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AGENDA  
Special Board Meeting 

 
Wednesday, August 31, 2016 6:00 p.m. Board Chambers 
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1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

 

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

 

3. AWARDS / PRESENTATIONS 

 

3.1. Report 2016-08-35 – School Options Committee Final Report and Recommendations 

Citadel Family of Schools – School Review 2016, Exploring the Future of Our North 

End Schools.  

Presented by Sera Thompson, Facilitator and Jon Frost, SOC Chair. 

 

4. INFORMATION ITEMS 

 

4.1. Report 2016-08-33 - Staff Technical Report Further to:  School Options Committee 

Final Report and Recommendations Citadel Family of Schools – School Review 2016, 

Ron Heiman, Director, Operations 

 

4.2. Report 2016-07-31 - Long Range Outlook Action Plan Update, Ron Heiman, Director, 

Operations 

 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

 

http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/citadel_soc_finalreport_04july2016.pdf
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http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2016-08-33.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2016-08-33.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2016-07-31.pdf
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ii. Executive Summary 

On December 16, 2015, the Halifax Regional School Board (HRSB) Governing Board 

approved the review of five schools within the Citadel Family of Schools. The schools 

included in the review are:  

● Joseph Howe Elementary 

● Oxford School 

● St. Joseph’s Alexander-McKay Elementary 

● St. Stephen’s Elementary 

● Highland Park Junior High 

After many months of research, public engagement and deliberations, the School Options 

Committee (SOC) determined recommendations for the HRSB to consider when making 

major capital infrastructure decisions. In creating a set of recommendations, the SOC 

considered the infrastructure crisis facing the Province and the Board and the need to 

optimize usage of our school buildings; the vision and excellent feedback from the public; 

and the Committee’s knowledge of the school buildings and the communities. In addition, a 

number of core principles guided the SOC’s decision, including walkability for elementary 

aged children, access to green spaces at school sites, and acknowledging the needs of low 

income families / neighbourhoods. 
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1. Introduction 

On December 16, 2015, the Halifax Regional School Board (HRSB) Governing Board 

approved the review of five schools within the Citadel Family of Schools. The schools 

included in the review are:  

● Joseph Howe Elementary 

● Oxford School 

● St. Joseph’s Alexander-McKay Elementary 

● St. Stephen’s Elementary 

● Highland Park Junior High 

 

 
Five schools included in the review 

On February 15, 2016, a School Options Committee (SOC) was formed to lead the school 

review process. The SOC includes School Advisory Council (SAC) chairs, parent 

representatives from each of the schools under review, and community representatives. 

(For a full list of SOC members, please see Appendix A). As outlined in the HRSB 

Recommendation to Review staff report (dated November 25, 2016), this particular school 

review was initiated to address two issues within this family of schools: capital 

improvements needed for building upgrades and low utilization rates for many of these 

schools. 

http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2015-10-43.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2015-10-43.pdf
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School Review Policy 

In October 2014, the Province of Nova Scotia approved the School Review Policy which 

describes the process to be followed when the permanent closure of a public school is a 

possibility. The goal of the Policy is to ensure communities are engaged and informed 

during a school review, able to collectively explore potential solutions to identified issues, 

and contribute to the final recommendation to the HRSB Governing Board.  

The School Review Policy outlines the following options for the SOC to consider during a 

review:  

● School Closure 

● Capital Funding Requests 

● Grade Reconfiguration 

● Boundary Change 

● Consolidation 

Mandate and Scope for the School Options Committee 

As outlined in the School Review Policy and the Recommendation to Review staff report, 

the mandate of the SOC is to: 

● perform a review of the identified schools within the Citadel High Family of Schools 

following the requirements of the provincial School Review Policy;  

● provide a written report with recommendations, consistent with the review 

objectives and reference criteria, to the Governing Board through the 

Superintendent; and 

● include in the report: 

● grade configuration of each school 

● which schools will be recommended for major capital improvement, and 

● which school(s) has been identified for permanent closure (if any).  

Ultimately, the objective given to the SOC was “to identify schools to be replaced and 

reduce excess capacity through a reorganization of the schools to optimize the use of 

school facilities in the Citadel High Family of Schools” (p 10, HRSB, Recommendation to 

https://www.ednet.ns.ca/sites/default/files/pubdocs-pdf/schoolreviewpolicy.pdf
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Review Staff Report). During the first SOC meeting, the following question was presented as 

a way to focus and determine the scope for the committee’s work together:  

What challenges currently exist and how can  
building infrastructure address these challenges? 

At the beginning of the process, the SOC established a vision, mission, and mandate. The 

SOC also created a set of guiding principles describing the culture in which the Committee 

would engage in their work together. The SOC agreed to hold each other accountable to 

these principles.  
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Decision Making and Accountability 

Given the various individuals, groups, and levels of government involved in any school 

review process, it is important to clarify decision-making 

authority and levels of accountability. For this review, the 

following roles were outlined:  

● Public shapes the vision and informs the 

recommendation 

● School Options Committee makes final 

recommendation based on public input and analysis of 

options 

● HRSB staff submits SOC recommendation along with a 

technical report (if necessary). HRSB Governing Board 

reviews the recommendation and submits the funding 

request to the Province 

● Government of Nova Scotia reviews recommendations and decides on funding 

allocation  

Timeline  

The School Review Policy outlines the review process that must be adhered to, including 

project milestones, public engagement requirements, and timelines. To see the School 

Review Process diagram from the School Review Policy, please see Appendix B.  
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2. Methodology 

This section of the report outlines how the SOC worked to understand the schools under 

review, host public engagement sessions, and develop a final recommendation.  

 

While much of the School Review Process is mandated by the Province and detailed in the 

provincial School Review Policy, the SOC tailored the process to the local community and 

provided an approach that was flexible and adaptable to public input.  

 

 
School Review Process and Timeline 

 

The SOC’s work focused on: 

● Providing opportunities for discussion among the SOC, stakeholders, school 

communities, and the general public;  

● Building a solid understanding of both the policy and process, but also about each 

of the schools under review; and 
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● Preparing and disseminating information, including SOC meeting agendas and 

minutes, public engagement notices, and summary reports.  

 

The SOC also developed a series of information sheets about each school and two 

Frequently Asked Questions documents to help orient the public to the work and process.  

 

Forums for Discussion 

The SOC created the following statements to guide their decisions and provide a collective 

vision for engaging the community: 

● Build something really great for our communities and kids; 

● Create a safe space for voices and people that are not often seen and heard; 

● Build a positive spirit and a new model of how communities are engaged; and 

● Break down barriers and build a sense of unity. 

 

School Options Committee Meetings 

Between February and June 2016, the SOC held nineteen meetings to learn, discuss, 

debrief, and develop a final recommendation regarding how best to optimize school 

facilities. During the first five meetings, the SOC toured each of the schools with the 

principal, vice principal,  SAC Chair and/or student representatives to build a better 

understanding of each facility. The tours helped the SOC to better understand the 

infrastructure needs, school culture, and well loved school programs.  

 

Targeted Engagement 

Given the SOC’s mandate to engage the public and their intention to include voices and 

people not often seen and heard, the SOC held three additional outreach meetings to 

invite a variety of people to participate in the process. 

 

On April 14, the SOC hosted a meeting for community stakeholders including SAC and 

Parent Teacher Associations from the five schools and leaders from community 

organizations. The purpose of the meeting was to: 

● Help community members understand the school review process; 

● Invite their knowledge and questions to improve the work of the SOC; 
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● Help spread the word to invite parents and community members to the public 

meetings. 

 

In response to concerns regarding low representation from African Nova Scotian 

community members in the first public meeting, the SOC decided to hold two additional 

meeting to engage community members who may not have been informed of or able to 

engage in the process. On May 3rd, two additional community sessions were held at the 

North End Parent Resource Centre and the Mulgrave Park Caring and Learning Centre. The 

intent of these meetings was to: 

● Orient participants to the school review process;  

● Share project and school background information; 

● Update participants on public engagement so far; 

● Understand participants’ thoughts and perspectives; 

● Invite participants to join the May 19th public meeting.  

 

As a result of these meetings, community members went door to door handing out flyers 

to inform residents of the process and invite them to the May 19th meeting and over 750 

flyers were distributed. 

 

Public Engagement 

The SOC hosted a total of three public engagements over the course of the project. The 

SOC and the Facilitators worked to ensure that the public meetings were: 

● Inclusive: those who want and need to be at the table get invited, feel welcome, 

understand the process, have an opportunity to share their perspectives and can 

see how the public is shaping the outcomes; 

● Productive: we maintain civility, build trust and optimism, and bring our best ideas 

forward, think on behalf of whole community and the next generation of children. 

 

The first public engagement was held on April 21, 2016.  It focused on orienting the public 

to the school review process and exploring a vision for the future of the schools to inform 

the SOC’s final recommendation to HRSB’s Governing Board. The following core questions 

for the school review were presented: 

● What are the opportunities to best support student learning? 
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● What current and future challenges face students and schools in the North End?  

● How can changes to school facilitates and building infrastructure best address 

these? 

Approximately 100 members of the public attended this meeting1. The SOC organized and 

consolidated what they heard into two categories: Big Questions and Principles (Vision for 

Our Schools).  

 

The list of Big Questions was submitted to HRSB staff who developed a Questions and 

Answers document that was shared with the public through social media, on the school 

review website and at each subsequent public engagement session. The Principles were 

used by the SOC in the development of draft scenarios and again during the deliberations 

on the Final Recommendation. Illustrations of the Big Questions and the Vision for Our 

Schools can be found in Appendix D and E.   

 

On May 19, 2016, the SOC shared a set of four draft scenarios with the public. 

Approximately 80 participants attended with an additional 40 or so joining online. The 

purpose of this second engagement session was to share answers to big questions, 

present a set of scenarios or possible future directions for the schools, and invite public 

feedback and priority setting. The four draft scenarios presented at this meeting are 

detailed in section 3 of this report.  

 

The final public engagement session was held on June 7, 2016. The purpose of the final 

public meeting was to present the draft recommendation and invite feedback on how it 

could be refined and strengthened. Approximately 150 members of the public were in 

attendance. During the group discussion part of the agenda, members of the SOC were 

able to sit with small groups to explore the merits and challenges of the draft 

recommendation. Notes from these conversations enabled the SOC to gain a better 

understanding of ideas, comments, and ways to improve the draft.  

 

                                                   
1
 At each of the Public Meetings a “kid zone” was set up to welcome young children to the process. 

The kid zone included original school based colouring sheets, markers, crayons, building blocks, and 

other toys.   

http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/citadel_soc_publicmtg1_faqs_responses.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/citadel_soc_publicmtg1_faqs_responses.pdf
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Building our Understanding 

The SOC relied on a number of sources to build their understanding of their work. This 

included desk and field research, information requests from HRSB staff, etc. 

 

Research  

The initial sources of information to support the SOC’s understanding of infrastructure 

needs included: the Long Range Outlook for HRSB schools, building maintenance summary 

sheets, and guided school tours.  

 

Support from HRSB staff 

With support from HRSB staff, the SOC developed a better understanding of their role, as 

well as the decision making authority of HRSB staff, the Governing Board, and the Province. 

HRSB staff clarified questions relating to process and supported the preparation the 

following: 

● Communications / outreach strategies; 

● Long Range Outlook: capital needs and current student enrolment and projected 

enrolment;  

● School siting decisions + site options on the peninsula; and 

● Impact of scenarios on student population and number of classrooms. 

 

Guest presentations  

On March 23, 2016, Jacob Ritchie (Urban Design Program Manager) and Kurt Pyle (Research 

and Social Data Program Manager) from the Halifax Regional Municipality presented 

information about goals embedded in the current HRM planning policies (more specifically 

found within the Regional Plan) and the upcoming Centre Plan processes. They also 

presented a map of approved development sites (many of which centre around Isleville 

Street) and sites on the peninsula over 1.5 acres to see where a new school site might be 

possible.  

 

On April 27, 2016, Darrell MacDonald (Director, Education Facilities Project Services) from 

the Nova Scotia Department of Transportation & Infrastructure Renewal, presented trends 

and best practices in school design. Darrell’s presentation allowed the SOC to gain a better 

understanding of what might be possible through major renovations and/or a new school 

build.  

http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-services/long-range-outlook
http://www.halifax.ca/regionalplanning/FinalRegPlan.php
http://www.centreplan.ca/
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Communication + Outreach  

The SOC and HRSB made extensive efforts to reach parents and community members to 

share information about the project. The following communication channels were utilized. 

 

Project Website and Email 

● Citadel Family School Review webpage (91 hits) 

● Project email address (CitReview2016@hrsb.ca) (106 emails 

received) 

 

Direct to parents 

● Communication via schools: emails, backpacks, phones calls 

home from the principals 

● Flyers door to door 

 

Social Media  

● Facebook page (114 likes) 

● Twitter accounts (221 tweets, 129 followers, 28 likes)  

 

Media (Online / Print) 

Press releases were issued before each public meeting and a 

number of news stories were released in print, online, on radio, 

and on television.  

● Halifax Metro (published April 19, 2016). ‘This is your 

decisions’: North-end Halifax school review process set to begin.  

● Halifax Metro (published May 20, 2016). Options for north 

end school review include closures, new buildings, high-tech 

learning. 

● Halifax Metro (published June 6, 2016). ‘Not an easy thing’: 

north-end Halifax school plan would build new junior high, close Oxford.  

● CBC News (published on June 7, 2016). Bloomfield Centre proposed as site for new 

junior high.  

 

http://www.hrsb.ca/school-review/school-review-citadel-high-family-schools
mailto:CitReview2016@hrsb.ca
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/04/19/public-meeting-north-end-halifax-school-review-process.html
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/04/19/public-meeting-north-end-halifax-school-review-process.html
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/04/19/public-meeting-north-end-halifax-school-review-process.html
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/05/20/options-for-north-end-school-review-halifax-laid-out.html
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/05/20/options-for-north-end-school-review-halifax-laid-out.html
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/05/20/options-for-north-end-school-review-halifax-laid-out.html
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/06/06/north-end-school-proposal-build-junior-high-close-oxford.html
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/06/06/north-end-school-proposal-build-junior-high-close-oxford.html
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/06/06/north-end-school-proposal-build-junior-high-close-oxford.html
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/new-junior-high-north-end-halifax-highland-park-oxford-bloomfield-centre-1.3619834
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/new-junior-high-north-end-halifax-highland-park-oxford-bloomfield-centre-1.3619834


 
 

 
Exploring the Future of Our North End Schools - Final Report and Recommendation (July 4, 2016) 

 

15 

A number of news pieces aired on Global and CBC. SOC members were interviewed for 

radio on CBC Information Morning and the Sheldon MacLeod Show on News 95.7. 
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3. Developing Draft Scenarios  

This section of the report outlines the core principles and vision for our schools that 

informed the development of the draft scenarios. 

Vision and Principles 

The following principles were developed at  the first public engagement meeting and 

served as a filter through which the SOC made decisions: 

● Neighbourhood schools at the heart of community 

● Kids can walk and bike to school 

● Schools have beautiful, walkable schools 

● Schools are inclusive and celebrate diversity 

● Schools are flexible and adaptable to change 

● Focus on what students need to succeed 

● Schools provide community supports and spaces throughout the day 

● Schools are essential 

● Schools are accessible 

● Maintain and renovate existing schools 

● Potential for Hub Schools 

● Schools offer late French immersion options 

 

Draft Scenarios 

Between the first and second public engagement sessions, the SOC explored how they 

could align priorities heard from the public with the SOC’s objective to optimize the use of 

school facilities. At the second engagement session, members of the SOC presented a 

summary of each draft scenario along with some initial benefits and challenges to each 

proposal. The following scenarios were explored: 

● The Bright Unite 

● The North End Academy  
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● High Tech Junior High  

● Keep Our Schools, Keep Our Communities  

 

During the May public engagement session, participants were asked to comment on each 

draft scenario and asked how they might improve them. More details about the draft 

scenarios are presented on the following pages.  
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THE BRIGHT UNITE 

Joseph Howe - repair and renovate as 

required 

SJAM - close, current P-6 to Highland Park 

Oxford - repair and renovate as required 

Highland Park - consolidated elementary 

with new school building 

St. Stephen’s - junior high, repair and 

renovate as required, current P-6 to Highland 

Park  

 

 

BENEFITS                                                               CHALLENGES 

● Benefits of increased diversity 

through integration 

● New modern safe learning spaces 

added 

● Maximizing use of largest sites 

● High quality recreational spaces 

● Either increased walking distances or 

boundary changes 

● Loss of current elementary 

communities 

● SJAM building closes  
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HIGH TECH JUNIOR HIGH 

Joseph Howe - repair and renovate as 

required 

SJAM - new building on same site 

Oxford - P-6 OR close  

Highland Park - major renovation OR New 

Building 

St. Stephen’s - repair and renovate as 

required 

 

BENEFITS                                                               CHALLENGES 

● Centrally located Junior High on large 

site with green space 

● Higher enrolment in Junior High 

creates potential for enriched 

learning  

● Potential for Late French Immersion, 

not currently offered on the peninsula  

● New modern school building for SJAM 

● Requires the Province to approve 

costs for two major infrastructure 

projects (HPJH and SJAM) in a time of 

fiscal constraint.  

● Due to potential decrease in 

enrollment and utilization, Oxford 

will need further consideration by 

the SOC (possible: closure, addition 

of other community services, 

consolidation of other schools on the 

Oxford site) 

● Increased walking distances for some 

Junior High students 
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THE NORTH END ACADEMY 

Joseph Howe - major renovations 

SJAM - new building on current site 

Oxford - repair and renovate as required 

Highland Park - close, Grads 7-9 to St. 

Stephen’s 

St. Stephen’s - P-9 with major renovations   

BENEFITS                                                               CHALLENGES 

● Keep elementary schools within their 

communities 

● Maintain current walkability for 

elementary schools 

● Keep early French Immersion in the 

North End 

● New modern school for SJAM 

● Benefits of P-9 (e.g., mentoring, 

interaction, inclusion) 

● Increased walking distances for some 

Junior High students 

● Some parents may prefer P-6 and 7-9 

grade configurations 

● Highland Park closes 

● Potential loss of community 

recreational and green space 
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KEEP OUR SCHOOLS, KEEP OUR COMMUNITIES 

Joseph Howe - repair and renovate as 

required, make accessible 

SJAM - new building on current site 

Oxford - repair and renovate as required, 

make accessible 

Highland Park - repair and renovate as 

required, make accessible 

St. Stephen’s - Repair and renovate as 

required 

 

BENEFITS                                                               CHALLENGES 

● Boundaries will remain same 

● Maintain North End School 

Communities 

● Maintain current walkability 

● Prepared for future population 

increase 

● Current SJAM site not guaranteed 

● High construction costs 

● High maintenance and operation 

costs 
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What We Heard 

Following presentation and discussion of the options, 

meeting attendees were asked to choose their preferred 

scenario. The results of the vote at the second public 

meeting and online survey suggest that while each 

option has merits, the Consolidated Junior High was the 

preferred option. 

 

In addition to selecting a preferred option, comments 

and suggestions were requested from those in attendance and online. Online participants 

were able to provide comments via email and complete the survey (including comments 

regarding each draft scenario and a vote for their preferred draft).  The following 

summarizes key suggestions emerging from the second public meeting.  

Centralized Junior High 

Support was expressed for a consolidated, centrally located Junior High with more 

programming and extracurricular opportunities for the students. However, some wanted 

clarification of the benefits of a larger Junior High.  Various sites for the Junior High were 

discussed.  The SOC presented a High Tech (STEM: Science, Technology, Engineering, Math) 

version of a new Junior High, and the community clearly expressed interest in adding arts 

and humanities to the vision, creating a STEAM version (Science, Technology, Engineering, 

Arts, Math). 

Elementary Schools 

While some supported options that would see changes to elementary schools, more 

support was expressed to keep elementary schools in their existing locations, thereby 

keeping the schools walkable and embedded in neighbourhoods. 
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Renovation Versus New Builds 

The SOC presented an option to build a new St. Joseph’s A-McKay, which prompted much 

discussion on the pros and cons of renovation rather than new construction. Participants 

noted the potential heritage value of the school and expressed concern that the current 

location could be lost in a future site selection process. 

Current State of Infrastructure 

Participants were frustrated with and dismayed by the existing state of disrepair of our 

schools and the lack of adequate funding allocated over many years to deal with major 

infrastructure issues within our important educational facilities.  

Other Considerations 

● The importance of outdoor, green play space and structures. 

● The concept of introducing late French Immersion on the Halifax Peninsula was 

intriguing but required clarity. 

● The need for clarity on the future of Oxford School in a consolidated junior high 

option.  

● None of the schools are currently fully wheelchair accessible. Any changes must 

ensure our schools are made accessible. 

Refined Scenario: Consolidated Junior High 

During the third public meeting, the SOC shared a list of draft recommendations for each 

school. The recommendations presented were:  

 

• A new Junior High with enriched programming and student diversity (consolidated 

between Highland Park Junior High and Oxford Junior High)      

• Major renovations to St. Joseph A. McKay 

• Renovations and repairs to Joseph Howe 
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• Minor renovations to St. Stephen's 

• Oxford Elementary closed to nearby schools 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Through small group conversations, participants provided the following advice to the SOC 

to inform the next steps and final decision. 

● Include all schools and more voices 

in the process 

● Consider the costs - sounds 

expensive  

● Consolidate Junior High is a good 

idea  

● Important to stick by walkability  

● We want P-9 

● Invest and keep all schools open  

● Oxford matters - keep it open  

● Consider French Immersion  

● Emphasize recreation and green 

space 

● Consider existing teachers and class 

size  

● Concerns about site  

● More integration of public input 

● Important considerations of 

vulnerable communities 

 

In addition, other ideas and considerations emerged during the small group conversations 

at the tables, including: 

Support for the Status Quo 

Many in attendance expressed support for Oxford School remaining a P-9. Some support 

was expressed for keeping all schools open. 
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The Process 

Concerns were expressed by many who felt excluded from the process (particularly the St. 

Catherine’s School community) and felt more voices are needed to inform the 

conversation, process and, ultimately, the final recommendation. 

 
New Process 

Support for the process and appreciation for the hard work of the SOC was acknowledged. 

Many participants noted that this school review was much more positive in tone than 

previous reviews.    

 
Community and Program Considerations 

● Important to consider the needs of vulnerable communities 

● Keep walkable schools 

● Incorporate late French Immersion; consider impacts on early French Immersion 

schools 

● Recreational and green space 

● Ensure school sites continue to serve communities after a school is closed 
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4. Final Recommendation 

The following section outlines the SOC’s final recommendations for each of the schools 

under review and provides context and details regarding the five recommendations. The 

recommendations have been developed from extensive discussion at SOC meetings (19 

meetings in total), consideration of feedback from members of the public, analysis of 

available information, and consideration of the SOC’s mandate as set out in the School 

Review Policy.   

