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Accommodation Review Committee – MINUTES
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                         PUBLIC MEETING #3

                   MINUTES

                                                              Location:    Gordon Graydon Memorial Secondary School
                                                       Wednesday, October 29, 2008  7:00 pm –  10:10 pm

	Attendees:  ARC Members

                    76 Community Members



	Welcome:

	· Purpose of Meeting
Chair Penny Gingell welcomed everyone to the third Public Meeting in the Accommodation Review Process.  Sheila Proteau and the media staff were thanked for their help in creating tonight's visual presentation.  
The ARC members were introduced and commended for all their hard work, since April 2008, in helping to create a positive, reasonable and realistic recommendation.  

The purpose of Public Meeting #3 was restated—to update the community on the work the ARC has done.  Scenarios 1, 2 and 9 will be discussed in detail later on in the agenda.  The community will have an opportunity to voice their comments, questions and concerns.  This feedback will assist the ARC members in preparing the recommendation for the Physical Planning and Accommodation Committee, and the Regular Meeting of the Board.
Chair Gingell reported that the ARC has analyzed student enrolment trend date in detail as the consolidation process is driven by student numbers.  Options for consolidation were explored with a focus on how we might use the process to rejuvenate the broader community, update our older schools and maximize learning opportunities for students.  
It was explained that each school is represented on the ARC with a principal, community and/or parent.  The unique strengths that we value within each school have been discussed fully.  Consideration of a variety of options, consultation with parents, staff and community is mandated.

An introductory "grounding" activity occurred. A show of hands confirmed that most people at this meeting were attending their first public meeting regarding the consolidation process.  Neil C. Matheson had the most community representation.  Many attendees indicated they knew about the process through school updates in the monthly newsletters.  Most are concerned about the changes that will occur. 


	Consolidation:

	Chair Gingell explained that the consolidation of schools is about change and potential school closures.  The goal of the ARC is to prepare a recommendation that is best for students.  It was noted, the provincial government provides guidelines all Boards must follow.  School boards are monitored to ensure teaching space within each school is used productively.  
Chair Gingell informed the community that Lyndwood P.S. and Byngmount Beach P.S. were identified at less than 60% capacity.  The Board broadened the review area to include Neil C. Matheson P.S. and Allan A. Martin Snr. P.S.to help in finding a solution.  
The issue of declining enrolment is not new to south Peel.  The International Business and Technology program has been strategically placed at Allan A. Martin to keep the school viable.  Numerous special education classes and the South Field Office support personnel were placed at Lyndwood P.S. to fill the empty classrooms.
The ARC's responsibility is to analyze student enrolment and to develop creative solutions to address the issues of declining enrolment.  

Copies of the nine scenarios, created by the ARC and the tenth submitted by a community member, and the Valuation Framework were distributed.  The mandate of the ARC, was explained.  The purpose of the ARC is to work through consensus building activities to determine the value of each option – Value to Students 55%, Value to Board – 25%, Value to Community – 10%, Value to Economy – 10%.  The public will be asked to review the Valuation Framework and the scenarios developed in conjunction with the feedback from public meetings #1 and #2.  
Chair Gingell acknowledged the time and energy the ARC members have put forth during this review process.  They have put aside personal emotions to represent the students in the Review Area by logically analyzing the accommodation issues within this area and seeing possible solutions.  

The ARC has chosen to view this as an opportunity to rejuvenate the community and maximize learning opportunities for current students and for those students in years to come.  The public was thanked for their questions, concerns and contributions that would be used in preparing the recommendation.  
· Review of the Process & Timelines

It was explained that the timelines are specific and driven through the Ministry of Education guidelines and the Board's policy and operating procedures.
Chair Gingell highlighted the key aspects of the process and timelines through a PowerPoint presentation. 
· November 27 – Public Meeting #4

Presentation of the ARC recommendations to the public.  It was re-iterated that the decisions are not made in isolation.  All concerned have a voice in creating the best solution for students.  Paul Mountford, Planning & Accommodation Department and Karen Crouse, Planner, City of Mississauga, provide resource information to the ARC and do not participate in consensus activities.  Janet McDougald, Trustee to the Review Area schools and Penny Gingell, Superintendent of Education and chair of the ARC do not have voting privileges either.  
Randy Wright, Controller of Physical Planning and Building and City Representative, and Susan Tanabe, Manager Community Planning will be invited to attend the ARC's next meeting on November 13th. 
December 8 – ARC submits recommendation to Physical Planning and Building 
The ARC recommendations must be submitted to Randy Wright, Controller of Physical Planning and Building within 105 days from the first public meeting as per board policy and procedures.  Sixty (60) days notice must be given to the public prior to the recommendation being presented to the Physical Planning and Building meeting.  
The ARC is disbanded once the final recommendation is submitted to PP&B.

