4 start and has not included outcomes for primary Core French 
in The Common Curriculum and in the FSL Language Standards. In addition, the FSL 
Foundation Requirement documents to be released by the Ministry during this school year 
assume a Grade 4 start. Based on the fact that students who begin Core French in the 
primary division cannot come close to the proficiency levels of students in Immersion, and 
some of the findings in the National Core French Study (1983), in which Dr. Stern stated 
that "small dollops of oral French administered once a day over a period of two or three 
years in the elementary schools, do not automatically lead to any substantial gains in 
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achievement for those who start early", there appears to be little educational advantage in 
offering primary Core French. 

Financial and Staffing Considerations 

If the current Ministry FSL grants continue, the additional funds coming to the Board 
would be used to purchase the necessary texts and teacher resources. Approximately 27 
teachers, however, would need to be hired over the course of 3 years thereby displacing 27 
teachers in the English part of the program. 

Centralized versus Localized Delivery Models 

In an Immersion/Regular program study commissioned by the Carleton Board of Education 
in 1989, the question of delivery models was raised. In interviews which were conducted as 
part of the study, both centres and dual track program organizations were cited as best by 
interviewees. Principals of Immersion centres tended to feel that the language environment 
could be controlled better in a centre and hence led to greater second language acquisition. 
As well, the consolidation of resources was cited as a reason in favour of centres. Principals 
of English only schools and dual track schools tended to prefer dual track organizations. 
Reasons for this preference included the opinion that the English program students 
benefited from exposure to French and that it was easy to move from Immersion to the 
English program since students didn't have to change schools. On a questionnaire, 
respondents were asked which approach best served the needs of elementary students. A 
centres approach was chosen by 19.2% and a dual-track approach by 62.2%. When asked 
which approach best served the needs of Secondary students, 9.6% chose centres and 
66.7% preferred an English and a French program in the same school. 

In Halton, there are three single-track (Immersion only) and 21 dual-track elementary 
Immersion centres. This is an efficient system given that there are 68 elementary schools. 
In most centres there are sufficient numbers in both the English and French streams to 
organize effectively. All Secondary composite schools except two offer Immersion and/or 
Extended French programs. This allows students to go to their home high school, 
strengthens the viability of single section OAC courses and optional subject areas such as 
Music as well as saving transportation dollars. 

Under the current policy, if at the time of registration, Grade 1 Immersion enrolment is 
below 20 or Extended French enrolment is below 22, the program will not be offered at the 
centre the following September. For secondary programs, in February of each year, the 
Superintendent of Education Services reviews the numbers of students scheduled to enter at 
Grade 9 to ensure that there are sufficient numbers to run the program through to 
graduation. These procedures have been put in place to ensure strong viable programs. 

Financial Considerations 

Fewer Immersion centres would increase transportation costs and could potentially 
decrease enrolment and thereby decrease Ministry FSL grants. Additional Immersion 
centres, where numbers would support a program and where bus routes could be 
eliminated, would decrease transportation costs and thereby potentially increase Ministry 
FSL grants. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

Maintain the current Core, Immersion and Extended French programs as long as the 
Ministry FSL grants continue with the following suggested changes to decrease costs 
and/or to improve program delivery: 

1. Continue centralized pick-up for transportation to Immersion centres, a change 
which has provided a cost savings of approximately $100,000 this school year. 

2. Continue the current system of Immersion centres in elementary and localized 
programs in secondary as per current policies. 

3. Continue to investigate alternative timetabling strategies to allow for cross 
groupings of Immersion and English students. 

4. Provide start-up funds only for the odd numbered classes (e.g., the 1st, 3rd, 5th 
Grade One Immersion classes in a school) and not the even numbered. Since our 
programs are 50/50 programs, the materials purchased for the odd numbered classes 
could be used in one half of the day and in the even numbered classes in the other 
half of the day ($11,000). 

5. Reduce the FSL film/video budget by 50% ($11,417.80 saved annually). 

6. Reduce the translation budget by 25% ($5,513.75 saved annually). 

7. Revise the French Policy 6000-6 so that the Extended French program is offered as 
a result of a local school based decision, rather than as a regional program open to 
all students. With the assistance of HEPA, HSPA and SAC, develop guidelines for 
the maintenance and establishment of local Extended French programs. This would 
not only eliminate the current transportation costs of approximately $210,000 
(based on 1995-96 costs), but there would be a positive contribution of $30 236 to 
the Board (See Appendix G). Students outside the local school's catchment area 
would then apply for optional attendance if they wanted to access the program and 
would continue to be allowed access to transportation where empty seats are 
available on existing runs. (See Appendix H.) 

8. Work with the elementary Federation, HEPA and SAC to explore possible changes 
in staffing which would allow for larger class sizes in Immersion in the primary and 
junior divisions and a different allocation process for SERT support in an effort to 
address some concerns around student groupings in English only classes. 

9. Recommend to secondary schools with Immersion that 4 courses be offered in the 
Gr. 9 year, 3 in Gr. 10, and 2 in Gr. 11 to allow students maximum flexibility in 
course selection, especially in the senior division. Wherever possible, the courses 
taught in French should be compulsory to allow students maximum flexibility in 
their optional courses. The number of courses required prior to the OAC will likely 
be increased with the implementation of the completed Secondary Reform 
document. At this time it will be necessary to look at the courses that will be offered 
including the anticipated mandatory cooperative education work experience. 

10. If the Ministry FSL grants disappear, a task force should be established to 
investigate the future direction of the Immersion program. At this time, the question 
of user fees could be investigated further. 
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Appendix A 

Summary:  Focus Discussions: Milton District H.S., October 8, 1996  

 Public Hearings: Iroquois Ridge, October 15, 1996  

 Parent, teacher and student questionnaires 

  



 

 

October 8, 1996 
Milton District High School 

FRENCH IMMERSION PARENT FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS 

Q. #1: If French Immersion transportation is cancelled, what would the impact be on the 
programs, students, schools? (For those whose children are in French Immersion, how 
many would continue in the program without transportation provided?? How many would 
continue with a user fee for transportation?)  

• Issues of equity 
• Disadvantaged those who could not, afford bussing (case of Scarborough), or who 

were single parents.. 
• How can you take transportation away from one group and not another? 
• Other programs don't have bussing, why should F.I.? 

• Would not continue the program without transportation provided. 
• User fees 

• would kill the program vs. the program would drop off a bit 
• Distinct differences among the three geographical areas: 

• Burlington - city bus was suggested... Some were concerned about putting 
elementary child on a bus, perhaps a secondary student. 

• Some areas e.g. Milton - half the students are bussed anyway, so why should they 
pay for bussing? 

 

Q. #2: Currently, the grants received through the provincial and federal governments cover the 
full cost of Immersion and Extended French programs in Halton; however, the provincial 
government is reviewing those grants, and they may disappear. Without those grants, the 
French Immersion programs as they are currently delivered will become an expense to the 
local taxpayer. Cancelling French Immersion would likely lead to changes in 
accommodation, transportation and material costs for the English program. What should 
the Board do if Immersion grants disappear? 

• Younger teachers in F.I. - cost less.. 
• F.I. is optional, not core. It should be offered but pay the cost.  
• Equity - divided... 

• if you cannot afford the cost, don't put your child in the program 
• if a family cannot afford the cost, set up a "means" system that is not embarrassing 

and grant bursaries to those who cannot afford the fees.  
• English only parents have to pay extra taxes (prov/fed) for Fl.. Not supportive of 

continuing. 
• wonderful program, parents who can afford it will continue.. 
• If it's a money maker, continue the program until such time as it costs, then review the 

program. 
• Recommended that we survey every parent to obtain accurate information. 
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Q. #3: It is the perception of some parents whose children are in the English only program, 
that they are disadvantaged by the French Immersion programs. In what way do you think 
these children are positively or negatively affected by French Immersion programs? 

• Positively affected: 
• lots of spirit, parents/kids very involved 
• imperative to have an opportunity to learn 2 key languages - a minimum within our 

global context 
• Children are positively and negatively affected because of the attitude of their parents.  
• Negatively affected: 

• two streams can create divisiveness between two teaching staffs and students  
• perception that students in the English only program are not as bright as those in the 

FI programs. The very bright students may be bored from lack of challenge. 
• When remove the highly able (gifted and F.I.), it hurts the make up of the 

population of the school left behind. 

• General Comments: 
• If a family hasn't chosen early immersion, the student does not receive French 

instruction until Grade 4. It is hard to make a decision. Like Wellington and 
H.R.C.S.B., we should start Core French in Grade 1. 

• Suggest having FI more localized to avoid transportation costs. 
• Late Immersion not beneficial - some abuse in the delivery i.e. students switching 

from early to late immersion in Grade 7. It could be to avoid going to a particular 
school, as happens in other schools. 

• Why Grade 1 and 7 entry points?? why not grade 2 or 3?? 
• A general comment about the process was that there was not enough information to 

comment appropriately on the issues. 
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FRENCH IMMERSION RENEWAL  

SUMMARY OF PRESENTATIONS AND FURTHER DISCUSSION/INPUT 
 

IROQUOIS RIDGE HIGH SCHOOL - October 15,1996 

 
There were six presentations before four members of the French Immersion Renewal Advisory 
Team (Aileen Kirkham, Karen Lenaghan-Parfitt, Paul MacKinnon, Heather Stewart). 
 
Each of the presenters, and indeed the huge crowd of parents and students present were very 
supportive of French Immersion and specifically Halton's French Immersion programs. 
 

In summary, the presentations included the following... 

• Canada is a bilingual country, and since French is one of the two official languages of our 
country, the study of French should be strongly supported. In order for our young people to 
obtain jobs in the business and government sectors, strong skills in French are important 
and are often necessary. In the global marketplace of today, bilingualism gives people a 
competitive edge when seeking a job. 

• In terms of student learning, the study of French Immersion enhances English learning, and 
increases flexibility and adaptability in thinking and problem-solving. Because of its 
enrichment factor, French Immersion is an alternative to the self-contained Gifted program. 
The Board's own document was quoted: By bringing students further along the language 
learning continuum towards bilingualism, immersion programs prepare them to function 
more effectively in the contemporary world. It is easier for a student to learn a third or 
fourth language, once they have learned a second language. 

• Concerns were expressed that limited resources might limit the horizons possible for our 
students. User fees should only be considered as a last resort. All other cost-saving options 
should be investigated first before cancelling the program completely. A user fee system 
will create a two-tiered system. If it had to be implemented, a special fund should be 
established to assist students who would otherwise be prevented from attending. 

• There was similar concern about cancelling transportation for Immersion programs. 
Students would not have equal access to the program, and it would then become an elitist 
program which discriminates against those unable to transport their son or daughter to the 
program. There was considerable feeling that people should have choice and fair access to 
programs. It was emphasized by the presenters that the Board receives additional funds 
through Ministry grants to support this program and this money should be used to support 
this program. No other board has chosen to cancel the program because of cuts. 

• Should the program be cancelled or transportation eliminated, students unable to participate 
in the program would be returning, in many cases, to overcrowded schools. New boundary 
changes would mean more busing and portables, and disruption to the system for all. The 
Board has already realized a savings of 5100,000 by going to the centralized pick-ups. 

• Parents suggested a reduction to budgets such as translation, videos. books, libraries, and 
start-up. The cost of teaching an immersion program is not greater than that of an English 
program. Even if it were more costly, we don't stop buying costly computers. why do we 
hesitate to buy French Immersion resource material? 
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• On the question of dual track versus centres, the group was divided. Some prefer larger 
centres to optimize class sizes and use of resources while others prefer the mixing of the 
French and English stream students to avoid the division of students. 

• The presentation from B.C.H.S. strongly supported the concept of a localized model for 
Secondary Immersion. They believe that the BCHS enrolment in French Immersion will 
increase if they go to a Grade 7-OAC model. By not offering the program in the home high 
school, elementary and consequently secondary enrolment will drop off significantly. To 
balance enrolments in the schools, specialty programs, such as Immersion should be 
offered in low enrolment high schools. 

• The Halton Parents for French representative reminded the committee of their previous 
reports and presentations to the Board: December 1995: Incremental Costs of French 
Immersion; April 1996: Speech on the impact of eliminating busing; April 1996: 
Presentation to the Renewal Committee; June 1996: Brief on Myths/Facts of French 
Immersion.. 

Following the formal presentations to the Team Members, parents and students asked many 
questions and made further comments. Here is a flavour of the discussion ... 

• A grade 10 student spoke to the value of learning French through the Immersion 
experience. She said it helps her to think differently (e.g., globally); to problem solve from 
a variety of approaches; to appreciate other cultures; and generally, it enhanced her 
leadership skills. 

• If there is no Immersion program, parents would access the self-contained gifted programs 
to a much greater extent. 

• Why cut the program when it makes money for the Board? 

• French Immersion does not increase the cost to the English program. 

• Parents would unite to fight program cancellation in court. Trustees and governments do 
not have a mandate to eliminate French Immersion. 

• If French Immersion goes, I and many of my children’s friends will go to the H.R.C.S.B. 
The Halton Board would then lose both the tax base and the grant money. 

• Why aren't we marketing French Immersion to bring in more grant money? I'm not asking 
the Board to cut taxes! 

• Why single out French Immersion when it has so many proven benefits? We cannot 
gamble on our children's future! 

• If a transportation user fee is considered, parents will want everything carefully explained. 
They will be much more demanding in terms of service. 

• Perhaps all users of the Boards transportation should pay if the French Immersion students 
must pay. In Calgary, parents pay $360 per child per year for transportation. 

• Perhaps there are further efficiencies to be found in the busing system. 

• Safety issues around busing were raised. 

• A parent implored us to remember that the Board exists for the children and their needs! 
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SUMMARY OF FRENCH IMMERSION QUESTIONNAIRES 

#1 

Do you support the 
continuation of the 
Immersion 
programs in 
Halton?  Please 
explain your 
reasons. 

Parents: Yes ... 

• French is an official language of Canada. 
• Provides great work and learning opportunities to develop 
• communication, analytical, and organizational skills as well 

as flexibility and adaptability. 
• Learning a second language makes you a better learner. 
• Need a second language for understanding and participation 

in global community (tolerance, respect, cultural 
awareness). 

• Provides enrichment for able learners. 
• Gives a competitive edge. 
• To cancel would be a wrong message to send to Quebec 
• Program makes money if funding continues. 
• Support tied to continued grants. 
• Programs and resources are well established. 
• It would be a waste to cancel. 
• Inexpensive program with big benefits. 

Students: Yes ... 

• Bilingual country. 
• Beneficial for finding a better job. 
• Should r have choice. Why cut if it doesn't 
• cost anything? Why single out Immersion? 
• Importance of learning a second language for 

social reasons and for global understanding. 
• Program provides better learning 
• experiences, preparation for future. 
• Show our commitment to Quebec, assist with 

unity. 
• Program makes money if funding continues. 
• Support tied to continued grants. 
• Programs and resources well established  
• It would be a waste to cancel. 
• Inexpensive program with big benefits. 

