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BRAMALEA NORTH REVIEW AREA
Public Meeting #3 – Tuesday, April 29, 2008 – 7:00 p.m.
 Location - St. Thomas Aquinas Secondary School 
Present:  Alex Tucciarone, Chairperson, Acting Superintendent of Schools, Brampton Central 
  Beth Bjarnason, Manager of Planning, DPCDSB 
  Stephanie Cox, Planner, DPCDSB 
    
  ARC Members – Mother Mary Ward, Lester B. Pearson, St. Marguerite Bourgeoys and                   
  St. Anthony Schools
Staff:
    Ann Di Iorio, Recorder – Administrative Assistant - Superintendent of Planning _________________________________________________________________________________
Alex Tucciarone called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  
1. Opening Prayer & Introduction

     Alex Tucciarone-Acting Superintendent –Brampton Central – DPCDSB
     Alex Tucciarone invited attendees to join him in the opening prayer and thanked all for 
     attending the meeting.  Alex then reviewed the agenda and advised attendees that the 
     
     power-point presentation for tonight’s meeting was available on the DPCDSB web 
     
     site. Alex reviewed the next steps for the ARC process, advising that the ARC 

     
     committee will be preparing a report for Public Meeting #4, scheduled on Wednesday, 
     May 29, 2008. In the fall of 2008 there will be two additional Board Meetings providing 
     people opportunities to present their views to the Trustees.  A third Special Board Meeting 
     is tentatively scheduled to take place in November.  At that time, the Trustees will vote 
     and make a decision.
2. Community Meeting #2 Review
Beth Bjarnason – Manager of Planning Department – DPCDSB

     Beth Bjarnason, Manager of Planning, also thanked everyone for attending the meeting.  
      Beth advised that if any attendees had not attended the previous public meetings, to 

      please see her after tonight’s meeting and she could advise them how to get information 
      and answer any pending questions.   


      New information announced from the Ministry regarding the Prohibitive to Repair 

      Funding (PTR) but Beth first reviewed the PTR with the public. 
3.    Prohibitive to Repair Funding

     Beth Bjarnason – Manager of Planning Department – DPCDSB

     PROHIBITIVE TO REPAIR (PTR)


     Prohibitive to Repair funding is monies to rebuild school facilities where it is no longer 
     financially viable to repair the facility.  The funding may be provided for a school 

     building or a portion of a building.  The Prohibitive to Repair funds must be utilized to 
     eliminate the repair costs (facility renewal) for the identified school.  The PTR 

     funds can be combined with other sources of capital funding from the Ministry of 

    Education.


      Beth Bjarnason

      At the last meeting it was indicated that discussions were underway with the Ministry of 
      Education regarding Prohibitive to Repair funding.  The monies to rebuild school 

      buildings where it no longer was financially sensible to repair them, falls under the PTR.  
      The funds may be utilized at any of the schools in the area; however the Board must 

      eliminate the facility renewal costs for the building with the facilities that are prohibitive 
      to repair.
As of last week, the Ministry of Education advised that Prohibitive to Repair funding will be made available for schools within the Bramalea North review area subject to completion of the ARC process.  The two projects that the Ministry considered for funding are St. Anthony and Lester B. Pearson Elementary schools.  The funding will allow the Board to make facility decisions in these areas for future student accommodation.  Whatever accommodation the decisions the Board chooses, it must address the elimination of the facility renewal needs at St. Anthony and Lester B. Pearson.  The Board will be able to utilize the funds to rebuild or make improvements at the schools that are being retained in this area.  

      As we further access these options, it may be determined that there are other options that 
      could be considered for utilizing the monies as well.


      What this means is that we can now use the funding to undertake the accommodation 

      options that have been presented at the public meetings. Also,  the good news 
  

      announcement for the area is that the Bramalea North area is the only area that received 
      the funding.

4.    Accommodation Option Review 

     Stephanie Cox, Planner, Planning Department – DPCDSB

Stephanie Cox, Planner, presented the boundaries as they are today.  Stephanie provided a copy (Power Point presentation) of the Proof of Ownership that the Board does indeed own Mother Mary Ward and that we purchased the site in 1986.  This was to clarify questions concerning the actual ownership of the land.  Stephanie encouraged the public to access the DPCDSB website for this evening’s presentation and also to keep themselves informed.  

The background of the area was reviewed highlighting the Status Quo enrolments from 2007 to 2012. 