 

Summary of Recommendations 

● Recommendation #1: New junior high school that consolidates Oxford School 

grades 7-9 and Highland Park Junior High  

● Recommendation #2: Close Highland Park Junior High  

● Recommendation #3: Oxford School reconfigured to P-6; include school in a future 

review to determine best use of the asset in the context of south end and west end 

schools 

● Recommendation #4: Major renovation to St Joseph’s A-McKay  

● Recommendation #5: Minor renovations to Joseph Howe and St. Stephen's 

 

The SOC considered:  

● The infrastructure crisis facing the Province and the Board and the need to find the 

best use of school buildings; 

● Vision and excellent feedback from the public; 

● SOC’s knowledge of the condition of each school building;  

● SOC’s understanding of the surrounding communities; and 

● The need to set a long-term vision for this family of schools. 

In creating the final recommendation, the SOC prioritized:  

● Walkability for elementary aged children (the SOC ‘s ideal walking distance was 

roughly 1.5kms);  

● Accessibility for all students; 

● Ways to optimize access to green spaces at school sites; and 

● Needs of low income families / neighbourhoods. 
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Recommendations and Rationale 

 

Recommendation #1: Construct a new junior high school that consolidates Oxford School 

grades 7-9 and Highland Park Junior High  

Many who participated in the process, expressed excitement about the opportunity to 

create a larger, fully accessible Junior High with more resources, wider breadth of electives, 

increased diversity, and more opportunities for students to participate in clubs, groups, 

and teams that they enjoy. As such, the SOC recommends consolidating Highland Park 

Junior High and grades 7-9 at Oxford School.  

The projected enrollment of a consolidated Junior High is outlined in the table below 

provided by HRSB staff.  

 

The total projected student enrolment for the Consolidated Junior High represents an 

approximate one-third of the Peninsula’s Junior High population, comparable to that at St 

Agnes Junior High , with the remaining third split between two South End Junior Highs.2  

The SOC feels that the projected Junior High population is appropriate given this context.  

                                                   
2
 St Agnes enrolment (as of Sept 2015): 314 

Halifax Central enrolment (as of Sept 2015): 166  
Gorsebrook enrolment (as of Sept 2015): 226  
Oxford 7-9 enrolment (as of Sept 2015): 223 
Highland Park enrolment (as of Sept 2015): 133 (source: HRSB, Long Range Outlook, 2015) 
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It is important to carefully consider the age and limitations of the schools in this review, 

which include some of the oldest schools in the system. New construction may represent 

the best opportunity to have a well-designed, environmentally friendly, and fully accessible 

space that is optimally conducive to learning.  While the SOC recognizes the impracticality 

of recommending all new schools in this review, this process does provide an opportunity, 

which may not come again in this generation, to see a new and fully physically accessible 

learning environment in our community3. 

While walking distances to the new consolidated Junior High can only truly be determined 

once the site has been selected, the SOC notes that there are potential sites, including the 

Bloomfield Site and Highland Park Junior High, which will likely result in walking distances 

below the 3.6km walking distance for secondary students outlined in HRSB’s Student 

Transportation Policy. Many participants at the public meetings agreed that it was 

reasonable for Junior High students to have longer travel distances than elementary school 

aged children. 

 

Recommendation #2: Close Highland Park Junior High  

The recommendation to consolidate Highland Park Junior High and Grades 7-9 at Oxford in 

a newly constructed Junior High necessitates the recommendation to close Highland Park 

Junior High. 

 

                                                   
3
 Neither Highland Park Junior High nor Oxford School are currently wheelchair accessible schools. 

The construction of a new consolidated junior high, allows HRSB to address significant accessibility 

issues through incorporating universal design ideas in interior and exterior school spaces. 

http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/Downloads/pdf/board/policy/sectionF/F.005-student-transportation.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/Downloads/pdf/board/policy/sectionF/F.005-student-transportation.pdf


 
 

 
Exploring the Future of Our North End Schools - Final Report and Recommendation (July 4, 2016) 

 

29 

Recommendation #3: Oxford School reconfigured to P-6; include school in a future review 
to determine best use of the asset in the context of south end and west end schools  

While the SOC understands the importance of optimizing assets and providing a clear 

recommendation to HRSB, the SOC also recognizes that Oxford School is strategically 

located at the geographic centre of the peninsula. Given that there are a number of schools 

adjacent to Oxford School, and that HRSB intends to review all schools in the system over 

time,  the SOC recommends the long-term usage of this public asset be decided in context 

of future reviews of the south end and/or west end Schools.  

 

Recommendation #4: Major renovation for St Joseph’s A-McKay  

St. Joseph A. McKay is the oldest school building in the study area, built in 1921, with an 

addition added in 1960. Throughout the process, the SOC heard a desire to modernize the 

school, meet contemporary accessibility standards, incorporate green technology in the 

building systems, and optimize the site to ensure beautiful outdoor space for students and 

community. The SOC also heard the public’s strong desire to explore ways to preserve 

historic elements of the building through construction upgrades. The SOC recommends 

that HRSB investigate the efficacy of undertaking a major renovation to ensure the school is 

modernized and that the site is optimized.  

 

 

Recommendation #5: Minor renovations to Joseph Howe and St. Stephen's Elementaries 

Joseph Howe is also one of the oldest school communities and requires a number of major 

building systems upgrades. The SOC recommends renovations to address accessibility, 

upgrades to playground and green space, and outstanding required maintenance, 

including major building systems upgrades and the retaining wall.  
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St. Stephen’s School is in good working order with abundant and high-quality recreational 

space. The SOC recommends renovations to address washroom accessibility and the state 

of asphalt in play area. 

Timeline for implementation 

Once a recommendation for school closure has been announced, School Boards have five 

years to complete the school closure process. The following list depicts, in broad strokes, 

an implementation timeline of the entire set of recommendations.  

● St. Joseph A. McKay major renovation completed 2019 

● Consolidated Junior High opens 2022 

● Highland Park Junior High closes 2022 

● Oxford reconfiguration of grades 2022 

 

Other Considerations: Site Selection and Program Ideas  

Although site selection and school programming are not included in either the School 

Review Policy or the SOC's mandate, the SOC acknowledges that it is difficult to explore 

ways to optimize facilities without considering school programming. For instance, might the 

introduction of Late French Immersion on the peninsula be a way to optimize the use of 

school facilities? Rather than disregarding what the SOC learned and heard, we have 

decided to capture a few ideas about site selection and programming for HRSB’s 

consideration. 

Recommended Site for Consolidated Junior High  

Although site selection is outside the SOC’s scope, when discussing the consolidated junior 

high proposal, the SOC explored potential sites. Given the importance of outdoor play 
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space, the SOC has given careful thought to which sites they feel provide the best 

opportunities for beautiful outdoor spaces4.  

 

Bloomfield Site 

Given the location of the Bloomfield site 

within the catchment area, it is the most 

walkable site for the Junior High. 

Bloomfield site is also located in an area 

of significant planned and proposed 

residential development. It has great off-

campus amenities for students. There are 

opportunities to partner with the 

Bloomfield community. At the same time, 

it would require the purchase of a new site, new construction and addition of green 

recreational space. 

 

Highland Park Junior High Site 

This site has great recreational space. Given the capacity of the current building (168), a 

Consolidated Junior High would require a new building or a major renovation. This location 

would result in increased walking distances for some Oxford Junior High Students. If the 

current Highland Park site is not selected for the new Junior High, the SOC clearly heard the 

community’s desire for decision makers to find ways to preserve the site’s important green 

and recreation space. 

                                                   
4
 The SOC has not included the Oxford School site as an option for the consolidated junior high 

because the Oxford P-6 elementary school will be active at the school.  
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French Immersion 

There is a strong desire for a Late French Immersion program on the peninsula. The SOC 

recommends considering adding this program to the consolidated Junior High.  

STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Math) + Arts = STEAM 

The High Tech Junior High draft scenario (presented at the second public meeting) received 

a significant level of positive response from the public. There appears to be strong support 

for incorporating new technologies within our school facilities and learning environments. 

However, the public also made it very clear that this focus ought not to overshadow or take 

away from opportunities and resources for learning about the arts and humanities. Many 

participants requested a refocus from STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Math) to 

STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts, Math). 
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5. Lessons Learned: Advice for Future Reviews  

The review of these five schools is one of the first reviews to follow the new School Review 

Policy. While this has allowed the SOC to serve as trail blazers (exploring the process, their 

mandate and innovative ways to engage the public throughout the project), it has also 

meant that much of the initial work focused on establishing clarity of purpose and 

understanding the Policy - among SOC members, but also among  HRSB staff and the 

general public. In order to ensure the lessons learned through our process can be used to 

inform subsequent school review processes, we offer a few thoughts about what worked 

well and what we found challenging.   

 

The SOC Team 

What Worked Well What was Challenging 

Amazing committed and respectful team. 

 

Important and valuable to include 

community stakeholders as part of the 

SOC. 

 

Effective use of individual skill sets. 

In case of a committee member's prolonged 

absence an alternate person is needed.  
 

Consider including three representatives per 

school on the SOC. 
 

Group dynamics can be difficult. Important 

to have tools and time to work through 

group issues.  
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SOC Supports 

What Worked Well What was Challenging 

Great facilitators.  

 

HRSB staff was receptive to our need for 

information. 

 

Presentations from experts, including Jacob 

Ritchie (Planning and Development, HRM), 

Kurt Pyle (Planning and Development, HRM), 

Darrell MacDonald (Transportation and 

Infrastructure Renewal) and HRSB staff. 

More public relations and media 

engagement support from HRSB. 

 

Conflicting data between HRSB and HRM 

regarding population projections. A more 

coordinated and collaborative approach 

between HRSB and HRM is needed.  

 

Consistent back and forth between HRSB 

Staff and the SOC would help with the tight 

timeline and ensure accountability 

throughout process (an “all hands on deck” 

approach is needed from the very 

beginning).  

 

Need intentional education for the SOC and 

time with experts to ensure the SOC has an 

understanding of school facilities and school 

planning at the start. Consider developing a 

more formal orientation or training program 

for SOCs.  

 

Opposite extreme of old process. A staff 

driven process with heavy community input 

would be better. 

 

It is difficult, and perhaps unrealistic, to ask 

laypeople with little technical knowledge 

and/or expertise to make a 

recommendation about significant public 

assets and investment without strong 

support. 
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The New Process 

What Worked Well What was Challenging 

Snacks at meetings. Important to feed 

people! Don’t let them work on empty 

stomachs.   

Multiple engagement methods at public 

meetings were important. 

 

Clarity in purpose and process, once 

gained through SOC discussions, helped 

establish trust between the SOC and the 

public.  

 

The new school review process has been 

highly effective in soliciting public opinion 

on what communities want in their 

neighbourhood schools.  

HRSB staff need to carefully consider where 

to draw the boundaries of a school review. It 

must make sense to the public.  

 

HRSB needs to ensure surrounding schools 

not involved in an ongoing review process 

are informed of the review and the potential 

implications. 

 

Timeline was too short and put very difficult 

constraints on the SOC and the process.  

 

While the SOC agrees with a family of 

schools approach to determining school 

investments, when closure of a school is a 

possibility, there is potential for the process 

to divide communities.  

 

Steep learning process for all involved 

(including the public, the SOC, HRSB staff, 

facilitators, etc).  

 

Siloed systems and vague processes (e.g., 

who needs to be engaged to consider 

Bloomfield School as a site?). 

 

Limited mandate to make recommendations 

about only school facilities and infrastructure 

was restrictive. The process needs to include 

program ideas (“form follows function”).  
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Advice for Decision Makers 

During the third and final public engagement meeting, the SOC asked the public to spend 

some time exploring advice they might provide to decisions makers, including HRSB 

Governing Board and the Province. The following is a summary of advice heard from the 

public.  

● Take the SOC seriously 

● Need more data 

● Think big and long term 

● Need more engagement 

● Money matters - help us understand 

the costs, invest in our kids 

● Consider vulnerable communities 

● Keep Oxford open 

● Consider the site 

● Include impacted or all schools in 

process 

● Program conversation should be 

first (form follows function) 
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6. Appendices 

 

A. School Options Committee Membership 

B. School Review Process  

C. School Options Committee Meeting Schedule 

D. Big Questions 

E. Principles (Vision for Our Schools) 
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Appendix A: School Options Committee Membership  

 

 Name  Role School / Organization  

1 Rene Gannon  SAC Chair Joseph Howe Elementary 

2 Kim Robertson SAC representative Joseph Howe Elementary 

3 Mike Cuvelier SAC Chair St Joseph’s A-McKay School 

4 Nick Williams SAC representative St Joseph’s A-McKay School 

5 Lanna Prowse SAC Chair Oxford School 

6 Blake Roberts SAC representative Oxford School 

7 Angela Comeau SAC Chair Highland Park Junior High 

8 Leah Hamilton Parent representative Highland Park Junior High 

9 Jon Frost SAC Chair St Stephen’s Elementary 

10 Scott MacPhee SAC representative St Stephen’s Elementary 

11 Kim Briand  Mulgrave Park Tenants Association 

12 Sandra Parker  Patient Resource / 

Volunteer Coordinator  

North End Community Health Centre 

13 Teresa Kelsie   North End Parent Resource Centre 

14 Nikaya Paris  Treasurer & Vice-Chair  North End Community Action Committee 
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Appendix B: School Review Process (as outlined in the School Review Policy)  
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Appendix C: School Options Committee Meeting Schedule 

 

Phase Meeting Date + Time Location  

Build the Team and 

Our Shared 

Understanding 

SOC 1 Feb 15 
6:30-9pm 

St Joseph’s A. 

McKay Elementary  

SOC 2 Wednesday, March 2 
6:30-9pm 

Joseph Howe 

Elementary 

Prepare to Host the 

Conversation 
SOC 3 Thursday, March 10 

6:30-9pm 
Highland Park Junior 

High 

SOC 4 Wednesday, March 23 
6:30-9pm 

Oxford School 

SOC 5 Tuesday, April 5  
6:30-9pm  

St Stephen’s 

Elementary 

Stakeholder Meeting 

 

Thursday, April 14 
6:30-9:00pm 

Highland Park Junior 

High 

 

SOC 6 Wednesday, April 20 
6:30-9pm 

St Joseph’s A. 

McKay Elementary  

“Vision for our 

schools” 
PUBLIC MEETING #1 

 

advertise meeting before 

April 1 

Thursday, April 21 
6:30-9:00pm 

 

Highland Park Junior 

High 

Explore and Prepare 

Scenarios 

 

SOC 7 Wednesday, April 27 
6:30-9:00pm 

Joseph Howe 

Elementary 

SOC7B Sunday, May 1 
1:00-4:00pm 

JBO Centre 

Stakeholder Meeting 

 

Wednesday, May 3 
6:00-7:00pm 
7:30-8:30pm 

- North End Parent 

Resource Centre  
- Mulgrave Park 

Caring and Learning 

Centre 
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SOC 8 Thursday, May 5 
6:30-9:00pm 

JBO (room 2103) 

SOC 9 Monday, May 9 
6:30-9:00pm 

JBO Centre 

SOC 10 Wednesday, May 11 
6:30-9:00pm 

JBO (room 2103) 

“Scenarios for the 

future” 
PUBLIC MEETING #2 

 

advertise meeting before 

April 28 

Thursday, May 19 
6:30-9:00pm 

Highland Park Junior 

High 

 

Flesh out Draft 

Preferred 

Recommendation 

SOC 11 Wednesday, May 25 
6:30-9:00pm 

JBO Centre 

SOC 12 Thursday, May 26 
6:30-9:00pm 

JBO (room 2101) 

SOC 13 Wednesday, June 1 
6:30-9:00pm 

JBO (room 2103) 

SOC 14 Monday, June 6 
6:45-8:45 

LOVE 

“Refine 
recommendation” 

PUBLIC MEETING #3 

 

advertise meeting before 

May 12 

Tuesday, June 7 
6:30-9:00pm 

Citadel High 

Consolidate and 

Prepare the Report 

and Recommendation 

SOC 15 Thursday, June 9 
6:30-9:00pm 

JBO (room 2101) 

SOC 16 Wednesday, June 15 
6:30-9:00pm 

JBO (room 2103) 

SOC 17 Tuesday, June 21 
6:30-9:00pm 

LOVE 

SOC 18 Tuesday, June 28 
6:30-9:00pm 

LOVE 

Present Report and 

Recommendation to 

Governing Board 

HRSB Governing Board 

Meeting 
July - TBC Board Chambers, 33 

Spectacle Lake 

Drive, Dartmouth 
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Appendix D: Big Questions 
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Appendix E: Principles (Vision for Our Schools) 

 



    
Public X        Report No. 2016-08-33 
Private �        Date:  August 31, 2016 
               
 

HALIFAX REGIONAL SCHOOL BOARD 
 

Staff Technical Report Further to:  
School Options Committee Final Report and Recommendations 

Citadel Family of Schools – School Review 2016 
 
PURPOSE: To provide comments to the Governing Board regarding the 

recommendations from the School Options Committee (SOC) of the 
Citadel High Family of Schools school review. 

 
BACKGROUND: At the regular Board Meeting on December 16, 2015, Report 2015-

10-43 Recommendation to Review Citadel High School Family of 
Schools was presented by staff and the following motion was carried 
by the Governing Board: 

 
 It was moved/seconded (Linders/Jakeman) that the 

Governing Board direct staff to initiate a review of the 
following schools within the Citadel High Family of 
Schools: 

• Joseph Howe Elementary 
• Oxford School 
• St Patrick’s-Alexander McKay Elementary 
• St. Stephen’s Elementary 
• Highland Park Junior High 

 
That the Governing Board direct the Superintendent to 
establish a School Options Committee to complete the 
review following the provincial School Review Policy 
 
That the Governing Board approve the Terms of 
Reference for this review as being those included in 
Appendix A. 

 
At a Special Board Meeting on July 6, 2016, the following motion 
was carried by the Governing Board: 

 
It was moved and seconded (Daye/Yee) that the 
Governing Board approve the following process for 
receiving and approving School Options Committee 
(SOC) Reports as amended: 

 
Upon receipt of the final report from the SOC, the 
Superintendent will: 
1. Post the SOC’s Report on the HRSB website within a 

week; 
2. Prepare a Staff Technical Report for presentation to 

the Governing Board; 
3. In consultation with the Board Chair schedule a 

presentation of the SOC’s Report and the Staff 



    
Technical Report to the Governing Board at a public 
meeting – these reports will typically be posted to 
the HRSB website at least three days prior to the 
public meeting; 

4. In consultation with the Board Chair schedule a 
meeting for the Governing Board decision on the 
recommendations in the SOC’s Report (preferably 
two weeks after the SOC presentation); and 

5. Publish the following information to the HRSB 
website: 

 
“The <insert School Review name> SOC has submitted 

its final Report and Recommendations to the 
Superintendent on <insert date>.  Please follow link 
to view Report <insert hyperlink>.   

 
The <insert School Review name> SOC will present its 

final Report and Recommendations to the Governing 
Board on <insert date>.  A Staff Technical Report 
will also be provided to the Governing Board at this 
meeting. 

 
It is anticipated that the Governing Board will make a 

final decision on the <insert School Review name> 
SOC Report and Recommendations on <insert 
date>.  

 
The Governing Board will receive public submissions 

through emails at http://www.hrsb.ca/about-
hrsb/meet-board/board-member-contact-information 

 
For more information on School Reviews, please visit 

http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-
services/school-review-process.” 

 
 

CONTENT: The SOC has completed its review and submitted its report to the 
Superintendent. 
 
Staff has reviewed the report and recommendations from the Citadel 
High School Review SOC and submit Appendix A as the Staff 
Technical Report. 
 
An information profile sheet was provided to the SOC for each school 
in the review and is included in this report as Appendix B.  

 
COST: If the Governing Board approves the recommendations from the SOC, 

it is anticipated there will be one-time operational costs associated 
with relocation processes.  

 
FUNDING: Funding for relocation would be allocated within the Board Operating 

budget. 

http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/meet-board/board-member-contact-information
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/meet-board/board-member-contact-information
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-services/school-review-process
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-services/school-review-process


    
 
TIMELINE: Implementation will depend on approvals by the Governing Board but 

decisions regarding school closure must adhere to the provincial 
School Review Policy.  

 
Directive P (vi) of the policy states:  
 
“If the governing school board votes to permanently close a public 
school, the school must close within five school years of the decision, 
beginning in September of the school year following the decision.” 

 
APPENDICES: Appendix A: Staff Technical Report-School Review: Citadel 

High School Family of Schools  
 Appendix B: School Information Profiles 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: It is recommended that the Governing Board receive this report for 

information and consider its contents when making decisions 
regarding the Citadel High Family of Schools School Review SOC 
recommendations. 

 
COMMUNICATIONS: Published to HRSB website on August 26, 2016 
  
 
From: For further information please contact Ron Heiman, HRSB Director 

Operations Services at 902-464-2000 ext. 2144 or by e-mail 
rheiman@hrsb.ca.  

 
To: Senior Staff – August 16, 2016  

Governing Board – August 31, 2016 
 
 
 
Filename:  Columbia\Facilities\Heiman-Sheehan-Fagan\Reports\Board Reports 
Date last revised: August 24, 2016, 

mailto:rheiman@hrsb.ca


 
  

APPENDIX A: 
STAFF TECHNICAL REPORT 

School Review: Citadel High School Family of Schools 

      

August 2016 
      

http://www.hrsb.ca/
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Introduction 
 
Policy and legislative frameworks exist in Nova Scotia related to school reviews and permanent 
school closure.  Among other things, the provincial School Review Policy provides information 
and directives which guide the development of a Long-Range Outlook (LRO), timelines for 
school reviews and a detailed process for the creation and work of a School Options Committee 
(SOC). 
 
In accordance with the provincial School Review Policy, the Halifax Regional School Board 
(HRSB) passed a motion at its December 16, 2015 Regular Board Meeting to initiate a school 
review of five schools in the Citadel High School Family of Schools.  This review included:  

• Highland Park Junior High 
• Joseph Howe Elementary  
• Oxford School 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary 
• St. Stephen’s Elementary. 

 
An SOC was formed and a facilitator was appointed by the Superintendent to assist the SOC.  
HRSB staff supported the SOC throughout its process when requested by the SOC. The SOC 
submitted its final report to the Superintendent on July 4, 2016. 
 