Teachers: Yes ... 

• Bilingual country, promotes 
• unity, tolerance, respect. 
• Job opportunities. 
• Globalization: culture and economy. 
• Learning a second language helps  

further language learning, thinking 
skills and cognitive development. 

• Enrichment. 
• Maintain as long as not more costly 

than other programs. 

 
Parents: No ... 

• Students not fluent in French at graduation. 
• It is elitist - a status symbol for parents. 
• Core French is enough for second language exposure. 
• It is not needed for basic education. 
• English is an international language; we're not a bilingual 

community. Canada is too multicultural; French Immersion 
is just to appease Quebec. 

• There is a concern about its impact on English only 
program. 

• A luxury we can no longer afford. 
• Concern about impact of cost on school closures, Special 

Ed., Eng. program, gifted. 
• Waste of dollars. 
• Offer only if there are user fees. 
• F.I. grants could be used for other programs. 

Students: No . . .  

• Costs taxes - a luxury. 
• There is no English Immersion in Quebec 
• Causes separation of a school. 
• Teach Spanish, Asian languages. 
• Upgrade Core French for all. 

Teachers: No . . .  

• Causes higher PTR for English 
program. 

• Not enough long term benefit. 

# 2 

If Imm. and Ext. 
Fr. programs 
Continue to be 
offered, (do you 
support two 
entry points? 
(Gr. 1 and Gr. 7). 
Please explain. 

Parents: Status Quo ... 

• Gr. 7 is second chance for immature. 
• Parent mobility. Need two access points. 
• Gr. l: Choice of parents. Gr. 7: Choice of students. 
• Flexibility (e.g., for ESL students) who need time to master 

English. 

Students: Status Quo ... 

• Two programs allow choice, some not ready 
• in Grade 1. 
• Early: lots of experience in language, 
• develop good attitude. 
• Late allows catch up time to learn English. 
• Good to start in Gr. 1; Not too late in Gr. 7. 

Teachers: Status Quo ... 

• Strong support for two entry points. 



   

  

Parents: Grade 7 only 

• Gr. 1 too early. I lave not had enough English language 
instruction. 

• Students' choice. 
• Improves self-esteem. 
• Highly motivated. 

Students: Grade 7 only 

• Gr. 7 and Gr. 1 end up at the same point. 
• Less confusing; students more willing. 
• Students have strong grasp of English. 

Teachers: Grade 7 only 

• Option for strong Core French student.  
• Fair to ESL students who need time to 

master English. 

Parents: Grade 1 only 

• Language acquisition better at early age. 
• Learn more quickly and easily; achieve greater fluency and 

acceptance of language. 
• Challenge for gifted before Gr. 4 identification. 

Students: Grade 1 only 

• Too much to learn in Grade 7. 
• Hard for Gr. 7's to catch up; feel belittled.. 

Teachers: Grade 1 only 

• Students acquire second language 
easily earlier. 

• Provides early literacy reinforcement. 

# 2 (cont'd.) 

If Imm. and Ext. 
Fr. programs 
Continue to be 
offered, (do you 
support two 
entry points? 
(Gr. 1 and Gr. 7). 
Please explain. 

Parents: Other ... 

• Entry at any grade if proper testing. 
• Early should start in Kindergarten. 
• Better to start in Gr. 4 or 5: Grade 1 is too early and Gr. 7 is 

too late. 
• Gr. 4 or 5 start since Eng. would be stronger.  
• Offer Core Fr. from Kindergarten or Gr. I as an alternative.  

Students: Other ... 

• Should have more entry points. 
• Cannot afford two entry points. 
• Check research for best entry. 
• Start at Grade 5: Time to see if we like French. 
• Start at Gr. 9 - More mature. 
• Match start with earliest grade at school 

Teachers: Other ... 

• Grade 4 entry would allow for intense 
first language instruction before second 
language. 

• Offer Gr. I to 8 Core French, then 
Immersion. 

• Offer three entry points. 

Parents: Yes ... 

• User fees create a two-tier system. There is an issue of 
wealth and equity of access. 

• This is discrimination against Immersion. 
• This would cause a decline in enrolment and therefore a 

loss of Ministry FSL grants. 
• Not everyone can live within walking distance of school. 

This is a penalty to those who do not live within walking 
distance. 

• Many students would still require busing even if Immersion 
was cancelled. 

• There could be possible legal action if the Min. FSL grants 
for Immersion were diverted from Imm. by the Board. 

Students: Yes ... 

• This is an equity issue. English students are 
bused. It would be discriminatory if all 
students could not attend. 

• Taxes and FSL grants cover the costs. 
• The cost of transportation would discourage 

enrolment. 
• Students shouldn't have to pay for going to 

school and wanting a better education. 
• Students have a right to learn French. 

Teachers: Yes ... 

• Universal accessibility is key principle. 
There is a concern about creating a 
two-tier system of education. 

• There are safety issues. There would be 
too many cars at schools. 

• Currently grants cover costs, so why 
charge? 

Parents: No ... 

• Parents should he responsible if outside geographic area. 
• This is an optional program and should be privately funded. 
• A good candidate for user fees at this time of fiscal restraint 

Students: No ... 

• It is too expensive. Wily should tile many pay 
for the few'? 

• This is not a compulsory program. 

Teachers: No... 

• Parents should pay with subsidies 
available for those who cannot afford 
the cost. 

• All should pay for transportation (Erg. 
and French) or no one should pay. 

# 3 

If Immersion and 
Extended French 
program continue to 
be offered in 
Halton, should the 
Board continue to 
provide 
transportation at no 
cost to parents? 
Please explain your 
reasons. 

Parents: Other: 

• Immersion should be offered in every school. 
• Some areas don't have local busing. 
• Imm. should be more centralized to be more cost effective. 
• There is a safety issue without buses. 

Students: Other 

• Every school should have immersion so that 
busing is not an issue. 

• English and French should pay equally. 

 



   

  

# 3 (Cont’d.) 

If Immersion and 
Extended French 
program continue to 
be offered in 
Halton, should the 
Board continue to 
provide 
transportation at no 
cost to parents? 
Please explain your 
reasons. 

 

• Younger students should be bused but there could be a fee 
for older students. 

• Transportation should be provided only in rural areas. If 
necessary, parents would pay a nominal fee to save Imm. 

• Parents would withdraw their children from the program if 
there was a fee for transportation 

  

# 4 

Please fist any other 
opinions, questions 
or suggestions for 
reducing the costs of 
Immersion and 
Extended French 
programs which 
would assist this 
advisory task team 
with its work. 

Parents: 

• Let parents work with the Board to save the program. 
• Offer the program in more or all schools. 
• Make dual-track (Early and Late Immersion) schools to 

reduce transportation dollars. 
• Use workbooks instead of expensive photocopying. 
• This is am exercise in futility - you're probably not even 

leading this. 
• Guarantee Immersion once and for all. 
• Have one designated Immersion school to ensure 

continuity. 
• Eliminating Immersion doesn't reduce busing costs. 
• Provide transportation only within geographic area. 
• Charge user fees for all programs, 
• Charge user fees for all optional programs. 
• Charge user fees for some supplies. 
• Make changes only if and when province changes FSL 

grants. 
• Change to 100% Immersion model. 

Students: 

• Start Core French earlier and phase out 
Immersion. 

• Hire teachers that can teach more than one 
thing. 

• Put the program in all schools; make 
Immersion compulsory. 

• Do some fundraising. 
• Create split classes to save teacher salaries. 
• Share materials and resources. 
• Eliminate Late Immersion. 
• Eliminate Early Immersion. 
• Create 7-OAC configurations so that resources 

could be shared. 
• Create magnet schools / centres. 
• Don't look at Immersion to reduce costs. 

Teachers: 

• Provide start-up costs in odd number 
classes. Teacher cam share materials.  

• Provide transportation only within 
geographical area for Extended French. 

• Reduce FSL film/video budget by 50% 
and translation by 25%. 

• Concern about increased portable cost 
if no Immersion. 

• Use excess and Core French grant 
money for busing. 

• Offer program in strategic areas to 
make more accessible or move to every 
school and reduce busing. 

• Dual track schools are preferable since 
there is interaction between the two 
streams. 

• Create split classes as students drop 
out. 
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• Policy 6000-6: French, March 21, 1991 

• Report on Secondary School Delivery of Early French Immersion, Jan. 12, 1995 
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• Transportation Costs - French Immersion Program Transportation, Sept. 4, 1996 

• Report on the Incremental Costs of French Immersion Programs #3175, December 7, 

1995 

• Report on the Incremental Costs of French Immersion Programs - Update of Report 
#3175 1995 02 07, September 23, 1996 

• Revised Incremental Costs of French Immersion Programs, November 6, 1996 
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Waterloo Region District School Board 
 

http://www.wrdsb.ca/programs/french-second-language/frequently-asked-questions-about-partial-french-immersion 

Frequently Asked Questions about Partial French Immersion 

What is Partial French Immersion? 
Students in grades 1 to 6 receive 50% of their instruction in the French language. This meets the requirement for and is 
described as a French Immersion Program in grades 1 to 6. Students in grades 7 and 8 receive approximately 35% of 
their instruction in the French language. This meets the requirement for and is described as an Extended French 
Program in grades 7 and 8. This means that students who successfully complete this program, combining the French 
Immersion Program in grades 1 to 6 with the Extended French Program in grades 7 and 8, will have completed the 
Partial French Immersion Program by the end of grade 8. These students may then pursue either an Extended French 
Program or a French Immersion Program in secondary school. 

How do we apply for the Partial French Immersion Program? 
Parents or guardians choosing the Partial French Immersion Program need to register online during the child's senior 
kindergarten year. The registration process will begin in January. All registrations of students who live within the school 
boundary or who have siblings attending the school offering the Partial French Immersion Program are processed on a 
first-come, first-served basis. 

What is the minimal number of students required to establish a grade one class in the Partial French 
Immersion Program? 
A minimum of 20 students is required to start the program in grade one. 

Are the schools listed on the website the only schools able to offer the Partial French Immersion Program 
beginning in grade 1? 
No. Any school that meets the minimum requirement of 20 students in grade one may offer a program. 

If my child does not begin in the Partial French Immersion Program in grade one but I provide tutoring for 
him/her beginning during the year, may he/she enroll in the Partial French Immersion Program beginning in 
grade two? 



No. Tutoring will not provide the child with the required number of hours in French language instruction to ensure 
success beyond grade one. 

What is the last date on which students may be enrolled in the Partial French Immersion Program beginning in 
grade 1? 
October the 8th of their grade one year. 

If a child comes to our school from another board later than October 8, may the child be enrolled in the Partial 
French Immersion Program being offered in grade one? 
If the child was enrolled in a French Immersion program in another Board, the child would qualify. This would be 
confirmed through an assessment by a teacher at the Partial French Immersion Program in the school. 

Must a Principal in a school offering a Partial French Immersion Program accept an out of boundary child for 
kindergarten if the child will be taking the Partial French Immersion Program beginning in grade one? 
A Principal must accept an Out of Boundary child for Kindergarten if the child is a sibling of a student that is presently 
enrolled in the Partial French Immersion Program at the school. Otherwise, the decision to enroll the student would be 
made by the Principal of the school with the Partial French Immersion Program in consultation with the Principal of the 
school the child would normally attend. 

If an out of boundary child has been allowed to attend kindergarten in a school offering a Partial French 
Immersion Program will the child be considered to be from within the school boundary area for entry into 
Partial French Immersion in grade one? 
No. The child would only be considered as from within the school boundary if he/she had a sibling currently enrolled in 
the Partial French Immersion Program. 

How long do students who live within the Boundary of a school offering Partial French Immersion receive 
priority to enroll in the Program beginning in grade one? 
Until Friday, February 11, 2011. 

How is a school designated for offering a Partial French Immersion Program? 
When numbers of students are sufficient and space is available a school may be be considered as a possible site for a 
Partial French Immersion Program. 



When is the decision made as to which schools may offer a Partial French Immersion Program beginning in 
grade one for September? 
The decision is usually made by the end of March. On occasion, this date may be extended. 

May I send my child to any school that offers a Partial French Immersion Program or must they attend the 
nearest school that offers a Partial French Immersion Program? 
A child may attend any school that offers a Partial French Immersion Program provided there is sufficient space and 
the transportation is provided by the parent/guardian. 

Are students from outside the Waterloo Region DSB allowed to register in a Partial French Immersion 
Program? 
Each case is assessed individually depending on the type of French program in which the student was enrolled and the 
level of French written and spoken by the student. This assessment is usually done by the school. If assistance is 
required from another Province or Country to determine the level of French, the Coordinator of Learning Services, JK-
12 may be contacted at 519-570-0003. 

What budget is available to schools offering the Partial French Immersion Program? 
Each school receives an amount of money based on the number of students enrolled in the French Immersion 
component of the program (grades 1 to 6) and the numbers enrolled in the Extended French component of the program 
(grades 7 and 8). 

Is transportation provided for students enrolled in the Partial French Immersion Program? 
Effective September 1999, transportation for students enrolled in the Partial French Immersion Program is the 
responsibility of the parent/guardian. 

 

http://www.wrdsb.ca/programs/french-second-language 

French as a Second Language 



The Waterloo Region District School Board offers second language instruction in Core French and Partial French 
Immersion. Core French begins in grade one and is offered at all schools. Partial French Immersion also begins in 
grade one and is offered only at designated schools. 

Program Expectations 
Expectations are descriptions of what students should know and be able to do at each grade level of either a Core 
French or Partial French Immersion program. Students taking second language instruction develop specific skills in oral 
communication, reading and writing at each grade level. The level of achievement depends significantly on the amount 
of time devoted to learning French. As a result of increased exposure to French instruction, students that complete the 
Partial French Immersion program will achieve a greater level of competency. 

Core French Program 
It is not necessary to apply for Core French as it is part of the regular program offered to students from grades 1 to 9. 
The content is learned through the skills of listening, speaking, reading and writing. Students in the Core French 
program will demonstrate a working understanding of information heard, read and will be able to speak in familiar 
situations. 

At the secondary level, each student must earn one French credit. Usually this is earned in grade nine. In grades 10 to 
12, students may choose an additional academic Core French course each year. 

Partial French Immersion  
This is an alternative program developed in response to the community's request for a more intensive French language 
experience for Waterloo Region students. Students enter this program in grade 1. After following this program through 
to the end of grade 12, most students will be functionally bilingual; however, fluency which is completely equivalent to 
that of a first language is not a realistic aim to be expected from all students in this program. 

• In grades 1 to 6 students receive 150 minutes of instruction daily in the French language. The subjects taught in 
French are French Language, Mathematics, Social Studies and Visual Arts.  

• In grades 7 and 8, students receive 35 percent of their total instruction in French. The subjects taught in French 
are French Language, History and Geography.  



