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 TO: 

 
CHAIR AND MEMBERS 

CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
MEETING OF FEBRUARY 17, 2015 

 

  
GRANT HOPCROFT, DIRECTOR OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND 

COMMUNITY LIAISON 
 

 
SUBJECT 

 
SUBMISSION TO MINISTRY OF EDUCATION REVIEW OF THE 

PUPIL ACCOMMODATION REVIEW GUIDELINE (PARG) 
 

 
 
 RECOMMENDATION 

 
That, on the recommendation of the Director of Intergovernmental and Community Liaison, the 
following action be taken in connection with the Ministry of Education Review of the Pupil 
Accommodation Review Guideline (PARG): 
 

a) the draft City of London response to the Ministry of Education Review of the Pupil 
Accommodation Review Guideline BE ENDORSED; and  

b) Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to report back at a future meeting of the Community 
Services Committee following release of any revisions to the PARG by the Ministry of 
Education. 

 
 
  PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER 

 
None 
 

 
  BACKGROUND 

 
In December 2014, the Ministry of Education proposed changes to the Pupil Accommodation 
Review Guideline (PARG).  The PARG provides Ministry direction to school boards regarding the 
accommodation review process undertaken by school boards to determine the future of a school or 
group of schools. The current PARG has been in place since 2009, and can be found at 
http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/reviewGuide09.pdf.   
 
The existing Guideline requires school boards to establish accommodation review policies, and 
expects school boards to undertake long term enrolment and capital planning, and wherever 
possible focus on groups of schools rather than single schools whenever reviews occur.  Reviews 
are led by an Accommodation Review Committee (ARC) appointed by the board. The ARCs are 
advisory and submit recommendations to the school board.  The review process includes 
development of a School Information Profile (SIP) to assist the ARC and the community in 
evaluating how well schools meet objectives and reference criteria.  ARCs are to take into account 
four considerations: 

• Value to the student 
• Value to the school board 
• Value to the community 
• Value to the local economy 

 
Many municipalities and other organizations have expressed concerns over the years about school 
closings and the application of the PARG to the school closure process.  The Community Schools 
Alliance  (http://www.communityschoolsalliance.ca/), with a membership comprised of many 
municipal governments, has called on the province to place a moratorium on school closings until 

http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/reviewGuide09.pdf
http://www.communityschoolsalliance.ca/
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after a full review of the PARG.  AMO has also urged the province to reassess the accommodation 
review process. 
 
Proposed Changes to the PARG 
 
The Ministry is proposing changes in six main areas: 
 

1. Role of the ARC  
a) Focus on being a conduit of information rather than voting on 

recommendations. 
b) Providing comment on school board administration reports and options. 
c) Providing new options for consideration of the board. 

 
2. ARC membership 

a) ARC members would include parent reps from school(s) under consideration 
and school board administration. 

b) Broader community input would be through open public meetings or 
delegations. 
 

3. Municipal Involvement 
a) More defined role for engagement of municipalities with 2 minimum roles: 

technical support to school board administration for initial report and SIP; and 
formal invitation to municipal administration or councillors to share 
information on upcoming accommodation reviews. 

b) Municipal rep on ARCs to still be at school board option. 
c) Municipal opportunity to attend ARC and Board meetings as a delegation. 

 
4. Timelines 

a) Minimum process to be shortened from seven months with 4 public meetings 
to five months with 2 public meetings. 

b) Decreased minimum requirement for public consultation period from 90 days 
to 60 days. 

c) Decreased minimum requirement between school administration final report 
and Board trustee vote from 60 days to 30 days. 
 

5. Optional Shortened Process 
a) Optional shortened ARC process can be utilized, with: minimum process of 

2½ months; no ARC required; minimum requirement of one public meeting. 
b) Shortened process would be based on listed factors; including distance to 

nearest accommodation; utilization rate of facility; number of enrolled 
students at the school; elective programming available at the school. 
 

