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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Permanent closures and consolidations of public schools are becoming increasingly common in 

Ontario. This report explores this issue in-depth by examining the potential impacts of a recent 

decision to close a secondary school in Kingston Ontario, Kingston Collegiate Vocational 

Institute (KCVI), on the quality of life for residents and neighbourhood well-being and 

liveability. According to Irwin (2012), schools provide a sense of identity for communities, a 

source of pride, history, and a safe space for collaboration and community-based activities. 

Neighbourhood schools are community focal points “where people can gather together and build 

stronger neighbourhoods” (Social Planning Toronto, 2013, p.3). However, there is limited 

empirical evidence on the impacts of school closures on households and neighbourhoods. 

Current research tends to focus on the political decision-making processes behind closures, 

rather than the social impacts experienced by residents who lose their local school (Irwin, 2012; 

Cranston, 2017). This report contributes to the gap in research by exposing social impacts 

experienced by residents currently dealing with the impending closure of their local secondary 

school, providing an important contribution to the discussion on what considerations should be 

investigated when determining a school’s future. Further, this report investigates how school 

asset management can be improved by incorporating more effective collaboration into the 

decision-making process, reflecting the values and priorities of residents. 

 

Funding for Ontario public schools is based on a per-pupil basis, meaning that schools with a 

higher enrolment rate receive a larger budget (Irwin, 2012). This inherently favours ‘mega-

schools’ and disadvantages rural and neighbourhood schools (Andres, 2013). When a school 

does not have sufficient enrolment, it is deemed under-utilized and considered a financial strain 

on the board, which triggers a Pupil Accommodation Review to assess the fate of the facility 

(Ministry of Education, 2016). The Ministry of Education grants school boards jurisdiction in 

deciding the future of not only under-utilized facilities, but inevitably the communities that they 

serve as well. The lack of jurisdiction given to the municipality and community residents fuels 

discontent, because residents often perceive themselves as the real owners of schools (Cranston, 

2017; Fredua-Kwarteng, 2005). 

 

The report addresses the following research questions: 

1) How has the decision to close KCVI impacted permanent residents living within 

the KCVI catchment area, and how do these residents anticipate that KCVI’s closure 

will impact their lives in the future?  

 

2) To what extent have the neighbourhoods served by KCVI been impacted socially by 

the decision to close the school, and what are the opportunities and threats to 

these neighbourhoods for the future?  

 



Reacting to Change | L. Allman 

 

 

iv 

3) Given the importance of public schools to building communities, how might the 

school closure decision-making process be modified so that the management of 

public school assets can reflect the interests and needs of a broader range of 

community stakeholders?  

 

To answer the research questions, a multilevel case study was employed using a mixed methods 

approach to data collection. Using the impending closure of KCVI at the study case, households 

within the school’s catchment area were surveyed to investigate the potential impacts of the 

closure at the household level, and key informants were interviewed to investigate the potential 

impacts at the neighbourhood level. The survey and interview questions were based upon two 

frameworks: the Canadian Index of Well-Being (University of Waterloo, 2016) and the United 

Way of Greater Toronto’s framework on neighbourhood well-being and stability (Public Interest, 

2015). Literature and policy reviews were also conducted to inform and enrich the analysis.  

 

The study findings demonstrate significant concerns about neighbourhood and household well-

being and liveability upon the impending closure of KCVI. The interviewees perceived 

neighbourhood schools as a local amenity that instills community attachment, and felt that the 

lack of collaboration between key stakeholders in the school closure decision-making process 

poses a barrier to effective school asset management and community planning. The interviewees 

also described how the school-closure process pitted neighbourhoods against each other, and 

lacked coordination with municipal planning. 

 

The household surveys revealed that the many residents are dissatisfied with the decision to close 

KCVI, and this dissatisfaction was observed regardless of household composition, income, age, 

neighbourhood of residence, personal connections to KCVI, and level of involvement in the 

closure process. Survey respondents were concerned about potential negative impacts to their 

household’s finances and environmental footprint, the willingness of families to stay in their 

neighbourhood, and increased conversion of family homes to student housing. Perceived 

negative impacts at the neighbourhood-level was also associated with an increased willingness to 

move among respondents, which has important implications for the future stability of the area.  

 

The decision to close KCVI highlighted three main planning-related conflicts: conflicts with 

Provincial sustainability policies that place high priority on sustainable land use and 

development practices to reduce carbon emissions, make efficient use of public infrastructure, 

and ultimately support the health and well-being of future generations; conflicts with 

municipality, in terms of missed opportunities to work collaboratively to develop a cohesive plan 

for the future of the community; and conflicts with the values and priorities of the public, thereby 

fostering distrust and resentment among residents with the LDSB. The findings strongly indicate 

that the current school closure process is flawed and does not reflect the values of residents or 

adequately consider the social well-being of neighbourhoods. 
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To conclude, the report offers five recommendations for maintaining neighbourhood well-being 

and liveability for communities faced with the threat of a school closure, as follows. 

 

Recommendation 1: The Ministry of Education needs to re-evaluate the funding formula 

scheme to favour on-going maintenance of existing schools 

The current funding formula does not consider the complexity of demographic shifts, favouring 

short-term economic gain over long-term investments in a community. As well, there is a 

disparity in available funding from the Ministry of Education to retrofit existing schools in 

comparison to new construction projects (Cranston, 2017). This causes schools such as KCVI to 

fall into deterioration. This contradicts Ontario’s Ministry of Municipal Affairs priority of 

promoting environmentally sustainability growth and development. It is recommended that the 

Ministry of Education re-evaluate the current funding formula to maintain neighbourhood 

schools to both meet Provincial sustainability polices and protect local neighbourhood schools 

from falling into decline. 

Recommendation 2: Formalized relationships between the school board, the municipality, and 

the province should be established 

All Ontario school closures are legally obligated to follow the Pupil Accommodation Review 

(PAR) guidelines, which are “completely within the school board’s jurisdiction” (Ministry of 

Education, 2018). The school board is required to host public consultations, but municipal staff 

and residents have no authority in the decision-making process. This is problematic considering 

schools are valuable resources and public assets, yet this is not reflected in the policy process. It 

is recommended that Ministry of Municipal Affairs, the Ministry of Education should develop 

policy guidelines that require formalized relationships between the district school board and local 

municipalities to promote equal representation and effective collaboration. 

Recommendation 3: The Pupil Accommodation Review should reassess the decision-making 

process to require planning and support for neighbourhood well-being 

The current PAR model fails to enable school boards to consider how school closures might 

impact the broader communities served by those schools. It does not accurately measure the full 

benefits of a local school, which disrupts the well-being and liveability of communities. The 

PAR needs to include measurements of the social benefits that schools provide for the 

community (i.e. indicators used in the Neighbourhood Vitality Index and Canadian Index of 

Well-Being frameworks reviewed in the Literature Review) and should prioritize long-term 

neighbourhood well-being over short-term fiscal gain. Additionally, the PAR does not include 

regulations for long-term planning and support for neighbourhoods that experience a school 

closure. It is recommended that policy requirements be made for the PAR to accurately measure 

the social benefits of school and their potential impact upon closure.  
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Recommendation 4: The Accommodation Review Committee should include an equal number 

of school board representatives, municipal planners, and residents, and should be given 

greater decision-making authority 

The current policy model does not provide ARC members with decision-making authority, and 

instead the ARC functions as conduits of information to the community (People for Education, 

2018). While policy requires the ARC to include parents in the committee, school board 

representatives dominate the current ARC, frequently resulting in decisions guided by utilization 

rates and short-term economic benefits for the school board (Andres, 2013). It is recommended 

that the Pupil Accommodation Review Committees (ARCs) be restructured to represent the 

value that schools have within their community and to improve collaboration between the school 

board, the municipality, and residents. The Ministry of Education needs to provide guidelines for 

Ontario to have equal representation of different stakeholders on the ARC, supported by policy 

to ensure that the process remains transparent, fair, and is granted more decision-making 

authority 

Recommendation 5: The school closure decision-making process should prioritize downtown 

schools to support sustainable, heterogeneous, vibrant downtown neighbourhoods 

KCVI is currently the only public high school located in the downtown of Kingston. The case 

study has demonstrated that families congregate to neighbourhoods where schools are within 

walkable distance; removal of the local school reduces the liveability of the neighbourhood. The 

survey revealed that the impending closure of KCVI may have significantly negative 

implications for the neighbourhoods, as fewer families are expected to move to the area, and 

about one-quarter of respondents indicated they have considered moving to another 

neighbourhood. To keep downtown neighbourhoods vibrant, sustainable, and heterogeneous, 

schools need to be kept downtown and within walkable distance of where families reside. 

Indeed, a key priority to promote Provincial sustainability policies is to revitalize and support 

downtown communities, which allow for intensification, increased active transportation, reduced 

automobile usage, and less energy used per household. It is recommended that school boards 

prioritize maintaining downtown schools to support Provincial sustainability policy goals and 

foster complete communities. 
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1   INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 General Problem 

Public schools are closing in communities across Canada at unprecedented rates (People for 

Education, 2012). Closures are attributable to a range of factors, including declining enrolments 

due to an ageing population, and financial constraints on maintaining and improving ageing 

school infrastructure (Schmidt et al., 2007). In 2006, the Ontario government responded to this 

trend by developing Pupil Accommodation Review Guidelines (Ontario Ministry of Education, 

2006), to direct public school boards through the school closure decision-making process.  