Directive M of the provincial School Review Policy states: 
 

“If deemed necessary or requested by the governing school board, school board 
staff will submit a Staff Technical Report providing additional technical details or 
pertinent comments related to the SOC’s Report and Recommendation.  
 
The Staff Technical Report will be presented at the same public school board 
meeting as the Report and Recommendation.” 

 
The Governing Board has requested that the Superintendent provide a Staff Technical Report 
for each school review.  Further, the Governing Board has approved a process and timeline for 
decision-making and has taken steps to provide this information to the general public.  This was 
decided at a Special Board Meeting on July 6, 2016, when the Governing Board approved the 
following motion: 
 

It was moved and seconded (Daye/Yee) that the Governing Board approve the 
following process for receiving and approving School Options Committee (SOC) 
Reports as amended: 
 
Upon receipt of the final report from the SOC, the Superintendent will: 
1. Post the SOC’s Report on the HRSB website within a week; 
2. Prepare a Staff Technical Report for presentation to the Governing Board; 
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3. In consultation with the Board Chair schedule a presentation of the SOC’s 
Report and the Staff Technical Report to the Governing Board at a public 
meeting – these reports will typically be posted to the HRSB website at least 
three days prior to the public meeting; 

4. In consultation with the Board Chair schedule a meeting for the Governing 
Board decision on the recommendations in the SOC’s Report (preferably two 
weeks after the SOC presentation); and 

5. Publish the following information to the HRSB website: 
 

“The <insert School Review name> SOC has submitted its final Report 
and Recommendations to the Superintendent on <insert date>.  Please 
follow link to view Report <insert hyperlink>.   
 
The <insert School Review name> SOC will present its final Report and 
Recommendations to the Governing Board on <insert date>.  A Staff 
Technical Report will also be provided to the Governing Board at this 
meeting. 
 
It is anticipated that the Governing Board will make a final decision on 
the <insert School Review name> SOC Report and Recommendations on 
<insert date>.  
 
The Governing Board will receive public submissions through emails at 
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/meet-board/board-member-contact-
information 
 
For more information on School Reviews, please visit 
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-services/school-review-
process.” 

 
 
The Staff Technical Report is intended to support the Governing Board in its decision-making.  
 
 
 

  

http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/meet-board/board-member-contact-information
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/meet-board/board-member-contact-information
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-services/school-review-process
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-services/school-review-process
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Reference Documents 
 
The following documents are provided as references.  Hyperlinks are useful in e-copies of this 
document; web addresses are also provided for use in printed copies.   
 

• Provincial School Review Policy 
https://www.ednet.ns.ca/sites/default/files/pubdocs-pdf/schoolreviewpolicy.pdf 
 

• HRSB Long-Range Outlook, April 2016 
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/long_range_outlook-jun2016.pdf 
 

• HRSB Report 2015-10-43: Recommendation to Review Citadel High School Family of 
Schools 
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2015-10-43revised.pdf 
 

• HRSB 2016-2017 Business Plan and Budget 
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2016-06-24.pdf 
 

• Exploring the Future of our North End Schools. Final Report and Recommendations 
Citadel Family of Schools – School Review 2016 
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/citadel_soc_finalreport_04july2016.pdf  

 
 
In addition, the HRSB webpage for this review includes many additional documents such as 
school condition reports which can be found at: 
 

• Citadel High Family of Schools School Review webpage 
http://www.hrsb.ca/school-review/school-review-citadel-high-family-schools 
 
 

  

https://www.ednet.ns.ca/sites/default/files/pubdocs-pdf/schoolreviewpolicy.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/long_range_outlook-jun2016.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2015-10-43revised.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2015-10-43revised.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/2016-06-24.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/citadel_soc_finalreport_04july2016.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/school-review/school-review-citadel-high-family-schools


5 | P a g e  
 

Policy Compliance 
 
Staff is confident that the Citadel High School Family of Schools School Review process adhered 
to the timelines, directives and intent of the provincial School Review Policy, with a minor 
exception, as explained below.  It is the opinion of staff that this variance from the policy did 
not conflict with the intent of the policy or impact the SOC’s ability to meet its mandate. 
 

• Directive A:  Compliant 
Report 2015-04-13 Long-Range Outlook was presented to the Governing Board on April 
22, 2015. 

 
• Directive B:  Compliant 

Report 2015-10-43 Recommendation to Review Citadel High School Family of Schools 
was presented to the Governing Board December 16, 2015.  

 
• Directive C:  Compliant 

Board motion approved on December 16, 2015 as noted in report above. 
 

• Directive D: Compliant 
A SOC was formed as required. 

 
• Directive E: Compliant  

A facilitator was appointed upon Governing Board approval of the initiation of the school 
review. 

 
• Directive F: Compliant  

Terms of Reference were presented and finalized as required. 
 

• Directive G: Compliant  
School Information Profiles were prepared and presented to the SOC. 

 
• Directive H:  Compliant 

A Chair was elected from among the committee members.   
 

• Directive I:  Compliant 
Regular working SOC meetings were held.  
A webpage was created for the Citadel School Review and minutes were posted. 

 
• Directive J:  Compliant 

Three public meetings were held in the community – April 21, May 19, June 7. 
 

• Directive K: Compliant  
The SOC Facilitator and HRSB staff worked together to ensure that meeting notices, 
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minutes and presentation materials were made available on the website. To assist users 
to find information, a link was added to the HRSB home page, called “School Review”.   

 
• Directive L: Compliant  

The SOC submitted its Report and Recommendations to the School Board (July 4, 2016) 
through the Superintendent. 

 
• Directive M: Compliant 

Staff has prepared this technical report for presentation at the same meeting the SOC 
report is presented.  

 
• Directive N: Compliant 

“The governing school board is responsible for making a final decision with respect to the 
outcome of a school review.” 
For clarity, staff has not made any decisions about the outcomes of this review. 

 
• Directive O: Compliant  

Should the Governing Board vote to permanently close a public school, an appropriate 
transition plan will be developed.   

 
• Directive P: Not Compliant with (ii)  

“The following timelines will apply: 
i. A Recommendation to Review can be made to the governing school board 

at any time. 
ii. If a review is approved, no more than 30 calendar days must elapse 

before the establishment of the School Options Committee. 
iii. Upon its formation, the SOC has a minimum of 90 and a maximum of 150 

calendar days to conduct the review, including public consultation. 
iv. No more than 60 calendar days will elapse between the submission of the 

Report and Recommendation to the superintendent and the presentation 
of the Report and Recommendation at a public school board meeting. [If a 
Staff Technical Report is being submitted it must be done during these 
same 60 days].  

v. Generally, no more than 30 calendar days must elapse between the 
presentation of the SOC’s Report and Recommendation and the board’s 
final decision at a public school board meeting. In exceptional 
circumstances an additional 30 days is permissible for the school board 
decision to be made. 

vi. If the governing school board votes to permanently close a public school, 
the school must close within five school years of the decision, beginning in 
September of the school year following the decision.” 

 
The school review process was approved on December 16, 2015. The first SOC meeting 
occurred on February 15, 2016, exceeding the 30 day timeline for the first meeting to 
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occur.  We attribute the delay to three specific things: (a) the Christmas Holiday 
occurred in this timeframe; (b) the process to select and appoint a Facilitator took 
longer than expected; and (c) availability of SOC members for the first meeting.    
 
Staff does not consider this variance from the provincial policy to be significant. 
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Communications 
 
Staff believe the SOC had a strong communication plan. Their communication efforts were 
supported throughout the process by the HRSB Communication Services department and the 
five schools involved in the school review. 
 
Notable communications included: 
 
• Publication of the scope and schedules for the three public community meetings: 

o Chronicle Herald: April 2 
o Metro: April 6 & April 20 

 
• Notice of the public meetings were posted on the HRSB website and Twitter account, 

shared with schools for distribution (Print and Alert – phone messages), posted on school 
websites and outdoor school signs. 
 

• Public meetings were live-streamed to include community members and others who were 
unable to attend in person. 

 
• News releases were distributed to local media prior to the three public meetings on April 

18, May 16 & June 6. 
 

• An email address CitReview2016@hrsb.ca was created on the HRSB website for people who 
could not attend the public meetings or who had additional comments to share. There were 
103 emails received to this address. These were shared with the facilitator. 

 

• As outlined in their report, SOC members undertook a number of additional strategies to 
help share information about the school review process including, the creation of a Twitter 
account (@NorthEndSchools), Facebook account (North End School Review), emails, 
distribution of brochures and word of mouth in the community. 

 

• Summaries of each public meeting, presentations and participant feedback were posted on 
the HRSB website at: http://www.hrsb.ca/school-review/school-review-citadel-high-family-
schools .  

 

• In addition, information on the Provincial School Review Policy, Long-Range Outlook and 
videos which educate everyone on The Future of Our Schools were posted on the HRSB 
website at http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-services/school-review-process . A 
link to this information was posted on the HRSB home page. 

  

mailto:CitReview2016@hrsb.ca
http://www.hrsb.ca/school-review/school-review-citadel-high-family-schools
http://www.hrsb.ca/school-review/school-review-citadel-high-family-schools
http://www.hrsb.ca/about-hrsb/operations-services/school-review-process
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Impact of Proposed Changes on Business Plan Goals & Student 
Learning 
 
The Governing Board and Senior Staff have established four goals to guide the development of 
the 2016-17 business plan priorities.  In reviewing the recommendations from the Citadel SOC, 
staff has considered the impact on each of the business plan goals, should the Governing Board 
decide to approve the SOC recommendations.   
 
 
Goal 1:  To improve student achievement. 
 The proposed changes in the SOC recommendations do not restrict achievement of 

this business plan goal.  While new infrastructure is not a major determinant in 
student achievement, modern learning facilities are certainly an asset.  Updated 
program spaces with modern amenities provide a learning environment which support 
high quality instruction and student-centered learning.  Multi-purpose programming 
space can contribute to hands-on learning, space for specialists and infrastructure for 
modern technologies. 

 
 
Goal 2:  To strengthen safe and inclusive school environments. 
 The SOC recommendations would result in upgrades for the existing schools and the 

proposed new junior high school would be designed with principles of universal 
accessibility.  This would support efforts to strengthen safe and inclusive school 
environments.  

 
 
Goal 3:  To achieve equitable learning opportunities for all students. 
 The proposed changes in the SOC recommendations would provide opportunities for 

greater accessibility at schools.  Overall changes would not inhibit the focus of the 
system to achieve equitable learning opportunities for all students.  

 
 
Goal 4:  To build engagement, support and confidence in HRSB. 
 This school review process has been intentionally built to engage the public differently 

than in the past.  These efforts are part of the strategy to build support and 
confidence in HRSB.  
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Impact of Proposed Changes on System Operations  
 
Staff has considered the five recommendations from the Citadel SOC and offers comments 
below on each, as they relate to system operations. 
 
Rec 1: Construct a new junior high school that consolidates Oxford School grades 7-9 and 

Highland Park Junior High  
 

The SOC recommendation for construction of a Grade 7-9 junior high school can be 
supported as staff considers the combined projected Grade 7-9 enrollment to be stable 
for the foreseeable future.  

 
The assignment of staff for a new junior high school is not expected to be changed 
significantly in comparison to the current junior high teacher assignments at the two 
schools.  For the most part, the allocation of staffing resources is done by formula, 
highly dependent on student enrollment. 
 
There would likely be an impact to the provincial funding formula by creating a new 
junior high school. It is difficult to determine the extent, as there are a number of factors 
that apply to the funding formula. It is expected that the impact of the additional square 
footage within the system would be marginal and potentially minimized if there is also 
closure of a school. 
 
Outcome if Approved: 
If approved by the Governing Board, a formal capital request would be submitted by the 
Governing Board to the Department of Education and Early Childhood Development 
(EECD). The timing of this submission would normally be upon request by the province 
but could be as directed by the Governing Board. 
 
The approval of and schedule for a new school construction is not within the control of 
the HRSB staff or Governing Board.  If HRSB is advised that the capital request is being 
considered by EECD, a business case will be submitted following the EECD template.  If 
approved as a project by EECD, timelines for project phases would be dependent on 
provincial capital funding allocations. The location of a new school would be determined 
by the Minister of Education and Early Childhood Development, through the process of 
site selection, following the Board policy F.009 School Site Selection. 
 
In preparation for the opening of the new junior high, School Administration Supervisors 
would lead a transition team. The team would be composed of principals, School 
Advisory Council members, staff members and students from each of the impacted 
schools. The mandate of the team would be to develop a transition plan for students, 
staff and parents/guardians. It would explore alternative ideas, solutions and opinions 
to support the academic, emotional and social well-being of students and staff as they 

http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/f.009-school-site-selection.pdf
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transition to developing a new school community. The focus of the work would be on a 
positive outcome for students, staff and parents/ guardians. The transition team would 
be formed the year prior to the opening of the new school. The work of the team would 
unfold over the school year and would involve regular communication with the school 
communities. Transition planning would also include the packing and moving of 
appropriate resources. 
 
Outcome if Not Approved: 
If the recommendation is not approved by the Governing Board, the grade 7-9 students 
will remain at Highland Park Junior High and Oxford schools as they are currently 
assigned (status quo).  
 
HRSB will consider other means for completion of infrastructure repairs to the schools. 

 
 
Rec 2: Close Highland Park Junior High  

 
A closure of this junior high school can be supported. As per the provincial School 
Review Policy, the motion considered must not be dependent on any other factors. If 
the governing school board votes to permanently close a school, the school must close 
within five years of the decision, beginning in September of the school year following 
the decision.  
 
Outcome if Approved 
A closure of this school would result in change for some families as students will be 
assigned to a different school. Transitioning would occur as described above. 
  
There would likely be an impact to the provincial funding formula by closing this junior 
high school. It is difficult to determine the extent, as there are a number of factors that 
apply to the funding formula. It is expected that the impact of the additional square 
footage within the system would be marginal and potentially minimized if there is also 
closure of a school. 
 
Outcome if Not Approved 
If the recommendation is not approved by the Governing Board, the catchment area of 
this school will remain the same and the grade 7-9 students will remain at Highland Park 
Junior High as they are currently assigned.  
 
HRSB will consider other means for completion of infrastructure repairs to this school. 
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Rec 3: Oxford School reconfigured to P-6; include school in a future review to determine best 
use of the asset in the context of south end and west end schools  

 
The proposed P-6 grade configuration can be supported as a temporary measure until 
completion of a future school review involving the remainder of the Citadel High Family 
of Schools.  
 
Outcome if Approved 
If a grade reconfiguration is approved transitioning would occur through the school 
principals to assist students and families. It is not anticipated that there would be 
significant costs associated with grade configuration changes. 
 
If this is the only SOC recommendation approved, it would result in reassignment of 
Oxford School grade 7-9 students to another school. These students could not be 
accommodated at Highland Park Junior High School. 

 
By including the Oxford school in a future review process, there is potential for 
improved capacity utilization of schools in this Family of Schools. 

 
Outcome if Not Approved 
If the recommendation is not approved, it is possible that the grade configuration will 
occur anyway, as a result of Recommendation 1 above. The P-6 grade configuration at 
Oxford School is a predictable outcome if a new consolidated junior high school is 
approved. 

 
 
Rec 4: Major renovation for St Joseph’s-Alexander McKay 
 

This recommendation can be supported. The school is currently the oldest operating 
HRSB school building and requires capital renewal. The enrollment is projected to 
increase. 
 
Outcome if Approved 
If approved by the Governing Board, a formal capital request would be submitted by the 
Governing Board to the Department of Education and Early Childhood Development 
(EECD). The timing of this submission would normally be upon request by the province 
but could be as directed by the Governing Board. 
 
The approval of and schedule for a school renovation is not within the control of HRSB 
staff or Governing Board. If HRSB is advised that the capital request is being considered 
by EECD, a business case would be submitted following the EECD template, with analysis 
of alternative project parameters being included (i.e. new school construction vs major 
renovation). If approved by the provincial government, timelines for project phases 
would be dependent on provincial capital funding allocations. 
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If a renovation construction project is approved and implemented by EECD, it is 
expected that the renovation would be a significant impact to the building, and would 
warrant a temporary relocation of some or all of the students to another school.  
 
If the project is approved by EECD as a new school construction, the location of a new 
school would be determined by the Minister of Education and Early Childhood 
Development, through the process of site selection, following the Board policy F.009 
School Site Selection. 
 
Outcome if Not Approved 
Is this recommendation is not approved by the Governing Board, or a subsequent capital 
request is not approved by the provincial government, this school will still require 
investment to upgrade the building systems and program spaces. HRSB would seek 
alternate means to secure funding for incremental, targeted repairs or upgrades of 
building systems and program spaces. 

 
 
Rec 5: Minor renovations to Joseph Howe and St. Stephen's Elementary Schools 

 
This recommendation is outside the mandate of the School Options Committee. 
However, staff will continue to assess facility conditions and seek funding for capital 
repairs. 
 
  

http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/f.009-school-site-selection.pdf
http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/f.009-school-site-selection.pdf
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Impact of the Proposed Changes on Budget 
 
If all the recommendations from this School Review are approved and implemented, there may 
be a net increase to operational costs for the Board. A detailed determination of anticipated 
costs will require a more defined scope for the two proposed capital construction projects. 
 
It is expected there will be minimal impact to overall operational provincial funding. It is 
difficult to determine the exact amount, as there are a number of factors that apply to the 
funding formula.  
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Impact of the Proposed Changes on School Facilities  
 
The recommendations from the Citadel SOC may result in facility upgrades or modifications to 
some school buildings and grounds. If approved and implemented, the following impacts will 
result: 
 
New School Construction 
A new school will increase the provincial capital asset inventory and Board operating and 
maintenance costs due to added building space and additional building systems infrastructure.  
 
The new building will provide modern program space. 
 
There may be an opportunity for a municipal enhancement on a new school or major 
renovation which could create additional space supported through municipal funding under a 
joint use agreement. This would increase capacity for community after-hours access. 
 
 
School Renovation 
A renovated school will extend the useful life of the facility and provide some modern program 
spaces. Renovations may limit the scope of the upgrade to what can be accommodated on the 
existing school site(s). 
 
A renovation may increase Board operating and maintenance costs through increased square 
footage area or additional building systems infrastructure.  
 
There may be an opportunity for a municipal enhancement on a new school or major 
renovation which could create additional space supported through municipal funding under a 
joint use agreement. This would increase capacity for community after-hours access. 
 
 
Closure of a school: 
A ‘permanently closed school’ as defined in the provincial School Review Policy means to 
“…permanently discontinue the use of the public school building for the offering of the public 
school program”.  
 
When a school is closed the facility is considered for future use to accommodate educational 
purposes other than the public school program. It may provide an opportunity for alternative 
use through HRSB partnerships for services to support community needs, similar to other sites 
that have housed services such as All-City Music and English as an Additional Language (Adult 
EAL) classes. 
 



16 | P a g e  
 

If a school building is deemed surplus and there is no other educational purpose for the 
building, it is prepared for turnover to the municipality. This would result in a reduction to the 
provincial asset inventory and reduced operating costs for the Board. 
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Impact of the Proposed Changes on Student Transportation 
 
There is no proposed change in school assignments for students in grades P-6. 
 
As per HRSB policy F.005 Student Transportation, the requirement for transportation of 
students in grades 7-9 is determined based on the walking distances from their residence to 
their assigned schools. If a new junior high school is approved, a site would be chosen for that 
school.  The impact on student transportation could only be determined after this site selection 
is completed. However, it is anticipated that an alternate location within the existing catchment 
areas would not result in significant changes to student transportation costs. 
 
 

 
  

http://www.hrsb.ca/sites/default/files/hrsb/Downloads/pdf/board/policy/sectionF/F.005-student-transportation.pdf
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Impact of the Proposed Changes on School Capacity Utilization 
 
A new junior high school would provide an optimal utilization as the design would 
accommodate the projected enrollment. 
 
There would be a negative impact to the utilization of Oxford School, with a projected P-6 
enrollment of approximately 135 students, which would put utilization at 20%. This is expected 
to be addressed in a future school review for the remainder of the Citadel High Family of 
Schools, being recommended by staff in the Long-Range Outlook Action Plan and by the SOC. 
 
A renovated St Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary School would provide opportunity to 
align the number of classroom spaces to the projected enrollment, thus being closer to optimal 
utilization. 
 
Joseph Howe Elementary School is realizing a growth in student enrollment that is not currently 
reflected in the updated Long-Range Outlook. The influx of newcomer students has increased 
the utilization from 59% to approximately 92%.  
 
St. Stephen’s Elementary School enrollment is projected to remain stable over the next ten 
years with utilization at approximately 63%. 
 
The table below shows the potential impact of the SOC recommendations on enrollment and 
capacity utilization for the five schools in the school review: 
 
School Enrollment  

Capacity 
(LRO) 

2022 Status Quo 2022 SOC Proposal 
Enrollment Capacity 

Utilization%  
Enrollment Capacity 

Utilization% 
Highland Park 
Junior High 

168 149 89% 0 0 

Joseph Howe 
Elementary 

217 135* 62% 135* 62% 

Oxford School 696 358 51% 128 18% 
St. Joseph’s-
Alexander 
McKay 
Elementary 

417 307 74% 307 74% 

St. Stephen’s 
Elementary 

336 198 59% 198 59% 

New Junior 
High** 

379 n/a n/a 379 100% 

Source: Long-Range Outlook and Baragar Demographics 
*note: the LRO and Baragar Demographics data is based on September 30, 2015 enrollments. This enrollment data does not 
account for the newcomer students assigned to schools this year, which would result in higher numbers for Joseph Howe 
Elementary School. 
**The projection for the proposed new school enrollment is based on data from Baragar Demographics and may vary year to 
year.  
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Conclusion 
 
Staff are supportive of the future plan for schools as proposed by the SOC. 
 
It is important to remind the Governing Board about motions for school closure.  The Governing 
Board has received legal clarifications in the past that indicates, among other things, a motion 
for school closure is binding and not able to be reconsidered.  Nor can a motion for school 
closure be dependent on other factors (Directive N, School Review Policy), like the construction 
of a new school.  Significant too is that a decision to close a school must cause the school to 
close within five school years of the Governing Board’s decision. 
 
In the context of the SOC recommendations, it is very important that the language of motions 
not cause unintended consequences, like closing a school before a new one is constructed.  
Simply put, if the Governing Board was to take the five SOC recommendations in order, and 
pass them each as motions, recommendation #2 would cause Highland Park to close (at the 
latest by 2022) even if the new school described in recommendation #1 was not built.  Staff do 
not believe that is the intent of the SOC, and would like to offer a series of motions to achieve 
the SOC’s future plan without closing a school before a new one is constructed. 
 