Parents or guardians choosing the Partial French Immersion Program need to complete an application form during the 
child's senior kindergarten year. These application forms are available in January on this website. All registration forms 
for residential school boundary students are processed on a first-come, first-served basis. 

Partial French Immersion is available at the following schools for the 2010-2011 school year: 

Baden PS, Baden Lester B. Pearson PS, Waterloo 

Brigadoon PS, Kitchener MacGregor PS, Waterloo 

Centennial PS, Waterloo Mary Johnston PS, Waterloo 

Clemens Mill PS, Cambridge Millen Woods PS 

Crestview PS, Kitchener 
N.A. MacEachren PS, Waterloo 

Driftwood Park PS, Kitchener 
Sandhills PS, Kitchener 

Elgin Street PS, Cambridge 
Sandowne PS, Waterloo 
                                                                            

Edna Staebler PS, Waterloo 
Sheppard PS, Kitchener   

Elizabeth Ziegler PS, Waterloo 
Southridge PS, Kitchener 

Empire PS, Waterloo 
St. Andrews PS, Kitchener 

Franklin Street PS, Kitchener 
Stanley Park PS, Kitchener 

Hespeler PS, Cambridge 
Suddaby PS, Kitchener 

Highland PS, Cambridge 
Westheights PS, Kitchener 

J.F Carmichael PS, Kitchener 
Westmount PS, Kitchener 



John Mahood PS, Elmira 
Westvale PS, Kitchener 

Keatsway PS, Waterloo 
W.T. Townshend PS, Kitchener 

Laurelwood PS, Waterloo 
Williamsburg PS, Kitchener 

If the program is not offered in the residential boundary school, the required transportation is the responsibility of the 
parent or guardian. 

In secondary school, students have a choice of two programs: 

• Extended French, in which students successfully complete a sequence of four French language courses and a 
minimum of three courses in other subjects taught in French. This is offered at Forest Heights CI, Galt CI, Grand 
River CI, Kitchener-Waterloo C &VS and Waterloo CI.  

• French Immersion in which students successfully complete a sequence of four French Language courses and a 
minimum of six courses in other subjects taught in French. This is offered at Kitchener-Waterloo C & VS and 
Galt CI.  

Benefits of Learning a Second Language 
Second language study is unique in that it naturally integrates the development of academic skills, attitude of openness 
and respect and marketable career skills. Employers value candidates who not only have a second language, but also 
those who have the generic job skills that the study of language develops. 

"Knowledge of a second language is valuable for a number of reasons. Through learning a second language, students 
can strengthen their first language skills and enhance their critical and creative thinking abilities; they also tend to 
become more tolerant and respectful of other cultures. In addition, the ability to communicate in another language 
provides students with a distinct advantage in a number of careers both in Canada and internationally."    
The Ontario Curriculum, grades 9 and 10 French as a Second Language-Core Extended and Immersion French, 1999. 



"Canadian employers want a person who can understand, speak and write in the languages in which business is 
conducted." 
The Conference Board of Canada, 1992 

"When looking for someone to run a computer or oversee a project, they look for Humanities majors because it is they 
who are adept a manipulating systems of thought and verbal patterns." 
Educating Matters: Executive Effectiveness Through Liberal Learning, D. John, 1990 

For More Information 
Call Learning Services at 519-570-0003 Ext. 4277 

 



Report to the Board 
March 27, 2006 

Director of Education 
SUBJECT: Status Report of French Immersion Elementary Enrollment for 2005-2006 and Projected Grade One 

Enrollment for 2006-2007 
 
ORIGINATOR: This report was prepared by Elaine Lewis, Superintendent of Instruction, Deb Duncan Peacock, 
Coordinator, Program and Instruction, Wanda West-Gerber, Consultant, Program and Instruction in consultation with 
Executive Committee. 
 
PURPOSE: 
This report has been prepared to: 
• review the 2005-2006 overall French Immersion enrollment statistics; 
• advise the Board of the number of home school and out-of-area students presently enrolled in French Immersion 
classes; 
• advise the Board of the list of projected grade one French Immersion classes for September 1, 2006; 
• present the results of the February, 2006 French Immersion Kindergarten Survey. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The French Immersion program began in Waterloo Region schools in 1977 in response to an identified need in the 
community. It has been our practice that whenever demand for a grade one program is sufficiently strong, a program is 
considered and begun. Once established, a program will be maintained as long as the need and support 
continue to be demonstrated by parents and students. Consolidation has occasionally been required when class 
enrollment has fallen below eighteen students. The Board is committed to this alternative program and has 
demonstrated this consistency over the last twenty-six years. For the past several years, the grade one French 
Immersion program has represented approximately 13% of the total grade one enrollment. Classes have been 
organized to accommodate the greatest number of students At the November 16, 1998, meeting of the Committee of 
the Whole, the Board approved a motion that a school be designated to begin a French Immersion program where 
numbers are sufficient and space is available, and that a placement be offered to those students on a waiting list. The 
Board indicated that in the event that a program was closed in a school due to lack of enrollment, transportation would 
not be provided for any students enrolled after September 1, 1999. A trustee motion was also approved on December 
20, 1999, permitting siblings of children currently enrolled in a French Immersion program at the junior elementary 
school level, to be accepted as home school students at that school beginning in Junior Kindergarten. Transportation 



would continue to be the responsibility of parents when children attend a school but reside outside of that school’s 
catchment area. 
In the fall of 2004, a process was developed whereby a new immersion site could be established in a demographic 
area that had a high number of interested applicants, but limited access to available grade one spaces. This process 
was used to address the high interest in the Cambridge area and a new site at Grand View P.S. (C) was offered to 
waiting list applicants and other interested Cambridge parents. As the demographics of Waterloo Region continue to 
shift and change, this process will be used to meet the emerging needs and interests of the community. There has also 
been high demand in the community for a more easily accessed, web-based registration process. On January 12, 2006 
a new electronic process was introduced on the Board website. The first day of registration, 602 registrations were 
posted. Supports were put in place to ensure easy access for all parents and data was collected throughout the 
process to track issues and problems. Few issues arose, but the data collected will be used to refine and streamline 
the process in subsequent years. 
 
STATUS: 
At present, there are 3,048 students registered in the elementary French Immersion program (Appendix A). Elementary 
French Immersion classes average 23.6 students. Secondary registration data is also included in Appendix A. As of 
March 2, 2006 a total of 751 pupils requested the grade one French Immersion program for September 2006. To date, 
633 pupils have been accommodated. Appendix B provides an overview of the registration data and Appendix C lists 
the sites selected to offer the grade one French Immersion program in September, 2006- 2007. Students may continue 
to register in the program until October 13, 2006. Appendix C clarifies that John Darling and Grand View (C) have not 
generated enough students to open a grade one class in the fall of 2006. Sheppard and Sandowne have only 22 
students registered but, in order to offer spaces to waiting list applicants, these sites will be offered in the September. 
Sandhills is in its first year as an immersion site and is currently under enrolled for the upcoming school year. Sandhills 
will only be maintained as a grade one site if a minimum of three waiting list families show interest in registering at this 
site. If a minimum enrolment of 20 cannot be achieved by the first week in April, the site will not be offered in 
September, 2006. If 
the class is cancelled, Sandhills’ families who have indicated alternate choices will be accommodated according to their 
application dates. All other French Immersion sites have over 23 applicants and, in most cases, a full enrolment of 26 
grade one students. 
John Mahood, W.T. Townshend and Lester B. Pearson are presently non-immersion sites, but have generated 26 
interested families for the 2006-07 school year. Grade one immersion classes will be opened at these sites in 
September. However, W.T. Townshend and Lester B. Pearson are both very crowded sites and will only be able 



to service families from within their school boundaries. If all sites open there will be 43 open spaces available across 
the District for families interested in transporting their child to a French Immersion site. These spaces will be offered to 
families on waiting lists on a first-come, first-served basis. There are 52 immersion home school and out-of-area 
students on waiting lists. Should these families elect to move their children to an open space in an alternative school 
site, the present waiting list could be reduced to 9 students. However, new families can continue to register until 
October 13, 2006. At the November 16, 1998, meeting of the Committee of the Whole, trustees requested that a 
French Immersion survey be conducted to measure the interest of future kindergarten parents in the program. During 
Kindergarten registration in February 2006, the survey was conducted. The data generated continues to indicate a 
strong interest for home school French Immersion programs. The interest decreased if the program were to be offered 
at a location other than home school without transportation. Appendix D summarizes the data collected from the 
Kindergarten French Immersion Interest Survey. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS: 
A memorandum will be sent to the affected schools who will, in turn, communicate the information to the French 
Immersion registrants on their school list. Central office staff will facilitate communication between waiting list 
registrants and the approved schools. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
No financial implications. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
No recommendation. For information only. 
 
Appendix B 
Overview of French Immersion Registration Data March 2, 2006 
Total Number of Registrants        751 
Home School Registrants Placed in Classes      546 
Out-of-Boundary Registrants Placed in Classes     87 
Total Number of Registrants Placed in Classes     633 
Immersion Home School Registrants on Waiting Lists    9 
Out-of-Boundary Registrants on Waiting Lists     43 
Registrants Requesting Non-Immersion School Sites Only   66 
Registrants Not Accommodated by March 2, 2006    118 



Spaces available for waiting list students willing to transport to an 
alternate site.         43 



APPENDIX A 
WATERLOO REGION DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD FRENCH IMMERSION ENROLMENT FOR OCTOBER 31, 2005 
 

SCHOOL Gr. 1 Gr. 2 Gr. 2/3 Gr. 3 Gr. 3/4 Gr. 4 Gr. 4/5 Gr. 5 Gr. 5/6 Gr. 6 Gr. 7 Gr. 7/8 Gr. 8 TOTAL 

Baden   20                  20 

Centennial                56   61 117 
Clemens Mill  26 26   25   23   33   27 27   27 214 
Crestview  27 22   23   18    14 13      117 
Driftwood  26 28   24   19   18        115 
Empire  26 26   42   26 9 14  19 6 26     194 
Franklin  50 25   42   25   24 10 16      192 
Hespeler  26 24   22    10 12    17  15 4  130 
Highland  52 46   31 16 12 27   30        214 
John Darling   20      20           40 
Keatsway  45 44   24    19 9  14 15      170 
Laurelwood  25 27   24   19           95 
MacGregor                65   54 119 
Mary Johnston  48 25   44   26   49   46     238 
N.A. MacEachern  27 23   21    16 10  10 18      125 
Sandhills  25                  25 
Sandowne  25 24   23    22 6  15 14      129 
Sheppard  26 16   18         14     74 
Southridge  23 23   22   21   16   16     121 
St. Andrew's               32 24   27 83 
Stanley Park                43   43 86 
Suddaby  26 20   20   24    4 18      112 
Westheights               17 41   37 95 
Westmount  26 19    18 6  11 9  8 12      109 
Westvale  25 24   20 10 12     15 8      114 

TOTAL  574 462   425 44 30 270 65 54 191 94 106 209 256 15 4 249 3048 

TOTAL ENROLMENT ELEMENTARY: 3, 048 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
WATERLOO REGION DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD EXTENDED FRENCH / IMMERSION ENROLMENT FOR OCTOBER 31, 
2005 SECONDARY 
 
SCHOOL    PROGRAM    Gr. 9   Gr. 10  Gr. 11  FEF / FIF  TOTAL 
Forest Heights C.I.   Extended    14   13   21     48 
Grand River C.I.  Extended    35   31   18   13   97 
Kitchener-Waterloo C.I.  Extended        1     1 
Kitchener-Waterloo C.I.  Immersion    66   37   47    25  175 
Southwood S.S.   Extended    26   29   18   8   81 
Waterloo C.I.   Extended    27   16   22   10   75 
TOTAL        168   126   127   31  25  477 
 
TOTAL ENROLMENT SECONDARY: 477 
TOTAL ENROLMENT ELEMENTARY: 3,048 
TOTAL ENROLMENT, SECONDARY + ELEMENTARY: 3,525 
 
NOTE: 
• Extended French Immersion students at KCI are integrated into the French Immersion classes. 
• Small classes are combined for instruction. 



Appendix C 
Grade One French Immersion Classes for September, 2006 
When selecting sites for grade one French Immersion classes the 
following procedural guidelines are followed: 

• A minimum of 23 students is required to open a class in any site where space allows. A minimum of 46 students is required 
to open two classes at any given site where space allows. 

• Siblings of students presently enrolled in French Immersion classes are considered home school students upon application 
to the program. 

• When forming class lists, home school students are given preference on a first-come, first-serve basis up to January 31st. 
Thereafter, all registrants are added to the class list on a first-come, first-served basis. 

• Every effort is made to accommodate students with their first-choice site selection. If the first-choice site has already been 
filled by a maximum of 26 students, students are placed at their second-choice site (space allowing). Should no spaces be 
available in the applicant’s selected sites, the applicant is placed on waiting lists at the first or second choice sites. 

• In the past, under-enrolled sites (less than minimum of 23 registrants) have been considered for approval when there have 
been high numbers of waiting list students within the same geographical area in need of accommodation. 

• Sites with a single star* are considered overcrowded sites and require 18 homeschool registrants to open a class. Sites with 
a double star** are non-immersion sites that have a minimum of 23 interested home school registrants. 

 
Tables not included but available upon request. 



Appendix D 
French Immersion Awareness Survey for Junior Kindergarten Parents 2006 

 
Entering Jr. Kindg. In Sept. 2006          1182 
Entering Sr. Kindg. In Sept. 2006          188 
Have you received an information sheet describing the French Immersion program?  752 (yes) 
Do you have other children presently in the French Immersion program?    153 (yes) 
Would you register your child in the French Immersion program if it were offered at your   
home school?            784 (yes)   
Would you register your child in the French Immersion Program if it were offered at a  
different school? Transportation would not be provided.      192 (yes) 

  
 

 



Appendix 5 

 



The Literacy and Numeracy Secretariat
The Capacity Building Series is produced by the Literacy and 
Numeracy Secretariat to support leadership and instructional 
effectiveness in Ontario schools. The series is posted at: 
www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/literacynumeracy/inspire/

Why shared literacy 
instruction?

The same approaches to effective literacy 

instruction apply – regardless of students’

first language or the language of instruction. 

These include:

• a strong oral language component

• scaffolding on prior knowledge and 

experiences

• a focus on higher-order thinking

• critical literacy practices 

Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004

April 2011

ISSN: 1913 8482 (Print)

ISSN: 1913 8490 (Online)

SECRETARIAT

SPECIAL EDITION #19

French Immersion in Ontario 
Two languages ... A shared approach   
The goal of French Immersion is to develop students’ proficiency in French 

while building mastery of English – that is, not to replace a first language 

with an additional one but to develop proficient communication skills in both. 

Researchers suggest that French Immersion programs enjoy success in meeting

this goal because the cognitive and linguistic component skills required for 

learning to read, write, speak, view and represent in a student’s first language

support literacy development in a second. The transfer of skills works both ways.

Students’ developing abilities in French also support their continuing growth 

in English.