“Given the absolute authority the Province has over school boards’ [actions], the Province chose 

to present [them] with guidelines when it comes to the issue of school closures, not directives or 

standards” (Irwin, 2012). The guidelines have been criticized for their vagueness, and the current 

guidelines simply require that boards account for potential impacts of closures for students and 

the economic well-being of the board (Irwin, 2012; People for Education, 2017).  

 

When contemplating school closures, amalgamation of two or more small schools into one new 

or renovated larger school is typically presented as the most economical option for school 

boards, while offering the additional benefit of providing students and teachers with access to 

more modern technology and infrastructure. Despite these benefits, communities are often 

outraged by the prospect of losing their neighbourhood school, and by the feeling that school 

boards are ignoring their concerns (Herscovici, July 30, 2013; The Whig-Standard, April 24, 

2015). A few studies have found that school boards have given inadequate consideration to the 

social impacts of school closures on residents and the surrounding neighbourhoods that are 

served by these schools (Barter, 2014; Irwin, 2012), lending support to the outrage felt by many 

Ontarians who are confronting this issue. 

 

While there is considerable opposition to school closures, there is very little empirical evidence 

regarding the actual impacts of school closure decisions on residents and communities served by 

these schools, leaving decision-makers uncertain as to whether this opposition is justified. This 

report examines the impacts of a recent decision to close a secondary school in Kingston Ontario 

on the quality of life for permanent residents, as well as on the overall liveability of the 

neighbourhoods situated within the catchment area of the school. By exposing the social 

implications of a school closure decision, this report provides key insights to the Province and to 

public school boards in Ontario regarding the scope of school closure decision-making 

processes. Additionally, this report investigated the potential for other stakeholders to become 

involved in school closure decision-making processes, with a particular focus on what municipal 

governments can do to support residents and neighbourhoods that are navigating change amidst a 

school closure. 



Reacting to Change | L. Allman 

 

 

2 

1.2 Research Questions 

The purpose of this research was to examine the impacts of school closures at the household and 

neighbourhood level in a mid-sized Canadian city. Based in Kingston, Ontario, the study used 

Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute (KCVI) as a case study, which is slated to close in June 

2019. The report addressed the following questions: 

1) How has the decision to close KCVI impacted permanent residents living within 

the KCVI catchment area, and how do these residents anticipate that KCVI’s closure 

will impact their lives in the future?  

 

2) To what extent have the neighbourhoods served by KCVI been impacted socially by 

the decision to close the school, and what are the opportunities and threats to 

these neighbourhoods for the future?  

 

3) Given the importance of public schools to building communities, how might the 

school closure decision-making process be modified so that the management of 

public school assets can reflect the interests and needs of a broader range of 

community stakeholders?  

 

1.3 Research Scope 

This report drew from two primary data sources: key informant interviews and household 

surveys. Relevant academic literature as well as municipal, school board, and Provincial policy 

documents were reviewed to provide essential background and context to the study. The 

geographic scope of the study was limited to the KCVI catchment area (see Figure 1), which 

encompasses roughly six neighbourhoods in downtown and central Kingston. Key informants 

were recruited based on their familiarity with the neighbourhoods served by KCVI, and because 

of their unique perspectives on how the closure of KCVI has or may impact the liveability of the 

neighbourhoods within the KCVI catchment area. Residents of the six catchment area 

neighbourhoods were surveyed regarding the impacts of KCVI’s pending closure on the quality 

of life of the members of their household. While use of a case study approach means the findings 

and associated recommendations are most relevant to the Limestone District School Board and 

the City of Kingston, this study does offers valuable insights to school boards and municipal 

governments across Ontario that are confronting the same challenges. 
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Figure 1: Neighbourhood Boundaries and Outline of KCVI Catchment Area South of the Black 

Border Line in Kingston, Ontario. Source: City of Kingston KMaps, 2017 

 

1.4 Research Relevance  

School closures and consolidations are becoming increasingly common in Ontario. This research 

provides an important contribution to the discussion on what considerations should be 

investigated when determining a school’s future. When a school is slated for closure, 

communities often respond with strong resistance to change. The research community will 

benefit with a broader understanding of the impacts of school closures on households and 

neighbourhoods. In particular to the City of Kingston, city council, planning departments, and 

the Limestone District School Board may benefit from this study by learning about the impacts 

of KCVI’s closure, and by receiving insights about how to engage in a collaborative decision-

making process to improve school asset management. This report provides relevant stakeholders 

with ideas and lessons for that can be transferrable across different communities experiencing 

school closures. Lastly, this research demonstrates the value that local schools provide for 

neighbourhoods, which affects the well-being and liveability of a place. 
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2   LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

2.1 Chapter Overview 

Ontario’s public schools are closing at unprecedented rates, and yet there is limited research on 

the consequences of these school closures, and whether the benefits of permanently closing 

public schools outweigh the costs. This chapter provides a brief literature review of Ontario 

public school closures and the potential consequences for quality of life on a household, 

neighbourhood, and municipal scale. First, the role of public schools in communities is 

discussed, followed by the current drivers of school closures in Ontario. Ontario’s school closure 

decision-making process is then reviewed to provide context to these closures, followed by an 

analysis of the potential economic, environmental, and social consequences of school closures. 

As the focus of this study is on the social consequences of school closures, this chapter then 

offers an overview of two conceptual frameworks that were employed in this study: the Canadian 

Index of Well-Being (University of Waterloo, 2016) and the United Way of Greater Toronto’s 

framework on neighbourhood well-being and stability (Public Interest, 2015). Finally, this 

chapter concludes with a detailed chronology of events surrounding the decision to close the 

public school at the centre of this research: Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute. 

 

2.2 Role of Public Schools in the Neighbourhood Unit 

Urban planners and city-builders have long recognized the importance of schools as a focal point 

for communities (Cranston, 2017). Since the work of Clarence Perry in the 1920s, schools were 

seen as essential to the design of a healthy, vibrant community (Figure 2). Indeed, Perry’s 

concept placed elementary and secondary schools at the center of the “neighbourhood unit” and 

within walking distance of residents’ homes to support connected cohesive communities (Perry, 

1929b). This concept of the “neighbourhood unit” has persisted over the past century, and 

remains influential in modern planning practice (Mehaffy et al., 2015). Homes located within 

close proximity of public schools are in high demand across Canada, and research has shown that 

households that have the means to relocate are less likely to move to communities that lack a 

public school out of fear that the neighbourhood will not provide and support a high quality of 

life for their family (Kane, Riegg, and Staiger, 2006; Tinkham, 2014).  

 

In recent years, the concept of “complete communities” has come into favour within the planning 

profession in North America, and it bears striking similarities to Perry’s “neighbourhood unit”. 

The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2006), for instance, defines it as thus: 

“Complete communities meet people’s needs for daily living throughout an entire lifetime by 

providing convenient access to an appropriate mix of jobs, local services, a full range of housing, 

and community infrastructure including affordable housing, schools, recreation and open space 

for their residents” (p. 23). 
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Within this framework of complete communities, neighbourhood schools often provide benefits 

that far exceed their educational requirements for students. Schools provide a sense of identity 

for communities, a source of pride, history, and a safe space for collaboration and community-

based activities (Irwin, 2012). Neighbourhood schools not only function as meeting places for 

children, but also for adults, providing opportunities for neighbours to meet connect and 

socialize. Schools are frequently used as space for people to gather and participate in activities 

together, such as art shows, cooking classes, camp, and community open houses (Ministry of 

Education, 2008). The Province of Ontario recognizes the multi-use opportunity that schools 

provide, and has created initiatives like Community Uses of Schools Program (2004), which 

provides funding for after-hour uses of the space (Ministry of Education, 2008). Thus, beyond 

educating the next generation of children, schools are “important places where people can gather 

together and build stronger neighbourhoods” (Social Planning Toronto, 2013, p.3). 

 

 
Figure 2: Perry's Concept of the Neighbourhood Unit 

2.3 The Scope and Drivers of School Closures in Ontario 

Over the past 15 years, Ontario’s ageing population and low birth rate have led to declining 

student enrolments across the province, triggering the permanent closures of many public 

schools. Indeed, from 2003 to 2014, the number of students in Ontario schools declined by about 

152,000 (Ministry of Education, 2015). And, since education funding for Ontario public schools 

is tied to student enrolments (Irwin, 2012), the declines in enrolments have created unsatisfactory 

school utilization rates based on Provincial standards. Schools that are deemed ‘under-utilized’ 

are subject to a Pupil Accommodation Review (PAR) process (Ministry of Education, 2015), in 
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which the district school board assesses the fate of the facility, and in some ways, the wider 

community it serves. Currently in Ontario, 121 schools are slated to close between June 2017 

and June 2020 (affecting roughly 33,000 students), and 25 new schools are proposed for 

consolidating these student populations (People for Education, 2017). 

