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Questions and Responses for ARC 2A/2B, December 13, 2016 
(this is a cumulative list of questions and responses, starting November 24, 2016) 
 

Question Response 

Enrolment Questions:  

Why doesn’t Appendix 3 for the Seaway Feeder 
recommendation describe the impact of Seaway 
DHS students attending North Dundas DHS?  

 
 

 
 
  

 
On page 61 of the Initial Staff Report, the impact 
of accommodating SDHS students at South 
Grenville DHS is described as being “46% by 2019-
20, and 65% with Seaway area 7-12 schools”. 
There is no similar description provided for North 
Dundas DHS. The above table is provided to give a 
summary of the impact of enrolment at SGDHS 
and NDDHS with the Draft Recommended 
boundaries: 

How does the draft recommendation to expand the 
boundary for CCVS account for students living in this 
area and currently attending Tagwi SS?  

 

Current tables account for the impact of 
enrolment at Tagwi with Glengarry students per 
draft recommendations, but doesn't account for 
students currently residing in the draft 
recommended expanded CCVS 7-12 boundary 
AND who currently attend Tagwi SS (7-12). This 
would have the impact of reducing the projected 
enrolment at Tagwi and increasing the projected 
enrolment at CCVS by a projected 166 students in 
2017-18, 187 in 2019, and 186 in 2024.  Specific 
impact to appendices in the Initial Staff Report is 
provided in the “Index of Clarifications and 
Corrections.”  

How many students attended CCVS in 2015 from the 
Longue Sault Public and Rothwell-Osnabruck school 
catchment area.  

Dec 6 – page 82 “24 students resident to the 
Longue Sault and Rothwell-Osnabruck attendance 
areas attended Cornwall Collegiate Vocationals 
School, and 2 students attended St. Lawrence S.S. 
in Cornwall.”  The area of the count was the R-O 
secondary boundary which encompasses both of 
the elementary school boundaries. 
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Does the board consider when you close a school, 
the loss of students as they leave the Board for other 
boards? 

Dec 6: 
As noted in the “Consideration of Key Factors” in 
each Appendix in the Initial Staff Report, as part of 
“Capture Rate Factor”, the board acknowledges 
that a proposed closure of a school may result in 
families opting to choose another local 
coterminous school or seek education elsewhere.  
In terms of quantifying the extent to which this 
may occur as part of projected enrolments, 
typically a “status quo” assumption is made prior 
to decisions being made.  Following decisions, 
staff will obtain specific feedback from the School 
Principal regarding detail grade by grade 
projections to provide information for the staffing 
process and programming. 

What are UCDSB and Seaway capture rates in Grades 
6 and 9, which are natural transition times? 
 
What is the capture rate of Glengarry DHS for grades 
7 and 9? 

Dec 6: 

In January 28, 2015, a report on 2014-15 capture 
rate was presented to the Board of Trustees.  

Capture rate is an indication of the number of 
students attending UCDSB school as a percentage 
of the comparable aged population resident to 
that school’s attendance area. For example, grade 
7 capture rate compares grade 7 enrolments to 
the number of resident children aged 12 yrs. 
Grade 9 capture rate compares enrolment to 
children aged 14 yrs., etc.  

The UCDSB system wide grade 7 and 9 capture 
rates in 2014-15 were 45.1%  and 50.7% 
The UCDSB grade 7 and 9 capture rates in 2014-15 
were 45.1%  and 50.7% 
 
The grade 7 and grade 9 capture rates for Seaway 
DHS were 81%, and 71% respectively. 
 
The grades 7 and grade 9 capture rates for 
Glengarry DHS were 63% and 71% respectively. 
 
A link to this report is available on Board Docs, at 
http://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf
/goto?open&id=9U9JBQ4C3EBE  
 

http://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=9U9JBQ4C3EBE
http://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=9U9JBQ4C3EBE
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Increasing the utilization rate – When you look at 
the feeder groups for GDHS – there could be 200+ 
more students into the new boundary for Tagwi – Do 
you think some of 200+ students will transfer to 
another school/board? 

Dec 5 
It is possible that some of the 200 students could 
make the decision to transfer to another board or 
school. 

Has the data been looked at if the school boundaries 
as they exist were enforced? 

Dec 6 
 
School boundaries determine transportation 
eligibility for programs within the board’s 
jurisdiction. Operationally, the board also receives 
requests for cross boundary transfers that, if 
approved, requires families to look after their 
own transportation.  
 
When developing enrolment projections, 
historical trends of the % of the student age 
population entering a school are reviewed, and 
subsequent retention from grade to grade.   
Trends would account for both students living 
inside and outside of a boundary.    

When creating models to account for program 
changes such as French Immersion, the potential 
impact of cross boundary transfers are generally 
not accounted for due the lack of any historical 
information to assess these trends.  

Additionally, if schools are projected to reach an 
improved optimal state of utilization as a result of 
changes to program offerings, the availability of 
space to accommodate cross boundary 
applications would also be presumed reduced. 

Facility Questions:   

What capacity would Char-Lan and Williamstown be 
at if they were combined? 

 The OTG capacity of either facility would not 
change but the enrolments certainly may. It’s 
worth noting that portables do not count toward 
OTG capacity. 

What is the capacity and FCI at General Vanier?   The current OTG capacity of General Vanier is 
759 which represents the UCDSB portion of the 
building.  The FCI is 26% which represents the 
condition of the entire building, not just the 
UCDSB portion.  

What is the correct FCI for CCVS and SLSS? The 
numbers are different on pages 27/107. 