· March 3 – Physical Planning and Building Meeting 
ARC presents their report to the Trustee Committee and Board staff present their own recommendations.

· March 10 – Notice to the Board – 

The Sub-Committee of Trustees that sit on PP&B committee will bring their recommendations to the full Board of Trustees

· March 24 – Regular Meeting of the Board of Trustees 
The Board receives the final recommendation.  It is the responsibility of the Board of Trustees to make the final decision.
Once the decision has been approved, an "Advisory Committee" is formed to proceed with the implementation of the changes.  Chair Gingell noted that many factors are involved.  (i.e. safety and transportation, the bonding of students, and bringing the communities together)
· Building our Future Together – The ARC's Perspective
Jennifer Cowie-Bonne, serving on the ARC as a Neil C. Matheson representative, explained the uniqueness of each school in the Review Area.  She stressed that the recommendation must support, overwhelmingly, a value to students.  A great deal of information has been reviewed carefully and will be a valuable asset in preparing the ARC's recommendation.  Jennifer explained that it is essential that the ARC members set emotions aside and focus on the teaching and learning within our schools.  
· Building Our Future Together  Planning & Accommodation Perspective
Paul Mountford explained that the Planning & Accommodation Department acts only as consultants and provides resources to the ARC.  The following information will be used, by the ARC members, in conjunction with the Valuation Framework when preparing its recommendation:
· Enrolment data – historical, present and future

· Total size of each school and capacity

· Range of programs offered

· Maps/boundaries/location of each school in the review area

· Surrounding land use – green space, proximity to community centres

· Any constraints to limit renovations to existing schools or building a new school

· Building Our Future Together – The Board's Perspective

Janet McDougald, Chair of the Board, thanked the ARC and the community for coming together to help create a positive solution for all.  She explained students are the main concern in the recommendation.  
She expressed that it was a privilege to serve on the ARC.  She has been the trustee for 20 years and could not imagine not being a part of the process.

Janet spoke about the controversy of a trustee serving on an ARC.  She re-iterated that she is a non-voting member and her hope is to bring a broader perspective to discussions, when the recommendation is presented to the Board of Trustees.  
Students are the core of the Peel District School Board's business and she is hopeful that the ARC process will provide more opportunities and better learning for students.  Janet spoke about the value of the ARC recommendation to the Board.  Realistically, it is too expensive to operate low capacity schools.  Empty space in schools negatively impacts the provincial funding.  

	

	What Could Be? – Three (3) Scenarios

	The 9 scenarios created by the ARC and the one submitted by the community were available for review. (Appendix A) 
Chair Gingell explained that the ARC chose an inclusive perspective when developing the scenarios.  The special education students, regional IBT students and the Byngmount Beach Readiness Centre have all be included in the appropriate scenario and it is the hope of the ARC that the Board will include these students in their decision.  It was clearly explained that the placement of special education classes is not part of the ARC's mandate.

The Valuation Framework and the feedback items received from Public Meeting #2 were incorporated in each scenario prepared.  The following factors were considered by the ARC as it narrowed down the viable options.  

· Change to have positive learning opportunity for children
· Attract new students to community schools

· Want the solution to have long-term benefits

· Consolidation of Lyndwood and Byngmount Beach does not address the issue of specialized programming at the middle level – it does not assist with the declining enrolment issues of Allan A. Martin and Neil C. Matheson.  

· Program benefits for students – strong support for 6-8 specialized programs

· Shift to 6-8 model would benefit Allan A. Martin as additional community students would balance with the regional program; and generate additional secretarial and Vice Principal staff

· Consolidation of the K-5 students from Neil C. Matheson, Lyndwood, and Byngmount Beach would create a mid-sized junior elementary school 
· One K-8 school would result in over 1,000 students and was deemed to be too big
· Size of school site and property to accommodate a significant renovation and increase in school enrolment

· Cost of renovations to existing building to accommodate three school's K-5 student population

· Location and centrality of schools – residential/industrial 

· Age and condition of building

· Access to parkland and facilities

· Traffic safety and transportation are major concerns

· The timing of potential future community development--Lakeview Legacy project 
· Visual Presentation

A slide show presentation was shown by Chair Gingell.  The community was able to see what a newer school with a larger enrolment could offer:
· Computer labs

· Atriums

· Kiss N' Ride

· Updated technology; 
· Library resources

· Indoor playgrounds for Kindergarten students

The four ARC schools were also featured:

· Unique characteristics of each school i.e. Readiness Centre at Byngmount Beach, parkland surrounding Lyndwood, 

· Classrooms that are being used for activities other than teaching

· LCD projectors in each Lyndwood classroom 

· IBT regional program

· Strong school teams and library resource facilities

· Building Consensus – "The Valuation Framework"

Sandra Cross and Paul Mountford reviewed the three scenarios that were summarized, each on a one page format.  As the scenarios were discussed, the community were asked to review the Valuation Framework and list the pros/cons of each scenario. (Appendix C)
It was restated that the costs involved were estimates only.  Currently there are no students bussed at Byngmount Beach.  With the choice of either scenario, an increase in bussing will occur.  