Smaller schools in rural and inner-city urban communities in Ontario have been particularly 

vulnerable to closure, largely because of how the education funding formula was designed. 

Reframed in 1997 as Bill 160, the Education Quality Improvement Act provides a budget based 

on student enrolment numbers, with additional grants such as Special Education assisting 

particular schools (Irwin, 2012). Thus, the more students enrolled in a school, the more funding 

the facility receives, including a budget for repair, new technology, educational assistants (EAs), 

etc. (People for Education, 2017). The purpose of the 1997 change was to make educational 

funding more equitable across Ontario, as larger schools with more pupils tend to require more 

EAs, classroom equipment, and so on. However, another result of this change has been that 

schools with more limited budgets have been unable to maintain their facility to meet the needs 

of a 21st century learner.  

 

When faced with these challenges, school boards engage in planning and budget analysis 

measures to determine how to maximize their investment, which frequently focus on reducing 

excess space for maximum utilization rates (Ministry of Education, 2016). According to the 

Ministry of Education (MoE), there are four reasons that school boards commonly cite for school 

closures. First, to improve educational options and opportunities for students, which includes 

upgrades such as offer a larger range of programs and courses, improving availability of services, 

consolidating to have sufficient enrolment for sports team and extracurriculars, offering 

specialized facilities, and improving gyms, libraries, science, music, design, and technology 

rooms (Ministry of Education, 2016). Updating ageing infrastructure is commonly cited, 

especially due to the need to improve accessibility features, as well as provide classrooms with 

the tools needed to engage in 21st century education learning (Ministry of Education, 2016). 

Changing demographics is a common issue across the country as there are fewer school-aged 

children, and as funding is on a per-student basis, small enrolment levels mean there is a lack of 

investment and educational opportunities are available (Ministry of Education, 2016). Lastly, in 

order to responsibly manage schools, closures may occur for fiscal reasons to reduce excess 

space for maximum investment (Ministry of Education, 2016). 

 

School boards typically have a larger budget for new development and educational initiatives, 

leaving a small pool of money to retrofit and support existing schools (Cranston, 2017). The 

funding model and budget allocation results in school closures and consolidations appearing to 

be fiscally responsible decisions in the short-term. However, the PAR fails to provide rationale 

of the potential social consequences on neighbourhoods and households, and what this means for 

the long-term quality of life for residents and liveability of communities. In other words, school 
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closures threaten to drastically and permanently reduce the completeness of communities, and 

the PAR procedures do not enable school boards to adequately consider these implications. 

2.4 School Closure Decision-Making Processes 

All Ontario school closure reviews are legally obligated to follow the MoE’s PAR guidelines. 

While the guidelines do require public consultation to occur, they also indicate that the 

responsibility to close a school is “completely within the school board’s jurisdiction” 

(Government of Ontario, 2018). This means that community members and municipal staff, such 

as city councillors, business strategists, and planners, have no real authority in the decision-

making process. Additionally, the MoE cannot alter decisions regarding school closures once 

they are made; thus, the control of school closures relies on the elected trustees of the school 

board (Government of Ontario, 2018). The school closure process encourages community 

members to share their ideas and concerns regarding school closures, and city councillors are 

often seen as leaders to vocalize and represent the people. There is often considerable tension 

between school board officials, who have legal and administrative authority to run the schools, 

and the communities who perceive themselves to be the real owners of schools (Cranston, 2017; 

Fredua-Kwarteng, 2005). If a person believes the PAR was not correctly followed, an 

administration review can be requested to review the policy and decision-making process 

(Government of Ontario, 2018). However, the lack of jurisdiction granted to the municipal 

government and community members continues to be problematic in the school closure process.   

 

In March 2015, the MoE released a new version of the PAR guidelines, which outline the 

minimum standards required for school boards in developing their PAR procedures (People for 

Education, 2017). Among a variety of policy changes included a reduction in the number of 

consultation days and meetings that are required during the school closure process (People for 

Education, 2017). In particular, the document fails to identify the potential ways in which a 

school closure could affect a local community and economy, which continues to reflect a gap of 

cohesive policy planning (Andres, 2013). After fierce criticism and public outcry over the 

number of rural and Northern schools being slated for closure, the MoE released its Plan to 

Strengthen Rural and Northern Education as a response to feedback regarding long-term 

sustainability (Hale, November 24, 2017; Ministry of Education, 2017). The MoE placed a 

moratorium on school closures to enable a review of the current process, though the moratorium 

had no impact on closure decisions that had already been rendered (Rushowy, June 28, 2017). 

Review and consultation regarding the PAR guidelines began in late 2017, and a first revised 

draft is expected to be released in 2018 (Ministry of Education, 2018). Initial reports suggest that 

the updated guidelines will increase the accommodation review process time period, increase 

opportunities for community input, require boards to consider the consequences of closures on 

the community and local economy (Hale, November 24, 2017).  
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2.5 Consequences of School Closures 

The permanent closure of a public school can impact residents and surrounding neighbourhoods 

in a multitude of ways. As school closures in Canada are a relatively recent phenomenon, the 

limited Canadian academic literature has tended to focus on critiques of the political decision-

making process (Irwin, 2012; Andres, 2013), and the unique challenges faced by rural and 

northern communities when a school is slated for closure (Tinkham, 2014). As such, most of the 

published research on the consequences of school closures is from the United States, where 

school closures are caused by additional factors (e.g., school under-performance) (Green, 2017). 

Thus, drawing from existing Canadian and international literature, the following section explores 

the potential economic, environmental, and social consequences associated with school closures. 

 

2.5.1 Economic Consequences 

School boards frequently propose closures and/or consolidations as fiscally responsible choices 

that allow boards to invest in educational opportunities elsewhere in their districts. However, the 

current fiscal model does not consider the broader economic influence of ‘under-utilized’ schools 

on the community (Cranston, 2017). For example, a school is more than a facility to deliver the 

MoE curriculum; it is a community hub that offers after-school activities, summer camps, 

meeting and consultation space for the municipality, and classes for adults such as cooking. The 

cost-benefit of these activities does not exist in the MoE fiscal model, thereby undervaluing the 

worth of a school to a community. Additionally, some costs are not considered in the school 

closure process, such as increased costs of transportation (i.e., school bussing) to get students to 

and from a new school location (Fredua-Kwateng, 2005). While there are some positive 

consequences of consolidations/closures, such as larger facilities, and more modern 

infrastructure and technology, the negative consequences are frequently ignored as a viable 

argument against closure. 

 

The economic benefits of school closures and consolidations typically focus on the cost 

efficiencies that are created for investments in updated school facilities and infrastructure, and 

modern educational equipment. School boards have a larger budget for new development in 

comparison to retrofitting an older, pre-existing building, which acts as an incentive for school 

boards to consolidate and close schools (Cranston, 2017). Given the rapid pace of technological 

advancement, schools that lack modern educational technology (e.g., Smartboards, high-speed 

internet, modern computer equipment) are inherently disadvantaged, and students who attend 

schools with out-dated technology might lose out on important educational opportunities 

(Ministry of Education, 2017). From this perspective, consolidating smaller schools that lack 

updated technology makes economic sense because it allows greater equity in access to 

educational facilities and programs, and saves school boards money by enabling them to focus 

their investments on fewer larger schools, rather than multiple smaller facilities.  
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The PAR guidelines offer little recognition of the negative economic consequences of school 

closures (People for Education, 2017), despite the MoE’s own acknowledgement within its 

Community Planning and Partnerships Guideline (2015) that schools are “public assets to the 

community”. Speculations about potential negative consequences include loss of local businesses 

and services, decreasing property values, and in some cases (particularly rural areas), the loss of 

the community altogether (Barter, 2014). Indeed, within rural areas, public schools play a 

particularly critical role in local economic development and resident retention (Tinkham, 2014). 

This issue was brought to the fore recently, when Chapman’s Ice Cream, manufactured in 

Markdale, partnered with the municipal government to save the small rural town’s elementary 

school from being permanently closed (Rushowy, 2017). Other communities haven’t been so 

fortunate, and since the current political structure grants school boards the power to close schools 

in order to meet their fiscal budgets and economic goals, the broader economic consequences on 

the area served by the school are typically ignored (Cranston, 2017; Fredua-Kwarteng, 2005).  