 The FCI in the Initial Staff Report refers to a 
projected 2029 FCI, which is 93.5 for CCVs, and 
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68.4 for SLHS; the current FCI figures (76.5 CCVS, 
24.8 SLHS)are used in the chart on page 107, 
which will be noted in the “Index of Clarifications 
and Corrections”. 

If LSPS were to close, how and when would R-O be 
retrofitted to accommodate those elementary 
students? 

UCDSB would need to look at the health of the 
secondary wing which generally is not in great 
shape and decide whether we would want to tear 
it off and rebuild classrooms as required.  This 
would be subject to capital priorities process 
which requires the Ministry to provide dedicated 
funding based upon the submission of a business 
case. As a result, we could not commit to a 
timeline for that renovation although in the 
meantime it would be possible to do less 
significant retrofits to the existing plant using 
facility renewal funding while we wait for a more 
comprehensive project 

Does the consolidation of schools consider the fire 
code's capacity requirements? Specifically speaking 
to schools proposed over 100% capacity - like CCVS? 

 Answered in FAQ (Facilities #13) 

We need more information about how the 
elementary students from MPS/IPS will be 
accommodated in an aging school not designed for 
their age group or educational needs, until/if funding 
should become available. 

UCDSB would probably focus on retrofits for 
kindergarten and play spaces, closing off shop 
spaces and areas of the school that don’t need to 
be used. While not ideal, we do have experience 
with this at the KPS annex where we have been 
able to make a high school work, with certain 
conditions for grades 5-6 students. 

 

What is the actual capacity for Char-Lan?  The report 
lists it at 413.  The Ministry of Education’s School 
Facilities Inventory System (SFIS) lists it at 401.  This 
was as of February of this year. Why is there a 
discrepancy? 

 
 
 

As detailed in FAQ (Facilities #3, #4), classrooms 
are assigned different capacity ratings depending 
on their use.  In the time between the publishing 
of the Initial Staff Report, and the current OTG 
(provided on the School Information Profile page) 
for Char Lan District High School, is 401.  At the 
time the report was developed, the OTG was 413. 
The change accounted for renovations that were 
made to address the resource/learning commons 
areas which had the impact of reducing the 
loading of the rooms. 
Prior to 2008-09, the OTG capacity of Char-Lan 
DHS was 369 as a 9-12 school.  
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Clarification of the capacity at GDHS - does the 925 
total capacity take into account the space being used 
by TR Leger and the town archives?   

 

FAQ (Facilities #3, #4)  
The 925 total space includes space currently used 
by Town Archives and the TR Leger Program. 
While these programs are using vacant physical 
space, it is still regarded by the provincial funding 
formula as vacant student space.    

What renovations, maintenance and renewal is 
needed at Char-Lan and Williamstown within the 
next 15 years? 

The School Information Profile provides a 5 year 
projected renewal needs that is itemized. In 
addition, there is also data provided in a file called 
“facilities requirement list by priority.” 

How are the FCI scores determined/calculated? FAQ, Facilities #1 defines the FCI: 
 
Periodically, engineers from the Ministry of 
Education visit schools from all boards in Ontario, 
and examine the various building components 
(windows, roofs etc.) and assess their condition 
based upon their anticipated lifecycle. They also 
assign a ‘replacement value’ which is used to 
calculate the ‘current backlog’ and a forecast for 
the future. The FCI is really a percentage – the 
cost to bring all the building components up to 
current standard divided by the cost to build a 
new school. There is subjectivity in this so it is 
important to use the FCI as a ‘rule of thumb’ 
rather than an absolute. As the UCDSB conducts 
annual capital renovations, condition information 
for building components is updated to reflect that 
this work has been completed. Therefore FCI is 
constantly changing as buildings age and work is 
done. 

Can we receive information on the qualifications of 
the people who evaluated the schools for the FCIs? 

Copies of the checklists/evaluations/notes from the 
inspections? 

This was primarily done by engineers hired by the 
Ministry of Education. I don’t believe we have 
access to their notes other than the information 
that is contained within VFA. 

Your report shows CCVS and SLSS with higher (FCI) 
numbers. Does this mean our school is in better 
shape than the 2 schools being proposed for our kids 
to move to? 

 

 

Dec 5 

The FCI represents a comparison between the 
cost to complete all theoretically required 
renovations versus the cost to build a brand new 
school. Therefore, the higher the FCI, the more 
renovations are required and therefore, at least in 
theory, the worse the condition of the facility.  

http://www.ucdsb.on.ca/ucdsbschools/Pages/SchoolProfiles.aspx
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What are the major issues in regards to the Char-Lan 
building that needs improving or upgrading? 

Regarding Char-Lan, the capital improvements 
that have been identified through the Ministry of 
Education assessment process are listed in the SIP 
report on the website. 

How are FCI's calculated and are recent upgrades 
taken into account?  

Also if a school has scored poorly in the FCI what 
recommendations are given in order to improve the 
score? 

Dec. 5 
FAQ (Facilities #1) 
 
The FCI represents a comparison between the 
costs to complete all theoretically required 
renovations versus the cost to build a brand new 
school. Therefore, the higher the FCI, the more 
renovations are required and therefore, at least in 
theory, the worse the condition of the facility. 
 
As work is completed, the FCI is updated although 
it generally takes on the order of three or so 
months to complete the update. The FCI 
information in the SIP reports do not reflect 
improvements completed during the summer of 
2016, however, it is important to note that we do 
not believe at this time that any renovations were 
completed that would materially change the FCI 
of any of the facilities under consideration. 