Dr. Jim Cummins (OISE) has helped to create an influential body of empirical 

research supporting the notion of knowledge transfer (Cummins, 1998). Studies of

dual language programs in Canada and elsewhere suggest that students’ literacy

skills in a first language provide the schemata for literacy learning (e.g, phonological

and phonemic awareness, thinking/processing skills, comprehension strategies)

which will transfer from a first language to a second and, vice versa, from a second

language to a first. Cummins’ “interdependence hypothesis” not only explains 

why students who are literate in their first language are likely to be advantaged 

in the acquistion of a second, but it also holds implications for those responsible 

for planning and instruction in Ontario schools.

This monograph has been developed to support the work of dual language teaching

teams as they explore effective literacy instruction and implement practices to 

improve not only French Immersion instruction but literacy instruction overall. 

Capacity
Building 

Series
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Some icebreakers for 
collaborative work on dual 
language teaching teams ...  

What can English and French Immersion 

teachers learn from one another about 

successful practices for oral language 

development? 

What can English and French Immersion 

teachers learn from the work of English 

language learners?

How can we build on students’ assets? 

What do students know already and what 

can they already do in their first language?

How can we support students in developing 

the confidence they need to take risks?

How can we support students in understanding

that making mistakes is a normal part of 

developing communication skills? 

As dual language teaching partners, in what

ways can we make make student thinking 

visible in and through both languages?

Working Together to Deepen Collective Understanding 
In French Immersion schools, where English and French Immersion teachers have a

shared responsibility for literacy instruction, collaboration is essential. As a growing

number of district school boards support this collaborative model, French Immersion

educators across Ontario are engaging in teacher inquiry to enhance their understand-

ing of effective literacy instruction and are working in learning teams to share their

experience with English program colleagues. 

By working together, English and French Immersion teachers are able to design 

integrated classroom experiences where the communication skills taught in one

language are supported and reinforced in the other. By co-planning to address the

big ideas in curriculum  (e.g., environmental stewardship), they are ensuring that

students have opportunities to develop and apply the skills required for robust,

higher-order thinking in authentic and engaging contexts in both languages.

Through authentic classroom inquiry, English and French Immersion teaching teams

are working together to gain a deeper  understanding of how the “four roles

model” supports students’ literacy learning. Many have broadened their instruc-

tional repertoire of strategies for engaging students in authentic communication.

Teacher inquiry into how Freebody and Luke’s resource model can foster students’

higher-order thinking has proven, as Ellin Oliver Keene suggests, that “the degree

to which children understand deeply is very dependent on the language we use 

to define, describe and encourage higher levels of understanding” (Keene, 2008, 

p. 15). Teaching teams are exploring how “even subtle changes in language” and

questioning practices are “promoting huge leaps in their [own] thinking” and leading

students to deeper, richer levels of understanding and communication. Through 

inquiry, they are finding that purposefully planned classroom discussion that 

intentionally focuses on the learners’ roles as code users (décodeurs/encodeurs),

meaning makers (créateurs de sens), text users (utilisateurs de texte) and text 

analyzers (analystes de texte) does lead students more deeply into texts and 

encourages them to see themselves as having more involvement in, and indeed

control over, the interpretation of the texts’ messages.

“Literacy in the 21st century involves
not a single skill, but a complex 
interaction of skills and resources
that the literate learner draws upon
to make meaning from texts of
many types.” (Ontario Ministry of 
Education, 2004)

Based on Freebody and Luke’s “Four Resources Model” (1990). Adapated from Ontario Ministry of Education (2004, p. 9) on the basis of the
work of the Collaborative Inquiry in Literacy (2008–09 and 2009–10).

Evolving View: Four Roles of the Literate Learner

Meaning Maker

Uses prior knowledge and personal and/or world experiences 
to construct and communicate meaning when reading, writing,
speaking, listening, viewing and representing. The literate
learner is a ”text participant,” forming and communicating
his/her own interpretation in light of his/her own knowledge
and point of view.

Code User

Recognizes and uses the features and structures of written, 
visual and multi-modal texts, including the alphabet, sounds 
in words, phonemic awareness, phonics, spelling, conventions,
sentence structure, text organization and graphics, as well as
other visual and non-visual cues to break the “code” of texts.

Text User

Understands that purpose and audience help to determine 
the way text is constructed: form, format, medium, structure,
tone, the degree of formality and sequence of components. 
The literate learner uses this knowledge and a variety of 
thinking processes to read, listen and view, as well as 
to write, speak and represent ideas.

Text Analyzer

Understands that texts are not neutral; that they represent 
particular views, beliefs, values and perspectives to serve 
different interests; that other views and perspectives may 
be missing; that the design and messages of texts can be 
interpreted, critiqued, challenged and alternatives considered.
The literate learner decides what to think now, considers 
possibilities and when to take action.

The Literate Learner
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As students engage in relevant, authentic and purposeful higher-order thinking tasks,

effective communication, regardless of the language of instruction, becomes the goal

in addition to language-acquisition.

Planning with Purpose, Precision and Intentionality 
Recognizing the underlying set of literacy skills that are common to both English and

French language teaching and learning is a critical starting point for school-based

planning in French Immersion. When dual-language teaching teams meet to engage

in co-planning and curriculum mapping, they are able to focus on these common

components. Close communication allows teaching partners to plan how they can 

reinforce and consolidate literacy concepts taught in one another’s classes. When 

robust thinking is fostered, modelled and explicitly taught in both English and French

through carefully mapped instruction, students learn that thinking processes such as

inferring, synthesizing, evaluating and summarizing span all languages. By co-designing

programs which allow their students, in both English and French, to develop as active,

critical, responsible and creative communicators, teachers provide a firm foundation

from which their students “… learn to live with respect and intellectual vigour in a

multicultural world,” building the “higher-order thinking and critical-literacy skills 

they need for responsible citizenship and lifelong learning in the 21st century” 

(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004, p. 6).

The sample planning template, reproduced below, was developed by a junior-division

French Immersion PLC; the template identifies some of the shared literacy components

of the English and French Language Arts program. Curriculum-mapping, in this school,

reflects the thoughtful co-planning and shared responsibility of all of the junior division

teachers and is not intended to imply a division of tasks. All teachers assume respon-

sibility for instruction of these components. What strengthens the delivery of the 

program is the collaborative support each teacher receives in the “open-to-learning”

professional conversations they have in designing their instruction. 

Checklist for a Communicative 
Approach ... 

• emphasize performance within 

language rather than knowledge 

about language

• provide students with authentic 

language experiences

• create an environment that emphasizes

comprehension (both receptive and 

expressive abilities) 

• encourage and celebrate risk taking

• acknowledge that culture and language

are interconnected and interdependent

Principals of French Immersion schools in which this collaborative teaching model has

been adopted agree that pre-planning by teaching partners has significantly allevi-

ated the pressures of accommodating a dual-language literacy program in the instruc-

tional day. English and French language arts programs are not seen as separate

entities; rather, teachers in both programs see their instruction as part of a larger,

connected literacy block.

One Sample Planning Template

English
Literacy
Teaching/Learning

Comprehension Strategies
visualization
questioning

making inferences
making connections

determining important ideas
synthesizing

fix-up strategies

Text Forms
report

procedure
persuasive

recount
narrative

Writing Traits
ideas

organization
word choice

voice
sentence fluency

Purpose + Audience = Form

Thinking Skills
higher-order thinking

critical thinking
critical literacy
metacognition

Text Features
headings/sub-headings

italics/bold print
font size

illustrations/charts/tablesSyntax

Vocabulary

Conventions

French
Literacy
Teaching/Learning

Syntax

Vocabulary

Conventions

The concepts included in the
template are not exhaustive.
Subsequent PLC sessions 
included other aspects of the
broader repertoire of knowl-
edge and skills required for 
effective literacy teaching 
and learning.



A Collaborative Approach to Support Student Learning 
Principals in French Immersion schools are beginning to set time aside for French/English

teaching partners to meet by division and engage in authentic classroom-based

teacher inquiry. These divisional teams include teachers, literacy leaders and central

support staff, both inside and outside of their program. Together, they question current

practices, examine new approaches and consider how to assess their students’ 

(and their own) questioning, discussion and thinking strategies. 

Some questions to guide those supporting collaborative professional learning in

French Immersion schools are suggested below: 

What would be the impact on student learning of ... 

• supporting collaborative planning by teachers of both language programs to

cluster and target expectations across strands, clarify learning goals and success

criteria and plan for integrated literacy learning?

• collaboratively planning for the intentional teaching of metacognitive strategies

linked to feedback, learning goals and success criteria in order to help students

gain independence as literate learners in both languages?

• providing English/French teacher teams with opportunities to build the instructional

capacity required to co-teach in a literacy-rich dual-language program, by 

connecting the content areas to ground language and literacy learning in 

meaningful, authentic contexts?

• selecting a variety of connected texts in both languages with multiple perspectives

and cultural awareness to support students in developing universal literacy skills,

such as critical analysis?

• providing the necessary framework for French Immersion teacher teams to map

their instruction in a way that avoids unnecessary duplication of instruction and

allows students opportunities to reinforce, consolidate and transfer learned skills

across languages?

4
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DSB Number 8 

Board ID  B56014 

 
 
Facility Information 

Facility Name Bedford PS
Facility Type Elementary
Status Open
Grades Served 
From Kindergarten
To 6
Language of Instruction English/French
BSID Number 039306
Board Facility Number 104
Street Address 59 Bedford Dr
City/Town Stratford
Postal Code N5A 5J7
Ownership Status Exclusive Ownership
Size Of Facility 3436 m2

Size of Site 2.49 hectares
Use of Facility Elementary Programs

 
Facility Age 

Description Date Built Size (m2) Basement Levels  
Original 1966 1264 no 1  
Addition 1986 1754 no 1  
Addition 2007 418 no 1  
      

 
Note: Two expansions with little extension of secondary space therefore 
underserviced in certain areas (for example gym, library, computer lab).
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE 
 

1.  VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
 

1.1 Physical Space to Support Student Learning 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 19 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

N 

Does the school have:  
a library? Shared with computers Y 
a gymnasium?  Y 
change rooms? Used for storage N 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? N 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? N 
a special education room? Office mainly – some student use Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? (hooks in corridors) Y 
a book room? N 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Part of gym Y 
a computer lab? Computers are in library N 
a family studies room? N 
an auditorium? (gym) N 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? Inadequate Y 
staff/visitor/student parking? No visitor parking, street only, 
parking lot inadequate 

Y 

student drop-off and pick-up areas? No designated area, 
congestion an issue in morning and afternoon 

N 

a bus loading zone? Y 
property to accommodate development or additions? See note ** Y? 
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 
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Additional Comments:  
Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example gymnasium used for gym, 
auditorium, and theatre arts.  
** Do not consider this a valid assessment as the student population is too 
large to allow for a single multiple use space as described. 
Any expansion of the building would put too much pressure on the 
surrounding neighbourhood in terms of traffic which is already incredibly 
congested. A second gym/auditorium would be a much needed addition for 
the existing population so expansion would require increased secondary 
space as well. 

 
 
1.2 School Grounds for Healthy Physical Activity and Extracurricular Activities 
 

Does the school have adequate: 
hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Not even close, only space for half 
the current population 

N 

a soccer field? Y 
a football field? N 
a baseball field? Y 
a track? N 
a basketball court? (nets only) Y 
a play structure? Y 
a shaded area? Y 
a green space? Y 

Other 
Does the school have access to nearby recreational facilities? 
Please list: Rotary Complex, River Park System 
 

Y 

Has the school participated in an environmental project (nature areas, 
courtyards, etc?) Aboriginal Grant, Evergreen grant for trees and rocks 
 

Y 

Describe the conditions of school grounds: Good to Excellent 
 

 
Additional Comments: There is a parent volunteer group that has helped with a 
garden area. 
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1.3 Range of Courses or Program Offerings 
 

Does each class have access to the gym for daily physical activity? N 
Does the school have a designated teacher for: 

music? Y 
physical education?  N 
computers? N 
library? TRA N  
French? Y 
resource? Y 
literacy resource? N 
early reading intervention? N 

Does the school have triple grades?  N 
Does the school offer: 

guidance and career education programs? N 
full time librarian? N 
specialty programs? (French immersion) Y 

How many parent/family/community volunteers does the school have? 200 
Approximate number of hours per week for volunteers? 30 
Does the school offer after school remedial programs on site?  Y 
Does the school have access to these programs in nearby facilities? N 
Additional Comments: 
Very high percentage combined grades including cross divisional 3/4s. 
Gender disparity driven by program. 
Combined grades often have grade disparity (i.e. few of one grade in a split).
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

87% 67% 71% 72% 76% 72% 85% 83% 89%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

88% 90% 84% 88% 77% 68% 88% 79% 81%



 

ARC School Information Profile – Bedford PS – Feb. 10/12 Page 5 

 
1.4 Range of Extracurricular Activities 
 

Is this school a designated Best Start hub?  N
Are child care services available before school? Y
Are child care services available after school? Y
Are child care services available during the school day?  N
Does the school offer opportunities for a variety of extra and co-curricular activities in: 

athletics? Y
arts? Y
clubs? Y
leadership? Y
citizenship projects? Y
other? Y

List boys’ intramural sports 
List girls’ intramural sports:  
List co-ed intramural sports: Basket Ball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey, Dance 
 
List boys’ interschool sports:  
List girls’ interschool sports:  
List co-ed interschool sports: Basket Ball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey, Dance 
 
List non-athletic school clubs: Chess, Crafts, Fairy Club, Choir and Singing Clubs, 
Newspaper, Spirit , Rock band, Operetta, Glee 
Additional Comments: Not all activities listed may take place every school year 
dependant on participation and staff availability.   
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1.5 School Accessibility for Individuals with Disabilities 
 

Is the school accessible for individuals with disabilities?  Y 
Does the school have: 

accessible washrooms? Y 
elevator(s)?  N 
if no elevator(s) is it one level?  Y 
approved ramps/lifts? (none required) N 
automated doors? Y 
accessible playgrounds (not including equipment) Y 
dedicated handicapped parking spaces? Y 
appropriate signage? Y 

Is the entrance to the school barrier-free? Y 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
1.6 Security 
 

Is the schools layout conducive to security – inside and outside? N 
Is the schools entrance visible from the school office? Y 
Additional Comments: Corridor site lines are poor. 
 