The General Administrative Procedure of the Board (GAP) for flexible boundary students was reviewed. Applications are made in writing to the Principals of the receiving school and sending school.  Decisions are made on availability of accommodation within the classes of the receiving school and the impacts on the sending school.  This procedure is reviewed on an annual basis within each school.  Stephanie then reviewed the Status Quo-Breakout.  She then advised attendees that the information on the options has been revised to include the Prohibitive to Repair funding from the Ministry of Education.  In each of the options, the capacity of the proposed schools to be rebuilt has been amended.  She then compared the three Options A, B and C as is and then each with Ministry funding.  Stephanie then advised that it is the mandate of the committee to make a decision on a final option that will be presented to the community at the next public meeting scheduled. 
5.    Financial Information

     Stephanie Cox – Planner, Planning Department - DPCDSB 
Stephanie Cox, Planner, reviewed the financial considerations including:
Principal  & Vice Principal salaries

Secretary salaries

Supplies

Custodial Staff salaries

School operations

Utilities & maintenance

Transportation

Revenue loss for Community Use of Schools

Leases on school equipment (i.e. laptops, photocopiers, printers, etc.)

Stephanie commented that in the first year, as a school gets smaller the savings increase.

The estimated operating costs are as below:

Financial Impact Summary
Option A 


Total savings 


= $117,853.00

Options B

Total savings


= $310,742.00

Option C


Total savings


= $259,277.00
6.    School Size Impact
    Alex Tucciarone, Acting Superintendent, Brampton Central - DPCDSB  
   Alex Tucciarone, Acting Superintendent, Brampton Central, presented the Impacts of School Size.  On average, research indicates that an effective size for an elementary school is in the range of 300-400 students (school size, school climate and student performance 1996, NWREL).  Alex advised that the size of the school may have an impact on a number of issues related to staffing, program, resources and school budget.  

Alex used the example that if the school were to bring in a guest speaker, the cost is divided by the number of students; therefore having fewer students indicates a greater cost per student.  Field trips and in-house presentation opportunities are limited given population size in some grades.  Additional support from the community is usually required for these types of events as school size decreases.  It is important to realize that these facts affect all schools in the province.  

It is a fact that the larger the school, the more classes per grade.  The more classes per grade, the greater the possibility to offer students or teachers the ability to properly align teaching and learning styles.  In single grade schools, there may be less opportunity to provide the same collaborative experiences with same grade partners whether these partners are students or teachers (Professional Learning Teams).  This in turn impacts the richness and diversity of the educational experience.  

Declining student enrolment may imply the possibility of an increased number of combined classes.  Special Education Resource Teachers (SERT) and Library staff are allocated based on school enrollment.  In a school with an effective school size, there is also an opportunity to implement a rotary program if one is desired.  The rotary program may assist in scaffolding the social interaction in preparation for students moving from elementary to secondary school.  

School Size Impact
As staff decreases, the amount of volunteer time needed from each staff member in order to provide extra-curricular activities and appropriate supervision duties increases.  A comparative chart was presented comparing staffing of a school at 200 pupil places with a school with 400 pupil places.  At 400 the staff almost doubles.

School Budget Impact
School operating budgets are provided on a per pupil allocation.  Fewer students equals less funding and the possibility of fewer programs.  Therefore, the size of the budget plays a role in the flexibility to offer new initiatives/programs/items outside of the essential in core areas.  The cost of field trip bussing is distributed amongst the number of students participating on the excursion.  

Small School Attributes
One key feature of small schools and units is that everyone’s participation is needed for clubs, teams and student government to have an adequate number of members.  The number of parent volunteers to support school activities/programs is inversely proportional to the size of the school.  Therefore there is a likelihood of more parents involved in a school, as school enrolment decreases.

Small School Perceptions
Perceptions of a small school are that there is a more family-like environment, safe and secure feeling, general contentment, feeling that this environment can not be duplicated in a school with double or higher enrolment, and greater academic achievement.  

Alex encouraged attendees to check the website for scores and school placement on the Fraser Institute Report and within the school evaluation framework in order to validate the academic achievement perception within this geographical area.  
7.    Future Implementation

         Beth Bjarnason – Manager of Planning Department – DPCDSB

Beth Bjarnason, Manager of Planning discussed the proposed implementation timeline.  

The proposed timeline would suggest the following:

· ARC committee next meeting – Tuesday, May 20, 2008

· Public Meeting #4 – Thursday, May 28, 2008

· September 2008-status quo


            Timeline would suggest that consolidations would be effective for September 

      2009

· Commencement of any phasing options would also be effective for September 2009

· Exception would be for Providence Central East students hosted at Mother Mary Ward.  All students to be relocated to Our Lady of Providence effective September 2009 (phasing would not apply) – currently under review by the Board


      ARC will present at the May 28, 2008 Public Meeting #4 their recommendations.  

      Parents will be notified (via advertising in the local paper, schools, website) of the two 
      Public Meetings to be held in September 2008 at the Catholic Education Center.  Anyone 
      from the community may speak at these meetings.  

Beth advised that it was not the mandate of the committee to consider what will happen to a school if/when it is closed.  An independent process will be followed as per the guidelines and regulations of the Ministry of Education once a final decision is made regarding any school closures. 
8.     Comments Period/Next Steps
  
    Superintendent /Staff/ARC Members

We are now entering the next phase of the Ministry mandate after the last Public Meeting has been convened on Thursday, May 28, 2008.   The ARC report will be presented to the Director of Education.  The Staff report will be presented to The Board of Trustees who will proceed to convene meetings in the fall of 2008 at the Catholic Education Center.