Could you please identify the interim plan for an 
over capacity CCVS as well as what the plan B would 
be if the funding to build a new school does not 
come through? 

Dec 5 
It is not necessary to have a school that is over 
capacity in order to qualify for capital funding to 
replace that school – all that is needed is a board 
resolution to close the school once funding has 
been received and a replacement building 
constructed. As a result, it may be possible to 
avoid the overcapacity issue by simply 
maintaining the status quo or a variant until such 
time as adequate space is available. 

Putting in the full cost of renewals of what the MOE 
is projecting.  Are you bound to spend what is 
indicated in the report? 

Dec 5 
No, we receive a percentage of what is identified.  
Actual costs maybe be lower or higher and there 
is discretion at the sites this is spent at. 

In the recent addendum published by UCDSB it 
states that the R-O secondary end is "not in great 
shape" could you tell us what information was used 
to determine this? The FCI does not indicate any 
problems. 

Dec 5 
Recent projects at the Secondary section were 
mainly architectural and solutions for a 15-20 year 
life cycle.  There are structural and building 
envelope issues that would be costly for a long 
term solution. 

Financial / Funding Questions:   
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Are the financials for Glengarry correct?  Text error 
in book (says 'update numbers and words') 

 See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, question 
and answer #12 and #13. 

Cornwall feeder financials on Table 31 contain 
obvious errors - what are the correct numbers? 

 See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, question 
and answer #12 and #13. 

How will UCDSB fund the increase in transportation 
costs? 

 Any resulting increase in transportation costs 
would need to be managed within the Board’s 
Operating Budget. 

Why is the financial aspect the only factor driving 
the movement to close rural schools? 

Financial implications are one of many factors 
considered within a Pupil Accommodation Review 
process.  Please see Initial Staff Report, page 6 for 
Key Factors Applied for the Draft 
Recommendations. 

Char-Lan is 22.4 km from the next closest high 
school (SLSS).  This means that it should be eligible 
for enhanced top-up funding for operations as well 
as renewal. According to your report, it is not 
eligible.  Why?  
 

The next closest secondary school to Char-Lan 
District High School is St. Lawrence Secondary 
School.  The distance between the two, as 
measured by the Ministry’s Geographic 
Information System (GIS), is 19.87 kms. 
 
Updated: Further to question raised at ARC 
working meeting of November 28, 2016, a 
conversation was held with the Ministry of 
Education’s GIS Unit to get clarification on how 
the 19.87 km. was measured.  It is a measurement 
from front door to front door and the shortest 
route by road between Char-Lan and SLSS is via 
the Glen Road.  The system used by the Ministry’s 
GIS Unit is calibrated and is more specific than an 
odometer.  The Ministry uses a GIS overlay with 
Ontario Road Network.  The Ministry of 
Transportation maintains the data in the Ontario 
Road Network. 

How much will your annual funding change once the 
government completes their changes to the funding 
of vacant seats?  What will the dollar amount be? 
 

See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, Funding 
questions and answer #1.   

Unclear as to the specifics of the question being 
posed. 

How much does top-up funding for vacant seats 
amount to currently for the board? 
 

The 2016/2017 School Operations & Maintenance 
and School Renewal Top Up Funding is estimated 
to be $6,698,830 and $921,789, respectively.  This 
amount is calculated using the 2016/2017 
phased-in funding formula (1/3 old formula and 
2/3 new formula). 
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Has SJ McLeod school benefited from the special 
grants/funding for small/rural schools in the past? 
To what extent? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The Geographic Circumstances Grant for the 
Board  is comprised of the following: 

"1) Supported Schools Allocation (school-specific, 
however, SJ McLeod does not meet funding 
requirements for this component) 

2) Remote & Rural Allocation (not school-specific) 

3) Rural & Small Community Allocation (not 
school-specific and being phased out)" 

School Operations & Maintenance and School 
Renewal Top-up: 

Due to its proximity to the nearest school (Char-
Lan), S J McLeod qualifies for Top-up funding. 

Are the small/rural school grants being 
discontinued? 
Are these grants sufficient to support continued 
funding of the school? 
If SJ McLeod is closed, will this be a loss of revenue 
for the board? 

See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, Funding 
question and answer #1.   

Out of the three components within the 
Geographic Circumstances Grant, only the Rural & 
Small Community Allocation, which is not school-
specific, will be discontinued (by the end of 
August 31, 2017)  

If SJ McLeod closes, the Board would no longer 
receive top-up funding for that school. 

Has Williamstown been eligible for the small/rural 
school grants? 

 The Geographic Circumstances Grant for the 
Board  is comprised of the following: 

1) Supported Schools Allocation (school-specific, 
however, Williamstown does not meet funding 
requirements for this component) 

2) Remote & Rural Allocation (not school-specific) 

3) Rural & Small Community Allocation (not 
school-specific and being phased out) 

In addition, Williamstown is presently not eligible 
for the School Operations & Maintenance and 
Renewal Enhanced Top-up funding. 
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What is the funding model used to formulate 
funding for remote schools? 
How are schools defined as such ensured to have the 
same quality of equipment, resources and facility 
conditions of schools in larger populations? 

 See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, Funding 
question and answer #1. 

Various grants take into account a school’s 
distance from the next nearest school of the 
board.  They are:   

- School Foundation Grant 

- School Operations & Renewal Grant 

- The Supported Schools component of the 
Geographic Circumstances Grant 

How has the funding formula changed? See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, Funding 
question and answer #1. 