6. Reports and School Information Profiles 
a) School Board Administration initial report will be required to contain one or 

more options, including a recommended option. 
b) Initial report must include information on actions taken prior to the process, 

with supporting rationale why such actions were not suitable. 
c) Instead of ARC providing a recommendation to the Board, the ARC report 

will summarize consultation feedback, including options developed by ARC 
members with supporting rationale. 

d) Instead of SIP considering value to student, school board, community and 
local economy, the SIP will be an orientation document with school board 
and school data.  

 
A complete listing of the proposed changes to the PARG can be found at; 
http://www.peopleforeducation.ca/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Ministry-of-Education-consultation-
document-on-Pupil-Accommodation-Review-Guidelines.pdf  
 
A Civic Administration working group comprised of Lynne Livingstone, John Fleming, Sandra Datars 
Bere and Grant Hopcroft was convened to review the PARG changes proposed by the Ministry of 
Education.   The working group were informed by policy work of AMO as well as the Regional 
Planning Commissioners of Ontario.  
 

http://www.peopleforeducation.ca/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Ministry-of-Education-consultation-document-on-Pupil-Accommodation-Review-Guidelines.pdf
http://www.peopleforeducation.ca/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Ministry-of-Education-consultation-document-on-Pupil-Accommodation-Review-Guidelines.pdf
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On the positive side, the proposed guidelines define a clear role for municipalities in the ARC 
process.  However, many of the proposals are of concern, including: 

1. The new Student Information Profile document focuses on student well-being, academic 
achievement and school board financial matters.  Value to the community and local 
economy are no longer considerations. 

2. ARCs will no longer make recommendations, but only comment on or propose options for 
board consideration. 

3. While there is a new formal role for municipalities, it is limited in scope. 
4. The timelines for public process are being shortened.  Public engagement will be more 

limited. 
 
London Submission to the Ministry of Education 
The deadline for submission of comments on the proposed changes was in mid-December, 
2014.  As a result, there was insufficient time for submitting a report through Committee or 
Council prior to the Ministry deadline, and draft comments, subject to Council approval, were 
submitted on behalf of the City. 
 
The following is a summary of the comments submitted:  
 
London urges the Ministry to consider the following: 

1. Continue the role of Accommodation Review Committees (ARCs) to make 
recommendations about potential school closings rather than just commenting and 
presenting options.  This would be consistent with the values of transparency and 
accountability. 
 

2. Define a clear role for municipalities in the ARC process that includes informing the ARC 
process, and aiding and participating in the ARC process, if interested.   Municipalities 
should play a greater role early in the process so that a proactive, rather than reactive 
dialogue can take place.   Municipalities should be given opportunity to suggest how a 
retained school could work as a community hub in the context of how we can create a 
fiscally responsible model. 
 

3. School Board Administration role in an ARC process be to provide advice and 
information, rather than sit on the committee as a member. 
 

4. Continue to include in the Student Information Profile (SIP) an evaluation of value of the 
school to the community and the local economy.  See the PPS provisions (attached 
Appendix ‘A’) as well as the attached (Appendix ‘B’) letter dated November 27, 2014 from 
the Regional Planning Commissioners of Ontario.   
 

5. Provide that the process take a period of time that permits full engagement in the ARC 
process of both the municipality and the community. 
 

6. Provide that the process and the school board have regard for the policies in the 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) under the Planning Act. We urge the government to 
articulate a clear view, with due regard for the PPS, of the how the government as a 
whole and the Ministry of Education view schools in the context of the community.  We 
suggest that some of the changes to the PARG are not consistent with the PPS. 
 

7. Provide that the process evaluate the feasibility of utilizing Community Hub opportunities 
(School uses, recreation, fitness, child and family health, non-formalized education, 
connection of students to their community) to fill surplus space, and mandating school 
boards to consider such options.  In this regard, we urge the Ministry to fast track the 
development of the Community Hub policies that are referenced in the Mandate Letters 
of the Ministers of Education, Municipal Affairs and Housing, and others.  The new 
PARG measures appear to conflict with the EDU’s 2014 mandate letter which 
acknowledged that it will be engaging stakeholders on two other aspects linked to the 
school board planning process for excess space.  The Pascal Report, while focusing on 
implementation of Full Day Kindergarten, was to have been followed by looking at how 
we can combine schools with community hub concept such as Child and Family Centres 
and other child centred services.   
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8. Review policies and legislation, including the Safe Schools Act, that may unnecessarily 
impede implementation, or even consideration, of hub opportunities.  Policies instead 
need to focus a dialogue that fosters open and creative dialogue on better consolidation 
and use of space in a broader community context.   
 