The Board's criteria for bussing is as follows:

K >    1 km

1-4 >  1.6 km

5-6 >  2.0 km

            7-8 >  3.2 km

Lyndwood P.S. could accommodate all the K-5 students with the Field Office taken over with classrooms.  

Neil C. Matheson currently has 150 students bussed.  This will continue with either scenario chosen.  

It was acknowledged that it is very difficult to determine the cost of transportation:  age of students, added costs change on a regular basis.  If Lyndwood is chosen as the site; more bussing would be required, than if the Byngmount site were recommended.  

The scenario choice rating sheet was distributed to each member attending the Public Meeting.  Chair Gingell requested that they review the Valuation Framework.  The public was requested to indicate its first choice scenario, and to also indicate their choice of a renovation / addition to an existing school OR a new school.   

A question was raised by a public member as to why a school would be built that was already over capacity.  Paul Mountford explained that the 10 year projection is reviewed and the size of an addition or new school is based on long-term stable enrolment.  It was noted that portables might be required during the peak population times as it is not fiscally responsible to build or renovate a school that will have empty classrooms in 5 years for example.
· Presentation of Three (3) Scenarios

The options have been narrowed down to 2 scenarios:  (Appendix D)
Based on feedback from previous public meetings and review of data:

· Grade 6 – 8 students at Allan A. Martin with a renovation to the school
· K – 5 students from Neil C. Matheson, Byngmount Beach and Lyndwood consolidate at:
· Byngmount Beach P.S. site (scenario #1)

· Lyndwood P.S. (scenario #2)

· With renovations/addition and updating OR a new building
Review of Scenarios

· Community Response and Input

The survey choice sheets were collected by ARC members and will be tallied.
The Pro/Con feedback sheet (Appendix C), was also collected at this meeting, and will be reviewed by the ARC committee as it formulates its recommendation.


	Question & Answer Period:
Q1.  Is there a possibility that special education students could be moved to another school?  If home school students' enrolment increases, who would have a preference at the school?  Home school, special education or regional program students?
A1.  Special Education placement will not be affected.  Students with a special education need are placed in a program, not placed in a specific school.  This has been an ongoing concern raised by the Lyndwood community.  The board reviews the location of all special education programs beginning each January – based on the special education needs across the Peel Board.  If there are any changes to the locations of programs, the board communicates with parents in the spring.  
The IBT program is an intricate part of Allan A. Martin.  Increase in growth would result in a renovation project.  There is no suggestion being made to move the IBT program.  Chair Gingell confirmed that the community students would take priority over regional program students.  The IBT program is capped at 280 students.  

The Ministry of Education dictates the funding per square footage, explained Janet McDougald.  The total number of instructional classrooms is known to the ministry.  The South Field Office, housed with Lyndwood P.S., does not generate funding as it is not classified as instructional.   
Q2.  Does Scenario 2 include renovations to the South Field Office?  
A2.  The South Field Office will be amalgamating offices with the Mississauga West Field Office, at a new site.

Q3.  There are concerns regarding the industry around Byngmount Beach P.S.

A3.  Paul Mountford dialogues regularly with the City of Mississauga.  Sandra Cross, representative from Byngmount Beach, explained that industry has surrounded Byngmount Beach for more than 40 years.  The school has an excellent rapport with local business, and truck traffic is controlled.  Safety has not been an issue in this community.  She also stated, air quality is not a concern.  
The board is following the feasibility and timing of the Lakeview Legacy project very closely.  Our understanding is that this project is in the early planning stages.  Once we receive an actual plan from the city, showing actual numbers of units, the board will be able to do a detailed analysis.  Unfortunately, the timelines do not correspond with those of the ARC.  If population increases due to the transformation of the Lakeview area, the Board will need to address the possibility of building a new school. 
Q4.  What if classroom numbers increase and the new school is filled to capacity?

A4.  Class sizes are governed by the Ministry of Education.  Primary grades are capped at 20 and the Junior grades at 25.  If capacity is exceeded, portables may be placed on site.
Q5.  Are Special Education classes relocated if the school is at or above capacity?
A5.  The Superintendent of Special Education makes these decisions, starting in January, based on the Superintendent of Education's student enrolment projections.  Placement of Special Education classes is not within the ARC's mandate.
Q6.  What are the plans for the buildings after consolidations?

A6.  Financially, the buildings could be sold and the capital used for renovations/additions or for a new building.  