What are the cut-off numbers/formulas used to 
determine that Char-Lan needs to be closed? 

The rationale for the draft recommendations of  
each feeder group of schools is provided under 
the Recommended Option and Rationale Section 
IV of the Initial Staff Report 

Regarding Appendix A8, Glengarry Feeder Group:  
 
Further to ARC 2B working meeting discussions, 
there was a request to receive a breakdown of the 
$16M expenditures on page 97 of the Initial Staff 
Report, and page 12 of the Addendum #1, 
November 24, 2016.   
 
The breakdown would need to be provided by 
Ameresco. 
 

Dec 5 
 
Financial information, breaking out the Glengarry 
feeder group to be provided by Board’s 3rd party 
consultant.  This work is in progress. 
 
 
 

Could you please provide the breakdown, per school 
(Morrisburg Public, Iroquois Public and Seaway 
District High School) to reflect the new grant 
calculations that were missed in the original Staff 
Report? 

For that matter, could you please provide the 
breakdown per school for all numerical values on 
Appendix A3-Page 42.  (Revised version 
Nov.24/2016) 

Dec 5 
 
Financial information, breaking out the Seaway 
feeder group to be provided by the Board’s 3rd 
party consultant. This work is in progress. 
 
 

If the school is changed to a K-12 is the funding 
topped up to adjust the changes? 

If there is a K-12 school at Seaway and you keep RO 
as K-12 – and South Grenville – would all 3 schools 

Dec 5 
See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, Funding 
questions and answer #1.  If the school were to 
become K-12, all school-specific funding would be 
recalculated.    
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be eligible for a top up or extra funding because of 
the elementary and secondary panels? 

 
The Enhanced Top-up funding grants are panel 
(elementary and secondary) specific.  Should the 
grades within a school change, the Enhanced Top-
up grants would be re-calculated and could result 
in changes to the funding.   

Do the funding formulas change if a school is rebuilt 
and consolidated? For example, top-up funding 

Dec 5 
 
See previous question.  Any funding formula 
changes are initiated by the Ministry of Education.  
New school facilities that opened or school 
facilities that have undergone significant 
renovations are not eligible for enhanced top-up 
funding for 5 years.   

In regards to Appendix A7 – there are a substantial 
difference in numbers – can we discuss why there is 
such a drastic change?  
All the funding lines have changed for Tagwi – if the 
report goes through and the 2 schools close 
shouldn’t the funding stay the same? 

Reports from Ameresco should be public records for 
us to review. Can ARC members have access to their 
data to review it? 

Dec 5 
 

Q1 – See Draft Initial Staff Report: Addendum #1 
for details of the changes to the financial table. 

Q2 - See Draft Initial Staff Report: Addendum #1 
for details of the changes to the financial table. 

Q3 – The financial tables within the Building for 
the Future Pupil Accommodation Review Draft 
Initial Staff Report document are the reports the 
Board received from Ameresco.  Subsequent 
clarifications and adjustments are reported in the 
Addendum #1 to the Initial Staff Report. 

In the funding calculations for each school what 
criteria is used to determine the expenditures? 

R-O: Could you please explain how expenditures are 
assigned to each end of the building as they don't 
appear balanced? 

Dec 5 

Q1 – As noted in the Initial Staff Report’s 
preliminary financial analysis’ assumptions & 
approach, as reported by the Board’s 3rd party 
consultant, a combination of the actual 2014-15 
operating expenses and the 2015-16 staffing, was 
used as a basis for estimating the future years’ 
School Operations and Maintenance expenses.  
Regarding Renewal, the criteria used would need 
to be provided by Ameresco. 

Q2 – Clarification required for this question. 
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Can you provide the breakdown of the Tagwi 
Feeder's loss of funding due to 166 correction and 
the top-up impact? 

 

Can you provide the breakdown of the R-O Feeder's 
loss of funding due to 166 correction and the top-up 
impact? 

Dec 7 

There was a loss of per-pupil funding of $170,512 
per year at Tagwi and a corresponding gain of per-
pupil funding at Cornwall Collegiate VS.   

There was no adjustment to the R-O funding due 
to the 166 correction.  Only Tagwi and Cornwall 
feeder groups were impacted. 

Transportation Questions:   

  

What is the time limit for student 
transportation?            
 

See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, 
Transportation question and answer #1. 

Does the province mandate how early in the 
morning busing can commence?  How late in the day 
they can be dropped off? 

See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, 
Transportation question and answer #2. 
 

Will the bell time at St. Lawrence have to be altered 
to accommodate the students traveling a longer 
distance, as the school is currently an early start? 

 There is a possibility. 

When can we expect a break-down of the increased 
costs of transportation to get rural students to the 
mega-school? 

The transportation costs of the recommended 
closures are currently under review by Student 
Transportation of Eastern Ontario (STEO).  The 
Initial Staff Report contains high level estimates of 
the transportation impacts. 

Has the board considered the costs/amount of extra 
buses required to ensure that remote students are 
not on the bus over an hour each way? 

 Transportation impacts are currently under 
review, including ride times. 

Are there currently UCDSB students on buses for 
over an hour? 

Yes 

Are travel times/regulations the same for vans and 
buses? 
 

 Yes 

If Char-Lan closes, the students are to go to SLSS - if 
we live closer to Tagwi, would we get busing there? 

Eligibility for bussing would be determined as it 
currently is, in alignment with program 
boundaries for schools.  Out of bounds students 
can apply for bussing through the request for 
transportation process. 