Alex shared a step by step on-line demonstration to attendees in accessing the information on the DPCDSB website, encouraging attendees to review all of the information placed in the ARC Binder, created by the Planning Department last June.  The ARC Binder is accessible on the website and hard copies are available through each school principal and school council chair.  


      Alex Tucciarone thanked everyone for attending the meeting and their continued 

      contributions and support.  The floor was then opened up for a Comment/Question 

      period.
     9.
  Conclusion-Question Period

    1. 
A parent questioned why the attendance from the Public Meeting was not posted on the website.


The minutes will be revised and re-posted to reflect this.  The attendance will be recorded according to the sign-in sheets provided at each meeting.


The same parent commented that everything said tonight was “negative” on the subject of small schools.


Alex Tucciarone commented that we were presenting facts and we were not giving the impression of a negative impact.  


The parent then asked if the Planning Department was neutral.

Alex commented that we are presenting the facts. 

The parent commented that the tax payer should be given a choice.


Alex commented that we are following a Ministry process.


The parent commented that we are “barking up a dead tree”.


Alex advised that the Board of Trustees will be making the decision based on the ARC Report, Planning Department Report and input from the public.
2.
A parent from Mother Mary Ward presented a five minute presentation on her views of “School Size, School Climate and Student Performance”.  The report presented was a review and the parent invited attendees to read the report in its entirety at the following:

http://www.nwrel.org/scpd/sirs/10/c020html
3.
A parent from Mother Mary Ward expressed her views that her three children are doing well in split classes and that more doesn’t mean better and their school is a family with lots of volunteers.  She commented that they also have extra curricular activities at their school.

4.
A parent from St. Marguerite Bourgeoys expressed concerns over Option B and commented on their safety concerns.  He noted that a portion of this area is designated as a “Community Safety Zone” and that he is concerned that the boundary changes will result in children crossing busy streets.  He also expressed concern for children walking past the gas station and commercial plaza.
5.
A parent from St. Marguerite Bourgeoys needed clarification on the Prohibitive to Repair and the effect of the ARC process.

Beth Bjarnason clarified the meaning of PTR and explained that the ARC process was already in place when the Ministry made the decision for PTR.  She also advised the attendees that there are 72 school boards across the province looking for funding.

6.
A parent enquired as to why would we used the funding for St. Marguerite Bourgeoys if it was not needed.  


Beth Bjarnason commented that the funding from the Ministry would not cover the entire cost of a new building.  Other funding would have to come from PTR, Primary Class Size and the Pupil Accommodation Grant funds.

7.
A parent from St. Marguerite Bourgeoys inquired as to why wasn’t there an option of not closing schools?

Alex Tucciarone commented that they were welcome to put that Option down in their final report and that at the last Public Meeting the ARC will share the recommended Options.


Beth Bjarnason then reviewed and clarified that one of the original eight Options was Status Quo.  She then reiterated that the ARC Committee had not selected Status Quo as an option. Beth then advised the parent that if they would like it to be another Option then, it can be raised to the Board of Trustees.


Alex Tucciarone suggested that each school may want to consolidate their ideas and have one person present at the Board meetings, instead of several people going up.  He then clarified that there would be two Public (Board) Meetings per ARC area and then a Special Board Meeting for each ARC area, involving the Trustees.
8.
A parent from Mother Mary Ward commented that in the end the province is biased against small schools and has targeted schools under 250 students.  


Beth Bjarnason did agree because it is the expectation that the Ministry would not provide funding to build a school to accommodate the capacity under 250 students.

9.
Beth reviewed for a parent from St. Marguerite Bourgeoys that the reason they did not get PTR funding for this school was because it was not ranked by the Ministry RECAP system as having a Facility Condition Index greater than 65.
10.
A parent from Mother Mary Ward inquired as to what the timelines would be to rebuild a school and where would the students be housed if MMW was to close.

Beth advised that the Ministry expects the Board to complete the ARC process first.  Then the Board will look at the Options.  During the construction period, students would be housed at another school.
· Public Meeting #4

   Wednesday, May 28, 2008 – 7:00 to 9:00 p.m.


   St. Thomas Aquinas Secondary School


   25 Corporation Drive, Brampton, Ontario
· Fall – 2008 Board Meetings, dates to be announced
  
  Attendance at this meeting was calculated according to the count on the sign-in-sheets 
  provided at the meeting, as follows:


  Lester B. Pearson 

=

  2
              Mother Mary Ward 
=
            37

  St. Anthony


=
              2

  St. Marguerite Bourgeoys
=
         
12

  TOTAL


=
          
53
BramNorthPublicmtg3approvedminapr2908anndiiorio
[image: image2.png]









PAGE  
1