 

2.5.2 Environmental Consequences  

Despite efforts by the Province’s Ministry of Municipal Affairs to promote environmentally 

sustainable growth and development (Provincial Policy Statement, O Reg 107/14; Places to 

Grow Act, 2005), the Ministry of Education offers greater support to school boards for 

demolition and construction of new schools than for retrofitting existing facilities (Ministry of 

Education, 2018). This model prevails, despite “growing calls to limit new construction in favour 

of improving the existing stock” (Bullen, 2007, p. 21). Retrofitting existing buildings, also 

known as adaptive reuse, is often more environmentally sustainable than building a new facility, 

as retrofits produce fewer greenhouse gas emissions, consumption of land remains the same, and 

long-term carbon emissions are lower since neighbourhood schools are usually located within 

walking distance of students’ homes (Bullen, 2007). However, “adaptation of existing buildings 

is frequently considered to be less creative than producing a new building and therefore attracts 

less kudos” (Vanegas, 2003, p. 20 in Bullen, 2007). And, there are a variety of barriers to 

adaptive reuse, such as the costs of renovating an older building, the inability to match the 

performance of a new building, higher ongoing maintenance costs, and maintaining the structural 

integrity of older buildings (Vanegas, 2003, p. 21). Conversely, the long-term environmental 

benefits to constructing a new school may outweigh the short-term environmental costs. For 

example, new buildings are frequently subjected to Leadership in Energy and Environmental 

Design (LEED) guidelines, which support efficient use of energy (lighting, heating, insulation, 

hydro, recycling, etc.) to minimize a building footprint (Vanegas, 2003). But, since the benefits 

to boards of pursuing more environmentally sustainable decisions have not been clearly 

identified (Vanegas, 2003), school closure decisions are often made in the absence of direction 

from environmentally based guidelines or policies.  
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2.5.3 Social Consequences 

School boards in Ontario often cite more modern facilities, improved programming, and greater 

opportunities for extracurricular activities as arguments to support decisions to close smaller, 

older schools and consolidate multiple student bodies into one new facility. Indeed, according to 

an MoE spokesperson, “Research has shown that great schools become greater places of learning 

when they're filled with the enriching courses, speciality programs and unique extra-curricular 

opportunities that schools with smaller populations often cannot sustain” (Shreve, November 1, 

2016). Thus, from a social lens, the benefits of school closures are focused primarily on students, 

but even then, they can take some time to be realized. For example, the MoE conducted a case 

study of two schools that were consolidated into a newly-constructed building in the Algoma 

District School Board (ADSB) (Green, 2015). While the research found that the students “were 

more at ease with the physical and cultural changes […] than the staff”, it was not until four 

years after the closure that the new school had started to establish its own culture and look to the 

future (Green, 2015).  

 

A common trend in Ontario is for schools to consolidate into larger “mega” schools located on 

the outer edge of towns and cities (Cranston, 2017). Whereas a neighbourhood school may have 

been accessible to students by foot, mega-schools often require students to travel by school bus 

(Beaumont, 2000). Thus, contrary to the arguments made by school boards, students at mega-

schools may actually have fewer opportunities to participate in extra-curricular activities, 

volunteer work, paid employment, not to mention time with their families, because they are 

spending more time travelling to and from school (Gilliland et al., 2005). Meanwhile, other 

studies have found that students perform better in smaller facilities, especially students from 

more disadvantaged backgrounds, because teachers have closer relationships with and greater 

expectations for their students, there tend to be fewer issues with absenteeism and school yard 

violence, and because parents tend to be more involved (Beaumont, 2000; Ark, 2002). “Research 

shows that smaller learning environments create happier, safer, higher achieving students (Oxley 

2001)” (McAndrews and Anderson, 2002, p.1). Ravitz (2010) argues that small schools offer an 

easier opportunity for instructional and cultural reform, for both students and teachers alike. 

Leithwood et al. (2007) conducted an empirical study for the board of education in 

Saskatchewan to investigate school size effects from a policy perspective, and one of their 

conclusions was that “students who traditionally struggle at school, students from disadvantaged 

social and economic backgrounds, for example, are the major benefactors of smaller schools,” 

(Summary and Recommendations). Thus, whether there is a net benefit to students after moving 

into a consolidated school facility remains to be seen. 

 

Meanwhile, by removing a community anchor, school closures undermine the coherence of 

neighbourhood units, which can trigger changes in the socio-demographic composition of 

neighbourhoods, and ultimately threaten community cohesion. As aptly characterized more than 

four decades ago by Andrews (1974), “Once an elementary school is closed, the environmental 
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forces of out-migration, population decline, and neighborhood deterioration are set in motion” 

(p.32-33). In other words, the loss of a neighbourhood school decreases the opportunity for 

people to connect with their community and neighbours, inducing a sense of separation (Autti 

and Kaisa Hyry-Beihammer, 2014). Valencia’s (1984) studies on the consequences of school 

closures in the USA continuously demonstrate that schools are important community hubs that 

lose their value as a shared space when moved away. In 1984, Valencia found that parental 

involvement declined by a rate of 29% after school closures, because the travel distance made 

parents less likely to perceive the new school as a community place (Valencia, 1984). In 2012, 

Valencia again found that parents reported a decline in their involvement after a closure, and 

82% said that a school closure negatively affected their community. 

 

In a study from Denmark, researchers found that local school closures perpetuated “counter-

urbanism,” in which people have a closer relationship with their neighbouring city/community 

than their own local one (Egelund and Laustsen, 2006). This is problematic particularly in low-

income areas, where community support and strong social connections are shown to provide 

support for youth and families (Green, 2017). Low-income households are less likely to move 

out of their neighbourhood following a school closure, and thus they are more vulnerable to such 

decisions (Green, 2017). However, there is limited research in Canada of school closure 

experiences differ across socio-economic differences. As these studies illustrate, “better 

coordination between school boards, and provincial and municipal planning is required to ensure 

opportunities for social cohesion, public space, and liveable neighbourhoods remain a public 

priority” (Cranston, 2017, p. 11; Autti and Kaisa Hyry-Beihammer, 2014). The current PAR 

model does not provide sufficient consideration of these broader social consequences, because 

there is no measurement of the school’s value to the community, households, or the local 

economy (People for Education, 2017). As such, “school closures represent a fundamental 

disconnect between the end result and what community members value” (Irwin, 2012, p. 284).  

 

2.6 Canadian Index of Well-Being 

In 2011, the University of Waterloo (UofW) released the first Canadian national index report to 

gain a deeper understanding of the quality of life of Canadians (University of Waterloo, 2016). 

Previously, GDP had been the primary tool to assess how well Canadians were doing, but the 

Canadian Index of Well-Being (CIW) asked different questions: “Are communities in Canada 

thriving? Is the economy growing at the cost of the environment, our health, and education?” 

(University of Waterloo, 2016). When combined with GDP, the CIW “gives us the evidence 

needed to help Canadians make decisions that will build a society that responds to the call for 

greater fairness” (University of Waterloo, 2016). The CIW defines well-being as,  

The presence of the highest possible quality of life in its full breadth of expression 

focused on but not necessarily exclusive to: good living standards, robust health, a 

sustainable environment, vital communities, an educated populace, balanced time 
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use, high levels of democratic participation, and access to and participation in 

leisure and culture. 

Data from the CIW is intended to influence and support discussions surrounding programs, 

policy, and activities occurring in Canada (University of Waterloo, 2016). It is derived from 

eight domains that contribute to well-being: community vitality, democratic engagement, 

education, environment, healthy populations, leisure and culture, living standards, and time use 

(Figure 3). The CIW was used in this study to facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the 

various elements of quality of life that could be affected by the decision to close KCVI. 

 

Figure 3: Eight Domains of the Canadian Index of Well-Being 

2.7 United Way of Greater Toronto’s Framework on Neighbourhood Well-being and 

Stability 

A secondary framework that informed the research was the United Way of Greater Toronto’s A 

Neighbourhood Vitality Index (NVI) (see Figure 3) (Public Interest, 2015).  The NVI, which 

measures neighbourhood well-being and stability, defines vitality as the aggregation of a 

community’s economic, physical, and human/social assets (Public Interest, 2015). The NVI 

provides a lengthy list of potential asses that can be measured in a community to determine 

vitality, such as safety, mobility, housing, business activity, access to employment, income, and 

presence of community facilities, along with measurable indicators for those assets (Public 

Interest, 2015). According to the NVI, “researchers have identified the neighbourhood as one 

significant determinant of success for individuals and for families…neighborhoods are where life 

of the city, and the lives of its individual residents, plays themselves out” (Public Interest, 2015, 

p.1-2). Thus, the NVI was used in this research to help understand how the human/social assets 

of the neighbourhoods located within the KCVI catchment area may be compromised by the 

school’s closure.  
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Figure 4: Cover Page for United Way of Greater Toronto's Neighbourhood Vitality Index (NVI) 

2.8 Research Gaps and Opportunities 

The literature review revealed that schools are community assets that connect people to one 

another, and can evoke a sense of neighbourhood identity. The potential closure of a school has 

ramifications beyond the economic responsibility of the school board; neighbourhood well-being 

is affected on various economic, environmental, and social circumstances, for which the current 

Pupil Accommodation Review process is not designed to consider. Previous research by 

Canadian scholars like Irwin (2012) and Cranston (2017) has demonstrated that there is a lack of 

cohesive policy to guide school closure decisions in a collaborative and inclusive way, resulting 

in conflicting values that often leave communities at a loss. As noted by Andres (2013), “from a 

planning perspective, schools are an irreplaceable resource in a community, yet current policy 

structures have left planners with no power to protect public assets”. Despite the apparent 

problems with the decision-making process, there is virtually no published research on the 

consequences of school closures on the communities left behind. This study addressed this gap 

by conducting primary research on the real and potential social consequences of the decision to 

close KCVI.  
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3   METHODS 

 

3.1 Chapter Overview 

The purpose of this research was to examine the social consequences of school closures at the 

household and neighbourhood levels in a mid-sized Canadian city. To achieve this, a multilevel 

case study design was undertaken using a mixed methods approach. Drawing from the closure of 

Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute (KCVI), set to take place in June 2019, as the case, this 

study sought to capture the quality of life and liveability implications for the households and 

neighbourhoods situated within KCVI’s catchment area. Quality of life implications were 

captured quantitatively, through an online household survey targeted at all permanent residents 

within the KCVI catchment area. Neighbourhood liveability was explored qualitatively, through 

a series of semi-structured interviews with a diverse group of key informants to capture a variety 

of perspectives on the issue. The literature review was conducted to identify key gaps in the 

literature and to identify appropriate conceptual frameworks for social implications, and a policy 

review was conducted to provide additional context to the study case. This chapter begins with a 

brief description of KCVI, the reasons for its closure, and the reactions to this decision. The 

methods are then described in detail, and the chapter concludes with a discussion of the 

limitations. 