 
 
1.7 Proximity of the School to Students/Length of Bus Ride to School 
 

 In 
boundary 

Out of 
boundary

What percentage of students walk to school? 48.49% 2.21% 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school 
district? 

n/a 12.68% 

What is the average bus ride duration for students? 10 
minutes 

13 
minutes 

What is the longest bus ride duration for students? 61 
minutes 

72 
minutes 

Additional Comments: 
 



 

ARC School Information Profile – Bedford PS – Feb. 10/12 Page 7 

 
1.8 Supports 
 

Does the school have: 
a full-time principal?  Y 
a vice-principal? (0.45) N 
a full-time secretary? Y 
a full-time elementary TRA? Y 
(number of TRAs) 1 
a full-time special education teacher? Y 
(number of special education teachers) 1.75 
a full-time custodial staff?  Y 

Additional Comments:  
 
 
 
 
1.9 Fundraising 
 

Funds raised over the past 3 years (details) 
$348,684.39 
 
 
Corporate donations over the past 3 years (details) 
$2,972.88 (External Charities) 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
1.10 Summary 
 

Why do students choose this school?    
Aside from the program offered at the coterminous board Bedford PS offers the 
only French Immersion program in the immediate area.  
Walking distance to school for most students. Safe neighbourhood. Access to 
Avon River parkland. Reputation of the school aside from FI is that is a good 
school. 
Large and active parent volunteer base. 
What is the value of the school to the student?    
Won majority of the sports team awards, and chess tournament. 
Fully accessible school. Diverse student population that allows for expanded 
socialization and improved tolerance. 
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2.  VALUE TO THE SCHOOL BOARD 
 

2.1 Specific Space/Facility Features 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 20 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

N 

Does the school have:  
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? Y 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? N 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? N 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? Y 
a book room? N 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? N 
a family studies room? Y 
an auditorium? N 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? Y 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? Y 
property to accommodate development or additions? Y 
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments:  
Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example gymnasium used for gym, 
auditorium, and theatre arts. Do not consider this to be a valid assessment 
as the student population is too large to allow for a single multiple use 
space as described. 
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2.2 Program Issues 
 

Are there programs at the school that cannot be replicated elsewhere? No 
Does the school generate sufficient funds to sustain itself without drawing 
resources from other schools? 

Y 

 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

87% 67% 71% 72% 76% 72% 85% 83% 89%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

88% 90% 84% 88% 77% 68% 88% 79% 81%
 
IEP and IPRC Students 10‐11 

 

Grade 3  Grade 6 
IEP  IPRC  IEP  IPRC 

Bedford PS 0  0  2  4 

Note: •IEP - Individual Education Plan 

•IPRC - Identification and Placement Review Committee 
•The numbers represented in the table indicates the total number 
of students identified during the school year 2010-11 and may not 
indicate the student numbers identified coinciding with EQAO 
testing. 
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2.3 Condition and Costs of Operation 
 

What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (ADE, FTE 10/11)? 96.5% 
What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (Students 10/11)? 106.9% 
What is the Facility Condition Index (FCI) rating of the school? (FCI at the end 
of 10 years with no investment) 

38.00% 

What is the replacement cost? $7,478,5
80 

What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in next 5 years? $2,093,2
01 

What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in the next 10 years? $2,841,6
27 

School administration – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:   

N 

School operations – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:   

N 

Does the school have adequate hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? N 

Does the school have adequate playing field(s) e.g. soccer? Y 

Does the school have adequate available open green space? Y 

Does the school have sufficient parking? N 

Are there safety issues related to the facility or site? (see note) TRAFFIC! Y 

Student transportation – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Value:   

N 

What is the accessibility rating? 
 

good 

Additional Comments:  
Corridor site lines are poor. 
Traffic around the school is a serious safety concern for parents with children 
who walk or bike to school. An issue for neighbourhood residents as well. 
 
 
 
2.4 Location of School/Transportation Issues 
 

What percentage of students are bused to school?  49.30% 
What is the longest bus ride to school for any student? 72 
What is the duration of the average bus ride? 12 
Is the school the only school within the immediate community? No 
Additional Comments: 
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2.5 Availability of Space in nearby schools 
 
School Location Available pupil 

places (ADE 
students 10/11) 

Anne Hathaway PS 77 Bruce St., Stratford 108 
Avon PS (king Lear) 31 Huntingdon St., Stratford 109 
Bedford PS 59 Bedford Dr., Stratford 30 over capacity  
Hamlet PS 315 West Gore St., Stratford 36 
Romeo PS 49 Rebecca St., Stratford 96 
Shakespeare PS 35 Mowat St., Stratford 66 
Additional comments:  
Available pupil places = OTG – ADE Students 2010/11 
As per the original comment the available space was calculated using ADE 
Students not ADE Full Time Equivalent (FTE) as indicated in Appendix C of the 
Board Report. Also the Board Report Appendix C indicates unofficial numbers for 
10-11 as they were unavailable at the time of its preparation. 
 
 
2.6 Other Issues 
 

Does the school have partnerships that might be lost if school is closed? N 
Have students (grades) been relocated by past accommodation? Y 
What are the alternate schools that 
students/parents could select to attend i.e. 
Private or other? 

Avon Maitland and Huron Perth 
Schools, Stratford Montessori, 
Stratford Middle Years School, 
Stratford and District Christian School 

Additional Comments: Falstaff School moved to Bedford PS early 2000’s. 
 
 
 
2.7 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school to the school board if it is the only school within the 
community?  
Bedford PS has an excellent reputation in Stratford and area and draws students 
to the Avon Maitland DSB.  
Geographical location: Bedford is the only school in the North East area of 
Stratford. It is the only school in Stratford within reasonable walking distance for 
a large geographical area. Students from this neighbourhood walking to any 
other school would have to cross Ontario, Huron, Mornington, etc. 

 
What is the value of the school to the school board if it is not the only school within the 
community? This is the only French Immersion program in Avon Maitland DSB and 
it draws students to the board. Good location in the community it serves. 
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3.  VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
 

Is this the only school in the township? N 
Is this the only school in the municipality? N 
 
3.1 Community Use After Hours 
 

List the community groups which use the school/school grounds and the number of hours 
used for the school year:  (i.e. sports, recreation, non-profit, youth, adult, etc.) average # of 
hours per week: 11.75 
School: Hockey Practice, Fencing, Soccer, Softball, French Course 
 
 

11.75 

School grounds:  
 
 

 

Is this the only facility in the vicinity that could be used by community groups for indoor 
activities?  
N 
Is this the only playing field in the vicinity that could be used by community groups? 

  N 
What other facilities/playing fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 

 Rotary Complex and neighbourhood parks 
Additional Comments: 
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3.2  Offerings at the School that Serve both Students and Community Members 

During School Time 
 

Is this school: 
an on-site daycare N 
an early years centre N 
a designated Best Start hub N 
a site that offers before and after school care program Y 

To what extent does the community benefit from interaction through volunteer support 
for school programs? Provide details (i.e. Length of time spent, services offered) 
N/A 

 
Additional Comments: 

 

 
 
3.3 School as Partner in Other Initiatives in the Community 
 

Is the school a partner in other initiatives within the community? 
(i.e. community service, social services, OYAP, community policing): 
List:  
 
 

N

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five years completed in 
partnership with the community:  
 
 
Does the school host programs for the community (i.e. adult learning)?  
Provide details: Canadian Parents for French 
 
 

Y

Additional Comments: 
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3.4 Contributions to the Community 
 

Does the facility have historic value in the broader community? Provide 

details: 

Students have parents that attended Bedford. 
Justin Bieber attended Bedford (tongue in cheek!) 

 

Y 

Is this the only green space in the vicinity that could be used by community 

groups? 

N 

Additional Comments: 

 
 

 
 
3.5 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school if it is the only school within the community? 
Bedford is the only school in the North East area of Stratford. It is the only 
school in Stratford within reasonable walking distance for a large geographical 
area. Students from this neighbourhood walking to any other school would have 
to cross Ontario, Huron, Mornington, etc. 
The community uses the school space for various recreational activities for 
approximately 12 hours a week. 
 

 
4. VALUE TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY 
 

4.1 Community 
 

Is the school the only school in the community? See 3.5 above N 
Comment on the role of attracting and retaining families in the community.  
Families seek housing in the Bedford PS area to give their children access 
to Bedford PS. 
 
Comment on the impact of the school on real estate values.  
Bedford PS has a positive effect on real estate values in the immediate 
area. 
 
Comment on the potential future uses for the building/aesthetic if the school 
closed.  
As with most school buildings it may be feasible to use the site as 
apartments, retirement residence, or youth center. 
 
How may the school be an asset to local housing development? 
There is some development in the eastern section of the Bedford PS 
boundary. Bedford is likely to attract families to this new housing area. 
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4.2 Dollars 
 

Is the school a significant employer in the area affected by the review? 
(employees as a percentage of local employees in the area) 

Y 

What percentage of staff at the school reside in the area affected by the 
review? 

90% 

 
4.3 Education 
 

Does the school provide co-op education opportunities for students 
(secondary and post secondary)? 

Y 

Number of students participating in co-op education opportunities? 3 opportunities 
Number of training opportunities for local employers/employees in the 
school (during school day/after school day). 

N 

Is the school involved in other partnership arrangements with local 
employers? List the employers and the arrangements.  
 
 

N 

 
4.4 Business 
 

To what extent does the school support local businesses? 
Festival City Dairy provides milk for milk program. 
Local grocery stores provide food for snack program. 
Screaming Avocado provides Wednesday special lunches and the yearly Good 
Food Basket fundraiser. 
Pizza Day uses local pizzeria. 
Electives Day (Art Gallery, Stratford Golf and Country Club, Museum, Bowling 
Alley Clay Cafe etc) 
Parents may increase their shopping at Zehrs because of the Zehr’s tapes 
program 
 
To what extent do students support local businesses (e.g. as customers, as 
employees)?  
 
Economic spin-offs. 
 
Other value to the local economy. 
 
 
How does the school factor into plans for community growth/development, further 
commercial/industrial growth, reduction in commercial/industrial growth? 
 
Future economic impact on the community of school closure? 
There may be some impact on real estate values in the immediate area. 
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Notes: 
 
If Bedford were to close completely, or even to become a stand-alone French 
Immersion school, it would require a large population of students being bussed 
out of the neighbourhood as there aren’t any schools within a reasonable walking 
distance. This would have a serious impact on the value of the school to the 
community. With a movement to healthier lifestyles and active transportation 
families need the option to walk or bike to school.  
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DSB Number 8 

Board ID  B56014 

 
 
Facility Information 

Facility Name Hamlet PS
Facility Type Elementary
Status Open
Grades Served 
From Kindergarten
To 6
Language of Instruction English
BSID Number 242527
Board Facility Number 117
Street Address 315 West Gore St
City/Town Stratford
Postal Code N5A 7N4
Ownership Status Exclusive Ownership
Size Of Facility 2803 m2

Size of Site 2.34 Hectares
Use of Facility Elementary Programs

 
Facility Age 

Description Date Built Size (m2) Basement Levels  
Original 1986 2803 n/a 2  
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE 
 

1.  VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
 

1.1 Physical Space to Support Student Learning 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 12 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

Y 

Does the school have: Y 
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? Y 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? Y 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? Y 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? (hooks in hall) Y 
a book room? Y 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? Y 
a family studies room? N 
an auditorium? Y 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? Y 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? Y 
property to accommodate development or additions?  
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments: Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example 
gymnasium used for gym, auditorium, and theatre arts. 
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1.2 School Grounds for Healthy Physical Activity and Extracurricular Activities 
 

Does the school have adequate: 
hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Y 
a soccer field? Y 
a football field? Y 
a baseball field? Y 
a track? N 
a basketball court? (nets only) Y 
a play structure? Y 
a shaded area? Y 
a green space? Y 

Other 
Does the school have access to nearby recreational facilities? 
Please list: Lion’s Pool, YMCA Swim to Survive, Badminton Club, 
Curling Club 

Y 

Has the school participated in an environmental project (nature areas, 
courtyards, etc.)? NWSS Garden Project, Tree Planting, Helping with City 
of Stratford Gardens. 

Y 

Describe the conditions of school grounds:  Good to Excellent 
 
 

Additional Comments: 
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1.3 Range of Courses or Program Offerings 
 

Does each class have access to the gym for daily physical activity? Y 
Does the school have a designated teacher for: 

music? Y 
physical education?  N 
computers? N 
library? N 
French? Y 
resource? Y 
literacy resource? N 
early reading intervention? N 

Does the school have triple grades? N 
Does the school offer: 

guidance and career education programs? N 
full time librarian? N 
specialty programs? N 

How many parent/family/community volunteers does the school have? 35 
Approximate number of hours per week for volunteers? 40 
Does the school offer after school remedial programs on site? Y 
Does the school have access to these programs in nearby facilities? N 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

62% 36% 55% 69% 39% 61% 66% 61% 68%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

89% 52% 56% 75% 52% 44% 67% 58% 30%
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1.4 Range of Extracurricular Activities 
 

Is this school a designated Best Start hub? N
Are child care services available before school? Y
Are child care services available after school? Y
Are child care services available during the school day? N
Does the school offer opportunities for a variety of extra and co-curricular activities in: 

athletics? Y
arts? Y
clubs? Y
leadership? Y
citizenship projects? Y
other? Y

List boys’ intramural sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey, Kick Ball 
 
 
 
List girls’ intramural sports:  
List co-ed intramural sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey, Kick Ball 
 
 
 
List boys’ interschool sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey, Kick Ball 
 
 
List girls’ interschool sports:  Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
 
List co-ed interschool sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
 
List non-athletic school clubs: Band, Dance, Lego, Me to We, Chess, YAW (Young 
active Healthy), Knitting 
 
 
Additional Comments: Not all activities listed may take place every school year 
dependant on participation and staff availability.   
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1.5 School Accessibility for Individuals with Disabilities 
 

Is the school accessible for individuals with disabilities? (first floor only) Y 
Does the school have: 

accessible washrooms? Y 
elevator(s)?  N 
if no elevator(s) is it one level? (7 rooms on 2nd floor not accessible) N 
approved ramps/lifts? Y 
automated doors? Y 
accessible playgrounds Y 
dedicated handicapped parking spaces? Y 
appropriate signage? Y 

Is the entrance to the school barrier-free? Y 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
1.6 Security 
 

Is the schools layout conducive to security – inside and outside? Y 
Is the schools entrance visible from the school office? Y 
Additional Comments: Good site lines on the yard and in the school. 
 
 
 
 
1.7 Proximity of the School to Students/Length of Bus Ride to School 
 

 In 
boundary 

Out of 
boundary

What percentage of students walk to school? 66% n/a 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school 
district? 

0% n/a 

What is the average bus ride duration for students? 8min n/a 
What is the longest bus ride duration for students? 10min n/a 
Additional Comments: Percentage of out of bounds students that walk is unknown. 
Border crossing students/families are responsible for own transportation. 
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1.8 Supports 
 

Does the school have: 
a full-time principal? (0.8) Y 
a vice-principal?  N 
a full-time secretary? Y 
a full-time elementary TRA? (0.5) N 
(number of TRAs) 1 
a full-time special education teacher? (0.5) N 
(number of special education teachers) 1 
full-time custodial staff?  Y 

Additional Comments:  
 
 
 
 
1.9 Fundraising 
 

Funds raised over the past 3 years (details) 
$202,735.87 
 
Corporate donations over the past 3 years (details) 
$3,745.52 (External Charities) 
 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
1.10 Summary 
 

Why do students choose this school? Dedicated staff many with a long history in the 
immediate community. Staff at Hamlet PS has a reputation for taking care of the 
whole child. 