Paul Mountford explained that the Byngmount Beach land is zoned as residential.  The disposition of land offers the property to: 1) City of Mississauga, 2) other school boards 3) local universities, before it is appraised and sold.  

Q7.  Why are we not waiting for the Dufferin Peel Catholic School Board's decision to be approved?
A7.  Their timelines are different.  Our funding is totally separate.  Their ARC has already submitted its recommendation and the decision will be finalized on November 27th.
Q8.  Where are students housed until the new school is built?
A8.  This will be discussed by the Advisory Committee during the Implementation phase of an Accommodation Review process, not by the ARC.  PP & B would inform the process at this time.
Q9.  Could the implementation be staggered?

A9.  Chair Gingell explained that the ARC could make this recommendation.  Namely that, all the grade 6-8 students attend Allan A. Martin Snr. P.S.  There is a separate process for initiating boundary changes, and the due process would need to be followed.  Discussions with the Elementary Teacher Federation would be required.  With boundary changes, teachers do not automatically move with the students.  They would be declared excess to their school and would need to reapply through the normal staffing procedures.  Chair Gingell shared that she had lost 2,000 students in her superintendency over the last 5 years.  This has had a great impact on the teaching staff.  A boundary change to Allen A. Martin's catchment area would need to be approved.
Q10.  Is there an opportunity for Ontario Smart Growth in South East Mississauga?  
A10.  The City is currently reviewing the Official Plan in the context of conforming with the Provincial Places to Grow initiatives, also known as the Growth Plan.  Throughout the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area, various urban growth centres have been identified including Mississauga's.  Our urban growth centre extends from Highway 403 south to the QEW.  Within this area, a minimum persons per job density must be achieved by 2031.  In Mississauga's case, the minimum density has been set at 200 persons per job per hectare.  On November 3, 2008, the Planning Department will be presenting the proposed Growth Management Strategy which targets intensification primarily to the urban growth centre.  A report on the Lakeview and Port Credit District Policies Review has been tentatively scheduled for the November 17, 2008 Planning and Development Committee meeting.  It will address the input provided by the Lakeview Ratepayers Association into that process.  
Q11.  There is a concern that Janet McDougald is stating personal feelings with regards to wanting a new school.  

A11.  Janet McDougald apologized if the community member felt that she had compromised her role as a trustee when she was speaking to him personally during the group work time about the options of a renovation and/or new school.  She acknowledged publicly that in response to his question, she had stated that if given the choice, and the board could feasibly support the cost, of course she would support a new school.  She restated that it is the ARC that makes the recommendation and presents it to PP&B, along with a staff recommendation.  It is her hope that the two recommendations will be close in agreement.  
Q12.  Has any thought been given by the ARC to adjust school boundaries?  i.e. include Westacres in the review area?
A12.  The ARC's operating procedure allows for comment only on the geographical review area.  Paul Mountford explained that the Planning Department looks at the entire geographical area, forecasts for the next few years and reviews cluster areas of declining enrolment.  Westacres P.S. is also close to other schools with declining enrolment.  Janet McDougald provided historical input regarding the closing of Sherway Drive P.S. 
Q13.  Clarification of Transportation issues.
A13.  Transportation is a board policy.  The ARC does not have the mandate to change the kilometres for walking distance.  The cost of transportation would increase if walking distance is lessened.  Centralized pickup locations have already been implemented by the Board to aid in the reduction of French Immersion bussing costs.  

If consolidation occurs, traffic congestion, increased pollution, reduction in physical activity and safety of students will have a long term impact on the community.  With the choice of either scenario, at least 75% of students will be bussed.  A community member stated that it would be a hardship to have her child bussed from Lyndwood P.S. to Allan A. Martin Snr. P.S. 

Q14:  Is the Board considering full time Junior and Senior Kindergarten?  A community member felt that if this change was implemented, more students would be attracted to our schools.  Currently, parents are making alternative choices for convenience.  

A14.  Full day JK and SK would not impact the cost of bussing.  
Q15.  How will the two schools closing be integrated and honoured? Naming of the new school?

A15.  The Implementation Committee will be formed to ensure a smooth transition.  The Board policy must be followed to name a new school.  The ARC has discussed recommending that a new name be given to the new school in order to facilitate community building and a new beginning for the community.
Q16.  What do the estimated costs for each scenario represent?  Are upgrades to existing spaces (ie. gyms) being considered?
A16.  The estimates provide a "bare bones" costing.  The estimated costs provide the ARC with a starting point to help create realistic solutions.  
Q17.  If class sizes are not changing, why do the teachers need to apply for positions?

A17.  Collective agreements and staffing procedures must be followed.   Chair Gingell stated that existing staff would typically apply to new schools, and that it is common practice for principals of new schools to hire some familiar staff in order to support the children during the transition.
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