 

3.2 Case Overview: Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute’s History and its Pending 

Closure 

KCVI is a historic school located in downtown Kingston, Ontario, and adjacent to Queen’s 

University. It was originally founded by Reverend John Stuart in 1792, but moved to its present 

location in 1892 (Limestone District School Board (LDSB), 2007). The school has been 

renovated throughout the past century, with the oldest section of the school remaining from 

1915. In 1995, KCVI become Frontenac County’s first secondary French language school 

(known as Module Vanier), which continues to be a popular program, attracting students from 

across Kingston outside of the catchment area (LDSB, 2007). KCVI takes advantage of its’ 

proximity to Queen’s University by making use of the university’s fields, library, food services, 

gymnasium, and academic support.   

 

In 2011, the LDSB had a problem: there was a funding deficit as a result of under enrolment 

rates across the three urban secondary schools (KCVI, QECVI, and LCVI), and the low 

utilization rate was deemed financially unsustainable (LDSB, Long Term Pupil Accommodation 

Plan, 2016). At that time, the board felt its best solution would be to permanently close one of 

the three urban schools, and consolidate the student bodies of two schools into one. The LDSB 

then initiated a Pupil Accommodation Review process to determine which of the three schools 

would be closed. The community consultations that unfolded pitted neighbourhoods against each 
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other, which were each vying to keep their local school open. For a variety of reasons, including 

the high costs associated with renovating KCVI to absorb more students and the fact that QECVI 

already occupied a large tract of developable land, LDSB’s preferred and final decision was to 

combine KCVI and QECVI into one newly built facility at the QECVI site, and to leave LCVI 

unaffected. The LDSB estimated total costs for the project would be $35 million (LDSB Central 

PARC Funding, 2013). From the board’s perspective, the new facility would provide modern, 

21st century technology for student education, as well provide a cost-effective solution for the 

board (LDSB Long Term Pupil Accommodation Review, May 24, 2016). From the perspective 

of many community members, concerns were raised about the loss of public community space, 

increased reliance on automobiles due to the proposed location being beyond walking distance 

for former KCVI students, larger class sizes, challenges with a combining two student bodies 

with disparate socioeconomic statuses, and the negative impacts on environment sustainability 

by constructing a new school (Herscovici, July 30 2013; Brown, June 14 2013; and Bowden, 

February 11 2014). Indeed, some members of the public were so upset by the prospect of losing 

their neighbourhood school that they formed or became involved in advocacy groups, such as 

“Save Kingston City Schools” and “Save KCVI”, to protest the proposal.  

 

In 2016, the QECVI facility closed to undergo demolition, and to make room for construction of 

the new high school. The students who were attending QECVI were dispersed to LCVI and 

KCVI, and in some cases, to Regiopolis-Notre Dame Catholic High School (LDSB 

Accommodation Boundary Report, October 4 2017). KCVI was initially slated for closure in 

June 2018, but due to construction delays with the new building, the closure has been postposed 

to June 2019 (LDSB Long Term Pupil Accommodation Plan, 2016; LDSB QECVI Transition, 

2018).  

 

On October 4, 2017 the LDSB held a Committee of the Whole Board regarding school capacity 

and enrolment, which reviewed how the catchment areas for primary and secondary schools will 

be impacted by the new secondary school. It was recommended that all of the QECVI feeder 

schools will continue onto the new secondary school, and the KCVI feeder schools will be 

divided into LCVI or the new school (See LDSB Accommodation Boundary Report, October 4 

2017 for full details). The board created boundaries based on the 3.2km allowed walking 

distance from a students’ house to school, as decided upon prior to the closure situation by the 

board (LDSB Accommodation Boundary Report, October 4 2017). On March 19, 2018 a follow-

up meeting regarding the Accommodation Boundary Report was held to discuss changes and/or 

questions derived from public consultations held from November to February (LDSB, 

Accommodation Review Follow-Up Report, March 19 2018). Senior staff produced a boundary 

recommendation for October 4, 2017, which has prevailed in the March 19, 2018 follow-up as 

the preference for the LDSB (See Figure 5). The March 19, 2018 report provides detailed Q&A 

regarding upcoming changes (see report for full details).  
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Figure 5: LDSB Senior Staff Recommended Boundary Change Consultation. Source: LDSB 

Accommodation Review Follow-Up Report, March 19 2018. 

3.3 Methodology   

This multilevel case study employed a mixed methods approach to data collection. A mixed 

methods approach includes both qualitative and quantitative research techniques in a single 

study, which permits more intricate research questions and a broader range of evidence to be 

collected (Yin, 2009). In particular, a two-nested arrangement mixed methods approach was 

used, which employs a survey within a case study (Yin, 2009). In this case, the case study is the 

impending closure of KCVI, and the survey was sent out to households within the school’s 

catchment area to investigate the potential impacts of the closure on households and 

neighbourhoods. According to Yin (2009), this two-nested arrangement relies on “holistic data 

collection strategies for studying the main case but then call upon surveys or other quantitative 

techniques to collect data about the embedded unit(s) of analysis,” (p. 63). A literature review 

and key informant interviews are additional data collected to embed in the analysis. While only 

one case study was employed, multiple perspectives were considered in the closure of KCVI: 

current impacts and anticipated future impacts; and perspectives from the household and 

neighbourhood levels. This approach enabled the researcher to further rationalize 

recommendations for the case. 

 

3.4 Literature Review Methods 

A review of academic literature regarding school closures and relevant community well-being 

research was conducted. The databases used to find the academic literature include Scholars 
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Portal Journals, GeoBase, Google Scholar, and JSTOR. To find relevant literature, search terms 

included, but not be limited to the following: ‘school closures,’ ‘closures of schools,’ ‘closing 

school,’ ‘school consolidation,’ ‘under-enrollment,’ ‘retrofitting schools,’ etc. The literature 

review focused on the Canadian context, with preference of work published within the last ten 

years. Reviewed material dated back to 1984, with the majority published between 2012 and 

2017. As the social impacts of school closures is a relatively new field of study, the literature 

review was broadened to the international context as needed.  

 

The academic literature, which is Chapter 2 of this report, provides a basis of deeper 

understanding to contextualize how school closures are experienced from different scales, 

including household, neighbourhood, and municipality. The literature review demonstrated in 

multiple cases that schools are local assets, and school closures have potential economic, 

environmental, and social ramifications for the community. Precedent research determined that 

the Pupil Accommodation Review is not currently set up to deal with the potential consequences, 

and the lack of planning between school boards, municipalities, and communities continues to be 

problematic.  

 

3.5 Policy Review Methods 

Policy documents were reviewed to develop a deeper understanding of the policy framework 

within which school closure decisions are being made, as well as the local political and economic 

factors that prompted KCVI’s closure specifically. Policy documents were analyzed prior to 

developing questions for the key informant interviews and household surveys in order to gain a 

comprehensive understanding of the background, purpose, and processes behind school closures. 

Following the primary data collection, the policy documents were revisited to highlight policy 

gaps in the school closure process, and to inform the development of relevant and feasible 

recommendations. 

 

The following documents were reviewed: the Ontario Education Act (1990); Ministry of 

Education 2017-2018 Funding (2018); Ministry of Education Guide to the Grants for Student 

Needs (2017-18); Ministry of Education Pupil Accommodation Review Guidelines (PARG) 

(2006, 2008 & 2015); Ministry of Education Community Planning and Partnerships Guideline 

(March 2015); Limestone District School Board Long Term Pupil Accommodation Plan (May 

24, 2016); Limestone District School Board Committee of the Whole Board (School 

Enrolment/School Capacity) Meeting (October 4, 2017); Limestone District School Board 

Central PARC Funding for the New School Announcement (2016); and the City of Kingston 

Official Plan (2010). The policy documents were analyzed by drawing on themes from the 

academic literature, as well as from themes that emerged from the interviews and household 

surveys. For example, the LDSB Long Term Pupil Accommodation Plan was reviewed from an 

environmental sustainability standpoint, and afterwards reviewed again from a utilization and 

fiscal responsibility perspective.  
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3.6 Household Survey Methods 

 

Survey Design 

Household surveys were employed in this study to gain an understanding of how the decision to 

close KCVI has impacted, and may impact in the future, the quality of life of permanent 

residents who live within the KCVI catchment area. Designed using Qualtrics Survey Software, 

and hosted by Queen’s University, the online survey captured perspectives from residents on a 

variety of issues relating to the pending closure of KCVI including importance of living in 

walking distance to different amenities; awareness of, involvement in, and attitudes towards the 

decision to close KCVI; household-level impacts now and in the future of KCVI’s closure; 

neighbourhood-level impacts now and in the future of KCVI’s closure; and potential 

opportunities and challenges that may arise from KCVI’s closure (See Appendix A for full 

instrument).  