 
 

What is the value of the school to the student?  Students feel safe and welcome at 
Hamlet PS. Hamlet PS Staff nurtures all students academically, artistically, and 
athletically. 
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2.  VALUE TO THE SCHOOL BOARD 
 

2.1 Specific Space/Facility Features 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 13 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

Y 

Does the school have: Y 
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? Y 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? Y 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? Y 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? Y 
a book room? Y 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? Y 
a family studies room? N 
an auditorium? Y 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? Y 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? Y 
property to accommodate development or additions?  
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments: Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example 
gymnasium used for gym, auditorium, and theatre arts. 
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2.2 Program Issues 
 

Are there programs at the school that cannot be replicated elsewhere? N 
Does the school generate sufficient funds to sustain itself without drawing 
resources from other schools? 

Y 

 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

62% 36% 55% 69% 39% 61% 66% 61% 68%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

89% 52% 56% 75% 52% 44% 67% 58% 30%
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2.3 Condition and Costs of Operation 
 

What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (ADE, FTE 10/11)? 77.3% 
What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (ADE, FTE 10/11)? 86.8% 
What is the Facility Condition Index (FCI) rating of the school? 40.45% 
What is the replacement cost? $4,704,270 
What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in next 5 years? $1,454,537 
What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in the next 10 years? $1,902,767 
School administration – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:  $11,698 – 09/10 results – Does not include staff replacement 
expenses, professional development or travel expenses. 

Y 

School operations – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:  ($22,803) – 09/10  results 

N 

Does the school have adequate hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Y 

Does the school have adequate playing field(s) e.g. soccer? Y 

Does the school have adequate available open green space? Y 

Does the school have sufficient parking? Y 

Are there safety issues related to the facility or site? N 

Student transportation – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Value:  Transportation is never fully funded.  This is due to 90% funding of transportation the 
following year by the MOE. 

see note 

What is the accessibility rating? (first floor only) 
 

good 

Additional Comments: 
 
 

 
 
2.4 Location of School/Transportation Issues 
 

What percentage of students are bused to school?  6.42% 
What is the longest bus ride to school for any student? 10min 

What is the duration of the average bus ride? 8min 
Is the school the only school within the immediate community? N 
Additional Comments: 
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2.5 Availability of Space in nearby schools 
 
School Location Available pupil 

places (ADE 
students 10/11) 

Anne Hathaway PS 77 Bruce St., Stratford 108 
Avon PS (king Lear) 31 Huntingdon St., Stratford 109 
Bedford PS 59 Bedford Dr., Stratford 30 over capacity  
Hamlet PS 315 West Gore St., Stratford 36 
Romeo PS 49 Rebecca St., Stratford 96 
Shakespeare PS 35 Mowat St., Stratford 66 
Additional comments: Available pupil places = OTG – ADE Students 2010/11 
 
 
 
 
2.6 Other Issues 
 

Does the school have partnerships that might be lost if school is closed? Y 
Have students (grades) been relocated by past accommodation? Y 
What are the alternate schools that 
students/parents could select to attend i.e. 
Private or other? 

Avon Maitland and Huron Perth 
Schools, Christian Reform School, as 
well Stratford Montessori 

Additional Comments: Students interact with residence of the nursing home across 
the street. Hamlet is also piloting Roots of Empathy in every class beyond 
Kindergarten.  
 
 
 
 
2.7 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school to the school board if it is the only school within the 
community? Hamlet has an excellent reputation in the community and it draws 
students and staff to Avon Maitland DSB. 

 
What is the value of the school to the school board if it is not the only school within the 
community? One of the newer schools in the board relatively speaking. Hamlet PS 
has a reputation of inclusivity and nurturing of all students and is a good 
representative of Board goals and objectives.   
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3.  VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
 

Is this the only school in the township? N 
Is this the only school in the municipality? N 
 
3.1 Community Use After Hours 
 

List the community groups which use the school/school grounds and the number of hours 
used for the school year:  (i.e. sports, recreation, non-profit, youth, adult, etc.) average # of 
hours per week: 21.25 
School: Volleyball, Badminton, Basketball, Fencing, Scouts Canada, Mad 
Science, Softball, Soccer 
 
 

19.75 

School grounds: Baseball 
 
 

 
1.5 

 
Is this the only facility in the vicinity that could be used by community groups for indoor 
activities? No 
 
 
Is this the only playing field in the vicinity that could be used by community groups? 
 
 
What other facilities/playing fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
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3.2  Offerings at the School that Serve both Students and Community Members 

During School Time 
 

Is this school: 
an on-site daycare N 
an early years centre N 
a designated Best Start hub N 
a site that offers before and after school care program Y 

To what extent does the community benefit from interaction through volunteer support 
for school programs? Provide details (i.e. Length of time spent, services offered) 
Help provide meals to local shelter through family donations of food and 
volunteer time. Approximately 3 visits per year to the rest home across from the 
school for healthy interaction for residence and character building of students. 

 
Additional Comments: Sponsors of World Vision Africa, Sleeping Children Around 
the World, and Roots of Empathy. 
 

 

 
 
3.3 School as Partner in Other Initiatives in the Community 
 

Is the school a partner in other initiatives within the community? 
(i.e. community service, social services, OYAP, community policing): 
List: Healthy Schools, CAS, YMCA Strong Kids, Police Liaison, Big 
Brothers and Sisters 
 
 

 

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five years completed in 
partnership with the community: Through community partnerships school has 
gained a Smart Board and auditorium sound system. 
 
 
Does the school host programs for the community (i.e. adult learning)?  
Provide details: Parent Resource Library in the school and involvement 
with the Festival of the Arts. 
 
 
Additional Comments: Tetra Pack recycling and fundraising to support school and 
community initiatives.  
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3.4 Contributions to the Community 
 

Does the facility have historic value in the broader community? Provide 

details: As well as students having parents and grandparents that 
attended the current and former Hamlet PS there are teachers that 
have been educated as students and have educated others through to 
retirement at Hamlet PS. They are also community members. 

Y 

Is this the only green space in the vicinity that could be used by community 

groups? 

 

N 

Additional Comments: 

 
 

 
 
3.5 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school if it is the only school within the community? 
Hamlet is not the only school within the community. 
 

 
 
4. VALUE TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY 
 

4.1 Community 
 

Is the school the only school in the community? N 
Comment on the role of attracting and retaining families in the community.  
Families often seek housing in the immediate community so that their 
children may attend Hamlet P.S.  
 
Comment on the impact of the school on real estate values.  
 There is a strong impact on the Hamlet PS on real estate values. Some use 
the name of the school in real estate listings. “Property in close proximity 
to Hamlet PS…” 
 
Comment on the potential future uses for the building/aesthetic if the school 
closed.  
As with most school buildings it may be feasible to use the site as 
Apartments, Retirement Residence, or Youth Center. 
 
How may the school be an asset to local housing development? 
There are very few building lots in Hamlet PS boundary but there had been 
prior to boundary adjustment. 
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4.2 Dollars 
 

Is the school a significant employer in the area affected by the review? 
(employees as a percentage of local employees in the area) 

Y 

What percentage of staff at the school reside in the area affected by the 
review? 

98% 

 
4.3 Education 
 

Does the school provide co-op education opportunities for students 
(secondary and post secondary)? 

Y 

Number of students participating in co-op education opportunities? 5 opportunities 
Number of training opportunities for local employers/employees in 
the school (during school day/after school day). 

Y 

Is the school involved in other partnership arrangements with local 
employers? List the employers and the arrangements.  
 
 

N 

 
4.4 Business 
 

To what extent does the school support local businesses? 
grocery stores, sports stores (jerseys), other school supplies   
 
To what extent do students support local businesses (e.g. as customers, as 
employees)? Hamlet PS parents are very aware of shopping locally. 
 
 
Economic spin-offs. 
 
 
Other value to the local economy. 
Value for reciprocal partners. 
 
How does the school factor into plans for community growth/development, further 
commercial/industrial growth, reduction in commercial/industrial growth?  
 
There are very few building lots or areas for industrial growth within the 
Hamlet PS boundary but there had been prior to boundary adjustment. 
 
Future economic impact on the community of school closure?  
 
Houses in the Hamlet boundary are considered prime real estate for families 
and closure could impact housing prices. 

Note: 
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DSB Number 8 

Board ID  B56014 

 
 
Facility Information 

Facility Name Romeo PS
Facility Type Elementary
Status Open
Grades Served 
From Kindergarten
To 6
Language of Instruction English
BSID Number 490040
Board Facility Number 133
Street Address 49 Rebecca St
City/Town Stratford
Postal Code N5A 3P2
Ownership Status Exclusive Ownership
Size Of Facility 1926 m2

Size of Site 0.66 hectares
Use of Facility Elementary Programs

 
Facility Age 

Description Date Built Size (m2) Basement Levels  
Original 1965 1703 Mech/Ele Rm. 2  
Addition 2007 223  1  
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE 
 

1.  VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
 

1.1 Physical Space to Support Student Learning 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 10 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

Y 

Does the school have:  
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? N 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? N 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? N 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? (hooks in hall) Y 
a book room? Y 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? Y 
a family studies room? N 
an auditorium? Y 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? Y 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? (100% walkers) N 
property to accommodate development or additions? N 
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments: Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example 
gymnasium used for gym, auditorium, and theatre arts. 
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1.2 School Grounds for Healthy Physical Activity and Extracurricular Activities 
 

Does the school have adequate: 
hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Y 
a soccer field? Y 
a football field? Y 
a baseball field? Y 
a track? N 
a basketball court? Y 
a play structure? Y 
a shaded area? Y 
a green space? Y 

Other 
Does the school have access to nearby recreational facilities? 
Please list: Walking distance to the YMCA and the Arena. 
 

Y 

Has the school participated in an environmental project (nature areas, 
courtyards, etc?)  

Y 

Describe the conditions of school grounds:  
Good condition but is small reflecting the smaller size of the school. 
 

Additional Comments: 
Proximity to theatres, city hall, library 
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1.3 Range of Courses or Program Offerings 
 

Does each class have access to the gym for daily physical activity? Y 
Does the school have a designated teacher for: 

music? N 
physical education?  N 
computers? N 
library? N 
French? Y 
resource? N 
literacy resource? N 
early reading intervention? Y 

Does the school have triple grades? N 
Does the school offer: 

guidance and career education programs? N 
full time librarian?  .5 N 
specialty programs? N 

How many parent/family/community volunteers does the school have? 50 
Approximate number of hours per week for volunteers? 15 
Does the school offer after school remedial programs on site? Y 
Does the school have access to these programs in nearby facilities? N 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

71% 32% 35% 35% 36% 55% 82% 55% 65%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

47% see note 78% 63% see note 78% 47% see note 52%
 
Note: Some EQAO data is not available for public viewing in the case of small 
class sizes and privacy rules that protect students.  
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1.4 Range of Extracurricular Activities 
 

Is this school a designated Best Start hub? N
Are child care services available before school? Y
Are child care services available after school? Y
Are child care services available during the school day? N
Does the school offer opportunities for a variety of extra and co-curricular activities in: 

athletics? Y
arts? Y
clubs? Y
leadership? Y
citizenship projects? Y
other? Y

List boys’ intramural sports: Basket Ball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey, Co-Op Games 
 
List girls’ intramural sports: Basket Ball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey, Co-Op Games 
 
List co-ed intramural sports: 
 
 
List boys’ interschool sports: 
 
 
List girls’ interschool sports: Basket Ball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
List co-ed interschool sports: Basket Ball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
List non-athletic school clubs: Recorder, Drumming, Ukulele, Quilting, Breakfast 
Club 
 
 
Additional Comments: Not all activities listed may take place every school year 
dependant on participation and staff availability.   
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1.5 School Accessibility for Individuals with Disabilities 
 

Is the school accessible for individuals with disabilities?  Y 
Does the school have: 

accessible washrooms? (health room washroom) Y 
elevator(s)?  N 
if no elevator(s) is it one level?  N 
approved ramps/lifts? (stage not accessible) Y 
automated doors? Y 
accessible playgrounds (climbers and some equipment not accessible) Y 
dedicated handicapped parking spaces? Y 
appropriate signage? Y 

Is the entrance to the school barrier-free? Y 
Additional Comments:  
 
 
 
 
1.6 Security 
 

Is the schools layout conducive to security – inside and outside? Y 
Is the schools entrance visible from the school office? Y 
Additional Comments: Good site lines inside and outside. 
 
 
 
 
1.7 Proximity of the School to Students/Length of Bus Ride to School 
 

 In 
boundary 

Out of 
boundary

What percentage of students walk to school? 84% n/a 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school 
district? 

0% n/a 

What is the average bus ride duration for students? 0 n/a 
What is the longest bus ride duration for students? 0 n/a 
Additional Comments: There is one SE bus not included. Percentage of out of 
bounds students that walk is unknown. Border crossing students/families are 
responsible for own transportation. 
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1.8 Supports 
 

Does the school have: 
a full-time principal? (0.8) Y 
a vice-principal? N 
a full-time secretary? Y 
a full-time elementary TRA? N 
(number of TRAs) 0.5 
a full-time special education teacher? N 
(number of special education teachers) 0.5 
full-time custodial staff?  Y 

Additional Comments:  
Section 23 
 
 
 
1.9 Fundraising 
 

Funds raised over the past 3 years (details) 
$194,954.32 
 
Corporate donations over the past 3 years (details) 
$19,855.48 (External Charities) 
 
Additional Comments:  
 
 
 
 
1.10 Summary 
 

Why do students choose this school? Romeo PS is a neighborhood school that is 
integral to the immediate community and a crucial part of local student 
development academically and otherwise. 

 
 

What is the value of the school to the student? Romeo PS is close to students homes 
as 100% of students walk to school. Students feel safe and welcome at Romeo PS. 
 

 
 
  



 

ARC School Information Profile – Romeo PS – Feb. 10/12 Page 8 

2.  VALUE TO THE SCHOOL BOARD 
 

2.1 Specific Space/Facility Features 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 9 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

Y 

Does the school have:  
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? N 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? N 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? N 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? (hooks in halls) Y 
a book room? Y 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? Y 
a family studies room? N 
an auditorium? Y 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? Y 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? N 
property to accommodate development or additions? N 
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments: Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example 
gymnasium used for gym, auditorium, and theatre arts. 
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2.2 Program Issues 
 

Are there programs at the school that cannot be replicated elsewhere? N 
Does the school generate sufficient funds to sustain itself without drawing 
resources from other schools? 