What steps will the Board take to accommodate 
students and parents whose bus ride will exceed 1 
hour, if the draft is accepted? 

See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, 
Transportation question and answer #1. 

STEO, on behalf of the Board, will continue to 
follow its routing procedure. 
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Why does the board not have a policy around 
transportation? 

 STEO has transportation policies which were 
approved and adopted by the member boards. 
https://www.steo.ca/about-us/policies/ 

When will the ARCs/public receive details regarding 
bus safety, times, etc.? 

Dec 5 
The Final Staff Report will contain updated 
estimates of busing costs and ride times, where 
applicable.  

The cost to bus kids from all over Glengarry to 
Cornwall is much higher than the expected savings 
created to close our schools.  Can you explain this? 

Transportation costs are currently under review. 
 

What are the current costs of busing for each 
individual school in the Seaway family and what will 
the expected/projected cost be for each 
proposal/option you have given for the new 
alignment of each school (per option) respectively. 

Dec 5  
 
An additional incremental cost to the Board of 
$7,826 is estimated to transport Morrisburg 
Public students to Iroquois Public School.  
 
An additional incremental cost to the Board of 
$148,423 is estimated to transport Seaway 
students to South Grenville DHS and North 
Dundas DHS.  

    

Data/Report Questions:   

Do online students count in the enrolment numbers 
at Char-Lan? 

 FAQ (Enrolment #1) 

What are the graduation rates for the last 10 years 
from Char-Lan, SLSS and CCVS? 

FAQ (School Information Profiles #1) Graduation 
information for a 7 year history, can be found in 
the School Information Profile for each secondary 
school.  We cannot provide a 10-year history. 

What percentage of graduates from Char-Lan, SLSS 
and CCVS went on to further education? 

 5-year graduation rate information provided by 
school in the School Information Profile (More 
Information area).  Information on % of grads and 
post-secondary decisions not available. 

Why does the report ignore academic 
success/student achievement of schools? 

 FAQ (School Information Profiles #1, #3) 

What is the process and how quickly will errors in 
the Building for the Future report and SIPs be 
corrected? 

See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, question 
and answer #12 and #13. 

Will the Building for the Future Report be published 
with corrections for public dissemination and 
analysis - or will erroneous information still be 
presented for consideration of school closures until 
draft revision in February? 
 

See FAQ Update November 11, 2016, question 
and answer #12 and #13. 
The Initial Staff Report will not be republished. An 
Index of Clarifications and Corrections will be 
made available in the short term to support the 
work of the ARCs. 
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There is a lot of missing information on the SIPs: do 
we contact school staff to obtain this?  Can school 
admin staff share these details? 

The School Information Profiles (SIPs) are 
developed in keeping with the Pupil 
Accommodation Review Guideline, March 2015.  
An index will be provided for SIP users to help 
match the PARG and finding information in the 
SIP. 

The report double counts many students who are 
presumed to be going to one school when in fact, 
they are currently attending a different school. 
Considering many SIPs contain errors, where can we 
get definite attendance numbers? 

Dec 6: 
 
What schools are requested to receive updated 
enrolment for? 

Can the public have access to the board data 
collected (as referred to in the 'Next Level Driven' 
document)? 

Dec 6: 
 
As posted on BoardDocs on the UCDSB site, the 
Next Level Driven document can be access at this 
link:  
https://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.ns
f/files/9QU9M47706DB/$file/Next%20Level%20D
riven%20document_Accountability%20Framewor
k.pdf  
 
Some of the data mentioned in the report, such as 
graduation rate have been included in the SIPs. 
 

Is the report referred to on page 42 (School 
Operations & Maintenance and School Renewal 
preliminary financial analyses) available to the 
public? 

The financial table on page 42 is what was 
provided by the third party consultant. 

I am writing to you today in light of the recent 
discussion regarding the proposed closure of Seaway 
District High school and the perceived notion that 
our parents are dissatisfied with the program 
options that are being offered at Seaway. 

It is my understanding that the board is using a 
survey that was conducted to justify the closing of 
Seaway District High School.  I have no doubt that 
the data shows more program options and the end 
to double and triple grading was a front runner in 
the concerns of the people.  What I take issue with is 
that now the concerns are being used to rationalize 
the closure of Seaway.  

Dec 6 
 
Clarification of which survey is being referred to in 
the question.  However, if the report being 
referred to is the UCDSB Program Review, it can 
be accessed at this link on Board Docs, for a full 
summary of the number of respondents both at 
10 public meetings and on-line last Spring, 2016. 

  
To complete the analysis regarding “how many 
large immersion schools have double or triple 
grades”, clarification is required to define what a 
“large” school is (ie. number of students, program 
(dual track, single track EFI)). 
 

http://www.ucdsb.on.ca/Documents/Pupil%20Accommodation%20Review%20Guideline%20-%20March%202015%20E.pdf
http://www.ucdsb.on.ca/Documents/Pupil%20Accommodation%20Review%20Guideline%20-%20March%202015%20E.pdf
https://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf/files/9QU9M47706DB/$file/Next%20Level%20Driven%20document_Accountability%20Framework.pdf
https://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf/files/9QU9M47706DB/$file/Next%20Level%20Driven%20document_Accountability%20Framework.pdf
https://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf/files/9QU9M47706DB/$file/Next%20Level%20Driven%20document_Accountability%20Framework.pdf
https://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf/files/9QU9M47706DB/$file/Next%20Level%20Driven%20document_Accountability%20Framework.pdf
http://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf/files/AA9NL86020D5/$file/Attach_Program%20Review%20Report_2016May25.pdf
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I also must address the issue of double and triple 
grades.  How many large immersion schools have 
double and triple grades?   