Therefore, should the Governing Board wish to achieve the future plan as proposed by the SOC, 
staff would recommend the following five separate motions: 
 

1. That the Governing Board write to the Minister of Education and Early Childhood 
Development to request a replacement school for Highland Park Junior High, and to 
indicate in that request an enrollment capacity of 379 and a school boundary to be the 
current Highland Park Junior High boundary together with the current boundary for 
Grades 7, 8 and 9 students at Oxford School. 
 

2. That upon opening of the replacement school for Highland Park Junior High, the 
boundary of that school include the current boundary of Highland Park Junior High and 
the current boundary for Grades 7, 8 and 9 students at Oxford School. 
 

3. That the Superintendent include Oxford School in a future school review in the Citadel 
High School Family of Schools, clarifying that only the P-6 student population is included 
in the mandate. 
 

4. That the Governing Board write to the Minister of Education and Early Childhood 
Development to request a capital Addition & Alteration project for St. Joseph’s-
Alexander McKay Elementary. 

 
5. That the Governing Board reject the SOC recommendation for minor renovations to 

Joseph Howe and St. Stephen's Elementary Schools as it is beyond the mandate of the 
School Options Committee (SOC) and the responsibilities of the Governing Board, and 
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that the Governing Board acknowledge the thoughtful suggestion of the SOC and ask the 
Superintendent to include Joseph Howe Elementary and St. Stephen’s Elementary 
schools when making future submissions for school repairs to the Minister of Education 
and Early Childhood Development. 
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August 2016 
      

http://www.hrsb.ca/


1 | P a g e  
 

 
Table of Contents 

 
 
Introduction………………………..……………………………………………….………………………………………..  2 
 
School Information Profile - Highland Park Junior High School………………………………………...  3 
 
School Information Profile - Joseph Howe Elementary School………………………………………...  20 
 
School Information Profile - Oxford School…………………………………………….……………………...  36 
 
School Information Profile - St. Joseph’s Alexander McKay Elementary School……………...  52 
 
School Information Profile - St. Stephen’s Elementary School………………………………………...  69 
 
 
  



2 | P a g e  
 

Introduction 
 
Policy and legislative frameworks exist in Nova Scotia related to school reviews and permanent 
school closure.  Among other things, the provincial School Review Policy provides information 
and directives which guide the development of a Long-Range Outlook (LRO), timelines for 
school reviews and a detailed process for the creation and work of a School Options Committee 
(SOC). 
 
In accordance with the provincial School Review Policy, the Halifax Regional School Board 
(HRSB) passed a motion at its December 16, 2015 Regular Board Meeting to initiate a school 
review of five schools in the Citadel High School Family of Schools.  This review included:  

• Highland Park Junior High 
• Joseph Howe Elementary  
• Oxford School 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary 
• St. Stephen’s Elementary. 

 
An SOC was formed and a facilitator was appointed by the Superintendent to assist the SOC.  
HRSB staff supported the SOC throughout its process when requested by the SOC. The SOC 
submitted its final report to the Superintendent on July 4, 2016. 
 
Directive G of the provincial School Review Policy states: 
 

“The school board staff will prepare and provide the School Options Committee 
with School Information Profiles for each school identified as part of the review, 
according to the template provided by the Minister in Appendix D.” 

 
The attached School Information Profiles were prepared by staff and presented to the SOC at 
its initial meeting.   
 
Information regarding facility condition and estimated repair cost for each school was also 
provided to the SOC and is available on the HRSB web site at: 
 
http://www.hrsb.ca/school-review/school-review-citadel-high-family-schools  
 
 
 

  

http://www.hrsb.ca/school-review/school-review-citadel-high-family-schools
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE: Highland Park Junior High School 

SCHOOL PROFILE SUMMARY 
School:  Highland Park Junior High  
Address: 3479 Robie St., Halifax 
Community/communities served: Halifax Peninsula North 
Grade configuration: 7-9 
Age of facility: 61 years (1955) 
Site size: 1.31 ha (3.25 acres)  
Building size: 2 695 m2 (29 005 sq.ft.)  

Number of stories with teaching spaces: 2 
Number of portable teaching spaces/classrooms: 0 
Current school capacity (permanent structures only): 168 
 
Historic enrolment 
(past 5 years) 

Year: 2010 Enrolment: 127 Utilization: 76% % 
Year: 2011 Enrolment: 118 Utilization: 70% % 
Year:2012 Enrolment: 116 Utilization: 69% % 
Year: 2013 Enrolment: 125 Utilization: 74% % 
Year: 2014  Enrolment: 132 Utilization: 79% % 

Current enrolment (as of Sept. 30, 2015): 140 Utilization: 83% % 
 
Enrolment projection 
(next 5 years) 

Year: 2016 Enrolment: 140 Utilization: 83% % 
Year: 2017 Enrolment:146 Utilization: 87% % 
Year: 2018 Enrolment:141 Utilization: 84% % 
Year: 2019 Enrolment: 148 Utilization: 88% % 
Year: 2020 Enrolment:150 Utilization: 89% % 

List all other schools that are part of the same feeder system: Grades: 
• Citadel High School 10-12 
• Gorsebrook Junior High School 7-9 
• Halifax Central Junior High School 7-9 
• St. Agnes Junior High School 7-9 
• Oxford School P-9 
• Inglis Street Elementary School P-6 
• Joseph Howe Elementary School P-6 
• LeMarchant-St. Thomas Elementary School  P-6 
• LeMarchant –St. Thomas –Ecole Beaufort Annex P-6 
• Saint Mary’s  Elementary School  P-6 
• Springvale Elementary School  P-6 
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• Sir Charles Tupper Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Catherine’s Elementary School P-6 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Stephen’s Elementary School  P-6 
• Westmount Elementary P-6 

What are the closest schools with the same grades? 
• Gorsebrook Junior High School 
• Halifax Central Junior High School 
• St. Agnes Junior High School 
• Oxford School 

Is this the only school in the area? Yes  No  
Is the school part of a campus? Yes  No  
 
 

Section 1 – VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
1.1 Physical space 

Number of classrooms in the school:  6 
Does the school have a:  
 Visual Arts room? Yes  No  
 Music room? Yes  No  
 Drama room? Yes  No  
 Laboratory? Yes  No  
  Chemistry? Yes  No  
  Physics? Yes  No  
  Biology? Yes  No  
  Multi-purpose science lab? Yes  No  
  Food lab?? Yes  No  
  Textile lab? Yes  No  
 Gymnasium? Yes  No  
 Gym storage? Yes  No  
 Active Healthy Living classroom? Yes  No  
 Change rooms? Yes  No  
 Technology Education production lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education innovations lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education media lab? Yes  No  
 Library? Yes  No  
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 Cafeteria/lunch room? Yes  No  
 Kitchen? Yes  No  
 Guidance office? Yes  No  
 Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Resource room? Yes  No  
 Sensory room? Yes  No  
 Auditorium? Yes  No  
 Washrooms? Yes  No  
 Sick room? Yes  No  
 Staff work room? Yes  No  
Does the school have designated physical spaces for students 
with special educational needs? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, list all spaces: 
• Small room adjacent to Learning Centre for calming/quiet space 

Does the school site have a: 
 Hard surfaced playground? Yes  No  
 Play structure(s)? Yes  No  
 Green space? Yes  No  
 Sports field(s)? Yes  No  
  If yes, please describe: 
 Bicycle racks? Yes  No  
 Parking? Yes  No  
  If yes, how many spaces? 20 
 Student drop-off and pick-up area? Yes  No  
 Bus loading zone? Yes  No  
 Property to accommodate development or additions? Yes  No  
Is the school adjacent to a public park or open space? Yes  No  
Describe additional amenities attached to or available to the school (e.g. pool, arena): 
Tennis courts adjacent to school 
Additional comments: 
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1.2 Accessibility 
Is the school fully accessible? Yes  No  
Does the school have: 
 Accessible washrooms on every floor? Yes  No  
 Elevator(s)/lift devices? Yes  No  
 Accessible change rooms? Yes  No  
 Appropriate ramps? Yes  No  
 Automated doors? Yes  No  
 Accessible playground? Yes  No  
 Accessible stage? Yes  No  
 Dedicated disabled parking spaces? Yes  No  
Can special needs vehicles off load in a barrier-free location? Yes  No  
Is an entrance to the school barrier-free? Yes  No  
Additional comments: 
 

1.3 Program offerings 
Does the school have classes with combined grades? Yes  No  
 If yes, please specify which grades are combined: 
 
Does the school offer: 
 French Immersion? 
  Early  Yes  No  
  Middle Yes  No  
  Late Yes  No  
 International Baccalaureate (IB)? Yes  No  
 O2 Yes  No  
 Skilled Trades Yes  No  
 Board-specific local programming? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
 
 
 An instrumental music program? Yes  No  
 A music program? Yes  No  
 A drama program? Yes  No  
 A Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Guidance and career education programs? Yes  No  
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  If yes, please specify: 
 
 
 Programs for students at risk? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
 
 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
  



8 | P a g e  
 

1.4 School staffing 
Does the school have: 
Teaching Staff: 

A principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 
A vice-principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 

Guidance Counsellor Yes  FTE: 0.6 
Registrar Yes  FTE: 

Classroom Teachers Yes  FTE: 10 
Specific Program Teachers: 

Options and Opportunities Yes  FTE: 
Skilled Trades Yes  FTE: 

Co-operative Education Yes  FTE: 
Technology Education Yes  FTE: 0.1 

Family Studies Yes  FTE: 0.3 
Mathematics Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Literacy Mentors Yes  FTE: 
Other Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Music Yes  FTE: 0.3 
Physical Education Yes  FTE: 0.4 

French Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 
English Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 

Gaelic Language Instruction Yes  FTE: 
Resource Yes  FTE: 1.0 

Learning Centre (Special Education) Yes  FTE: 1.0 
Learning Disabled Specialist Yes  FTE: 

Reading Recovery Yes  FTE: 
Early Literacy Intervention Yes  FTE: 

International Baccalaureate Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Support Staff: 
2 x 1.0, 2 x .8, 1 x .5                                         Educational Assistants Yes  FTE: 

Custodial Yes  FTE: 1.0 
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Administrative Assistants Yes  FTE: 1.0 
Library Services Yes  FTE: .40 

SchoolsPlus Yes  FTE: .33 
Mental Health Clinician (Health) Yes  FTE: 

Community Outreach Workers Yes  FTE: 
African Nova Scotian Support Worker Yes  FTE: .60 

First Nations Support Worker Yes  FTE: 
Early Years Centre (E.C.E.) Yes  FTE: 

Social Worker Yes  FTE: .10 
Police School Liaison Officer Yes  FTE: 

Youth Health Centre Nurse Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
(Access to) Regional staff: 

Psychologist Yes  FTE: 
Speech Language Pathologists Yes  FTE: 

Family Interventionist Yes  FTE: 
Behaviour Interventionist Yes  FTE: 

Autism Support Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Additional comments: 
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1.5 Nova Scotia Assessments 
Percentage of students at or above the provincial standard over the past three years 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 
 
Reading 

Grade 3 School    
Board    

Grade 6 School    
Board    

Grade 8 School 85% 60% 71% 

Board 73% 76% 76% 

 
 
Writing (IDEAS) 

Grade 3 School    
Board    

Grade 6 School    
Board    

Grade 8 School 100% 75%  

Board 95% 86%  

 
 
Mathematics 

Grade 4 School    
Board    

Grade 6 School    
Board    

Grade 8 School 50% 54% 64% 

Board 56% 59% 58% 

Additional assessment data (e.g. board-administered assessments, Nova Scotia 
Examinations): 
 
 
 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.6 Extracurricular activities currently offered 
List intramural sports: 

• Basketball, volleyball, badminton, soccer 
 
List interschool sports: 

• Basketball, soccer, volleyball, badminton, track 
 
List school clubs and activities: 

• Art, lego, knitting, computer, archery, chess, girls club 
 
Additional comments: 

• Breakfast and snack program 
 
 
 

1.7 Security 
Does the school have an access control procedure in place? (e.g. 
a single, clearly marked entrance for visitors, visitor badges, 
procedure to handle unauthorized visitors) 

Yes  No  

Are there portable teaching spaces on-site that would prevent 
any secondary doors from being locked? 

Yes  No  

Does the physical arrangement of the school building and school 
grounds allow for staff supervision of all areas? 

Yes  No  

Can the PA system be heard in every area of the school? Yes  No  
Is there a system in place for quick, two-way communication 
between teachers and the main office in case of an emergency 
that can be initiated by the classroom teacher? 

Yes  No  

If members of the community or community groups have access to the school building 
or grounds, informally, to access services, or to use the school space, describe the 
measures that are taken to ensure the safety and security of students: N/A 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.8 Proximity of the school to students 
What percentage of students are bussed to school? 1% 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school boundary? 11% (15 

students) 
How many bus routes serve the school? 4 
How long is the longest route? 30min 
What is the median average bus ride duration for students from within the 
school boundary? 

15min 

Additional comments: 
There are 2 routes in the morning and 2 in the afternoon. 
 

1.9 School Advisory Council 

Does the school have a School Advisory Council that meets 
regularly? 

Yes  No  

Does the school have any other groups, such as a parent-teacher 
association or home-school association, that meet regularly? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please describe: 
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Section 2 – VALUE TO THE BOARD 
2.1 Condition of school building and grounds 

When was the school built? 1955 
Have there been any significant renovations or additions?  Yes  No  
 If yes, please provide details and dates: 
 
 
What are the current operating costs? $ 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building envelope: 
 
The exterior cladding is brick masonry with very limited metal siding on the south east elevation. 
The brick was reported to be original and is in fair condition with some observed missing mortar 
and areas requiring repointing. Painted wood is observed near the wall to roof transition and is 
in fair condition with no observed areas of rotting or deterioration but requires repainting. 
 
The roof was reported to be a combination of modified bitumen and a built up system but could 
not be observed due to the amount of snow cover. The modified bitumen was reported to be on 
the north-west section of the school with the south-east section being the built up roof. It was 
not known when the roofs were installed but it was reported that they were more than twenty 
years old with the modified bitumen roofing being newer. There was no reported active leaks 
during the assessment but they had dealt with some just before the Christmas break. The roof 
system has an expected useful life of twenty years with a partial repair after 15 years to achieve 
the full life of the roof which is in keeping with the reports of repairs. The roofs are likely to be in 
fair condition and nearing the end of their life. 
 
The exterior doors were observed to be a combination of aluminum storefront style doors with 
single pane glazing and metal doors with and without glazing. The storefront doors were 
observed to be in good condition with no reported issues with the door hardware. The metal 
doors without glazing to the boiler room were observed to be in good condition and reported to 
have been replaced in 2013. The double metal doors with glazing from the gym were observed 
to be in fair condition with some observed salt damage. 
 
Exterior windows were observed to be aluminum framed single pane double sliders in good 
condition. There were no major issues reported with the hardware. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building systems: 
 
Mechanical-Plumbing - The domestic water enters the building in the custodian room and was 
observed to have a meter and backflow preventer. The domestic water serves the washrooms, 
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fountains, and kitchenettes throughout the building. The majority of the vitreous china fixtures 
were observed to be in good working condition. The fixtures on the first floor were observed to 
be of newer vintage than the fixtures on the second floor. Some of the sinks on the second floor 
were observed to have no mixing valve and separate hot and cold taps. Janitor sinks were 
observed and reported to be original. Domestic hot water is produced from a 270L Rheem Fury 
water heater installed in 2013. Supply piping for plumbing fixtures was reported to be copper 
with drain piping observed to be cast iron and plastic.  
 
Heating - The building is supplied heating from two Cleaver Brooks natural gas fired boilers 
rated at 1500MBH. The boilers were reported to have been installed in 2013.The boilers were 
reported to be in good working condition and have an expected useful life of 30 years. Hot 
water is distributed to baseboard radiators and hot water coils within the air handling units. 
Natural gas consumption is sub metered by the school for internal reporting and education 
purposes. An electric fan coil was observed in the boiler room. The limited building controls for 
the building are supplied by Honeywell and are reported to be in fair condition and provide 
limited control of the heating system. The 9000L oil tank from the oil boilers that were replaced 
in 2013 still remains on site and is surrounded by chain link fencing. 
 
Ventilation - Ventilation for the building is limited to the operable windows with the gym 
supplied with tempered fresh air from one Trane T air handling unit and two ceiling mounted 
diffusers. 
 
Vertical Conveyance - There is no vertical conveyance within the building. 
 
Electrical - The building is provide electricity from NS Power and is equipped with a main 
disconnect manufactured by Siemens and is rated at 400A 120/208V. Power is then distributed 
to lighting and receptacles throughout the building. The electrical consumption is sub metered 
by the school using a Schneider electric system for internal reporting and education purposes. 
The electrical equipment was reported to have undergone replacement in 2013. Interior lighting 
was observed to be T8 and underwent a retrofit in 2013 through Efficiency NS. Exterior lighting 
was observed to be a combination of building mounted metal halide and LED and also went 
under replacement during the Efficiency NS retrofit. 
 
Life Safety Systems - The building is protected by a wet sprinkler system that was installed in 
1955 however the entrance was upgrade including a new backflow preventer in 2007 and was 
recently inspected by Tyco on January 11, 2016. Notwithstanding the annual inspection, given 
the age of the piping and of the sprinkler heads, further inspection is recommended to verify 
whether pipe and sprinkler heads warrant replacement.  The fire alarm and detection system is 
equipped with pull stations, alarms, smoke detectors and connected to a Notifier AFP-200 fire 
panel. It was installed in 2013 and was most recently inspected by Tyco on October 14, 2014 
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therefore is overdue based on the inspection sticker. Emergency lighting and exit signs are 
provided by battery backup. Fire extinguishers are strategically mounted around the building. 
The building is provided with a security system and is monitored by a local alarm company. 
 

Please provide a general description of the condition of the building interior: 
 
There was an asbestos survey conducted on the school by Maritime Testing 1985 Limited on 
February 16, 1999. Asbestos was found on various piping elbows, and the 9x9 floor tiles. All the 
asbestos containing materials were considered Priority 3 which means they were non-friable or 
were in good condition and which currently pose no current risk to building occupants. Based on 
the age of the report and that the boiler room has undergone significant renovation during the 
natural gas conversion it is assumed the majority of asbestos containing insulation from the 
piping was removed during the conversion, although this could not be confirmed.  
 
The floor finishes within the building consist of 9x9 and 12x12 vinyl composite tile (VCT) with 
some hardwood strip flooring. Floor finishes varied significantly throughout the building. The 
first floor flooring was generally in good condition and consisted of 12x12 VCT, with the majority 
of the flooring reported to have been replaced within the last five years. The gym stage consists 
of hardwood strip flooring and was observed to be in poor condition and requires refinishing. 
The second floor flooring was observed to mostly consist of 9x9 VCT with repaired sections 
consisting of 12x12 VCT in addition to some classrooms having 12x12 VCT. The 9x9 VCT in the 
washrooms was observed to be in the worst condition with significantly stained and damaged 
tiles. The library flooring was observed to consist of 12x12 although almost half the flooring was 
delaminating and was observed to be in poor condition.  There was minimal floor wax observed 
on the VCT tiles throughout the building. Regular waxing and polishing will extend the life 
expectancy of the flooring.  
 
The ceiling finishes consist of suspended ceiling tiles, acoustical sound panels, and exposed to 
the underside of the structure. All the ceiling finishes were observed to be in fair condition with 
no sagging or damaged ceiling finishes observed. 
 
Walls consist of plaster, drywall, hard tile and wood finishes. All wall finishes were observed to 
be in fair to good condition. There was some damaged drywall observed in the gym as a result 
of impact damage from basketballs. It was observed that this was also a location of a past 
repair. The hard tile in the bathroom extended to around five feet above the finished floor and 
was observed to be in fair condition with some observed damaged and missing tiles. The 
remaining finishes were observed in fair to good condition with routine maintenance expected 
to maintain the current condition. 
 
Interior doors consist of a combination of wood and metal doors in wood and metal frames with 
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and without glazing. Doors were observed to vary in age but were generally in good condition 
with some refinish required for some of the wood doors. The millwork in the classrooms and 
bathroom was observed to be in fair condition with the majority of the millwork reported to be 
original with some upgrades to the hardware and countertops. The bathroom partitions were 
observed to be floor mounted painted metal in good condition. The metal lockers were observed 
to be in fair condition with rusting observed at the base. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the site: 
 
Minimal observation of the site was undertaken due to the amount of snow cover. Asphalt 
paving leads to building entrances from the concrete sidewalks on the north side of the building, 
is mostly used as a play yard and from limited observation was observed to be in good 
condition, although limited vehicle traffic is expected in these areas. The asphalt parking lot on 
the east section of the building was observed to be in fair to poor condition with significant 
cracking and alligatoring. 
 
List capital improvements (if any) completed in the last 5 years: 
 
 
 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 
 
 

2.2 Enrolment, capacity and utilization 
Does the school’s current enrolment exceed the available surplus 
capacity in nearby schools? (“Nearby schools” means those 
schools the attendance of which by students would be consistent 
with school board transportation policy guidelines) 

Yes  No  

Could the school’s current enrolled population be 
accommodated in these other schools? 

Yes  No  

 Please explain:   
• The total enrolment of Junior High Students on the north end of the peninsula is 363 

students.  The combined capacity of Highland Park Junior High and Oxford Schools is 
624; therefore, there is available capacity to accommodate this population. 
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What is the current enrolment of the school? 133 
What is the projected enrolment in 5 years? 150 
What is the projected enrolment in 10 years? 128 
What is the capacity of the school?  168 
What is the current utilization rate of the school 
(enrolment/capacity)? 

79% 

What is the projected utilization in 5 years? 89% 
What is the projected utilization in 10 years? 76% 
Additional comments: 
 
 

2.3 Cost to operate the school (for the past three years) 
What is the annual energy consumption? 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 Volume (annually):  1595.14 GJ 1802.61 GJ 1637.52 
 Volume (per m2) 0.59 GJ 0.67 GJ 0.61 GJ 
 Cost $40,133.31 $50,370.62 $48,973.13 
What are the maintenance costs for the facility, including the grounds? 
 Year 2012-13 Year 2013-14 Year 2014-15 

 Cost (annually) $ 183,537.5 $ 151,442.68 $ 166,791.81 

 Cost (per student) $ 1582.22 $ 1211.54 $ 1263.57 

 Cost (per m2) $ 68.10 $ 56.19 $ 61.89 

Additional comments: 
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Section 3 – VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
3.1 School as community partner 

Does the school have: 
 A SchoolsPlus program? Yes  No  
 A Teen Health Centre? Yes  No  
 An Early Years Centre? Yes  No  
 A regulated child care centre? Yes  No  
Is the school a partner in other government or community 
initiatives that use space in the school building or grounds? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify: 
 
 
 
If the school was not available, what programs would have to relocate? 
Schools Plus 
 
 
Does the community have the facilities and/or capacity to 
accommodate these programs? 