Y 

 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

71% 32% 35% 35% 36% 55% 82% 55% 65%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

47% see note 78% 63% see note 78% 47% see note 52%
 
Note: Some EQAO data is not available for public viewing in the case of small 
class sizes and privacy rules that protect students.  
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2.3 Condition and Costs of Operation 
 

What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (ADE, FTE 10/11)? 48.9% 
What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (ADE, FTE 10/11)? 57.7% 
What is the Facility Condition Index (FCI) rating of the school? 40.9% 
What is the replacement cost? $3,911,610 
What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in next 5 years? $1,134,023 
What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in the next 10 years? $1,599,830 
School administration – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:  $16,737 – 09/10 results - Does not include staff replacement 
expenses, professional development or travel expenses. 

Y 

School operations – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:  ($58,524) – 09/10 results 

N 

Does the school have adequate hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Y 

Does the school have adequate playing field(s) e.g. soccer? Y 

Does the school have adequate available open green space? Y 

Does the school have sufficient parking? Y 

Are there safety issues related to the facility or site? N 

Student transportation – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Value:  Transportation is never fully funded.  This is due to 90% funding of transportation the 
following year by the MOE. 

See note 

What is the accessibility rating? (4 classrooms on second floor not 
accessible) 
 

good 

Additional Comments: 
Safety issue: traffic/student mix 
 

 
 
2.4 Location of School/Transportation Issues 
 

What percentage of students are bused to school?  0% 
What is the longest bus ride to school for any student? 0 

What is the duration of the average bus ride? 0 
Is the school the only school within the immediate community? N 
Additional Comments: There is one SE bus not included. 
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2.5 Availability of Space in nearby schools 
 
School Location Available pupil 

places (ADE 
students 10/11) 

Anne Hathaway PS 77 Bruce St., Stratford 108 
Avon PS (king Lear) 31 Huntingdon St., Stratford 109 
Bedford PS 59 Bedford Dr., Stratford 30 over capacity  
Hamlet PS 315 West Gore St., Stratford 36 
Romeo PS 49 Rebecca St., Stratford 96 
Shakespeare PS 35 Mowat St., Stratford 66 
Additional comments: Available pupil places = OTG – ADE Students 2010/11 
 
 
 
 
2.6 Other Issues 
 

Does the school have partnerships that might be lost if school is closed? Y 
Have students (grades) been relocated by past accommodation? N 
What are the alternate schools that 
students/parents could select to attend i.e. 
Private or other? 

Avon Maitland and Huron Perth 
Schools as well Stratford Montessori 
Stratford Middle Years 

Additional Comments: 
Existing partnership maintained with St. John’s, YMCA 
 
 
 
2.7 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school to the school board if it is the only school within the 
community?  Romeo PS is situated in close proximity to the Stratford core and 
serves a student population that would not be able to walk to other sites because 
of railway tracks and busy traffic arteries.  

 
What is the value of the school to the school board if it is not the only school within the 
community?  Staff at Romeo PS are dedicated to nurturing the whole student. 
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3.  VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
 

Is this the only school in the township? N 
Is this the only school in the municipality? N 
 
3.1 Community Use After Hours 
 

List the community groups which use the school/school grounds and the number of hours 
used for the school year:  (i.e. sports, recreation, non-profit, youth, adult, etc.) average # of 
hours per week: 24.5 
School: Karate, Fitness, Cooking Program, Summer Camp, Summer 
Literacy 
 
 

23.5 

School grounds: Playground Use 
 
 

 
1 

Is this the only facility in the vicinity that could be used by community groups for indoor 
activities?  
No 
 
Is this the only playing field in the vicinity that could be used by community groups? 
No 
 
What other facilities/playing fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
Playground not locked 
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3.2  Offerings at the School that Serve both Students and Community Members 
During School Time 

 

Is this school: 
an on-site daycare N 
an early years centre N 
a designated Best Start hub N 
a site that offers before and after school care program Y 

To what extent does the community benefit from interaction through volunteer support 
for school programs? Provide details (i.e. Length of time spent, services offered) 
Social capital 

 
Additional Comments: 
 

 

 
 
3.3 School as Partner in Other Initiatives in the Community 
 

Is the school a partner in other initiatives within the community? 
(i.e. community service, social services, OYAP, community policing): 
List:  
 
 

N

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five years completed in 
partnership with the community: Smart Board through fundraising and a covered 
(shade) bench in the playground area. 
 
Does the school host programs for the community (i.e. adult learning)?  
Provide details: 
 
 

N

Additional Comments: 
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3.4 Contributions to the Community 
 

Does the facility have historic value in the broader community? Provide 

details: Students have parents and other family members that have 
attended Romeo PS. 
 

Y 

Is this the only green space in the vicinity that could be used by community 

groups? 

N 

Additional Comments: Not the only green space play area in the neighborhood but 
it is frequently used by the community afterhours. The adjacent coterminous 
school playground is not accessible afterhours. 
 

 
 
3.5 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school if it is the only school within the community? 
 
 

 
 
4. VALUE TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY 
 

4.1 Community 
 

Is the school the only school in the community? N 
Comment on the role of attracting and retaining families in the community.  
 

Comment on the impact of the school on real estate values.  
The real estate prices in Romeo PS boundary is considered to be more 
reasonable than other areas of Stratford and there are a number of rental 
properties in the area. The school proximity to these properties makes 
them attractive to young families and working families. There is no 
community housing. 
 
Comment on the potential future uses for the building/aesthetic if the school 
closed.   
As with most school buildings it may be feasible to use the site as 
Apartments, Retirement Residence, or Youth Center. 
 
How may the school be an asset to local housing development?  
Being Romeo PS is located in an older well established neighborhood 
there is little opportunity for housing development. 
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4.2 Dollars 
 

Is the school a significant employer in the area affected by the review? 
(employees as a percentage of local employees in the area) 

N 

What percentage of staff at the school reside in the area affected by the 
review? 

25% 

 
 
4.3 Education 
 

Does the school provide co-op education opportunities for students 
(secondary and post secondary)? 

Y 

Number of students participating in co-op education opportunities? 1 
Number of training opportunities for local employers/employees in the school 
(during school day/after school day). 

Y 

Is the school involved in other partnership arrangements with local 
employers? List the employers and the arrangements.  
Danny Project - ETFO 
 

Y 

 
 
4.4 Business 
 

To what extent does the school support local businesses?  
Supports local grocery stores and pottery business. 
 
To what extent do students support local businesses (e.g. as customers, as 
employees)?  
Little to none. 
 
Economic spin-offs. 
Staff shop in the downtown core. 
 
Other value to the local economy. 
 
 
How does the school factor into plans for community growth/development, further 
commercial/industrial growth, reduction in commercial/industrial growth? 
 
 
Future economic impact on the community of school closure? 
There may be some impact on real estate values in the immediate area. 
 

Notes: 
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DSB Number 8 

Board ID  B56014 

 
 
Facility Information 

Facility Name Shakespeare PS
Facility Type Elementary
Status Open
Grades Served 
From Kindergarten
To 6
Language of Instruction English
BSID Number 507725
Board Facility Number 136
Street Address 35 Mowat St
City/Town Stratford
Postal Code N5A 2B8
Ownership Status Exclusive Ownership
Size Of Facility 2337 m2

Size of Site 0.79 Hectares
Use of Facility Elementary Programs

 
Facility Age 

Description Date Built Size (m2) Basement Levels  
Original 1978 2337 n/a 2  
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE 
 

1.  VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
 

1.1 Physical Space to Support Student Learning 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 12 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

Y 

Does the school have:  
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? Y 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? N 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? N 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? (hooks in halls) Y 
a book room? Y 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? Y 
a family studies room? N 
an auditorium? Y 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? N 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? Y 
property to accommodate development or additions? Y 
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments: Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example 
gymnasium used for gym, auditorium, and theatre arts. 
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1.2 School Grounds for Healthy Physical Activity and Extracurricular Activities 
 

Does the school have adequate: 
hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Y 
a soccer field? N 
a football field? N 
a baseball field? N 
a track? N 
a basketball court? Y 
a play structure? Y 
a shaded area? Y 
a green space? N 

Other 
Does the school have access to nearby recreational facilities? 
Please list: Lions Pool, Dufferin Arena, YMCA 
 

Y 

Has the school participated in an environmental project (nature areas, 
courtyards, etc.)? 

Y 

Describe the conditions of school grounds: Good 
 
 

Additional Comments: Would like to increase the size of the green space. 
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1.3 Range of Courses or Program Offerings 
 

Does each class have access to the gym for daily physical activity? N 
Does the school have a designated teacher for: 

music? Y 
physical education?  N 
computers? N 
library? N 
French? Y 
resource? N 
literacy resource? N 
early reading intervention? N 

Does the school have triple grades? N 
Does the school offer: 

guidance and career education programs? N 
full time librarian? N 
specialty programs? N 

How many parent/family/community volunteers does the school have? 40 
Approximate number of hours per week for volunteers? 10 
Does the school offer after school remedial programs on site? Y 
Does the school have access to these programs in nearby facilities? N 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

85% 46% 65% 81% 54% 73% 92% 50% 81%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

81% 82% 76% 77% 86% 74% 65% 75% 56%
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1.4 Range of Extracurricular Activities 
 

Is this school a designated Best Start hub? N
Are child care services available before school? N
Are child care services available after school? Y
Are child care services available during the school day? N
Does the school offer opportunities for a variety of extra and co-curricular activities in: 

athletics? Y
arts? Y
clubs? Y
leadership? Y
citizenship projects? Y
other? Y

List boys’ intramural sports: Soccer, Baseball 
 
 
List girls’ intramural sports: Soccer, Baseball 
 
 
List co-ed intramural sports: 
 
 
List boys’ interschool sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
 
List girls’ interschool sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
 
List co-ed interschool sports:  
 
 
List non-athletic school clubs: Chess, Choir and Singing, Environmental, Silver Birch
Reading 
 
 
Additional Comments: Not all activities listed may take place every school year 
dependant on participation and staff availability.   
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1.5 School Accessibility for Individuals with Disabilities 
 

Is the school accessible for individuals with disabilities? (first floor only) Y 
Does the school have: 

accessible washrooms? Y 
elevator(s)?  N 
if no elevator(s) is it one level? (6 rooms on 2nd floor not accessible) N 
approved ramps/lifts? Y 
automated doors? Y 
accessible playgrounds Y 
dedicated handicapped parking spaces? Y 
appropriate signage? Y 

Is the entrance to the school barrier-free? Y 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
1.6 Security 
 

Is the schools layout conducive to security – inside and outside? Y 
Is the schools entrance visible from the school office? Y 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
1.7 Proximity of the School to Students/Length of Bus Ride to School 
 

 In 
boundary 

Out of 
boundary

What percentage of students walk to school? 84.69% 4.08% 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school 
district? 

NA 15.31% 

What is the average bus ride duration for students? NA NA 
What is the longest bus ride duration for students?   
Additional Comments: 
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1.8 Supports 
 

Does the school have: 
a full-time principal?  Y 
a vice-principal? N 
a full-time secretary? Y 
a full-time elementary TRA? (0.5) N 
(number of TRAs) 1 
a full-time special education teacher?  N 
(number of special education teachers) 0.75 
full-time custodial staff?  Y 

Additional Comments:  
 
 
 
 
1.9 Fundraising 
 

Funds raised over the past 3 years (details) 
The school raises approximately $4000.00 per year. These funds go towards our 
school band, transportation costs, and instructional materials. 
Corporate donations over the past 3 years (details) 
A SmartBoard was donated by the Festival City I.O.D.E. in the spring of 2011. 
 
Additional Comments: 
During the 2007-08 school year, funds were raised for a primary climber. 
Approximately $15 000.00 was raised during the year. 
 
 
 
1.10 Summary 
 

Why do students choose this school? Shakespeare PS has caring staff that 
individualizes learning for each student. 
 

 
What is the value of the school to the student? Shakespeare PS is an anchor for 
students in this community.  
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2.  VALUE TO THE SCHOOL BOARD 
 

2.1 Specific Space/Facility Features 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 12 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

Y 

Does the school have:  
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? Y 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? N 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? N 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? Y 
a book room? Y 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? Y 
a family studies room? N 
an auditorium? Y 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? N 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? Y 
property to accommodate development or additions? Y 
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments: Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example 
gymnasium used for gym, auditorium, and theatre arts. 
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2.2 Program Issues 
 

Are there programs at the school that cannot be replicated elsewhere? N 
Does the school generate sufficient funds to sustain itself without drawing 
resources from other schools? 

Y 

 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

85% 46% 65% 81% 54% 73% 92% 50% 81%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

81% 82% 76% 77% 86% 74% 65% 75% 56%
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2.3 Condition and Costs of Operation 
 

What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (ADE, FTE 10/11)? 67.6% 
What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (ADE, FTE 10/11)? 75.8% 
What is the Facility Condition Index (FCI) rating of the school? 28.95% 
What is the replacement cost? $4,704,270 
What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in next 5 years? $1,187,843 
What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in the next 10 years? $1,361,950 
School administration – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:   

N 

School operations – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:   

N 

Does the school have adequate hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Y 

Does the school have adequate playing field(s) e.g. soccer? N 

Does the school have adequate available open green space? N 

Does the school have sufficient parking? Y 

Are there safety issues related to the facility or site? N 

Student transportation – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Value:   

N 

What is the accessibility rating? (first floor only) 
 

Good 

Additional Comments: 
 
 

 
 
2.4 Location of School/Transportation Issues 
 

What percentage of students are bused to school?  0% 
What is the longest bus ride to school for any student? 0 

What is the duration of the average bus ride? 0 
Is the school the only school within the immediate community? N 
Additional Comments: 
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2.5 Availability of Space in nearby schools 
 
School Location Available pupil 

places (ADE 
students 10/11) 

Anne Hathaway PS 77 Bruce St., Stratford 108 
Avon PS (king Lear) 31 Huntingdon St., Stratford 109 
Bedford PS 59 Bedford Dr., Stratford 30 over capacity  
Hamlet PS 315 West Gore St., Stratford 36 
Romeo PS 49 Rebecca St., Stratford 96 
Shakespeare PS 35 Mowat St., Stratford 66 
Additional comments: Available pupil places = OTG – ADE Students 2010/11 
 
 
 
 
2.6 Other Issues 
 

Does the school have partnerships that might be lost if school is closed? N 
Have students (grades) been relocated by past accommodation? N 
What are the alternate schools that 
students/parents could select to attend i.e. 
Private or other? 

Avon Maitland and Huron Perth 
Schools, Christian Reform School, as 
well Stratford Montessori 

Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
2.7 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school to the school board if it is the only school within the 
community?  Shakespeare PS has an excellent track record of retaining teaching 
and support staff which creates stability and security for students. 
 