 

A variety of question formats were used, including multiple choice, Likert scales, and matrix 

tables. Additionally, branching techniques were applied to a number of questions to customize 

the survey instrument based on respondents’ answers to particular questions (e.g., household 

composition). The survey consisted of a total of 38 questions, including socio-demographic 

questions and all question branches. Two questions at the end of the survey asked for contact 

information for respondents who wanted to participate in a potential focus group in the future, 

and/or wanted a copy of the final report. Prior to analyzing the survey data, these two variables 

were stripped from the data file to ensure respondents’ anonymity and saved in a separate folder 

in a password-protected file. 

 

Survey Target Population and Sample 

It was assumed that residents within close proximity to KCVI would be more directly affected by 

its closure, and the loss of this public amenity. As such, the target population for the survey was 

all permanent residents living within the KCVI catchment area boundaries (see Figure 1 in 

section 1.3 Research Scope):  

• Sir John A. MacDonald Boulevard along the west side 

• King Street West along the south side 

• Lake Ontario along the east side 

• Princess Street to the north, until the roadway meets Raglan Road, which becomes the 

approximate new northern boundary  

• Exception: the southwest portion of the KCVI catchment area briefly extends beyond Sir 

John A. Macdonald Blvd. to include Portsmouth Avenue 
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The catchment area encompasses households from seven different neighbourhoods: Sunnyside, 

Alwington, Sydenham, Queen’s, Williamsville, the southern region of Inner Harbour, and the 

southeast region of Portsmouth. Since only permanent residents1 of Kingston were deemed 

eligible for the survey, areas with high concentrations of student housing (located within the 

Queen’s neighbourhood zone) were avoided. Given the difficulty in recruiting a demographically 

representative sample from this population, the expectations of a low response rate, and the 

desire for a reasonably sample size, the entire population of permanent residents within the 

KCVI catchment area was invited to participate. 

 

Survey Invitation Administration 

Invitations (Appendix B) were hand-delivered to the mailboxes of all households within the 

KCVI catchment area (see Figure 1 in section 1.3 Research Scope for map of coverage for 

invitations). The majority of the invitations were delivered October 21 and 22, with the exception 

of invitations to Alwington occurring Wednesday October 25, and Sydenham delivery Thursday 

October 26. Dwellings that were obviously the homes of Queen’s university students (e.g., 

Queen’s colours painted on the doors or exterior walls, Queen’s flags prominently on display in 

windows, etc.) were avoided, since university students are not permanent residents of Kingston 

and thus not the focus of the study. In cases where this was unclear, an invitation was left in the 

mailbox. Apartment buildings that had unlocked lobby entrances (e.g., low-rise buildings) 

typically had banks of locked mailboxes. In these cases, a stack of invitations (equal in number 

to the total number of mailboxes) was left in a conspicuous location near the mailboxes. For 

most mid- and high-rise buildings, invitations could not be delivered because their lobbies were 

only accessible to residents. For any dwelling, when a resident was outside and available to 

receive the invitation directly, a brief explanation of the study was provided. 

 

Over a one-week period in October 2017, approximately 4500 invitations were delivered. At 

least 500 invitations are estimated to have been discarded without being noticed by the resident, 

as they were delivered into mailboxes that were already overflowing with junk mail. Since the 

survey url through Qualtrics was long and cumbersome, a simpler url (www.kcvisurvey.ca) was 

created (and provided on the invitation) to make it easier for residents to navigate to the online 

survey. The survey was live on October 20, 2017 to December 10, 2017. In a few cases, hard 

copies of the survey were hand-delivered to residents that either did not have Internet in their 

home, or had difficulty completing the online version of the survey. For each of these, 

arrangements were made for the researcher to pick up the completed survey at a later date 

(roughly one week later).  

 

                                                 
1 A "permanent resident" is defined as someone who has lived in his or her place of residence for the past 12 months 

or longer. 

http://www.kcvisurvey.ca/
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There were 593 surveys initiated online. Of these, 134 were ineligible because residents were 

either outside of the KCVI catchment area or were under 18 years of age. A total of 459 surveys 

were completed and submitted online by eligible respondents. Four surveys were completed in 

hardy copy format, due to residents lacking home Internet access. Based on the number of 

invitations that were distributed, the response rate was estimated to be 10%, which is typical for 

this survey mode when follow-up with non-respondents is not possible. 

 

Survey Data Analysis 

The complete survey dataset was downloaded from the Qualtrics website and imported into 

SPSS. The file was stripped of ineligible cases (i.e., under 18 years of age, not a catchment area 

resident, not a permanent resident), and cleaned to prepare for analysis. Surveys received in hard 

copy format were manually inputted into the survey dataset. The data were analyzed using 

primarily descriptive statistics and crosstabulations. Tests of association employed the chi-square 

statistic, and a 95% level of confidence.  

 

3.7 Key Informant Interview Methods 

 

Interview Sample and Recruitment Procedures 

To understand how the decision to close KCVI has, or may in the future, impact the liveability of 

the neighbourhoods within the KCVI catchment area, semi-structured interviews were conducted 

with key informants who have a particular familiarity with the neighbourhoods served by KCVI, 

or a unique perspective on the issue given their occupation. To capture a range of perspectives, 

interviewees were conducted with the following 9 people: two city councillors; one LDSB 

governance participant; one youth social service provider; two neighbourhood association 

leaders; one secondary school teacher; one leader of a save KCVI advocacy group; and one 

realtor. A few LDSB staff members were invited to participate in interviews, but these requests 

were declined, and a LDSB communications report (i.e., the Limestone District School Board 

Central PARC Funding for the New School Announcement (2016)) was sent to me instead. Three 

municipal planners for the City of Kingston were invited to be interviewed, but all of them 

declined to participate as well. 

 

Suitable potential interviewees were identified in consultation with my supervisor. Once 

identified, the email addresses of these potential interviewees were found through their employer 

or their organization’s website. These individuals were then contacted by email to invite them for 

an interview, and those who responded positively to the invitation were then issued a letter of 

information and consent form by email (see Appendix B for copies of recruitment email, letter of 

information, and consent form). If a potential interviewee had not responded within one week, a 

follow-up e-mail was sent out. If the potential interviewee still did not respond after the follow-

up email, they were not pursued any further. Arrangements for the interview were made by email 
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and commenced at a mutually agreed upon date and time once the signed consent form was 

received.  

 

 

Interview Administration and Analysis 

The interviews employed a focused approach and followed a semi-structured format to 

encourage a range of authentic responses and build off of respondents’ answers (Cohen and 

Crabtree, 2006). The semi-structured format “provides a clear set of instructions for interviewers 

and can provide reliable, comparable qualitative data […] to develop a keen understanding of the 

topic” (Cohen and Crabtree, 2006). As well, including open-ended questions “provide(s) the 

opportunity for identifying new ways of seeing and understanding the topic at hand” (Cohen and 

Crabtree, 2006). Focused interviews are defined as when “a person is interviewed for a short 

period of time [i.e. an hour] [and] the interviews may remain open-ended and assume a 

conversational manner, but follow a certain set of questions derived from the case study 

protocol” (Yin, 2009, p. 107). This approach was used to design questions that remained 

applicable to the conceptual frameworks outlined in the literature review, but open up the 

conversation to new ideas that may or may not have been captured in the household survey. 

 

While the interviews were tailored to the occupations and unique perspectives based on the 

expertise of the participant, the interviews commonly explored the following topics: current 

impacts on how the decision to close KCVI has had on neighbourhoods; future impacts the 

closure may have on neighbourhoods; potential changes to socio-demographics, social cohesion, 

the local economy, the housing market, and physical conditions; and questions regarding 

concerns, involvement, and organizational roles based on the interviewees’ expertise. The 

interviews were between 25 and 55 minutes in length, and 35 minutes on average. The interview 

mode was at the interviewees convenience; as such, 5 interviews were conducted in-person at the 

interviewees’ place of work, 3 interviews were conducted on Queen’s University campus, and 1 

interview was conducted over the telephone. Every interview was audio recorded with the 

permission of the interviewees, and each recording was transcribed verbatim.  

 

The researcher transcribed the audio recordings into Microsoft Word to facilitate coding and 

analysis. Coding followed by inductive and deductive processes. First, the transcripts were 

reviewed in their totality to understand the full range of perspectives regarding the current and 

future impacts of KCVI’s closure on households and neighbourhoods. Then, a list of ten themes 

were identified that were both prevalent in the academic literature and in the interviews: history, 

neighbourhood pride, social cohesion, communication and relationships, democratic engagement 

and politics, income, mobility, housing, infrastructure, and community amenities. Each theme 

was assigned a numeric code for reference. The transcripts were each coded using the 10 themes, 

averaging one or two codes per paragraph response. Following, reoccurring discussions and 
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influential ideas from each theme were analyzed, contextualizing similarities and differences to 

formulate a discussion. 