Yes  No  

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five (5) years completed in 
partnership with the community: 
 
 
 
Additional comments: 
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3.2 Community use of school facilities 
List the organized community groups which use the school/school grounds: 
Group School facilities used (e.g. 

gym, library) 
# of hours (per 
day/week/month/year?) 

Special Olympics Gym 3hrs/week January-April 
Do members of the community use the school on an informal 
basis? 

Yes  No  

Is there a community centre attached to or within the school 
building? 

Yes  No  

Is space in the school building used during school hours for 
purposes other than delivering the public school program? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify: 
 
 If yes, is this arrangement governed by a written 
 agreement? 

Yes  No  

What other facilities/sports fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
• Lou Goddard Field 

Has the municipality identified a shortage of open space or built 
facilities in the vicinity, which could be exacerbated by a school 
closing? 

Yes  No  

Additional comments 
• At this time, HRSB has not received confirmation from the Municipality regarding 

potential shortage of open space or built facilities in the vicinity, which could be 
exacerbated by a school closing. 

• There may be an increased use of Highland Park Jr. High if the custodial evening shift 
was from 4:00-11:00pm daily (M-F).  Currently, the shift is 4:00-8:00pm which limits 
community groups use to 6:00-7:30pm (M-F). 
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE: Joseph Howe Elementary School 

SCHOOL PROFILE SUMMARY 
School:  Joseph Howe Elementary School  
Address: 2557 Maynard St., Halifax  
Community/communities served: Halifax Peninsula North 
Grade configuration: P-6 
Age of facility: 49 years (1967) 
Site size: .60 ha (1.5 acres)   
Building size: 4 073 m2 (43 844 sq. ft.)  

Number of stories with teaching spaces: 2 
Number of portable teaching spaces/classrooms: 0 
Current school capacity (permanent structures only): 217 
 
Historic enrolment 
(past 5 years) 

Year: 2010 Enrolment: 140 Utilization: 64%  
Year: 2011 Enrolment: 127 Utilization: 58%  
Year: 2012 Enrolment: 106 Utilization: 49%  
Year: 2013 Enrolment: 112 Utilization: 52%  
Year: 2014 Enrolment: 128 Utilization: 59%  

Current enrolment (as of Sept. 30, 2015): 129 Utilization: 59%  
 
Enrolment projection 
(next 5 years) 

Year: 2016 Enrolment: 129 Utilization: 59%  
Year:2017 Enrolment: 138 Utilization: 64%  
Year: 2018 Enrolment: 143 Utilization: 66%  
Year: 2019  Enrolment: 136 Utilization: 63%  
Year: 2020  Enrolment: 139 Utilization: 64%  

List all other schools that are part of the same feeder system: Grades: 
• Citadel High School 10-12 
• Gorsebrook Junior High School 7-9 
• Halifax Central Junior High School 7-9 
• Highland Park Jr. High 7-9 
• St. Agnes Junior High School 7-9 
• Oxford School P-9 
• Inglis Street Elementary School P-6 
• LeMarchant-St. Thomas Elementary School  P-6 
• LeMarchant –St. Thomas –Ecole Beaufort Annex P-6 
• Saint Mary’s  Elementary School  P-6 
• Springvale Elementary School  P-6 
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• Sir Charles Tupper Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Catherine’s Elementary School P-6 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Stephen’s Elementary School  P-6 
• Westmount Elementary P-6 

What are the closest schools with the same grades? 
• Oxford School  
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary School 
• St. Stephens Elementary School 

Is this the only school in the area? Yes  No  
Is the school part of a campus? Yes  No  
 
 

Section 1 – VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
1.1 Physical space 

Number of classrooms in the school: 8 including ELO 
Does the school have a:  
 Visual Arts room? Yes  No  
 Music room? Yes  No  
 Drama room? Yes  No  
 Laboratory? Yes  No  
  Chemistry? Yes  No  
  Physics? Yes  No  
  Biology? Yes  No  
  Multi-purpose science lab? Yes  No  
  Food lab?? Yes  No  
  Textile lab? Yes  No  
 Gymnasium? Yes  No  
 Gym storage? Yes  No  
 Active Healthy Living classroom? Yes  No  
 Change rooms? Yes  No  
 Technology Education production lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education innovations lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education media lab? Yes  No  
 Library? Yes  No  
 Cafeteria/lunch room? Yes  No  
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 Kitchen? Yes  No  
 Guidance office? Yes  No  
 Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Resource room? Yes  No  
 Sensory room? Yes  No  
 Auditorium? Yes  No  
 Washrooms? Yes  No  
 Sick room? Yes  No  
 Staff work room? Yes  No  
Does the school have designated physical spaces for students 
with special educational needs? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, list all spaces: 
 
Does the school site have a: 
 Hard surfaced playground? Yes  No  
 Play structure(s)? Yes  No  
 Green space? Yes  No  
 Sports field(s)? Yes  No  
  If yes, please describe: 
 
 Bicycle racks? Yes  No  
 Parking? Yes  No  
  If yes, how many spaces? 11 
 Student drop-off and pick-up area? Yes  No  
 Bus loading zone? Yes  No  
 Property to accommodate development or additions? Yes  No  
Is the school adjacent to a public park or open space? Yes  No  
Describe additional amenities attached to or available to the school (e.g. pool, arena): 
N/A 
Additional comments: 
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1.2 Accessibility 
Is the school fully accessible? Yes  No  
Does the school have: 
 Accessible washrooms on every floor? Yes  No  
 Elevator(s)/lift devices?  

• stair lift from main level down to gym 
Yes  No  

 Accessible change rooms? Yes  No  
 Appropriate ramps? Yes  No  
 Automated doors? Yes  No  
 Accessible playground? Yes  No  
 Accessible stage? Yes  No  
 Dedicated disabled parking spaces? Yes  No  
Can special needs vehicles off load in a barrier-free location? Yes  No  
Is an entrance to the school barrier-free? Yes  No  
Additional comments: 
 

1.3 Program offerings 
Does the school have classes with combined grades? Yes  No  
 If yes, please specify which grades are combined: P/1, 4/5, 5/6 
Does the school offer: 
 French Immersion? 
  Early  Yes  No  
  Middle Yes  No  
  Late Yes  No  
 International Baccalaureate (IB)? Yes  No  
 O2 Yes  No  
 Skilled Trades Yes  No  
 Board-specific local programming? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: ELO 
 An instrumental music program? Yes  No  
 A music program? Yes  No  
 A drama program? Yes  No  
 A Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Guidance and career education programs? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
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 Programs for students at risk? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 

• Safe and Caring Schools 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.4 School staffing 
Does the school have: 
Teaching Staff: 

A principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 
A vice-principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 

Guidance Counsellor Yes  FTE: 0.5 
Registrar Yes  FTE: 

Classroom Teachers Yes  FTE:14.5 
Specific Program Teachers: 

Options and Opportunities Yes  FTE: 
Skilled Trades Yes  FTE: 

Co-operative Education Yes  FTE: 
Technology Education Yes  FTE: 

Family Studies Yes  FTE: 
Mathematics Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Literacy Mentors Yes  FTE: 
Other Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Music Yes  FTE: 0.5 
Physical Education Yes  FTE: 0.4 

French Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 0.3 
English Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 

Gaelic Language Instruction Yes  FTE: 
Resource Yes  FTE: 1.0 

Learning Centre (Special Education) Yes  FTE: 1.5 
Learning Disabled Specialist Yes  FTE: 

Reading Recovery Yes  FTE: 0.5 
Early Literacy Intervention Yes  FTE: 0.5 

International Baccalaureate Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 
Band Yes  FTE: 0.2 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Support Staff: 
Educational Assistants Yes  FTE: 6.5 

Custodial Yes  FTE: 1.0 
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Administrative Assistants Yes  FTE: 1.0 
Library Services Yes  FTE: 0.4 

SchoolsPlus Yes  FTE: 
Mental Health Clinician (Health) Yes  FTE: 

Community Outreach Workers Yes  FTE: 0.2 
African Nova Scotian Support Worker Yes  FTE: 0.4 

First Nations Support Worker Yes  FTE: 
Early Years Centre (E.C.E.) Yes  FTE: 

Social Worker Yes  FTE: 0.1 
Police School Liaison Officer Yes  FTE: 

Youth Health Centre Nurse Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
(Access to) Regional staff: 
as required                                                                          Psychologist Yes  FTE: 
as required                                          Speech Language Pathologists Yes  FTE: 

Family Interventionist Yes  FTE: 
as required                                                 Behaviour Interventionist Yes  FTE: 
as required                                                                   Autism Support Yes  FTE: 

Other (please specify): 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Additional comments: 
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1.5 Nova Scotia Assessments 
Percentage of students at or above the provincial standard over the past three years 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 
 
Reading 

Grade 3 School 44% 36% 20% 

Board 70% 68% 69% 

Grade 6 School 40% 53% 45% 

Board 79% 78% 76% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

 
 
Writing (IDEAS) 

Grade 3 School 88% 67% 47% 

Board 87% 77% 76% 

Grade 6 School 100% 13% 55% 

Board 89% 78% 82% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

 
 
Mathematics 

Grade 4 School 30% 43% 38% 

Board 77% 76% 78% 

Grade 6 School 33% 19% 18% 

Board 76% 72% 72% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

Additional assessment data (e.g. board-administered assessments, Nova Scotia 
Examinations): 
 
 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.6 Extracurricular activities currently offered 
List intramural sports: 

• Dodgeball, basketball 
 
List interschool sports: 

• Basketball team that plays against other elementary through grant 
 
List school clubs and activities: 

• track and field, cooking club, robotics club, tutoring program 
 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 

1.7 Security 
Does the school have an access control procedure in place? (e.g. 
a single, clearly marked entrance for visitors, visitor badges, 
procedure to handle unauthorized visitors) 

Yes  No  

Are there portable teaching spaces on-site that would prevent 
any secondary doors from being locked? 

Yes  No  

Does the physical arrangement of the school building and school 
grounds allow for staff supervision of all areas? 

Yes  No  

Can the PA system be heard in every area of the school? Yes  No  
Is there a system in place for quick, two-way communication 
between teachers and the main office in case of an emergency 
that can be initiated by the classroom teacher? 

Yes  No  

If members of the community or community groups have access to the school building 
or grounds, informally, to access services, or to use the school space, describe the 
measures that are taken to ensure the safety and security of students: 
 

• After hours, HRM & Facility bookings manage it.  During school day, daycare has a 
separate entrance. 

Additional comments: 
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1.8 Proximity of the school to students 
What percentage of students are bussed to school? 4% 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school boundary? 9% (12 

students) 
How many bus routes serve the school? 2 
How long is the longest route? 10min 
What is the median average bus ride duration for students from within the 
school boundary? 

5min 

Additional comments: 
• There is 1 route in the morning and 1 in the afternoon. 

 
 
 

1.9 School Advisory Council 

Does the school have a School Advisory Council that meets 
regularly? 

Yes  No  

Does the school have any other groups, such as a parent-teacher 
association or home-school association, that meet regularly? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please describe: 
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Section 2 – VALUE TO THE BOARD 
2.1 Condition of school building and grounds 

When was the school built? 1967 
Have there been any significant renovations or additions?  Yes  No  
 If yes, please provide details and dates: 
 
 
What are the current operating costs? $ 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building envelope: 
 
The exterior cladding is a combination of brick masonry and precast concrete panels at the 
exterior windows and exterior the exterior doors. The brick masonry and mortar appeared in 
good condition. 
 
The roofing was reported to be modified bitumen although could not be observed due to the 
amount of snow on the roof. It was reported that the roof over the Learning Centre portion of 
the school at north west corner was replaced in 2004 with the remaining sections having been 
replaced a couple years before that. There were no active leaks during the site visit but reports 
that there have been some in the past. Modified bitumen roofing has an expected useful life of 
twenty years with repairs after fifteen. 
 
The aluminum framed, single pane double slider windows were observed to be in fair condition 
and were reported to be original to 1966. The exterior doors were observed to be storefront 
style doors with single pane glazing; some reported to be original with others having been 
replaced in the last five years. Service doors were observed to be metal in metal frames and in 
fair condition with some rusting observed at the base. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building systems: 
 
Mechanical-Plumbing - The incoming line with meter was observed in the mechanical room on 
the south side of the building and is equipped with a backflow preventer. The domestic water 
services the washrooms, fountains, kitchenettes, and the caretaker room. The majority of the 
vitreous china water closets and urinals were observed to be original to the building and in fair 
condition with the urinals having newer flush valves. The sinks were observed to be stainless 
steel and in good condition with the exception of the sinks in the basement observed to be 
vitreous china and reported to be original to the construction of the building. Janitor sinks were 
reported to be original and in fair condition. Domestic hot water is provided by an oil fired NY 
Boiler (1996) supplying a 60 Gal Giant electric buffer tank that was replaced in 2005. 
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Heating - The building is supplied primary heating from two Matheson & Co oil fired boilers that 
are reported to be original with Carlin burners. There are no reported issues with the boilers 
although it was not known if any re-tubing has been completed. The expected useful life of 
boilers is 35 years with full overhauls of the boilers expected after 15 years. The boilers are 
supplied oil from an exterior mounted 9000L dual wall steel tank reported to have been installed 
in 2005. Hot water is distributed throughout the school to baseboard radiators that were 
observed to be in good condition and providing the required heating demand for the building. 
The limited building controls are supplied by Honeywell, and were reported to be in fair to poor 
condition as they provided limited control of the heating system. 
 
Ventilation - Ventilation for the building is provided by a window mounted exhaust fan in the 
computer lab and the opening of the exterior windows.  
 
Vertical Conveyance - There are two Concord stair climber chair lifts in the community daycare 
side of the building rated for 1 person, 500lbs and are covered by a third party contract. It was 
reported to be in good condition and they had operating certificates issues by the province valid 
until December 31, 2017. 
 
Electrical - The building is provided electricity from NS Power and is equipped with a main 
disconnect manufactured by Square D that is rated for 400A 120/208V. Power is then 
distributed to lighting and receptacles throughout the building. The electrical equipment was 
reported to be original to 1966. Interior lighting was observed to be T12 and functioning 
properly. It was reported that the lighting of the building is due for a T8 lighting retrofit. Exterior 
lighting was observed to be achieved by building mounted metal halide fixtures, although their 
effectiveness could not be observed during the daytime site visit. 
 
Life Safety Systems - The building is protected by a wet sprinkler system and was recently 
inspected by Tyco on January 21, 2016. A full replacement of the system is not expected 
however a repair allowance for isolated piping and head replacement has been included in the 
cost table. The fire alarm and detection system is equipped with pull stations, alarms, smoke 
detectors and an Edwards EST fire alarm panel installed in 2000 and was most recently 
inspected by Tyco on November 27, 2015. Emergency lighting and exit signs are provided by 
battery backup. Fire extinguishers are strategically mounted around the building. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building interior: 
 
There was an asbestos survey conducted on the school by Maritime Testing 1985 Limited on 
December 21, 1998. None of the interior finishes within the building were reported to contain 
asbestos. Asbestos was found in the boiler room, on piping insulation elbows and some plaster 
ceiling within the boiler room. 
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The interior floor finishes within the building consist of 9x9 and 12x12 vinyl composite tile (VCT), 
and hard tile floor finishes; suspended ceiling tiles and drywall and plaster ceiling finishes; 
concrete block, plaster, drywall and wood wall finishes. The floor finishes were observed to be in 
fair to good condition with the 9x9 VCT and hard tile reported to be original to the construction 
of the building. Some lifting and damage tiles were observed. It was observed that there was 
minimal wax applied to the VCT flooring. A cyclical replacement allowance of the 9x9 VCT 
flooring has been included in the cost table. 
 
The ceiling finishes appeared in good condition with only some damaged plaster observed 
around exterior windows as a result of an old roof leak. Interior doors consist of wood in metal 
frames, with and without glazing. The millwork in the classrooms and bathroom was observed 
to be in fair condition with the majority of the millwork reported to be original with some 
upgrades to the hardware and countertops.  
 
The bathroom partitions were observed to be floor mounted painted metal with the ones in the 
basement observed to be in poor condition with significant rusting observed near the toilets. 
The window sills were observed to be a laminated wood product and were observed to be in fair 
condition with some observed delaminating as a result of reported standing water. Sound 
panels were observed in the gym and were observed to be in good condition and were installed 
in 2015. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the site: 
 
Minimal observation of the site was undertaken due to the amount of snow cover. The asphalt 
parking on the west side of the building was observed to be in poor condition with multiple 
cracks. Replacement of the asphalt parking has been included in the cost table. The concrete 
retaining wall running along the north and east sections were observed to be in poor condition 
with significant deterioration of the concrete at the corner of the Creighton and Charles Street. 
In addition the metal fencing running along the retaining wall was observed to be in poor 
condition. Replacement and or refinishing of the metal fencing is anticipated in 2016. The 
playground equipment was observed to be in good condition. The chain link fencing around the 
oil tank was observed to be in good condition. 
 
List capital improvements (if any) completed in the last 5 years: 
 
 
Additional comments: 
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2.2 Enrolment, capacity and utilization 
Does the school’s current enrolment exceed the available surplus 
capacity in nearby schools? (“Nearby schools” means those 
schools the attendance of which by students would be consistent 
with school board transportation policy guidelines) 

Yes  No  

Could the school’s current enrolled population be 
accommodated in these other schools? 

Yes  No  

 Please explain:   
• The combined enrolment for students in grades P-6 on the north end Peninsula of Halifax 

is 755 students.  The total capacity for elementary schools in this area is 1210; therefore, 
students from this school could be accommodated within the nearby schools. 

 
What is the current enrolment of the school? 129 
What is the projected enrolment in 5 years? 139 
What is the projected enrolment in 10 years? 130 
What is the capacity of the school?  217 
What is the current utilization rate of the school 
(enrolment/capacity)? 

59% 

What is the projected utilization in 5 years? 64% 
What is the projected utilization in 10 years? 60% 
Additional comments: 
 

2.3 Cost to operate the school (for the past three years) 
What is the annual energy consumption? 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 Volume (annually):  2 607.77 GJ 2 826.11 GJ 3 141.48 GJ 
 Volume (per m2) 0.64 GJ 0.69 GJ 0.77 GJ 
 Cost $72 210.08 $82 141.39 $73 361.29 
What are the maintenance costs for the facility, including the grounds? 
 Year 2012-13 Year 2013-14 Year 2014-15 

 Cost (annually) $ 187 312.14 $ 238 494.68 $ 215 809.62 

 Cost (per student) $ 1 767.10 $ 2 129.42 $ 1 686.01 

 Cost (per m2) $ 45.99 $ 58.56 $ 52.99 

Additional comments: 
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Section 3 – VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
3.1 School as community partner 

Does the school have: 
 A SchoolsPlus program? Yes  No  
 A Teen Health Centre? Yes  No  
 An Early Years Centre? Yes  No  
 A regulated child care centre? Yes  No  
Is the school a partner in other government or community 
initiatives that use space in the school building or grounds? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify:  
• Halifax Developmental Centre for early learning (daycare) operates in part of the 

building with a separate entrance (a tenant of the building) 
 
If the school was not available, what programs would have to relocate? 

• If the building was not available, the daycare would have to relocate. 
 
Does the community have the facilities and/or capacity to 
accommodate these programs? 

Yes  No  

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five (5) years completed in 
partnership with the community: N/A 
 
 
 
Additional comments: 
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3.2 Community use of school facilities 
List the organized community groups which use the school/school grounds: 
Group School facilities used (e.g. 

gym, library) 
# of hours (per 
day/week/month/year?) 

Baton Gym 2 hrs/week October-May 
Halifax Steelers B-Ball Gym 2 hrs/week October-April 
Adult Basketball Gym 6 hrs/week October-May 
Adult Rec Sports Gym 2 hrs/week September-May 
Adult Dodgeball Gym 4 hrs/week September-May 
Do members of the community use the school on an informal 
basis? 

Yes  No  

Is there a community centre attached to or within the school 
building? 

Yes  No  

Is space in the school building used during school hours for 
purposes other than delivering the public school program? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify: 
 
 If yes, is this arrangement governed by a written 
 agreement? 

Yes  No  

What other facilities/sports fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
• Community Y 
• George Dixon Centre 

Has the municipality identified a shortage of open space or built 
facilities in the vicinity, which could be exacerbated by a school 
closing? 

Yes  No  

Additional comments: 
• At this time, HRSB has not received confirmation from the Municipality regarding 

potential shortage of open space or built facilities in the vicinity, which could be 
exacerbated by a school closing. 
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE: Oxford School 

SCHOOL PROFILE SUMMARY 
School:  Oxford 
Address: 6364 North St., Halifax 
Community/communities served: Halifax Peninsula North 
Grade configuration: P-9  
Age of facility: 78 years (1938); addition (1967) 
Site size:  .90 ha(2.2 acres)  
Building size: 8 181.61 m2 (88 069 sq. ft.)  