What is the value of the school to the school board if it is not the only school within the 
community? Shakespeare PS has a great staff of caring committed individuals 
cooperating to create an excellent learning environment. Staff have proven their 
value with student EQAO results. 
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3.  VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
 

Is this the only school in the township? N 
Is this the only school in the municipality? N 
 
3.1 Community Use After Hours 
 

List the community groups which use the school/school grounds and the number of hours 
used for the school year:  (i.e. sports, recreation, non-profit, youth, adult, etc.) average # of 
hours per week: 23.75 
School: Baton Twirling, Volleyball, Baha’i Faith Group, Basketball, IODE 
Meetings, Mad Science, Soccer Practice, Softball 
 
 

23.75 

School grounds:  
 
 

 
 

Is this the only facility in the vicinity that could be used by community groups for indoor 
activities?  
No 
Is this the only playing field in the vicinity that could be used by community groups? 
 
No 
What other facilities/playing fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
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3.2  Offerings at the School that Serve both Students and Community Members 

During School Time 
 

Is this school: 
an on-site daycare N 
an early years centre N 
a designated Best Start hub N 
a site that offers before and after school care program (see note) Y 

To what extent does the community benefit from interaction through volunteer support 
for school programs? Provide details (i.e. Length of time spent, services offered) 
 

 
Additional Comments: Shakespeare PS currently has the before school program 
and will likely develop an after school program in the future with the YMCA if 
there is a need in the community. 

 

 
 
3.3 School as Partner in Other Initiatives in the Community 
 

Is the school a partner in other initiatives within the community? 
(i.e. community service, social services, OYAP, community policing): 
List:  
 
 

N

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five years completed in 
partnership with the community: 
 
Smart Board – Donated by IODE. 
Does the school host programs for the community (i.e. adult learning)?  
Provide details: 
 
 

N

Additional Comments: 
 
 

 



 

ARC School Information Profile – Shakespeare PS – Dec.22/11 Page 14 

 
3.4 Contributions to the Community 
 

Does the facility have historic value in the broader community? Provide 

details: Students have parents that attended Shakespeare PS. 
 

Yes 

Is this the only green space in the vicinity that could be used by community 

groups? 

 

No 

Additional Comments: 

 
 

 
 
3.5 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school if it is the only school within the community? 
 
 

 
 
4. VALUE TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY 
 

4.1 Community 
 

Is the school the only school in the community? N 
Comment on the role of attracting and retaining families in the community.  
Shakespeare retains students and families in the community. 
 
Comment on the impact of the school on real estate values.  
Shakespeare is a small school with several other schools in the 
community to serve them however there may be some impact on real 
estate values because of the existence of the school in the community.  
 
Comment on the potential future uses for the building/aesthetic if the school 
closed.  
As with most school buildings it may be feasible to use the site as 
Apartments, Retirement Residence, or Youth Center. 
 
How may the school be an asset to local housing development? 
There are very few building lots in or housing developments in 
Shakespeare PS boundary.  
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4.2 Dollars 
 

Is the school a significant employer in the area affected by the review? 
(employees as a percentage of local employees in the area) 

Y 

What percentage of staff at the school reside in the area affected by the 
review? 

50% 

 
 
4.3 Education 
 

Does the school provide co-op education opportunities for students 
(secondary and post secondary)? 

Y 

Number of students participating in co-op education opportunities? 5 Opportunities 
Number of training opportunities for local employers/employees in 
the school (during school day/after school day). 

N 

Is the school involved in other partnership arrangements with local 
employers? List the employers and the arrangements.  
 

N 

 
 
4.4 Business 
 

To what extent does the school support local businesses? 
We strive to make all our purchases from local vendors. i.e. New Orleans Pizza, Mr. 
Sub, local grocery stores and Festival City Dairy 
 
To what extent do students support local businesses (e.g. as customers, as 
employees)? 
 
grocery store, florist, sub shop, pizzeria 
Economic spin-offs. 
 
 
Other value to the local economy. 
 
 
How does the school factor into plans for community growth/development, further 
commercial/industrial growth, reduction in commercial/industrial growth? 
 
 
Future economic impact on the community of school closure? May have some small 
effect on real estate value but little effect on overall economic impact. 
 
 

Notes: 
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DSB Number 8 

Board ID  B56014 

 
 
Facility Information 

Facility Name Anne Hathaway PS
Facility Type Elementary
Status Open
Grades Served 
From Kindergarten
To 6
Language of Instruction English
BSID Number 019313
Board Facility Number 101
Street Address 77 Bruce St
City/Town Stratford
Postal Code N5A 4A2
Ownership Status Exclusive Ownership
Size Of Facility 4826.0  m2
Size of Site 1.78 Hectares
Use of Facility Elementary Programs

 
Facility Age 

Description Date Built Size (m2) Basement Levels  
Original 1992 4826 n/a 2  
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE 
 

1.  VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
 

1.1 Physical Space to Support Student Learning 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 22 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

Y 

Does the school have:  
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? Y 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? Y 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? Y 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? (hooks in hall) Y 
a book room? Y 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? Y 
a family studies room? Y 
an auditorium? Y 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? Y 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? Y 
property to accommodate development or additions? N 
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments: Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example 
gymnasium used for gym, auditorium, and theatre arts. 
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1.2 School Grounds for Healthy Physical Activity and Extracurricular Activities 
 

Does the school have adequate: 
hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? (would like there to be more) Y 
a soccer field? N 
a football field? N 
a baseball field? (access to city diamonds) Y 
a track? N 
a basketball court? (nets only) Y 
a play structure? (accessible structure) Y 
a shaded area? N 
a green space? Y 

Other 
Does the school have access to nearby recreational facilities? 
Please list: YMCA, Dufferin Arena, Recreation Center, Curling Club 

Y 

Has the school participated in an environmental project (nature areas, 
courtyards, etc.)?  

Y 

Describe the conditions of school grounds:  Good 
 
 

Additional Comments: 
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1.3 Range of Courses or Program Offerings 
 

Does each class have access to the gym for daily physical activity? N 
Does the school have a designated teacher for: 

music? Y 
physical education?  Y 
computers? N 
library? Y 
French? Y 
resource? Y 
literacy resource? N 
early reading intervention? N 

Does the school have triple grades? N 
Does the school offer: 

guidance and career education programs? N 
full time librarian? N 
specialty programs? Y 

How many parent/family/community volunteers does the school have? 25 
Approximate number of hours per week for volunteers? 10 
Does the school offer after school remedial programs on site? Y 
Does the school have access to these programs in nearby facilities? N 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

58% 52% 55% 59% 58% 63% 70% 69% 73%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

67% 67% 70% 64% 62% 62% 63% 61% 59%
 
  



 

ARC School Information Profile – Anne Hathaway PS – Feb. 10/12 Page 5 

1.4 Range of Extracurricular Activities 
 

Is this school a designated Best Start hub? N
Are child care services available before school? Y
Are child care services available after school? Y
Are child care services available during the school day? N
Does the school offer opportunities for a variety of extra and co-curricular activities in: 

athletics? Y
arts? Y
clubs? Y
leadership? Y
citizenship projects? Y
other? N

List boys’ intramural sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
List girls’ intramural sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
List co-ed intramural sports: 
 
 
List boys’ interschool sports: 
 
 
List girls’ interschool sports:  Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
 
List co-ed interschool sports: Basketball, Volleyball, Cross Country, Track & Field, 
Soccer, Floor Hockey 
 
 
List non-athletic school clubs: Me to We, Spirit, Chess, Choir, Dance Club, 
Environment, Silver Birch (reading), Healthy Schools. 
 
 
Additional Comments: Not all activities listed may take place every school year 
dependant on participation and staff availability.   
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1.5 School Accessibility for Individuals with Disabilities 
 

Is the school accessible for individuals with disabilities?  Y 
Does the school have: 

accessible washrooms? Y 
elevator(s)?  Y 
if no elevator(s) is it one level?   n/a 
approved ramps/lifts? Y 
automated doors? Y 
accessible playgrounds Y 
dedicated handicapped parking spaces? Y 
appropriate signage? Y 

Is the entrance to the school barrier-free? Y 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
1.6 Security 
 

Is the schools layout conducive to security – inside and outside? Y 
Is the schools entrance visible from the school office? Y 
Additional Comments: Site lines in the building are restrictive but visibility at the 
main entrance is good. 
 
 
 
1.7 Proximity of the School to Students/Length of Bus Ride to School 
 

 In 
boundary 

Out of 
boundary

What percentage of students walk to school? 42.4% 6.93% 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school 
district? 

n/a 23.20% 

What is the average bus ride duration for students? 8 min 17 min 
What is the longest bus ride duration for students? 21 min 63 min 
Additional Comments: 
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1.8 Supports 
 

Does the school have: 
a full-time principal?  Y 
a vice-principal?  (0.45) N 
a full-time secretary? Y 
a full-time elementary TRA?  Y 
(number of TRAs) 1 
a full-time special education teacher?  Y 
(number of special education teachers) 1.25 
full-time custodial staff?  Y 

Additional Comments:  
 
 
 
 
1.9 Fundraising 
 

Funds raised over the past 3 years (details) 
 
 
Corporate donations over the past 3 years (details) 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
 
 
 
 
1.10 Summary 
 

Why do students choose this school? The caring staff individualizes learning for 
each student. Some of this is a result of staff experience with DD students. 
 

 
 

What is the value of the school to the student?  Students feel welcome and safe at 
Anne Hathaway. 
 
 

 
 
  



 

ARC School Information Profile – Anne Hathaway PS – Feb. 10/12 Page 8 

2.  VALUE TO THE SCHOOL BOARD 
 

2.1 Specific Space/Facility Features 
 

Number of classrooms in the school: 22 
Number of portables: 0 
Is there currently sufficient permanent space to accommodate all 
students? 

Y 

Does the school have:  
a library? Y 
a gymnasium? Y 
change rooms? Y 
storage and equipment rooms? Y 
a staff work room? Y 
a room for French language instruction? Y 
an art room? N 
an instrumental music room? Y 
a special education room? Y 
suitable washrooms? Y 
a cafeteria? N 
lockers/cloak room area? Y 
a book room? Y 
theatre arts facilities/stage? Y 
a computer lab? Y 
a family studies room? Y 
an auditorium? Y 
a kitchen? Y 
a health room? Y 
space for visiting professionals? Y 
staff/visitor/student parking? Y 
student drop-off and pick-up areas? Y 
a bus loading zone? Y 
property to accommodate development or additions? N 
a staff room? Y 
science labs? N 
technology facilities? N 
business studies facilities? N 

Additional Comments: Some spaces may have multiple uses. Example 
gymnasium used for gym, auditorium, and theatre arts. 
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2.2 Program Issues 
 

Are there programs at the school that cannot be replicated elsewhere? Y 
Does the school generate sufficient funds to sustain itself without drawing 
resources from other schools? 

 

 
 
Grade 3 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

58% 52% 55% 59% 58% 63% 70% 69% 73%
 
 
Grade 6 EQAO Overall 
 

Reading Writing Math 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 

67% 67% 70% 64% 62% 62% 63% 61% 59%
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2.3 Condition and Costs of Operation 
 

What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (ADE, FTE 10/11)? 70.5% 
What is the ratio of On the Ground Capacity to enrolment (Students 10/11)? 78.2% 
What is the Facility Condition Index (FCI) rating of the school? 27.12% 
What is the replacement cost? $8,529,720 
What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in next 5 years? $1,439,285 
What are the renewal costs (defined as ReCAPP) in the next 10 years? $2,313,016 
School administration – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:   

N 

School operations – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Amount:   

N 

Does the school have adequate hard surfaced outdoor play area(s)? Y 

Does the school have adequate playing field(s) e.g. soccer? Y 

Does the school have adequate available open green space? Y 

Does the school have sufficient parking? N 

Are there safety issues related to the facility or site? N 

Student transportation – does imputed grant revenue exceed expenditures? 
Value:   

 

What is the accessibility rating? 
 

Good 

Additional Comments: 
 
 

 
 
2.4 Location of School/Transportation Issues 
 

What percentage of students are bused to school?   
What is the longest bus ride to school for any student?  

What is the duration of the average bus ride?  
Is the school the only school within the immediate community?  
Additional Comments: 
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2.5 Availability of Space in nearby schools 
 
School Location Available pupil 

places (ADE 
students 10/11) 

Anne Hathaway PS 77 Bruce St., Stratford 108 
Avon PS (king Lear) 31 Huntingdon St., Stratford 109 
Bedford PS 59 Bedford Dr., Stratford 30 over capacity  
Hamlet PS 315 West Gore St., Stratford 36 
Romeo PS 49 Rebecca St., Stratford 96 
Shakespeare PS 35 Mowat St., Stratford 66 
Additional comments: Available pupil places = OTG – ADE Students 2010/11 
 
 
 
 
2.6 Other Issues 
 

Does the school have partnerships that might be lost if school is closed? Y 
Have students (grades) been relocated by past accommodation? N 
What are the alternate schools that 
students/parents could select to attend i.e. 
Private or other? 

Avon Maitland and Huron Perth 
Schools, Christian Reform School, as 
well Stratford Montessori 

Additional Comments: Nearby Memorial Baptist Church group hold an after school 
craft program that is very popular with students and families. 
 
 
 
2.7 Summary 
 

What is the value of the school to the school board if it is the only school within the 
community?  Anne Hathaway has an excellent reputation in the community and it 
draws students and staff to Avon Maitland DSB. It delivers a wide variety of 
programs to the students served. 

 
What is the value of the school to the school board if it is not the only school within the 
community? DD hub, Autism Demonstration Site 
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3.  VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
 

Is this the only school in the township? N 
Is this the only school in the municipality? N 
 
3.1 Community Use After Hours 
 

List the community groups which use the school/school grounds and the number of hours 
used for the school year:  (i.e. sports, recreation, non-profit, youth, adult, etc.) average # of 
hours per week: 38.5 
School: Basketball, Special Olympics, Anglican Church, Volleyball, 
Softball, Soccer, Day Camps, Mad Science 
 
 

38.5 

School grounds: 
 
 

 

Is this the only facility in the vicinity that could be used by community groups for indoor 
activities?  
 
 
Is this the only playing field in the vicinity that could be used by community groups? 
 
 
What other facilities/playing fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
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3.2  Offerings at the School that Serve both Students and Community Members 
During School Time 

 

Is this school: 
an on-site daycare N 
an early years centre N 
a designated Best Start hub N 
a site that offers before and after school care program Y 

To what extent does the community benefit from interaction through volunteer support 
for school programs? Provide details (i.e. Length of time spent, services offered) 
 
Various food drives. 

 
Additional Comments: There is a Stratford City daycare next door to Anne 
Hathaway PS. A joint effort is made to accompany young students between the 
facilities at the start and end of their school day. 
 

 

 
 
3.3 School as Partner in Other Initiatives in the Community 
 

Is the school a partner in other initiatives within the community? 
(i.e. community service, social services, OYAP, community policing): 
List: Healthy Schools, CAS, YMCA Strong Kids, Police Liaison, Big 
Brothers and Sisters 
 
 

N

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five years completed in 
partnership with the community. Smart Board donation. Accessible playground 
purchased and installed with fundraising and Stratford City donation. 
 
 
Does the school host programs for the community (i.e. adult learning)?  
Provide details:  
 

N

Additional Comments:  
 
 

 
  