After reading through Addendum #1, there seems to 
be one important error relating to Tagwi. 

The error is in section A6 which states:  

"Section IV: correction to the chart at the top of 
page "Proposed Feeder Group Arrangement" - 
Current table must account for students currently 
residing in the draft recommended expanded 
attendance boundary for CCVS 7-12 that attend 
Tagwi SS (7-12).  

Accounting for these students would have the 
impact of reducing the projected enrolment at Tagwi 
and increasing the projected enrolment at CCVS by: 
166 students in 2017-18,  
187 students in 2019, and  
186 students in 2024.  
Specifically, the chart on page 73 is revised to read 
as:  
Under column "2017-18 enrolment" Tagwi IS/SS to 
read as 482 instead of 648, Total adjusted to 851 
instead of 1017.  

Under column "2019-20 enrolment" Tagwi IS/SS to 
read as 467 instead of 654, Total adjusted to 837 
instead of 1024.  

Under column "2024-25 enrolment" Tagwi IS/SS to 
read as 425 instead of 611, Total adjusted to 809 
instead of 995.  

Under column "2017-18 % Utilization" for Tagwi 
IS/SS to read as 66% instead of 89%, Total adjusted 
to 88% instead of 105%.  

Under column "2019-20 % Utilization" Tagwi IS/SS to 
read as 64% instead of 90%, Total adjusted to 87% 
instead of 106%.  

Dec 6 
 
The enrolment charts do account for the students 
residing in the western and southern portions of 
the Glengarry DHS boundary per the draft 
recommendations.  The draft recommended 
implementation timeline for the closure of 
Glengarry is “at a future date”, but for theoretical 
purposes and to demonstrate the total impact of 
the change at Tagwi, these numbers were 
accounted for as of 2017-18. This is similar to how 
other “Category 3” recommendations were 
summarized in the Initial Staff Report. 
 
The enrolment numbers shown for Tagwi account 
for (include) approximately 150 students in 2017, 
156 in 2019, and 153 in 2024, who are projected 
to come from the Glengarry areas mentioned but 
would attend Tagwi. 
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Under column "2024-25 % Utilization" Tagwi IS/SS to 
read as 58% instead of 84%, Total adjusted to 84% 
instead of 103%." 

The issue is as follows: 

The draft document before the addendum stated 
that the 2017-2018 enrolment for Tagwi (including 
the Glengarry students) would be 648 students.  The 
addendum #1 states that the 2017-2018 enrolment 
for Tagwi will be 482 students.  648 - 482 = 166.  
Therefore, the 166 estimated students who would 
be going to CCVS based on the boundary change 
have been subtracted and accounted for.   

However ….  The issue with the number of 482 
students is that in the draft recommendations 
Glengarry students are not going to Tagwi in 
September 2017, as we know the closure of 
Glengarry is dependent on a variety of factors.  
Some of which require further board approval  

Enrolment at Tagwi: 

2015-2016 was 507 students.   

2016-2017 current enrollment, is approx. 517 
students.   

Using the number 517.   
517 - 166 = 351 students.   
482 - 351 = 131 students.  

Where are these approximately 131 extra students 
coming from?   

To summarize my request: I'm looking for the 
student populations in the original and proposed 
Tagwi and RO (proposed CCVS) feeder areas. Broken 
down by JK-6, 7-8, 9-12. 
  
Trying to determine the population changes by 
residence, instead of currently attended school 
population. 
  
Request is for the population of all public school system: 

Dec 6  
 
The following counts correspond to the requested 
data on the left, as listed.  Areas to be counted 
were clearly defined in a map provided.   
Please note 2016-17 student data is not currently 
available in this form, so data shown is 2015-16. 
This is a count of all UCDSB students, by JK-6, 7-8, 
and 9-12, and includes all programs offered.  The 
count location is based upon the student’s mailing 
address. 
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a. Secondary students* whose permanent home 
address is in existing Rothwell-Osnabruck 
“core boundary” but are proposed to be 
outside of Rothwell-Osnabruck PS grades JK-6 
boundary in 2017-18 (ie Newington area) 

b. Elementary students* whose permanent 
home address is in same area described (a) 

c. Secondary students* whose permanent home 
address is in the proposed Rothwell-Osnabruck 
PS JK-6 (beige area on the map – included with 
request) 

d. Elementary students* whose permanent 
home address is in existing Lonque Sault PS 
boundaries; and 

e. Elementary students* whose permanent 
home address is in existing Tagwi Feeder 
School Boundary but are proposed to be in 
Rothwell-Osnabruck PS 2017-18; and 

f. Elementary students* whose permanent 
home address is in existing Rothwell-
Osnabruck elementary school boundaries. 

There was a map attached with highlighted 
information to assist with the items in this request. 

 
2015-16 student counts: 

Requested 
Area 

JK-6 7-8 9-12 

A and B 49 11 23 

C   234 

D 171  36  

E 73 29  

F 210 50  

 

 

 

Implementation Questions   

The General Vanier building is currently open and 
being maintained with minimal students. Are these 
empty spaces considered in the Board's count of 
vacant pupil allocations? 

 FAQ (Facilities #6, #7)  

Alternative Option Questions:   

If you were to combine Williamstown and Char-Lan 
together, the two schools would be full.  Why was 
that not proposed as an option? 