Number of stories with teaching spaces: 3 
Number of portable teaching spaces/classrooms: 0 
Current school capacity (permanent structures only): 696 
 
Historic enrolment 
(past 5 years) 

Year: 2010 Enrolment: 349 Utilization: 50%  
Year: 2011 Enrolment: 343 Utilization: 49%  
Year: 2012 Enrolment: 357 Utilization: 51%  
Year: 2013 Enrolment: 326 Utilization: 47%  
Year: 2014 Enrolment: 346  Utilization: 50%  

Current enrolment (as of Sept. 30, 2015): 353 Utilization: 51%  
 
Enrolment projection 
(next 5 years) 

Year: 2016 Enrolment: 346 Utilization: 50%  
Year: 2017 Enrolment: 356  Utilization: 51%  
Year: 2018 Enrolment: 350 Utilization: 50%  
Year: 2019 Enrolment: 352 Utilization: 51%  
Year: 2020  Enrolment: 345 Utilization: 50%  

List all other schools that are part of the same feeder system: Grades: 
• Citadel High School 10-12 
• Gorsebrook Junior High School 7-9 
• Halifax Central Junior High School 7-9 
• Highland Park Jr. High 7-9 
• St. Agnes Junior High School 7-9 
• Oxford School P-9 
• Inglis Street Elementary School P-6 
• LeMarchant-St. Thomas Elementary School  P-6 
• LeMarchant –St. Thomas –Ecole Beaufort Annex P-6 
• Saint Mary’s  Elementary School  P-6 
• Springvale Elementary School  P-6 
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• Sir Charles Tupper Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Catherine’s Elementary School P-6 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Stephen’s Elementary School  P-6 
• Westmount Elementary P-6 

What are the closest schools with the same grades? 
• Gorsebrook Junior High School (7-9) 
• Halifax Central Junior High School (7-9) 
• St. Agnes Junior High School (7-9) 
• Joseph Howe Elementary School (P-6) 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary School (7-9) 
• St. Stephens Elementary School (P-6) 

Is this the only school in the area? Yes  No  
Is the school part of a campus? Yes  No  
 
 

Section 1 – VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
1.1 Physical space 

Number of classrooms in the school: 17 
Does the school have a:  
 Visual Arts room? Yes  No  
 Music room? Yes  No  
 Drama room? Yes  No  
 Laboratory? Yes  No  
  Chemistry? Yes  No  
  Physics? Yes  No  
  Biology? Yes  No  
  Multi-purpose science lab? Yes  No  
  Food lab?? Yes  No  
  Textile lab? Yes  No  
 Gymnasium? Yes  No  
 Gym storage? Yes  No  
 Active Healthy Living classroom? Yes  No  
 Change rooms? Yes  No  
 Technology Education production lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education innovations lab? Yes  No  
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 Technology Education media lab? Yes  No  
 Library? Yes  No  
 Cafeteria/lunch room? Yes  No  
 Kitchen? Yes  No  
 Guidance office? Yes  No  
 Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Resource room? Yes  No  
 Sensory room? Yes  No  
 Auditorium? Yes  No  
 Washrooms? Yes  No  
 Sick room? Yes  No  
 Staff work room? Yes  No  
Does the school have designated physical spaces for students 
with special educational needs? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, list all spaces:  
• Small rooms adjacent to Learning Centre for physio, occupational therapy 

Does the school site have a: 
 Hard surfaced playground? Yes  No  
 Play structure(s)? Yes  No  
 Green space? Yes  No  
 Sports field(s)? Yes  No  
  If yes, please describe: 
 Bicycle racks? Yes  No  
 Parking? Yes  No  
  If yes, how many spaces?  
 Student drop-off and pick-up area? Yes  No  
 Bus loading zone? Yes  No  
 Property to accommodate development or additions? Yes  No  
Is the school adjacent to a public park or open space? Yes  No  
Describe additional amenities attached to or available to the school (e.g. pool, arena): 
N/A 
Additional comments: 

1.2 Accessibility 
Is the school fully accessible? Yes  No  
Does the school have: 
 Accessible washrooms on every floor? Yes  No  
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 Elevator(s)/lift devices? Yes  No  
 Accessible change rooms? Yes  No  
 Appropriate ramps? Yes  No  
 Automated doors? Yes  No  
 Accessible playground? Yes  No  
 Accessible stage? Yes  No  
 Dedicated disabled parking spaces? Yes  No  
Can special needs vehicles off load in a barrier-free location? Yes  No  
Is an entrance to the school barrier-free? Yes  No  
Additional comments: 
 

1.3 Program offerings 
Does the school have classes with combined grades? Yes  No  
 If yes, please specify which grades are combined: P/1, 2/3, 3/4 
Does the school offer: 
 French Immersion? 
  Early 7-9 only Yes  No  
  Middle Yes  No  
  Late Yes  No  
 International Baccalaureate (IB)? Yes  No  
 O2 Yes  No  
 Skilled Trades Yes  No  
 Board-specific local programming? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: All City Music program – based in downstairs 
 An instrumental music program? Yes  No  
 A music program? Yes  No  
 A drama program? Yes  No  
 A Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Guidance and career education programs? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
 
 Programs for students at risk? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.4 School staffing 
Does the school have: 
Teaching Staff: 

A principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 
A vice-principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 

Guidance Counsellor Yes  FTE: 
Registrar Yes  FTE: 

Classroom Teachers Yes  FTE:27.6 
Specific Program Teachers: 

Options and Opportunities Yes  FTE: 
Skilled Trades Yes  FTE: 

Co-operative Education Yes  FTE: 
Technology Education Yes  FTE: 0.9 

Family Studies Yes  FTE: 0.4 
Mathematics Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Literacy Mentors Yes  FTE: 
Other Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Music Yes  FTE: 0.4 
Physical Education Yes  FTE: 1.3 

French Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 1.0 
English Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 

Gaelic Language Instruction Yes  FTE: 
Resource Yes  FTE: 2.0 

Learning Centre (Special Education) Yes  FTE: 2.0 
Learning Disabled Specialist Yes  FTE: 

Reading Recovery Yes  FTE: 
Early Literacy Intervention Yes  FTE: 0.4 

International Baccalaureate Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 
Junior High Support                                           Yes  FTE: 0.4 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Support Staff: 
Educational Assistants Yes  FTE: 5.2 

Custodial Yes  FTE: 2.4 
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Administrative Assistants Yes  FTE: 1.0 
Library Services Yes  FTE: 0.6 

SchoolsPlus Yes  FTE: 0.2 
Mental Health Clinician (Health) Yes  FTE: 

Community Outreach Workers Yes  FTE: 
African Nova Scotian Support Worker Yes  FTE: 0.4 

First Nations Support Worker Yes  FTE: 0.4 
Early Years Centre (E.C.E.) Yes  FTE: 

Social Worker Yes  FTE: 0.1 
Police School Liaison Officer Yes  FTE: 

Youth Health Centre Nurse Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
(Access to) Regional staff: 

Psychologist Yes  FTE: 
Speech Language Pathologists Yes  FTE: 

Family Interventionist Yes  FTE: 
Behaviour Interventionist Yes  FTE: 

Autism Support Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Additional comments: 
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1.5 Nova Scotia Assessments 
Percentage of students at or above the provincial standard over the past three years 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 
 
Reading 

Grade 3 School 65% 50% 78% 

Board 70% 68% 69% 

Grade 6 School 73% 87% 88% 

Board 79% 78% 76% 

Grade 8 School 69% 86% 77% 

Board 73% 76% 76% 

 
 
Writing (IDEAS) 

Grade 3 School 81% 44% 88% 

Board 87% 77% 76% 

Grade 6 School 93% 100% 88% 

Board 89% 78% 82% 

Grade 8 School 96% 95%  

Board 95% 86%  

 
 
Mathematics 

Grade 4 School 65% 81% 69% 

Board 77% 76% 78% 

Grade 6 School 53% 87% 94% 

Board 76% 72% 72% 

Grade 8 School 66% 78% 75% 

Board 56% 59% 58% 

Additional assessment data (e.g. board-administered assessments, Nova Scotia 
Examinations): 
 
 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 
  



43 | P a g e  
 

1.6 Extracurricular activities currently offered 
List intramural sports: 

• Volleyball, basketball, handball, floor hockey 
 
List interschool sports: 

• Trace, basketball, volleyball, badminton, field hockey, hockey, softball 
 
List school clubs and activities: 

• GSA, WeDay, Student Council, KTS – African NS Group, stamp group, African Drumming, 
Junior High chair, chess club P-9, science club, lego league, IMHOTEP, girls space 

 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 

1.7 Security 
Does the school have an access control procedure in place? (e.g. 
a single, clearly marked entrance for visitors, visitor badges, 
procedure to handle unauthorized visitors) 

Yes  No  

Are there portable teaching spaces on-site that would prevent 
any secondary doors from being locked? 

Yes  No  

Does the physical arrangement of the school building and school 
grounds allow for staff supervision of all areas? 

Yes  No  

Can the PA system be heard in every area of the school? Yes  No  
Is there a system in place for quick, two-way communication 
between teachers and the main office in case of an emergency 
that can be initiated by the classroom teacher? 

Yes  No  

If members of the community or community groups have access to the school building 
or grounds, informally, to access services, or to use the school space, describe the 
measures that are taken to ensure the safety and security of students: 

• After school – All City Music 
• Need to ring bell during school day 

Additional comments: 
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1.8 Proximity of the school to students 
What percentage of students are bussed to school? 2% 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school boundary? 8% (28 

students) 
How many bus routes serve the school? 8 
How long is the longest route? 15min 
What is the median average bus ride duration for students from within the 
school boundary? 

12.5min 

Additional comments: 
• There are 3 routes in the morning and 5 in the afternoon. 

 
 

1.9 School Advisory Council 

Does the school have a School Advisory Council that meets 
regularly? 

Yes  No  

Does the school have any other groups, such as a parent-teacher 
association or home-school association, that meet regularly? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please describe: 

 

  



45 | P a g e  
 

Section 2 – VALUE TO THE BOARD 
2.1 Condition of school building and grounds 

When was the school built? 1938; addition 1967 
Have there been any significant renovations or additions?  Yes  No  
 If yes, please provide details and dates: 
 
The original portion of the school was constructed in 1938, and consists of a two storey building 
with a basement. In 1967 a two storey section with a basement and gymnasium was 
constructed almost doubling the size of the school.   
 
What are the current operating costs? $ 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building envelope: 
 
The exterior cladding is brick masonry. The brick was reported to be original to the various 
construction years and is in good condition with no observed damaged bricks or mortar joints.  
 
The roof was not accessed during the site visit. The roof was reported to be a combination of 
modified bitumen and a built up roof system. The original section and the central section that 
connects the gym and the original section were reported to be modified bitumen. The central 
section roof was noted to have been replaced in 2004, with the original section being a couple 
years older. The newer section of the building including the gym was reported to have a built up 
roof and it was reported to be more than twenty-five years old. There were no reported or 
observed active leaks during the site assessment. Both roof systems have an expected useful life 
of twenty years with repairs after fifteen. The roofs are likely in fair to poor condition and 
nearing or having exceeded their expected useful life.    
 
The exterior doors were observed to be a combination of aluminum storefront style doors with 
single pane glazing and wood doors in wood frames with glazing. The storefront doors were 
observed to be in good condition with no reported issues with the door hardware. The wood 
doors with glazing were observed to be aged but in good working condition. The wood doors 
provided exits on the main floor on the west side as well on the third floor to the fire escape. 
 
There is a large variety of windows throughout the school consisting of aluminum framed single 
glazed double sliders, aluminum framed double glazed fixed and awning style, wood framed 
single glazed, aluminum framed single glazed and glass block. The windows varied in condition 
with the aluminum framed single glazed double sliders being in good condition with the 
remaining windows observed to be in fair to poor condition with deteriorating frames, glazing 
and seals. The majority of the aluminum single pane double sliders were reported to have been 
installed in the last ten years. It was reported that the hardware for the older windows was in 
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poor condition and difficult to open. 
 

Please provide a general description of the condition of the building systems: 
 
Mechanical-Plumbing - The domestic water enters the building in the custodian room and was 
observed to have a meter and backflow preventer installed in 2006 and recently inspected on 
March 4, 2015. The domestic water serves the washrooms, fountains, and kitchenettes 
throughout the building. 
 
The majority of the vitreous china fixtures were observed to be in good working condition. Some 
fixtures were observed to be original with some new toilets observed to have been installed in 
2014. Some of the urinals have had new flush valve assemblies installed. The older sinks were 
not equipped with mixing valves and have separate taps for the hot and cold water. Janitor sinks 
were observed and reported to be original. Domestic hot water is produced from two electric 
water heaters, one 38.5 Gal Giant electric heater observed in the boiler room and was noted to 
have been installed in 2003 with no issues supplying the required hot water. The second tank 
was observed in the gym storage room and is a 30 Gal John Wood electric heater and the date 
of install was not reported however it was assumed to be more than twenty years old based on 
observations. Domestic water heaters have an expected useful life of fifteen years and both of 
these tanks are approaching or have exceeded their expected useful life. Supply piping for 
plumbing fixtures was reported to be copper with drain piping observed to be cast iron and 
plastic with no reported issues.  
 
Heating - The building is supplied heating from five Viessmann Vitodens natural gas fired near 
condensing boilers rated at 450MBH each. The boilers were reported to have been installed in 
2015 and are still undergoing commissioning. The boilers were reported to be in good working 
condition and have an expected useful life of 30 years. Hot water is distributed to baseboard 
radiators and hot water fan coils throughout the building. The limited building controls for the 
building are supplied by Honeywell and are reported to be in fair condition and provide limited 
control of the heating system.  
 
Ventilation - Ventilation for the building is limited to the operable windows with some 
mechanical ventilation provided to the classrooms in the 1967 section of the building. There 
were reported to be ten exhaust fans on the roof but they could not be accessed during the site 
visit. 
 
Vertical Conveyance - There is no vertical conveyance within the building. 
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Electrical - The building is provided electricity from NS Power and is equipped with a main 
disconnect manufactured by Square D rated at 600A 240V and is reported to have been installed 
in 1967 during construction. Power is then distributed to lighting and receptacles throughout 
the building. The electrical consumption is sub metered by the school using a Schneider electric 
system for internal reporting and education purposes. Interior lighting was observed to be T8 
and underwent a retrofit around 2013 through Efficiency NS. Exterior lighting was observed to 
be a combination of building mounted LED and also went under replacement during the 
Efficiency NS retrofit. All lights appeared to be in good working order with not observed or 
reported issues with the building lighting. 
 
Life Safety Systems - The building is protected by a wet sprinkler system that was installed in 
1967, is equipped with a Tamper 15HP electric fire pump and was recently inspected by Tyco on 
December 15, 2015. Notwithstanding the annual inspection, given the age of the piping and of 
the sprinkler heads, further inspection is recommended to verify whether pipe and sprinkler 
heads warrant replacement.  It was also noted there was no apparent backup power supply 
provided for the fire pump. The fire alarm and detection system is equipped with pull stations, 
alarms, smoke detectors and connected to an Edwards EST 2 fire panel. No inspection could be 
observed on the exterior of the fire panel, and the panel was estimated to be at least ten years 
old based on the observed rust and damage to the housing.  Emergency lighting and exit signs 
are provided by battery backup. Fire extinguishers are strategically mounted around the 
building. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building interior: 
 
There was asbestos survey conducted on the school by Maritime Testing 1985 Limited on 
December 14, 1998. Asbestos was found on various piping elbows, wall plaster and the 9x9 floor 
tiles in the original portion of the building.  
 
The floor finishes within the building consist of 9x9 and 12x12 vinyl composite tile (VCT), 
terrazzo, quarry tile and hard tile. The floor finishes were generally in fair to poor condition. The 
9x9 VCT although original was in fair condition with no lifting or damage tiles observed. The 
12x12 tile in the basement was observed to be in poor condition with evidence of staining and 
multiple past repairs of the flooring which has resulted in the flooring having multiple tile 
colours and patterns. The quarry tile is limited to secondary entrance vestibules and is in good 
condition. The hard tile was observed in the bathrooms. It consists of small octagon tiles and 
was observed to be in fair condition with minimal missing tiles. The tiles however were observed 
to be stained in multiple locations. The terrazzo flooring was observed in some of the hallways, 
bathroom and the main entrance vestibule and stairs. The main entrance stairs were in poor 
condition with excessive rusting observed of the metal floor pans. There was minimal floor wax 
observed on the VCT tiles throughout the building.  
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The ceiling finishes consist of spline tiles, drywall and exposed to the underside of the structure. 
All the ceiling finishes were observed to be in fair condition. Some of the spline tiles were noted 
to be sagging or had delaminated and had been screwed back to the ceiling structure using 
metal screws. It was noted in the boy’s bathroom on the second floor beside the gym that some 
of the exposed steel open web steel joist (OWSJ) appeared to have sustained some form of 
impact damage. A repair program was completed at all schools identified with OWSJ structure 
and the report should be reviewed to confirm the extent of work at this school. If not confirmed 
through a past report, it is recommended  a review be completed by a qualified structural 
engineer to ensure the strength of the OWSJ has not been compromised. 
 
Walls consist of plaster, drywall, hard tile, brick, concrete block, sound panels and wood finishes. 
All wall finishes were observed to be in fair to good condition. The sound panels in the gym are 
mounted eight feet above the floor and were observed to be damage in some locations as a 
result of impact.  The remaining finishes were observed in fair to good condition with routine 
maintenance expected to maintain the current condition. 
 
Interior doors consist of a combination of wood and metal doors in wood and metal frames with 
and without glazing. Doors were observed to vary in age but were generally in good condition 
with some refinish required for some of the wood doors as well as the frames. The millwork in 
the classrooms and bathroom was observed to be in fair condition with the majority of the 
millwork reported to be original with some upgrades to the hardware and countertops. The 
bathroom partitions were observed to be floor mounted painted metal and wood. The partitions 
varied in condition with some of the metal partitions observed to have excessive rust. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the site: 
 
Minimal observation of the site was undertaken due to the amount of snow cover. Asphalt 
paving leads to building entrances from the concrete sidewalks and from limited observation 
was observed to be in fair to poor condition with cracking, potholes and previous patching 
observed. The metal fencing between the play yard and the parking was observed to be in good 
condition with the exception of a small section that was observed to be damage due to recent 
snow removal activities. The concrete steps leading to the entrances on the west elevation were 
observed to be in good condition with no observed spalling or cracking of the concrete.   
 
List capital improvements (if any) completed in the last 5 years: 

• 2014 - Energy Upgrades, $826,661 
• 2014 - Brick Work East, $49,581 
• 2013 - Music Room Renovations, $10,369 
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Additional comments: 
 
 
 
 
 

2.2 Enrolment, capacity and utilization 
Does the school’s current enrolment exceed the available surplus 
capacity in nearby schools? (“Nearby schools” means those 
schools the attendance of which by students would be consistent 
with school board transportation policy guidelines) 

Yes  No  

Could the school’s current enrolled population be 
accommodated in these other schools? 

Yes  No  

 Please explain:  
• The combined enrolment for students in grades P-6 on the north end Peninsula of Halifax 

is 755 students.  The total capacity for elementary schools in this area is 1210; therefore, 
students from this school could be accommodated within the nearby schools.   

• The total enrolment of Junior High Students on the north end of the peninsula is 363 
students.  The capacity of Highland Park Junior High is 168 with a student population of 
140; therefore, there is not available capacity to accommodate the junior high 
population in these other schools. 

What is the current enrolment of the school? 353 
What is the projected enrolment in 5 years? 345 
What is the projected enrolment in 10 years? 373 
What is the capacity of the school?  696 
What is the current utilization rate of the school 
(enrolment/capacity)? 

51% 

What is the projected utilization in 5 years? 50% 
What is the projected utilization in 10 years? 54% 
Additional comments: 
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2.3 Cost to operate the school (for the past three years) 
What is the annual energy consumption? 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 Volume (annually):  3 442.86 GJ 4 035.78 GJ 3 545.35 GJ 
 Volume (per m2) 0.42 GJ 0.49 GJ 0.43 GJ 
 Cost $95 836.32 $116 441.07 $89 993.44 
What are the maintenance costs for the facility, including the grounds? 
 Year 2012-13 Year 2013-14 Year 2014-15 

 Cost (annually) $ 356 093.15 $ 335 423.41 $ 316 352.56 

 Cost (per student) $ 997.46 $ 1 028.91 $ 914.31 

 Cost (per m2) $ 43.52 $ 41.00 $ 38.66 

Additional comments: 
 

Section 3 – VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
3.1 School as community partner 

Does the school have: 
 A SchoolsPlus program? Yes  No  
 A Teen Health Centre? Yes  No  
 An Early Years Centre? Yes  No  
 A regulated child care centre? Yes  No  
Is the school a partner in other government or community 
initiatives that use space in the school building or grounds? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify: 
 
If the school was not available, what programs would have to relocate? 
 
Does the community have the facilities and/or capacity to 
accommodate these programs? 

Yes  No  

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five (5) years completed in 
partnership with the community: N/A 
 
Additional comments: 
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3.2 Community use of school facilities 
List the organized community groups which use the school/school grounds: 
Group School facilities used (e.g. 

gym, library) 
# of hours (per 
day/week/month/year?) 

Halifax Hurricanes Gym 6 hrs/week October-April 
Baton Gym 2 hrs/week October-May 
Choir Classroom 2 hrs/week September-June 
HRM Programs Classrooms 6 hrs/week September-June 
Sign Language  Classroom 6 hrs/week September-June 
Do members of the community use the school on an informal 
basis? 

Yes  No  

Is there a community centre attached to or within the school 
building? 

Yes  No  

Is space in the school building used during school hours for 
purposes other than delivering the public school program? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify: 
 If yes, is this arrangement governed by a written 
 agreement? 

Yes  No  

What other facilities/sports fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
• Con Rose Field 

Has the municipality identified a shortage of open space or built 
facilities in the vicinity, which could be exacerbated by a school 
closing? 

Yes  No  

Additional comments: 
• At this time, HRSB has not received confirmation from the Municipality regarding 

potential shortage of open space or built facilities in the vicinity, which could be 
exacerbated by a school closing. 
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE: St. Joseph’s Alexander McKay Elementary 

SCHOOL PROFILE SUMMARY 
School: St. Joseph’s A. McKay Elementary School  
Address: 5389 Russell St., Halifax 
Community/communities served: Halifax Peninsula North 
Grade configuration: P-6 
Age of facility: 95 years (1921); addition (1960) 
Site size:  .65 ha (1.61 acres)  
Building size: 4 415.723 m2 (47 532 sq. ft.)  