 

3.8 Ethics Approval 

As this research involved human subjects in the form of household surveys and key informant 

interviews, ethics approval was required. An ethics application was submitted to the Queen’s 

General Research Ethics Board (GREB) in July 2017, and approved in September 2017. Minor 

amendments were made and approved prior to data collection commencement in October 2017. 

See Appendix A and B for recruitment notices, letters of information, consent form, and data 

collection instruments for the household surveys. 

3.9 Methodological Limitations and Bias 

Given the nature of the study topic, households that are either upset or pleased by the decision to 

close KCVI may have been more motivated to respond than those who remain indifferent. 

Known as selection bias, this disparity in willingness to participate would lead to a survey 

sample that is unlikely to be representative of all permanent households within the KCVI 

catchment area. It is reasonable to assume that one’s perspective on the decision is strongly 

influenced by household composition. As such, the survey sample is likely overrepresented by 

households with children, and particularly, households with children that would have attended 

KCVI within the next decade. Despite this risk, selection bias was minimized through the blanket 

survey invitation approach, which ensured that all households were invited, and clearly indicated 

the researcher’s desire to hear from a broad range of residents.  

 

Given the emotionally and politically charged nature of the topic, response bias posed another 

threat to the validity of the study findings. This type of bias occurs when the respondent tries to 

tell the researcher what they think they want to hear, or if the respondent has a fear of being 

judged by the researcher (Winchester, Hilary and Rofe, Matthew, 2016). For the household 

surveys, this bias was minimized by the fact that the survey was anonymous (except for those 

respondents who provided contact information in either of the last two questions), and thus 

participants’ responses could not be linked to their identity. Additionally, respondents were able 

to complete the survey in the comfort of their own home, and were not required to interact with 

the researcher in any way.  

 

Minimizing response bias for the interviews was more challenging, however, especially since 

these individuals were being interviewed in their professional capacity. To limit this potential 

bias, interviewees were not given the interview questions in advance, which required them to 

articulate their responses on the spot. While this approach generated off-the-cuff and potentially 

more emotionally charged perspectives, these responses would be less biased because they were 

not formulated in advance. The interviewer herself may have also introduced response bias, by 



Reacting to Change | L. Allman 

 

 

23 

going “off-script” or using phrases and comments that might be leading. The protect against this 

risk, the researcher used a semi-structured interview guide with pre-developed follow-up 

questions and probes, as well as monitored her demeanour and word choice throughout each 

interview. As well, the researcher attended teacher’s college and is both familiar and connected 

to the education system, there is a potential for researcher bias to come forth when developing 

recommendations and coming to conclusions. To mitigate against researcher bias, the researcher 

consistently questioned her conclusions and debriefed regularly with her supervisor. 

 

Finally, since this case study is focused on the impacts of the closure of KCVI, the findings and 

associated recommendations will be most relevant to the City of Kingston and Limestone 

District School Board. As such, this study may have limited generalizability beyond that context 

(Baxter, 2016). However, given the extent to which schools are being closed across the province 

of Ontario, the findings will likely offer key insights to a broad range of school boards and 

municipalities that are confronting the same issue. 
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4 HOUSEHOLD SURVEY RESULTS 
 

4.1 Chapter Overview 

This chapter presents the results and quantitative analyses of the household surveys. The vast 

majority of respondents to the household survey reported being dissatisfied with the decision to 

close KCVI, and this dissatisfaction was observed regardless of household composition, income, 

age, neighbourhood of residence, personal connections to KCVI, and level of involvement in the 

closure process. The surveys offer insights into the changes residents have already experienced 

as a result of the impending school closure, and highlight the uncertainties and concerns held by 

residents regarding the future well-being of their neighbourhoods. 

 

A total of 459 surveys were completed by eligible respondents. Approximately 4500 survey 

invitations were distributed, generating a final response rate of 10%. This low response rate was 

expected, given that there were no opportunities to follow-up with non-respondents; protocols 

that are well established at increasing response rates (Dillman, 2008). The purpose of the 

household surveys was to capture the perspectives and experiences of residents living within the 

KCVI catchment area regarding the potential impacts the closure has, and may have in the 

future, on the quality of life in their household and the liveability of their neighbourhood. About 

the households, the survey collected socio-demographic information, relationship with KCVI, 

involvement and attitude towards the decision to close the school, current and predicted 

household-level impacts, and current and predicted neighbourhood-level impacts of KCVI’s 

closure. The surveys revealed significant uncertainty for the future at both the household and 

neighbourhood level. The specific findings from each section of the survey are summarized 

below. 

 

4.2 Socio-Demographics of the Survey Respondents 

Invitations for the household surveys were delivered to the neighbourhoods within the KCVI 

catchment area, with varied levels of responses from each neighbourhood (Figure 6). Almost 

one-third of the sample (141 respondents) were from Sunnyside, and the neighbourhood with the 

fewest responses was Portsmouth. In terms of socio-demographics (Table 1), the majority of 

respondents identified as female (65%) and as home-owners (90%). Age and income was fairly 

evenly distributed across the categories, though fewer than 5% reported household incomes 

<$30,000 and over one-fifth of the sample reported incomes of >$200,000. The vast majority of 

respondents (90%) reported having children, with roughly half indicating they had children 

living in the home with them. 
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Table 1: Socio-Demographics of Sample by Neighbourhood of Residence, in Percentages 

  KCVI Catchment Area Neighbourhood 

Variable Category 
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Gender Female 67 63 61 65 71 66 54 65 

Male 33 37 39 35 29 35 39 35 

Other 0 0 0 2 0 0 9 1 

Age 18-40 16 18 14 32 33 15 31 20 

41-50 33 23 34 20 22 37 54 29 

51-60 23 19 25 22 25 33 8 23 

60+ 28 40 27 26 19 15 8 28 

Children None 2 13 0.4 6 19 17 6 6 

Yes, at 

home 

52 38 58 38 39 52 69 49 

Yes, not 

at home 

48 49 42 56 41 32 25 45 

Housing 

Tenure 

Renter 4 17 0 18 16 3. 23 10 

Owner 96 83 100 82 84 97 77 90 

Household 

Income 

<30k 3 3 2 10 0 0 0 3 

30-60k 11 9 7.5 16 27 4 23 12 

60-100k 22 21 17 22 24 19 23 21 

100-130k 18 10 17 14 35 15 15 17 

130-160k 13 11 15 18 6 4 15 12 

160-200k 14 14 9 8 6 23 8 12 

>200k 19 30 32 10 2 35 15 22 
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Figure 6: Number of Respondents per Neighbourhood. N=459 

4.3 Households’ Relationships to KCVI 

Several questions were posed in the survey to gain an understanding of the connections – 

previous, current, and future – that respondents have with KCVI. Specifically, the survey 

explored enrolment status of parents and children at KCVI, as well as mode of travel to KCVI 

and reasons for enrolment. Respondents were also asked about the level of importance of living 

near various amenities, and the extent to which living near KCVI factored in to their decision to 

reside where they do.  

 

Twenty-six percent of respondents had attended KCVI themselves. Of those respondents with 

children, 41.8% had at least one child attend KCVI in the past; 14.6% had at least one child 

currently attending KCVI; and 31.8% planned for at least one child to attend KCVI in the future. 

Of the 459 total respondents, 405 (88%) have a direct connection to KCVI. And of the 90% who 

identified as parents, only 2% did not, or were not planning to, send their kids to KCVI.  

 

Of those respondents who had previously attended KCVI, 86% walked or biked as their primary 

mode of travel to school, while 85% of respondents’ children who are currently attending walk 

or bike to school (Figure 7). Among those respondents who had planned to enrol their children in 

KCVI in the future, 89% predicted their child would walk or bike to school. However, when 

these same parents were asked to predict their child’s mode of travel to school once KCVI is 

closed, only 19% predicted that walking or biking would be the primary mode of travel for their 

children to school. Meanwhile, 16% predicted their children would take the school bus, 8% 

Kingston Transit, and 19% by private automobile, post-KCVI closure. These findings suggest 

that the impending closure of KCVI will have significant impacts on travel patterns among 

residents in these neighbourhoods, with significant negative implications for the environment. 
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When asked whether being within the KCVI catchment area influenced their decision about 

where they live, over half reported that it was either extremely (31%) or very (22%) influential. 

The survey asked respondents to indicate how influential various factors were on their decision 

to enrol their children at KCVI (Figure 8). Of these, the location of KCVI within Kingston and 

proximity to home were most commonly identified as extremely or very influential reasons, 

while quality of facilities and having family members previously attended were the least 

influential reasons.  

 

To put their desire to live close to KCVI in context, respondents were also asked about the 

importance of living within a walkable distance to a range of other amenities when considering a 

neighbourhood to reside in (Figure 9). Of the options, the most popular walkable destinations 

were parks (84%), elementary schools (70%), secondary schools (70%), grocery stores (67%), 

and employment (67%).  