Dec 5 
The rationale for the draft recommendations of  
each feeder group of schools is provided under 
the Recommended Option and Rationale Section 
IV of the Initial Staff Report 

Why can't the Cornwall students be sent to Char-
Lan? 

Dec 5 
The rationale for the draft recommendations of  
each feeder group of schools is provided under 
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the Recommended Option and Rationale Section 
IV of the Initial Staff Report 

Has UCDSB contacted other school boards in Eastern 
Ontario to discuss sharing school space? 

Clearly it has been a suggestion for the boards to 
work together – has there been anything done? 

Dec 5 
Opportunities to discuss possible sharing 
arrangements with coterminous Boards are in 
progress. 

Some of the responses from the North Stormont 
survey were to reduce the size of the existing school 
by demolition, realigning boundaries, keeping 
Maxville PS and Roxmore PS open. Are there other 
alternatives that the ARC can put forward in in this 
process? 

Dec 5 
 
Refer to the followings Sections of the ARC Terms 
of Reference: 

Under 3.0 (Role), section 3.2: 
The ARCs may, throughout the accommodation 
review process, seek clarification of the Initial 
Staff Report. They may provide comments on the 
Initial Staff Report and may provide other 
accommodation options not reflected in the 
Report. A supporting rationale must be provided 
for any such option. 

In addition, under 6.0 (Public Meetings), section 
6.4:  
The purpose of the ARC public meetings is to 
facilitate the receipt of information from the 
public in response to the Initial Staff Report and 
to explore accommodation options not reflected 
in that Report, all with a view to assisting the 
development by staff of the Final Staff Report. 

SIP Related: 

Rothwell-Osnabruck Secondary is listed as a 9-12 
school in contrast to all of the other schools which 
are listed as 7-12; our elementary end is listed as K-8 
while all other elementary schools are listed as K-6.  
We appreciate that our circumstances are unique as 
we are the only K-12 school in the board, but we 
believe that dividing the building and the data in that 
way is misleading and affects our secondary 
utilization.  

 

 

Dec 5 
 
Not all secondary schools are listed as 7-12. 
Smiths Falls DCI and Vankleek Hill CI are 9-12 
schools and their SIPs reflect this.  The feeder 
schools associated with these feeder groups are 
K-8 schools.  The UCDSB reports to the Ministry of 
Education for schools by panel, therefore 
elementary grades are reported separately from 
secondary. In a 7-12 school, this is still the case. 
We would be required to have 2 separate schools 
reported (7-8, and 9-12) as is the model for most 
of our secondary facilities.  As a K-12 school, it 
hasn’t been required that a third school be set-up 
for reporting intermediate, rather, K-8 and 9-12 as 
per historical reporting. 

file:///C:/Users/uc22744/AppData/Local/Temp/OneNote/15.0/NT/4-2/The%20purpose%20of%20the%20ARC%20public%20meetings%20is%20to%20facilitate%20the%20receipt%20of%20information%20from%20the
file:///C:/Users/uc22744/AppData/Local/Temp/OneNote/15.0/NT/4-2/The%20purpose%20of%20the%20ARC%20public%20meetings%20is%20to%20facilitate%20the%20receipt%20of%20information%20from%20the


  Questions and Responses for ARC 2A and 2B, Dec. 13, 2016 

18 | P a g e  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the R-O elementary SIP it does not list LSPS as a 
feeder to R-O. Will this be amended? 

 

 

 

Renovations are not up to date on the R-O SIP 
showing only up to 2013. Will this be amended? 

 

 

Why is most of the community use of schools listed 
in the R-O Elementary section? 

 
In general, we look at the 7-12 utilization to have 
an overall view of the usage of the entire building,  
In the same way, we can also combine the 
elementary and secondary OTG and enrolment to 
see that the building (per 2015 enrolment is 
utilized at 236 (K-8) + 129 (9-12) =365/594 = 61%).   
In current figures for October 2016, this would be 
236 (K-8) + 105 (9-12) = 341/594 = 57.4% 
 
 
Not sure where this reference is?  If it is the 
description of the feeder group of schools each 
school belongs to, it is contained in this tile on the 
SIP.  Both Longue Sault and Rothwell-Osnabruck 
Elementary and Secondary SIPs are included in 
the Rothwell-Osnabruck feeder group of schools. 
If there is an omission, it can be amended, just 
require clarification on where that might be? 
 
The information provided is correct.  Facilities 
staff enter in the costs when a project is 
complete.  This can take time.  The work (School 
Renewal) this summer has not been entered in 
yet for R-O and some other schools. 
 
The same 2014-15 summary of community use 
hours is provided in each of the Rothwell-
Osnabruck Elementary and Secondary SIPs. This is 
because the community use tracking system 
treats the R-O building as one building that the 
community has access to. 

Program Questions:  

Will there be any program benefits for the children 
in the Seaway family affected by this alignment? 

Dec 5 – Requesting Response from Program Dept. 

French Immersion – Has UCDSB considered making 
more schools dual track? There is a shortage of FI 
teachers.  How is the Board addressing this 
shortage? 

Dec 5 – Requesting Response from Program Dept. 

ARC Process:  

Are ARC Chairs giving the trustees all of the 
information received from emails and the survey?  
How do the Trustees know what the discussions are? 

Dec 5 
 
The Trustees often receive direct feedback from 
the public, and that communication is being 
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What is the ARC Chair role with the trustees – do 
you report to them? 