Number of stories with teaching spaces: 4 
Number of portable teaching spaces/classrooms: 0 
Current school capacity (permanent structures only): 417 
 
Historic enrolment 
(past 5 years) 

Year: 2010 Enrolment: 249 Utilization: 60%  
Year: 2011 Enrolment: 255 Utilization: 61%  
Year: 2012 Enrolment: 250 Utilization: 60%  
Year: 2013 Enrolment: 243 Utilization: 58%  
Year: 2014  Enrolment: 274 Utilization: 66%  

Current enrolment (as of Sept. 30, 2015): 268 Utilization: 64%  
 
Enrolment projection 
(next 5 years) 

Year: 2016 Enrolment: 289 Utilization: 69%  
Year: 2017 Enrolment: 292 Utilization: 70%  
Year: 2018 Enrolment: 293 Utilization: 70%  
Year: 2019 Enrolment: 302 Utilization: 72%  
Year: 2020  Enrolment: 300 Utilization: 72%  

List all other schools that are part of the same feeder system: Grades: 
• Citadel High School 10-12 
• Gorsebrook Junior High School 7-9 
• Halifax Central Junior High School 7-9 
• St. Agnes Junior High School 7-9 
• Oxford School P-9 
• Inglis Street Elementary School P-6 
• Joseph Howe Elementary School P-6 
• LeMarchant-St. Thomas Elementary School  P-6 
• LeMarchant –St. Thomas –Ecole Beaufort Annex P-6 
• Saint Mary’s  Elementary School  P-6 
• Springvale Elementary School  P-6 
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• Sir Charles Tupper Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Catherine’s Elementary School P-6 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Stephen’s Elementary School  P-6 
• Westmount Elementary P-6 

What are the closest schools with the same grades? 
• Joseph Howe Elementary School (P-6) 
• Oxford School (P-9) 
• St. Stephens Elementary School (P-6) 

Is this the only school in the area? Yes  No  
Is the school part of a campus? Yes  No  
 
 

Section 1 – VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
1.1 Physical space 

Number of classrooms in the school: 14 
Does the school have a:  
 Visual Arts room? Yes  No  
 Music room? Yes  No  
 Drama room? Yes  No  
 Laboratory? Yes  No  
  Chemistry? Yes  No  
  Physics? Yes  No  
  Biology? Yes  No  
  Multi-purpose science lab? Yes  No  
  Food lab?? Yes  No  
  Textile lab? Yes  No  
 Gymnasium? Yes  No  
 Gym storage? Yes  No  
 Active Healthy Living classroom? Yes  No  
 Change rooms? Yes  No  
 Technology Education production lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education innovations lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education media lab? Yes  No  
 Library? Yes  No  
 Cafeteria/lunch room? Yes  No  
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 Kitchen? Yes  No  
 Guidance office? Yes  No  
 Learning Centre? X2 Yes  No  
 Resource room? Yes  No  
 Sensory room? Yes  No  
 Auditorium? Yes  No  
 Washrooms? Yes  No  
 Sick room? Yes  No  
 Staff work room? Yes  No  
Does the school have designated physical spaces for students 
with special educational needs? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, list all spaces: 
Does the school site have a: 
 Hard surfaced playground? Yes  No  
 Play structure(s)? Yes  No  
 Green space? Yes  No  
 Sports field(s)? Yes  No  
  If yes, please describe: 
 
 Bicycle racks? Yes  No  
 Parking? Yes  No  
  If yes, how many spaces?  
 Student drop-off and pick-up area? Yes  No  
 Bus loading zone? Yes  No  
 Property to accommodate development or additions? Yes  No  
Is the school adjacent to a public park or open space? Yes  No  
Describe additional amenities attached to or available to the school (e.g. pool, arena): 
N/A 
Additional comments: 
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1.2 Accessibility 
Is the school fully accessible? Yes  No  
Does the school have: 
 Accessible washrooms on every floor? Yes  No  
 Elevator(s)/lift devices? Yes  No  
 Accessible change rooms? Yes  No  
 Appropriate ramps? Yes  No  
 Automated doors? Yes  No  
 Accessible playground? Yes  No  
 Accessible stage? Yes  No  
 Dedicated disabled parking spaces? Yes  No  
Can special needs vehicles off load in a barrier-free location? Yes  No  
Is an entrance to the school barrier-free? Yes  No  
Additional comments: 
 

1.3 Program offerings 
Does the school have classes with combined grades? Yes  No  
 If yes, please specify which grades are combined: 

• P/1, 1/2, 2/3; French Immersion – P/1, 1/2, 2/3, 3/4, 4/5, 5/6 
Does the school offer: 
 French Immersion? 
  Early  Yes  No  
  Middle Yes  No  
  Late Yes  No  
 International Baccalaureate (IB)? Yes  No  
 O2 Yes  No  
 Skilled Trades Yes  No  
 Board-specific local programming? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
 
 
 An instrumental music program? Yes  No  
 A music program? Yes  No  
 A drama program? Yes  No  
 A Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Guidance and career education programs? Yes  No  
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  If yes, please specify: 
• Roots to Empathy (Guidance) 

 
 Programs for students at risk? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 

• ”Options to Anger” offered by Schools Plus 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.4 School staffing 
Does the school have: 
Teaching Staff: 

A principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 
A vice-principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 

Guidance Counsellor Yes  FTE: 0.5 
Registrar Yes  FTE: 

Classroom Teachers Yes  FTE: 14 
Specific Program Teachers: 

Options and Opportunities Yes  FTE: 
Skilled Trades Yes  FTE: 

Co-operative Education Yes  FTE: 
Technology Education Yes  FTE: 

Family Studies Yes  FTE: 
Mathematics Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Literacy Mentors Yes  FTE: 
Other Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Music Yes  FTE: 0.8 
Physical Education Yes  FTE: 0.8 

French Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 
English Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 

Gaelic Language Instruction Yes  FTE: 
English – 1.0, FI – 0.5                                                              Resource Yes  FTE: 1.5 

Learning Centre (Special Education) 
Yes  FTE: 

2X1.0 
Learning Disabled Specialist Yes  FTE: 

English – 0.5, FI – 0.5                                              Reading Recovery Yes  FTE:  
 English – 0.5, FI – 0.5                              Early Literacy Intervention Yes  FTE: 

International Baccalaureate Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Support Staff: 
5 x 1.0, 5 x 0.8                                                  Educational Assistants Yes  FTE: 
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Custodial Yes  FTE: 1.0 
Administrative Assistants Yes  FTE: 1.0 

Library Services Yes  FTE: 0.4 
SchoolsPlus Yes  FTE: 0.33 

Mental Health Clinician (Health) Yes  FTE: 0.1 
Community Outreach Workers Yes  FTE: 

African Nova Scotian Support Worker Yes  FTE: 0.5 
First Nations Support Worker Yes  FTE: 

Early Years Centre (E.C.E.) Yes  FTE: 
Social Worker Yes  FTE: 0.2 

Police School Liaison Officer Yes  FTE: 
Youth Health Centre Nurse Yes  FTE: 

Other (please specify): 
 Yes  FTE: 

(Access to) Regional staff: 

Psychologist 
Yes  FTE: as 

needed 
Speech Language Pathologists Yes  FTE: 

Family Interventionist Yes  FTE: 
Behaviour Interventionist Yes  FTE: 

Autism Support Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Additional comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
  



59 | P a g e  
 

1.5 Nova Scotia Assessments 
Percentage of students at or above the provincial standard over the past three years 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 
 
Reading 

Grade 3 School 55% 18% 18% 

Board 70% 68% 69% 

Grade 6 School 90% 79% 73% 

Board 79% 78% 76% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

 
 
Writing 

Grade 3 School 80% 80% 20% 

Board 87% 77% 76% 

Grade 6 School 90% 100% 97% 

Board 89% 78% 82% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

 
 
Mathematics 

Grade 4 School 58% 68% 47% 

Board 77% 76% 78% 

Grade 6 School 57% 70% 77% 

Board 76% 72% 72% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

Additional assessment data (e.g. board-administered assessments, Nova Scotia 
Examinations): 
 
 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.6 Extracurricular activities currently offered 
List intramural sports: 

• Basketball, volleyball, morning & lunch intramural program 
 
List interschool sports: 
 
List school clubs and activities: 

• Spelling club, African percussion, choir, chess club, book club, Start to Finish, breakfast 
program, garden club/school vegetable garden 

 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 

1.7 Security 
Does the school have an access control procedure in place? (e.g. 
a single, clearly marked entrance for visitors, visitor badges, 
procedure to handle unauthorized visitors) 

Yes  No  

Are there portable teaching spaces on-site that would prevent 
any secondary doors from being locked? 

Yes  No  

Does the physical arrangement of the school building and school 
grounds allow for staff supervision of all areas? 

Yes  No  

Can the PA system be heard in every area of the school? Yes  No  
Is there a system in place for quick, two-way communication 
between teachers and the main office in case of an emergency 
that can be initiated by the classroom teacher? 

Yes  No  

If members of the community or community groups have access to the school building 
or grounds, informally, to access services, or to use the school space, describe the 
measures that are taken to ensure the safety and security of students: N/A 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.8 Proximity of the school to students 
What percentage of students are bussed to school? 4% 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school boundary? 7% (18 

students) 
How many bus routes serve the school? 2 
How long is the longest route? 10min 
What is the median average bus ride duration for students from within the 
school boundary? 

10min 

Additional comments: 
• There is 1 route in the morning and 1 in the afternoon. 

 
 
 

1.9 School Advisory Council 

Does the school have a School Advisory Council that meets 
regularly? 

Yes  No  

Does the school have any other groups, such as a parent-teacher 
association or home-school association, that meet regularly? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please describe: 

• Home & School Association (PTA) meets monthly 
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Section 2 – VALUE TO THE BOARD 
2.1 Condition of school building and grounds 

When was the school built? 1921; addition 1960 
Have there been any significant renovations or additions?  Yes   No  
 If yes, please provide details and dates: 
Approximately 1960 there was a building addition (administration, classrooms and connection 
pedway) to the site at the north east corner along with renovations to the original building. 
What are the current operating costs? $ 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building envelope: 
 
The exterior cladding is a combination of brick masonry, vertical metal siding, and stone 
cornices for the 1921 section of the building. The brick masonry was observed to be in good 
condition. Some of the brick on the west side of the 1921 building has undergone replacement in 
the last five years while the other sections have been covered with metal siding. 
 
The roofing was reported to be a built up roofing system on the classroom portions of the school 
a modified bitumen roofing system on the gym. Roofing condition could not be observed due to 
the amount of snow cover. There were no reported active leaks during the site visit but there 
were multiple reports of old remediated leaks throughout the building including a partial flood 
of rooms 508 and 506 two years ago. Both roof systems have an expected useful life of twenty 
years which they have achieved with a partial repair after 15 years to achieve the full life of the 
roof which is in keeping with the reports of repairs. The roof is likely to be in fair condition and 
nearing the end of its life.  
 
The exterior doors were observed to be aluminum storefront doors with single pane glazing and 
observed to be in fair to good condition with some deterioration to the base of the doors. The 
main entrance doors were reported to have been replaced in 2014. The majority of the exterior 
windows were observed to be aluminum framed and installed approximately  1980; some with 
fixed double panes, awning style and others with single pane double sliders. In addition there 
were a number of wood framed windows that were reported to have been installed in 1921. The 
wood windows, the fixed double pane windows and the awning style windows were observed to 
be in poor condition. In addition the steel spandrel panels on the “newer” building section were 
observed to be rusting and deteriorating. 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building systems: 
 
Mechanical-Plumbing - The domestic water serves the washrooms, fountains, and kitchenettes 
throughout the building. The majority of the vitreous china water closets, urinals and sinks were 
reported to have been installed approximately 1960. Urinals in the “newer” portion of the 
school appearing much newer. The sinks in the original portion of the school were observed to 
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be stainless steel. Most of the fixtures are in good working order with some older units observed 
in single bathrooms around the school. Janitor sinks were observed and reported to be original. 
Domestic hot water is produced from a 38 Gal Giant electric water heater installed in 2000 
which is at the end of its expected useful life of 15 years. Supply piping for plumbing fixtures was 
reported to be copper with drain piping observed to be cast iron and plastic.   
 
Heating - The building is supplied primary heating from three FP Industries boilers; two rated at 
2,009MBH and one rated at 1,344MBH with all three equipped with Carlin Burners. The boilers 
are reported to have been installed in 1991. They are reported to be in good condition with no 
issues meeting the heating demand of the building. The boilers are supplied with oil from an 
exterior mounted 9000L dual wall steel tank reported to have been installed in 2005. Hot water 
is distributed throughout the school to cast iron radiators and wall mounted baseboard heaters. 
The limited building controls for the building are supplied by Honeywell and are reported to be 
in poor condition and provide limited control of the heating system. 
 
Ventilation - Ventilation to the building is limited to a range hood exhaust for the lunchroom 
stove, isolated fans in the bathrooms, window mounted fans in computer and photocopier 
rooms and the operable windows. 
 
Vertical Conveyance - There is no vertical conveyance within the building. 
 
Electrical - The building is provide electricity from NS Power and is equipped with a main 
disconnect manufactured by Federal Pioneer and is rated at 400A 240V.Power is then 
distributed to lighting and receptacles throughout the building. Interior lighting was observed to 
be T8 and underwent a retrofit in 2014 through Efficiency NS. Exterior lighting was observed to 
be a combination of building mounted metal halide and high pressure sodium and also went 
under replacement during the Efficiency NS retrofit. 
 
Life Safety Systems - The building is protected by a wet sprinkler system that was installed in 
1978 and was recently inspected by Tyco on December 16, 2015. Notwithstanding the annual 
inspection, given the age of the piping and of the sprinkler heads, further inspection is 
recommended to verify whether pipe and sprinkler heads warrant replacement. The fire alarm 
and detection system is equipped with pull stations, alarms, smoke detectors and connected to 
an Edwards of Canada Custom 6500 fire panel. It was installed in 1995 and was most recently 
inspected by Tyco on January 30, 2015. Emergency lighting and exit signs are provided by 
battery backup. Fire extinguishers are strategically mounted around the building. 
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Please provide a general description of the condition of the building interior: 
 
There was an asbestos survey conducted on the school by Maritime Testing 1985 Limited on 
February 8, 1999. Asbestos was found on various piping elbows, wall plaster, the gym ceiling 
finish and floor tiles. All the asbestos containing materials were considered Priority 3 which 
means they were non-friable or were in good condition and which currently pose no current risk 
to building occupants.  
 
The interior floor finishes within the building consist of 9x9 and 12x12 vinyl composite tile (VCT), 
hard tile, terrazzo and sheet vinyl products. Floor finishes were generally observed in fair to poor 
condition with cracking sheet vinyl and lifting tiles in the 1921 portion of the building. There was 
minimal floor wax observed on the VCT tiles. Regular waxing and polishing will ensure extended 
life of the flooring. The metal floor pans for the interior stairs were observed to be in poor 
condition with significant rust observed on the underside of the pans. In a limited number of 
rooms where floor finishes have been recently replaced the flooring was observed to be in good 
condition. The terrazzo in the bathrooms was reported to be original to the construction of the 
building and is in good condition.  
 
The ceiling finishes consist of suspended ceiling tiles, spline tiles, plaster, and cement coating. 
The suspended ceiling tiles were observed to be in good condition, with the spline tiles observed 
to be in poor condition with water damage. Some of the painted ceilings in the basement of the 
1921 portion of the building were observed to be in poor condition with peeling paint.  
 
Interior doors consist of wood doors in wood and metal frames. Doors were observed to vary in 
age but were generally in good condition. The millwork in the classrooms and bathroom was 
observed to be in fair condition with the majority of the millwork reported to be original with 
some upgrades to the hardware and countertops. Most of the cupboards were observed to have 
been painted. The bathroom partitions were observed to be floor mounted painted metal in 
poor condition with significant rusting observed near the toilets. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the site: 
 
Minimal observation of the site was undertaken due to the amount of snow cover. The concrete 
stairs and hand railings from the building entrances were observed to be in good condition with 
no spalling of the concrete. The railing was in good condition with no observed rusting or 
deterioration. The chain link fencing between the school property and the adjacent roads was 
observed to be in good condition. The asphalt parking on the south and north side of the 
building was observed to be in fair condition with cracking and alligatoring evident. 
 
List capital improvements (if any) completed in the last 5 years: 



65 | P a g e  
 

• 2015 - Exterior cladding repairs (west side), $45,000 
• 2015 - Interior painting, floor and ceiling tile repairs, $25,000 

 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 
 
 

2.2 Enrolment, capacity and utilization 
Does the school’s current enrolment exceed the available surplus 
capacity in nearby schools? (“Nearby schools” means those 
schools the attendance of which by students would be consistent 
with school board transportation policy guidelines) 

Yes  No  

Could the school’s current enrolled population be 
accommodated in these other schools? 

Yes  No  

 Please explain:  
• The combined enrolment for students in grades P-6 on the north end Peninsula of Halifax 

is 755 students.  The total capacity for elementary schools in this area is 1210; therefore, 
students from this school could be accommodated within the nearby schools. 

What is the current enrolment of the school? 268 
What is the projected enrolment in 5 years? 300 
What is the projected enrolment in 10 years? 287 
What is the capacity of the school?  417 
What is the current utilization rate of the school 
(enrolment/capacity)? 

64% 

What is the projected utilization in 5 years? 72% 
What is the projected utilization in 10 years? 69% 
Additional comments: 
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2.3 Cost to operate the school (for the past three years) 
What is the annual energy consumption? 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 Volume (annually):  3829.33 GJ 4160.13 GJ 4218.70 GJ 
 Volume (per m2) 0.87 GJ 0.94 GJ 0.96 GJ 
 Cost $102,525.58 $117,028.98 $94,926.00 
What are the maintenance costs for the facility, including the grounds? 
 Year 2012-13 Year 2013-14 Year 2014-15 

 Cost (annually) $ 287,384.91 $ 278,993.9 $ 260,189.92 

 Cost (per student) $ 1149.54 $ 1148.12 $ 949.60 

 Cost (per m2) $ 65.08 $ 63.18 $ 58.92 

Additional comments: 
 

Section 3 – VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
3.1 School as community partner 

Does the school have: 
 A SchoolsPlus program? Yes  No  
 A Teen Health Centre? Yes  No  
 An Early Years Centre? Yes  No  
 A regulated child care centre? Yes  No  
Is the school a partner in other government or community 
initiatives that use space in the school building or grounds? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify: 
 
Needham lunch program and Links program would need to relocated 
 
If the school was not available, what programs would have to relocate? 
 
 
Does the community have the facilities and/or capacity to 
accommodate these programs? 

Yes  No  

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five (5) years completed in 
partnership with the community: 

• Playground upgrades with support from Dexel Construction 
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• Library upgrades from a 65,000 grant from Indigo (books, shelving) and new 
furniture for the library from support from T4G, an engineering company which 
supports the school in many ways. 

Additional comments: 
• Big Sisters/Big Brothers beginning soon 
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3.2 Community use of school facilities 
List the organized community groups which use the school/school grounds: 
Group School facilities used (e.g. 

gym, library) 
# of hours (per 
day/week/month/year?) 

Soccer Gym 2 hrs/week October-May 
Links Tutoring Classrooms 6 hrs/week September-May 
Baseball Gym 3 hrs/week October-May 
Do members of the community use the school on an informal 
basis? 

Yes  No  

Is there a community centre attached to or within the school 
building? 

Yes  No  

Is space in the school building used during school hours for 
purposes other than delivering the public school program? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify:  
• Needham Day Care offers a lunch program on site @SHAM and 30 minutes after school. 

Links program offered 2 x a week after school 
 

 If yes, is this arrangement governed by a written 
 agreement?  Through Facilities booking  

Yes  No  

What other facilities/sports fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
• Needham Centre 

 
Has the municipality identified a shortage of open space or built 
facilities in the vicinity, which could be exacerbated by a school 
closing? 

Yes  No  

Additional comments: 
• At this time, HRSB has not received confirmation from the Municipality regarding 

potential shortage of open space or built facilities in the vicinity, which could be 
exacerbated by a school closing. 
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SCHOOL INFORMATION PROFILE: St. Stephen’s Elementary school 

SCHOOL PROFILE SUMMARY 
School: St. Stephen’s Elementary School  
Address: 3669 Highland Avenue 
Community/communities served: Halifax Peninsula North 
Grade configuration: P-6 
Age of facility: 68 years (1948) 
Site size: 2.17 ha (5.36 acres)  
Building size: 4 336.39 m2 (46 678 sq. ft.)  

Number of stories with teaching spaces: 1 
Number of portable teaching spaces/classrooms: 0 
Current school capacity (permanent structures only): 336 
 
Historic enrolment 
(past 5 years) 

Year: 2010 Enrolment: 206 Utilization: 61%  
Year: 2011 Enrolment: 202 Utilization: 60%  
Year: 2012 Enrolment: 197 Utilization: 59%  
Year: 2013 Enrolment: 203 Utilization: 60%  
Year: 2014 Enrolment: 198 Utilization: 59%  

Current enrolment (as of Sept. 30, 2015): 210 Utilization: 63%  
 
Enrolment projection 
(next 5 years) 

Year: 2016 Enrolment: 207 Utilization: 62%  
Year: 2017 Enrolment: 193 Utilization: 57%  
Year: 2018 Enrolment: 190  Utilization: 56%  
Year: 2019 Enrolment: 196 Utilization: 58%  
Year: 2020  Enrolment: 202 Utilization: 60%  

List all other schools that are part of the same feeder system: Grades: 
• Citadel High School 10-12 
• Gorsebrook Junior High School 7-9 
• Halifax Central Junior High School 7-9 
• St. Agnes Junior High School 7-9 
• Oxford School P-9 
• Inglis Street Elementary School P-6 
• Joseph Howe Elementary School P-6 
• LeMarchant-St. Thomas Elementary School  P-6 
• LeMarchant –St. Thomas –Ecole Beaufort Annex P-6 
• Saint Mary’s  Elementary School  P-6 
• Springvale Elementary School  P-6 
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• Sir Charles Tupper Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Catherine’s Elementary School P-6 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary School  P-6 
• St. Stephen’s Elementary School  P-6 
• Westmount Elementary P-6 

What are the closest schools with the same grades? 
• Joseph Howe Elementary School (P-6) 
• Oxford School (P-9) 
• St. Joseph’s-Alexander McKay Elementary (P-6) 

Is this the only school in the area? Yes  No  
Is the school part of a campus? Yes  No  
 
 

Section 1 – VALUE TO THE STUDENT 
1.1 Physical space 

Number of classrooms in the school: 9 
Does the school have a:  
 Visual Arts room? Yes  No  
 Music room? Yes  No  
 Drama room? Yes  No  
 Laboratory? Yes  No  
  Chemistry? Yes  No  
  Physics? Yes  No  
  Biology? Yes  No  
  Multi-purpose science lab? Yes  No  
  Food lab?? Yes  No  
  Textile lab? Yes  No  
 Gymnasium? Yes  No  
 Gym storage? Yes  No  
 Active Healthy Living classroom? Yes  No  
 Change rooms? Yes  No  
 Technology Education production lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education innovations lab? Yes  No  
 Technology Education media lab? Yes  No  
 Library? Yes  No  
 Cafeteria/lunch room?   Yes  No  
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 Kitchen? Yes  No  
 Guidance office? Yes  No  
 Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Resource room? Yes  No  
 Sensory room? Yes  No  
 Auditorium? Yes  No  
 Washrooms? Yes  No  
 Sick room? Yes  No  
 Staff work room? Yes  No  
Does the school have designated physical spaces for students 
with special educational needs? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, list all spaces:  
• Small room/office for an alternative work space for student special needs 