9. Spillover costs such as health costs associated with child obesity as schools move to 
more bussing and a “big box” approach to accommodating students. 
 

10. The City of London supports the submission of the Association of Municipalities of 
Ontario (AMO) in response to the consultation. 
 
 

The Ministry of Education is expected to announce a decision on the proposed PARG in the near 
future. 
 
 

 
PREPARED AND RECOMMENDED BY: 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

GRANT HOPCROFT 
DIRECTOR OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
AND COMMUNITY LIAISON 
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Appendix ‘A’ 
 

Policies in the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2014) that relate to school closures in 
established urban neighbourhoods.  
 
Note that in the PPS a ‘public service facility’ is defined as “land, buildings and structures for the 
provision of programs and services provided or subsidized by a government.” This definition is 
interpreted as including schools. 
 
Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development and Land 
Use Patterns 
 
1.1.1      Healthy, livable and safe communities are sustained by J (b) accommodating an 

appropriate range and mix of residential (including second units, affordable housing and 
housing for older persons), employment (including industrial and commercial), institutional 
(including places of worship, cemeteries and long-term care homes), recreation, park and 
open space, and other uses to meet long-term needs 
 

Settlement Areas 
 
1.1.3      It is in the interest of all communities to use land and resources wisely, to promote efficient 

development patterns, protect resources, promote green spaces, ensure effective use of 
infrastructure and public service facilities and minimize unnecessary public expenditures. 

                 
1.1.3.1   Settlement areas shall be the focus of growth and development, and their vitality and 

regeneration shall be promoted. 
                 
1.1.3.2   Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on (a) densities and a mix of land 

uses which J (2) are appropriate for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure and public 
service facilities which are planned or available, and avoid the need for their unjustified 
and/or uneconomical expansion; 

                 
1.1.3.6   New development taking place in designated growth areas should occur adjacent to the 

existing built-up area and shall have a compact form, mix of uses and densities that allow for 
the efficient use of land, infrastructure and public service facilities. 

                 
Employment 
 
1.3.1      Planning authorities shall promote economic development and competitiveness by (a) 

providing for an appropriate mix and range of employment and institutional uses to meet 
long-term needs 

 
Public Spaces, Recreation, Parks, Trails and Open Space 
 
1.5.1      Healthy, active communities should be promoted by: 

a) planning public streets, spaces and facilities to be safe, meet the needs of 
pedestrians, foster social interaction and facilitate active transportation and community 
connectivity; 

b) planning and providing for a full range and equitable distribution of publicly-
accessible built and natural settings for recreation, including facilities, parklands, public 
spaces, open space areas, trails and linkages, and, where practical, water-based 
resources; 

 
Infrastructure and Public Service Facilities 
 
1.6.1      Planning for infrastructure, electricity generation facilities and transmission and distribution 

systems, and public service facilities shall be coordinated and integrated with land use 
planning so that they are: 

a) financially viable over their life cycle, which may be demonstrated through asset 
management planning; and 

b) available to meet current and projected needs. 
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1.6.3      Before consideration is given to developing new Infrastructure and public service facilities: 
a) the use of existing infrastructure and public service facilities should be optimized; 

and 
b) opportunities for adaptive re-use should be considered, wherever feasible. 

 
1.6.5      Public service facilities should be co-located in community hubs, where appropriate, to 

promote cost-effectiveness and facilitate service integration, access to transit and active 
transportation. 

                 
Transportation Systems 
 
1.6.7.4   A land use pattern, density and mix of uses should be promoted that minimize the length 

and number of vehicle trips and support current and future use of transit and active 
transportation. 

                 
Long-Term Economic Prosperity 
 
1.7.1      Long-term economic prosperity should be supported by: J (b) optimizing the long-term 

availability and use of land, resources, infrastructure, electricity generation facilities and 
transmission and distribution systems, and public service facilities; 
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