 
 
 
 
The Trustees –when do they get to ask questions? 
Why can’t the trustees engage now in the meetings 
and ask questions? 

shared with the 
buildingforthefuture@ucdsb.on.ca email address.  
Emails that are received, as well as responses to 
the online survey, are being shared with both 
Trustees and the ARCs, as well as being posted 
with the ARC Meeting web pages. 
 

Each ARC Chair is a member of the Senior Team 
and reports to the Director of Education. ARC 
Chair roles are outlined in Section 5.0 
(Operations) of the ARC Terms of Reference 

 

The role of the ARC, as specified in the ARC Terms 
of Reference, is to act as a conduit of information 
to assist the decision making responsibilities of 
the Board of Trustees.  Policy 413 specifies that 
“Trustees shall not be ARC members”. 

In the data that we receive as an ARC group, it says 
overview or email.  Are all respondents receiving a 
response? 

Dec 5  

All emails received through the 
buildingforthefuture@ucdsb.on.ca  email address 
receive a response.  

Questions received are being collated and shared 
through each ARC chair for their working 
meetings and subsequently posted on the 
Accommodation Review landing page. 
 

The Township of North Glengarry asked the Board to 
provide financials for the next few years-including a 
breakdown of all financials and the impacts.  The 
township were told it had to be asked by the ARC – 
is that accurate? 

Dec 5  
 
Submissions from municipalities are being 
received as separate entities from the ARC’s. 
Accordingly, requests for information from 
municipalities are also being managed separately 
from the ARC process. 

How do the addendum revisions impact the initial 
staff report, related to the recommended closures 
and consolidations? 

Dec 5 
 
Link to the Addendum:  excerpt from Introduction 
provides response, as follows: 

“time has been invested by Board staff to further 
review the contents of the draft Initial Staff 

mailto:buildingforthefuture@ucdsb.on.ca
http://www.boarddocs.com/can/ucdsb/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=AE9NZB622E28
mailto:buildingforthefuture@ucdsb.on.ca
http://www.ucdsb.on.ca/programs/accomodationreview/Documents/Draft%20Initial%20Staff%20Report%20-%20Addendum%201%20-%2024%20November%202016.pdf
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Report, resulting in edits and new information - 
including adjustments to some financial tables so 
to provide revised grant calculations to the 2024-
25 Impact column. The clarifications and 
adjustments included in the Addendum will be 
taken into account before advancing the Final 
Staff Report to the Board of Trustees in February 
2017. With this index of clarifications and 
adjustments, our ARCs and communities have up-
to-date information for our ongoing dialogue.” 

Feedback: 

Other than the usual means to give feedback is there 
other ways to get the information out to the families 
so they can voice their opinions? Are students being 
given access to the survey and computer usage to 
give their voice in this process? 

Similar question: Will UCDSB be communicating 
details of the PAR with all UCDSB families in any 
manner other than social media? We would like to 
suggest that hard copy information with information 
specific to each school be sent home with families 
along with meeting dates and information on how to 
access the survey. 

Dec 5 
 
The survey is a public survey that is open to 
everyone.  We encourage communities including 
our students to access the link and provide their 
feedback. 
 
We will roll out the implementation plan after 
March 23, 2017 when the Board of Trustees has 
made their final decision.    We will work with 
schools to assist them with their communication 
process. 

What information can be sent home through schools 
and school councils, regarding this process? 

Dec 5 
 
Information sent home through schools is 
overseen by school principals in accordance with 
the directives of the Senior Team and the 
accommodation review process as specified 
through School Closure Policy 413. 

Do the trustees receive all of the information from 
the data and meeting notes? 

Dec 5  
 
Trustees have access to the data collected from 
the survey, as well as meeting notes, which are 
made publicly available following ARC Public and 
ARC Working meetings. 

How will the final staff report be voted on? Dec 5  
 
See ARC Terms of Reference Section 3.0 (Role), 
specific to items 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5. They are 
provided below: 
 

http://www.ucdsb.on.ca/programs/accomodationreview/Documents/ARC%20Terms%20of%20Reference%20(3)%2020161018.pdf
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3.3 ARC members do not need to achieve 
consensus regarding the information provided to 
board staff for inclusion in the Final Staff Report. 
Disparate points of view may be reflected in the 
feedback provided by the ARC. 

3.4 The decision to produce a summary report for 
the ARC and the means by which that report is 
produced, is at the discretion of the ARC chair, 
based upon feedback from the ARC. 

3.5 In the event a final report is submitted by the 
Chair, all ARC representatives must be invited to 
sign the report to either indicate their agreement 
or their disagreement with its contents. No other 
reports from committee representatives, other 
than the one submitted by the Chair on behalf of 
the ARC shall be reviewed by staff for 
consideration 

Can the survey link be put on the UCDSB homepage? 
It is confusing to navigate to and ARC members are 
getting multiple requests from parents needing 
assistance in finding it. 

Dec 5  

Staff acknowledge that there is a great deal of 
content on the UCDSB site related to the 
Accommodation Review.  In addition to being able 
to search for the link by following the “Control + F 
instructions” (highlighted in bright yellow), the 
survey link has recently been added (under Useful 
Links) to additional locations on the site, 
including,  

 The landing page (where the homepage 
image directs users to),  

 The Documentation for ARCs site and each 
ARC’s page 

 ARC Information & Resources site 

 ARC Frequently Asked Questions site 

 Municipal & Service Providers Meetings 
site 

 under Quick Links on the main page 

 
 

 