Does the school site have a: 
 Hard surfaced playground? Yes  No  
 Play structure(s)? Yes  No  
 Green space? Yes  No  
 Sports field(s)? Yes  No  
  If yes, please describe: Soccer field  
 Bicycle racks? Yes  No  
 Parking? Yes  No  
  If yes, how many spaces?  
 Student drop-off and pick-up area? Yes  No  
 Bus loading zone? Yes  No  
 Property to accommodate development or additions? Yes  No  
Is the school adjacent to a public park or open space? Yes  No  
Describe additional amenities attached to or available to the school (e.g. pool, arena): 
Additional comments: 
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1.2 Accessibility 
Is the school fully accessible? Yes  No  
Does the school have: 
 Accessible washrooms on every floor? Yes  No  
 Elevator(s)/lift devices? Yes  No  
 Accessible change rooms? Yes  No  
 Appropriate ramps?  X2 Yes  No  
 Automated doors? Yes  No  
 Accessible playground? Yes  No  
 Accessible stage? Yes  No  
 Dedicated disabled parking spaces? Yes  No  
Can special needs vehicles off load in a barrier-free location? Yes  No  
Is an entrance to the school barrier-free? Yes  No  
Additional comments: 
 

1.3 Program offerings 
Does the school have classes with combined grades? Yes  No  
 If yes, please specify which grades are combined: 

• P/1, 1/2, 2/3, 3/4, 4/5 
Does the school offer: 
 French Immersion? 
  Early  Yes  No  
  Middle Yes  No  
  Late Yes  No  
 International Baccalaureate (IB)? Yes  No  
 O2 Yes  No  
 Skilled Trades Yes  No  
 Board-specific local programming? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
 
 An instrumental music program? Yes  No  
 A music program? Yes  No  
 A drama program? Yes  No  
 A Learning Centre? Yes  No  
 Guidance and career education programs? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
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• 40% Guidance 
 
 Programs for students at risk? Yes  No  
  If yes, please specify: 
 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.4 School staffing 
Does the school have: 
Teaching Staff: 

A principal? Yes  FTE: 1.0 
A vice-principal? Yes  FTE: 0.5 

Guidance Counsellor Yes  FTE: 0.4 
Registrar Yes  FTE: 

Classroom Teachers Yes  FTE:14.3 
Specific Program Teachers: 

Options and Opportunities Yes  FTE: 
Skilled Trades Yes  FTE: 

Co-operative Education Yes  FTE: 
Technology Education Yes  FTE: 

Family Studies Yes  FTE: 
Mathematics Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Literacy Mentors Yes  FTE: 
Other Mentors Yes  FTE: 

Music Yes  FTE: 0.5 
Physical Education Yes  FTE: 0.5 

French Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 0.4 
English Specialists (4 to 9) Yes  FTE: 

Gaelic Language Instruction Yes  FTE: 
Resource Yes  FTE: 1.0 

Learning Centre (Special Education) Yes  FTE: 1.0 
Learning Disabled Specialist Yes  FTE: 

Reading Recovery Yes  FTE: 
Early Literacy Intervention Yes  FTE: 0.4 

International Baccalaureate Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Support Staff: 
Educational Assistants Yes  FTE: 4.9 

Custodial Yes  FTE: 1.0 



75 | P a g e  
 

Administrative Assistants Yes  FTE: 1.0 
Library Services Yes  FTE: .20 

SchoolsPlus Yes  FTE: 
Mental Health Clinician (Health) Yes  FTE: 

Community Outreach Workers Yes  FTE: 
African Nova Scotian Support Worker Yes  FTE: 

First Nations Support Worker Yes  FTE: 
Early Years Centre (E.C.E.) Yes  FTE: 

Social Worker Yes  FTE: .10 
Police School Liaison Officer Yes  FTE:HRP 

Youth Health Centre Nurse Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
(Access to) Regional staff: 

Psychologist Yes  FTE: 
Speech Language Pathologists Yes  FTE: 

Family Interventionist Yes  FTE: 
Behaviour Interventionist Yes  FTE: 

Autism Support Yes  FTE: 
Other (please specify): 

 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 
 Yes  FTE: 

Additional comments: 
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1.5 Nova Scotia Assessments 
Percentage of students at or above the provincial standard over the past three years 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 
 
Reading 

Grade 3 School 94% 80% 79% 

Board 70% 68% 69% 

Grade 6 School 79% 79% 100% 

Board 79% 78% 76% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

 
 
Writing (IDEAS) 

Grade 3 School 84% 79% 52% 

Board 87% 77% 76% 

Grade 6 School 88% 71% 90% 

Board 89% 78% 82% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

 
 
Mathematics 

Grade 4 School 86% 71% 67% 

Board 77% 76% 78% 

Grade 6 School 72% 63% 89% 

Board 76% 72% 72% 

Grade 8 School    
Board    

Additional assessment data (e.g. board-administered assessments, Nova Scotia 
Examinations): 
 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.6 Extracurricular activities currently offered 
List intramural sports: 

• Every Tuesday a program is run/a variety of games and sports. 
 
List interschool sports: N/A 
 
List school clubs and activities: 

• Chess club, hack-ma-tack, choir, grade 6 leadership, African drumming, bricks for kids, 
Mad Science 

 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 

1.7 Security 
Does the school have an access control procedure in place? (e.g. 
a single, clearly marked entrance for visitors, visitor badges, 
procedure to handle unauthorized visitors) 

Yes  No  

Are there portable teaching spaces on-site that would prevent 
any secondary doors from being locked? 

Yes  No  

Does the physical arrangement of the school building and school 
grounds allow for staff supervision of all areas? 

Yes  No  

Can the PA system be heard in every area of the school? Yes  No  
Is there a system in place for quick, two-way communication 
between teachers and the main office in case of an emergency 
that can be initiated by the classroom teacher? 

Yes  No  

If members of the community or community groups have access to the school building 
or grounds, informally, to access services, or to use the school space, describe the 
measures that are taken to ensure the safety and security of students: 

• Sign in at office, wear badge, appointments only, no community groups in school 
 
Additional comments: 
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1.8 Proximity of the school to students 
What percentage of students are bussed to school? 3% 
What percentage of students attend from outside the school boundary? 9% (19 

students) 
How many bus routes serve the school? 2 
How long is the longest route? 20min 
What is the median average bus ride duration for students from within the 
school boundary? 

15min 

Additional comments: 
• There is 1 route in the morning and 1 in the afternoon. 

 
 
 

1.9 School Advisory Council 

Does the school have a School Advisory Council that meets 
regularly? 

Yes  No  

Does the school have any other groups, such as a parent-teacher 
association or home-school association, that meet regularly? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please describe: 

• PTA – meet once a month 

• Paving Project Committee  to repair playground pavement 
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Section 2 – VALUE TO THE BOARD 
2.1 Condition of school building and grounds 

When was the school built? 1948 
Have there been any significant renovations or additions?  Yes  No  
 If yes, please provide details and dates: 
 
 
What are the current operating costs? $ 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building envelope: 
 
The exterior cladding of the building is metal siding with some minor brick masonry cladding the 
exterior walls of the boiler room. The metal siding appeared in good condition and was reported 
to have been installed over the original brick approximately 2002. The brick masonry at the 
boiler room appeared in fair condition with cracked and missing mortar joints as well as metal 
strapping installed around the boiler chimney appearing to provide structural support. The 
chimney was reported to no longer be used by the boilers as they are direct vented through the 
adjacent wall. Decommissioning and removal of the chimney should be explored if deemed in 
fact surplus. 
 
The roof of the school was not accessible during the site assessment. It was reported that the 
building has three sections of roofing. The east section of the school up until the gym was noted 
to consist of modified bitumen roofing and was replaced in 2004. The central portion of the 
school was also reported to be modified bitumen but was reported to be a couple years older, 
circa 2002. The west wing of the school including the boiler room was noted to be a built up roof 
and was more than twenty-five years old. The modified bitumen roofs were reported to be in 
good condition however the built up roof was reported to have multiple roof leaks as of recent. 
There were no active roof leaks but multiple ceiling tiles were observed to have been removed 
and past leaks reported to have been remediated. Both roof systems have an expected useful 
life of twenty years with a partial repair after 15 years to achieve the full life of the roof which is 
in keeping with the reports of repairs. The modified bitumen roof coverings are likely to be in 
fair condition and nearing the end of their life, while the built up roof has reached the end of its 
life. 
 
The exterior doors were observed to be aluminum storefront doors with single pane glazing and 
metal service doors without glazing. The doors were all observed to be in good condition with no 
reported issues with the hardware. The exterior windows were observed to be metal framed 
single pane double sliders and were in good condition. There were no reported issues with the 
window hardware. 
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Please provide a general description of the condition of the building systems: 
 
Mechanical-Plumbing - The domestic water enters the building in a closet in the east wing of 
the building. A water meter but no backflow preventer was observed. The domestic water serves 
the washrooms, fountains, and kitchenettes throughout the building. The majority of the 
vitreous china water closets, urinals and sinks were observed to be in fair to good condition. 
There was a mix of what was assumed to be original bathroom fixtures, (full height inset 
urinals), and newer wall hung urinals and stainless steel sinks. Janitor sinks were observed and 
reported to be original. Domestic hot water is produced from a 60 Gal Rheem electric water 
heater reported to have been installed in 2012. Supply piping for plumbing fixtures was reported 
to be copper with drain piping observed to be cast iron and plastic with no reported issues. 
 
Heating - The building is supplied primary heating from two Cleaver Brooks, Clear Fire natural 
gas boilers rated at 1500MBH that are direct vented to the exterior of the boiler room. The 
boilers are reported to have been installed in 2012. Hot water is distributed throughout the 
school to wall mounted baseboard heaters and ceiling mounted fan coils. The limited building 
controls for the building are supplied by Honeywell and are reported to be in poor condition and 
provide limited control of the heating system. The existing 9000L oil tank from the previous oil 
boilers still remains on site. 
 
Ventilation - Ventilation to the building is supplied by isolated exhaust fans in the bathrooms, a 
limited number of reported roof mounted exhaust fans and the operable windows. The roof 
mounted exhaust fans could not be assessed but reported to have a number of them replaced in 
the last five years. The ventilation appeared to be adequate and in good condition, there was no 
evidence of conditions that would suggest inadequate ventilation. 
 
Vertical Conveyance - There is no vertical conveyance within the building. 
 
Electrical - The building is provide electricity from NS Power and is equipped with a main 
disconnect manufactured by Square D and is rated at 400A 120/208V.Power is then distributed 
to lighting and receptacles throughout the building. The electrical equipment was reported to 
have undergone replacement in 2004. Electricity is also sub metered by a Schneider system for 
internal reporting and conservation measures. Interior lighting was observed to be T8 and 
underwent a retrofit in 2013 through Efficiency NS. Exterior lighting was observed to be building 
mounted metal halide and also went under replacement during the Efficiency NS retrofit. All 
lights were observed to be in good working order with no reported issues. 
 
Life Safety Systems - The building is protected by a dry sprinkler system that was installed in 
1951 and was recently inspected by Tyco on November 2, 2015. The system is also equipped 
with a 15HP electric Tamper fire pump. There was no apparent backup power supply for the 
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electric fire pump. The alarm valve was replaced in 2012. Notwithstanding the annual 
inspection, given the age of the piping and of the sprinkler heads, further inspection is 
recommended to verify whether pipe and sprinkler heads warrant replacement. The fire alarm 
and detection system is equipped with pull stations, alarms, smoke detectors and connected to 
an Edwards of Canada Custom 6500 fire panel. Emergency lighting and exit signs are provided 
by battery backup and were recently upgraded in the last year. Fire extinguishers are 
strategically mounted around the building. 
 
Please provide a general description of the condition of the building interior: 
 
There was an asbestos survey conducted on the school by Maritime Testing 1985 Limited on 
February 2, 1999. Asbestos was found on various piping elbows, wall plaster, floor tiles and 
plaster ceilings. All the asbestos containing materials were considered Priority 3 which means 
they were non-friable or were in good condition and which currently pose no current risk to 
building occupants with the exception of the piping elbows which were considered Priority 2.   
 
The interior floor finishes within the building consist of 12x12 vinyl composite tile (VCT), hard 
tile, quarry tile and hardwood. The VCT finishes were generally observed to be in fair condition 
with no lifting or damaged tiles. There was minimal floor wax observed on the VCT tiles. Regular 
waxing and polishing will ensure extended life of the flooring. The quarry tile was observed in 
the entrance vestibules and was observed in good condition. The hardwood flooring in the gym 
was observed to be in fair condition and will require refinishing. The hard tile in the bathrooms 
consisted of small hexagon tiles and was observed to be in poor condition with cracking and 
uneven tiles. 
 
Walls consist of plaster, and drywall. All wall finishes were observed to be in fair to good 
condition. There was some observed damaged plaster, for example in the bathroom below a 
sink. The remaining finishes were observed in fair to good condition with routine maintenance 
expected to maintain the current condition. 
 
The ceiling finishes consist of spline tiles, and plaster. The spline tiles were observed to be in fair 
to poor condition with a number of missing and water damaged tiles. The plaster was observed 
to be in good condition with no observed damage.  
 
Interior doors consist of wood doors in wood and metal frames. Doors were observed to vary in 
age but were generally in good condition. Some refinishing of the doors will be required. The 
millwork in the classrooms and bathroom was observed to be in fair condition with the majority 
of the millwork reported to have some upgrades to the hardware and countertops. The 
bathroom partitions were observed to be floor mounted painted metal in fair to poor condition 
with significant rusting observed near the toilets. 
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Please provide a general description of the condition of the site: 
 
Minimal observation of the site was undertaken due to the amount of snow cover. The 
playground asphalt paving was observed to be in fair to poor condition with excessive cracking. 
The concrete flatwork leading to the main entrance was observed to be in good condition with 
no heaving or cracking. 
 
List capital improvements (if any) completed in the last 5 years: 

• 2012 - Natural Gas Conversion, $378,802 
• 2013 - Energy Upgrades, $172,330 
• 2015 - Cat 6 Cabling, $11,565 

 
Additional comments: 
 
 
 

2.2 Enrolment, capacity and utilization 
Does the school’s current enrolment exceed the available surplus 
capacity in nearby schools? (“Nearby schools” means those 
schools the attendance of which by students would be consistent 
with school board transportation policy guidelines) 

Yes  No  

Could the school’s current enrolled population be 
accommodated in these other schools? 

Yes  No  

 Please explain:  
• The combined enrolment for students in grades P-6 on the north end Peninsula of Halifax 

is 755 students.  The total capacity for elementary schools in this area is 1210; therefore, 
students from this school could be accommodated within the nearby schools. 

What is the current enrolment of the school? 210 
What is the projected enrolment in 5 years? 202 
What is the projected enrolment in 10 years? 212 
What is the capacity of the school?  336 
What is the current utilization rate of the school 
(enrolment/capacity)? 

63% 

What is the projected utilization in 5 years? 60% 
What is the projected utilization in 10 years? 63% 
Additional comments: 
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2.3 Cost to operate the school (for the past three years) 
What is the annual energy consumption? 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
 Volume (annually):  2 068.91GJ 2 198.13GJ 2 076 GJ 
 Volume (per m2) 0.48GJ/m2 0.51GJ/m2 0.48GK/m2 
 Cost $38 661.47 $53 707.93 $56 029.12 
What are the maintenance costs for the facility, including the grounds? 
 Year 2012-13 Year 2013-14 Year 2014-15 

 Cost (annually) $ 172 837.64 $ 186 746.75 $ 193 066.22 

 Cost (per student) $ 877.35 $ 919.93 $ 975.08 

 Cost (per m2) $ 39.85 $ 43.06 $ 44.52 

Additional comments: 
 

Section 3 – VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
3.1 School as community partner 

Does the school have: 
 A SchoolsPlus program? Yes  No  
 A Teen Health Centre? Yes  No  
 An Early Years Centre? Yes  No  
 A regulated child care centre? Yes  No  
Is the school a partner in other government or community 
initiatives that use space in the school building or grounds? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify: 
• Excel Program 

 
If the school was not available, what programs would have to relocate? 

• Excel and evening bookings in gymnasium 
 
Does the community have the facilities and/or capacity to 
accommodate these programs? 

Yes  No  

List any significant upgrades to the school in the past five (5) years completed in 
partnership with the community: N/A 
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Additional comments: 

• Needham Centre could possibly accommodate 
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3.2 Community use of school facilities 
List the organized community groups which use the school/school grounds: 
Group School facilities used (e.g. 

gym, library) 
# of hours (per 
day/week/month/year?) 

Halifax Steelers B-Ball  Gym 9 hrs/week October-April 
Adult B-Ball Gym 2 hrs/week October -April 
Adult Dodgeball Gym 2 hrs/week October-May 
HRM Programs Gym 2 hrs/week September-May 
Do members of the community use the school on an informal 
basis? 

Yes  No  

Is there a community centre attached to or within the school 
building? 

Yes  No  

Is space in the school building used during school hours for 
purposes other than delivering the public school program? 

Yes  No  

 If yes, please specify: 
 
 If yes, is this arrangement governed by a written 
 agreement? 

Yes  No  

What other facilities/sports fields in the vicinity are used by community groups? 
• Needham Centre 

 
 
Has the municipality identified a shortage of open space or built 
facilities in the vicinity, which could be exacerbated by a school 
closing? 

Yes  No  

Additional comments: 
• At this time, HRSB has not received confirmation from the Municipality regarding 

potential shortage of open space or built facilities in the vicinity, which could be 
exacerbated by a school closing. 

 
 
 

 



 

 

Public X        Report No. 2016-07-31 
Private         Date: August 31, 2016 
 

 
HALIFAX REGIONAL SCHOOL BOARD 

Long-Range Outlook Action Plan Update 
 
 
PURPOSE: To provide information to the Governing Board regarding the Long-

Range Outlook Action Plan.  
 
BACKGROUND: In October 2014 the province approved the provincial School Review 

Policy for use by all school boards. The policy contains sixteen 
directives (A to P) boards must follow during a school review 
process. 

 
 Directive A states: “A school review may be considered when a 

Long-Range Outlook has been completed by a school board, as 
required by the Education Act and outlined in Appendix A: Preparing 
a Long-Range Outlook.”  

 
The policy further states that “A school board’s decision to review a 
group of schools is informed by, and a school review is conducted in 
the context of, the information contained in the Long-Range 
Outlook.”  
 
The Halifax Regional School Board (HRSB) staff presented its initial 
Long-Range Outlook to the Governing Board on April 22, 2015 
(report # 2015-04-13).  
 
On October 28, 2015 staff presented the Long-Range Outlook Action 
Plan (report # 2015-09-35) at the regular board meeting. The report 
identified priorities for recommendations of School Reviews.  
 
The Governing Board approved initiation of two School Review 
processes at its regular board meeting on December 16, 2015:  

 Eastern Passage Schools (report # 2015-10-42) 
 Citadel High Family of Schools (report # 2015-10-43) 

 
The Cole Harbour District High Family of Schools Recommendation 
to Review (report # 2015-10-41) was subsequently deferred until 
September 2016. 
 
An updated Long-Range Outlook 2016 was approved by the 
Governing Board at its regular board meeting on June 22, 2016 
(report # 2016-04-17). 
 

CONTENT: HRSB staff has reviewed and revised the Long-Range Outlook Action 
Plan (see table below).  

 
The experience and understanding gained from the School Reviews 
completed in 2015-16 including feedback from School Options 
Committee members and community, and consultation with other 



 

 

Boards regarding their School Review processes have helped to 
inform a revised approach to future facility planning processes. 

 
There are six circumstances described in the School Review Policy 
Directive A that may lead to a school review. These include: 
 
 a school or group of schools is unable to, or projected to be 

unable to, provide a suitable and equitable range of learning 
opportunities for students, due to declining enrolment; 

 reorganization involving a school or group of schools could 
enhance program and learning opportunities for students; 

 reorganization involving a school or group of schools could 
optimize use of school facilities across the school board; 

 a school’s combination of teaching or learning spaces is not 
suitable to provide programs/is not accessible/does not serve the 
community, and retrofitting and/or enlarging the facility may be 
cost prohibitive; 

 one or more of the schools in a group is experiencing higher 
building maintenance expenses than average for the school board 
and/or is in need of major capital improvements; and 

 safety and/or environmental concerns are associated with the 
building. 

 
Based on the circumstances above and review of the LRO, staff 
considers enrollment capacity utilization and age/condition of 
infrastructure as the main factors determining the Action Plan 
priorities.  
 
Overutilization of schools requires alterations to program space 
(sometimes changing its intended use) or portable classrooms to 
accommodate increasing numbers of students. There are areas within 
the Board where enrollment is already above capacity at schools and 
is projected to continue to increase.  
 
Underutilization of schools results in a surplus of space and inefficient 
operation of facilities. It may also impact program options at some 
schools. There are schools within HRSB that have steadily declining 
enrollment which require consideration to optimize use.  
 
With aging infrastructure, as an increasing number of school 
buildings reach or go beyond their intended design life cycle, the cost 
of maintenance continues to increase. If deferred maintenance is not 
addressed then major capital improvements such as renovation or 
replacement of schools is required. HRSB has many schools that 
would be considered as aging infrastructure beyond their intended 
useful life and must determine a strategy for upgrade, replacement, 
consolidation or possible closure. 
 
Other factors to be considered regarding the future state of schools 
include optimal enrollment sizes, grade configuration, student 



 

 

transportation, geography, equitable learning opportunities, residential 
development, fiscal accountability, community partnerships, and 
more. These will become part of the discussion and decision during 
the action processes listed below. 
 
The action plan priorities identified below were determined 
considering the Long-Range Outlook and the factors discussed above. 
Each proposed school review will be initiated by a Recommendation 
to Review report from staff for approval by the Governing Board. 
 
 

School 
Year 

Item # Family of Schools Action 

2015-16 1 Citadel High School Review 
2 Cole Harbour District High School Review 
3 Eastern Passage School Review 

2016-17 4 Cole Harbour District High & 
Auburn Drive High 

School Review 

5 Citadel High School Review 
6 Charles P. Allen High &  

Halifax West High 
Staff Report & 
Recommendation 

2017-20 7 Dartmouth High & 
Prince Andrew High 

School Review 

8 J.L. Ilsley High School Review 
9 Millwood High Staff Report & 

Recommendation 
 

COST: N/A.  
 
FUNDING: Funding for school review process is allocated within the HRSB 

Board Services budget. This will be confirmed through the staff 
report to the Governing Board that accompanies each 
Recommendation for School Review.   

 
TIMELINE: It is anticipated that the school reviews listed above for 2016-17 will 

be initiated through a recommendation to the Governing Board at its 
regular board meeting in September 2016. 

 
APPENDICES: N/A 
   
RECOMMENDATIONS: It is recommended that the Governing Board receive the Long-Range 

Outlook Action Plan for information. 
COMMUNICATIONS:  
From: Ron Heiman, Director Operations Services 
 Phone: 464-2000 ext 2144 
 E-mail: rheiman@hrsb.ca   
To: Senior Staff: July 6, 2016 

Board:  August 31, 2016 
 
Filename:  \\columbia\departments\Facilities\Heiman-Sheehan-Fagan\Reports\Board Reports 
Date last revised: August 24, 2016 
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