 

 

Figure 7: Travel Patterns to KCVI for Former, Current, and Prospective Students, and Predicted 

Travel Patterns to School Post-Closure. 
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Figure 8: Percentage of Survey Respondents who Reported Various Reasons for Enrolling 

Children at KCVI as Extremely or Very Influential 

 

Figure 9: Percentage of Survey Respondents who Reported Living Within Walking Distance of 

Various Amenities as Extremely or Very Influential on their Choice of Where to Live 
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4.4 Attitudes Towards the KCVI Closure Decision and the Decision-Making Process  

Several questions were posed in the survey regarding the KCVI closure, including respondents’ 

awareness of the decision, their level of involvement in the decision-making process, and their 

satisfaction with the decision-making process and the decision itself. The vast majority of 

respondents (95%) were aware of the decision to close KCVI, prior to participating in the survey. 

The majority of respondents (80%) were dissatisfied with the decision-making process, while 

85% were dissatisfied with the final decision to close KCVI. 

 

Table 2 cross-tabulates neighbourhood of residence with the percentage of respondents that 

reported being dissatisfied with the decision-making process, as well as the final decision to 

close KCVI. The majority of respondents in every neighbourhood were dissatisfied with the 

decision-making process and the final decision to close KCVI, suggesting considerable 

miscommunication and/or misalignment of priorities between residents and the school board. As 

was expected, respondents living in neighbourhoods that are further from the new secondary 

school location, such as Alwington and Sydenham, were more dissatisfied with the closure. And 

given the debate surrounding the use of the Memorial Centre site for the new school (see section 

4.5 Points of Contention in the KCVI Closure Debate), the expectation that residents of 

Williamsville would be more satisfied with the final decision was also reflected in the results. 

Thus, while the decision-making process and the final decision to close KCVI met with 

dissatisfaction in every neighbourhood within the KCVI catchment area, the percentage of 

dissatisfied respondents did vary by neighbourhood, lending support to the argument that the 

decision-making process had the effect of pitting neighbourhoods against each other.  

 

Table 2: Crosstabulation of Respondents' Neighbourhood of Residence with Dissatisfaction with 

the Decision-Making Process and the Final Decision to Close KCVI 

Respondent’s 

Neighbourhood of 

Residence 

% Dissatisfied 

with Decision-

Making Process 

% Dissatisfied 

with Final 

Decision 

Sunnyside 82.0 87.7 

Sydenham 79.0 87.9 

Alwington 91.9 95.2 

Inner Harbour 71.4 80.0 

Williamsville 65.8 65.8 

Queen’s 84.8 84.8 

Portsmouth 62.5 62.5 

Total 79.5 84.8 
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4.5 Opportunities and Challenges  

The household survey included ten situational statements regarding the closure that can be 

perceived as opportunities or challenges. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they 

disagree with, agree with, or were unsure about, the statement (Figure 10). The results revealed 

that aside from improved access to modern facilities, respondents favoured KCVI in its’ current 

state. This remained true for statements that may have been perceived as a benefit of KCVI’s 

closure and the new secondary school, such as being away from Queen’s campus (80% 

disagreed) and being away from student housing (65% disagreed). The situational statement that 

received about equal responses for agreement, disagreement, and uncertainty was that students 

will be surrounded by more diverse students at the new secondary school (43% agree, 30% 

disagree).  

 

The situational questions were each cross-tabulated with the question that captured 

dissatisfaction with the final decision to close KCVI (Table 3). Four key findings were derived 

from the crosstabulations. First, most respondents disagree with the closure of KCVI, but 

understand the new facility will provide educational benefits, such as improved technology. 

Second, respondents who agree with the closure of KCVI typically answered the situational 

questions with the perspective that the land could be used for something other than a high school, 

and that KCVI is a poor location for secondary students. Third, most respondents believe the 

closure of KCVI is a bad economical decision, despite the various LDSB reports that explain the 

monetary savings and long-term benefits of the new secondary school. This reflects a lack of 

clarity and communication between residents and the LDSB on the true cost of KCVI’s closure. 

Finally, most respondents like KCVI’s current location, and believe proximity to student housing 

and Queen’s University supports a heterogenous community. Chi-square tests revealed that there 

was an extremely significant association (p<0.001) between level of satisfaction with the 

decision to close KCVI and level of agreement with each statement of potential opportunities and 

challenges. 
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Figure 10: Level of Agreement with Statements about Opportunities and Challenges Associated 

with Closure of KCVI 
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Table 3: Crosstabulation of Percent Dissatisfied with the Closure of KCVI, and Level of 

Agreement with Statements of Potential Opportunities or Challenges with KCVI's Closure 

 Disagree Agree Unsure Chi-Square p-value 

Access to modern 

facilities 

99.1 72.9 94.2 49.106 < .0001 

More kids will be 

driven 

21.9 92.9 62.2 134.242 < .0001 

Bad for kids who need 

to get up early 

83.1 92.7 74.6 14.358 < .0001 

Wise economical 

decision 

98.6 33.8 80.0 181.259 < .0001 

Exposure to more 

diverse students 

97.4 63.3 89.9 73.503 < .0001 

Difficult to participate 

in extra-curriculars 

40.8 97.7 85.0 143.583 < .0001 

KCVI better used for 

something else 

97.4 31.1 70.2 156.577 < .0001 

Benefit from being 

away from Queen's 

campus 

95.4 38.5 46.7 150.039 < .0001 

Benefit from being 

away from student 

housing 

95.8 50.6 80.6 100.816 < .0001 

No big deal because 

other options for 

schools 

96.5 15.8 29.6 251.183 < .0001 

 

4.6 Involvement in the Closure Process 

The household surveys collected information on respondents’ involvement in the closure 

process, to clarify the relationship between forms of civic engagement and the experience and 

anticipated impacts of the closure of KCVI. Figure 11 summarizes the percentage of respondents 

who reported being involved in the various activities that were listed in the survey. The level of 

involvement was higher for more passive forms of engagement, such as reading news articles 

(81%), social media involvement (60%), and signing petitions (57%). It is notable, however, that 

28 respondents worked with a local advocacy group, over 40 respondents wrote a letter to the 

newspaper, and over 60 respondents wrote to provincial officials. These more active forms of 

engagement among residents in the school closure process demonstrate the political activism that 

exists in the neighbourhoods and the contentious nature of the closure of KCVI that spurred 

residents to action. 

 

Cross-tabulations were performed to investigate the relationship between level of involvement in 

the closure of KCVI with age of respondents, household income, and neighbourhood of 
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residence (Tables 4, 5, and 6). The purpose of this was to understand the potential determinants 

of local activism surrounding the KCVI closure.  

 

The relationship between respondent age and activism was nuanced. Generally speaking, 

activism was highest among respondents between 41-60, likely because they are actively 

involved in rearing high-school aged children. Activism was lowest in the 18-40 age category for 

all but two forms of activism: organizing an advocacy group and reading social media. 

Respondents in the 41-50 age category reported a higher level of involvement in active 

techniques (advocacy organization, petitioning), and the 51-60 age category in passive 

techniques (lawn signage, writing letters). The 60+ age group were the most involved in donating 

to advocacy efforts, likely reflecting their higher disposable income than younger cohorts. Chi-

Square tests revealed that the relationships between respondent age and involvement were 

statistically significant for 10 of the 13 actions. 

 

In terms of household income increased, it is apparent from Table 5 that more active forms of 

engagement (e.g., attending ARC meetings, writing letters, petitioning) were more common 

among higher income households (Table 5). A strong relation was observed when comparing 

household income to writing a letter to a city councillor, with an increasing chance of a 

respondent writing a letter as their income increased (p=< .0001). These findings highlight the 

barriers to engaging lower-income residents in these decision-making processes. Chi-Square 

tests revealed that the relationships between household income and involvement were 

statistically significant for 9 of the 13 actions. 

 

The relationship between activism and neighbourhood of residence was also varied. Activism 

was highest among Alwington respondents for 7 of the 13 forms of activism, suggesting that 

neighbourhood’s residents were most active overall. It is also noteworthy that Alwington 

respondents have both the highest level of involvement and the highest household income, which 

brings into question whether household income or neighbourhood of residence is the primary 

determinant of involvement. Indeed, Chi-Square tests demonstrate that the association between 

neighbourhood of residence and involvement is weaker than those for household income and 

respondent age, as only 6 of the 13 actions were statistically significant. 
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Figure 11: Percentage of Respondents Reporting Involvement in Various Activities Surrounding 

School Closure Decision-Making Process 

Table 4: Crosstabulation between Involvement in KCVI Closure Decision-Making Process and 

Age of Respondents 

 18-40  41-50 51-60 60+ X2 p-value 

Attended ARC meetings 18.5 33.6 52.2 21.4 29.826 < .0001 

Organized advocacy groups 4.9 10.3 3.3 3.6 6.533 .088 

Donated to advocacy group 4.9 23.3 31.1 33.0 23.636 < .0001 

Petitioned for advocacy group 9.9 24.1 21.1 18.8 6.623 .085 

Had ‘Save KCVI’ Sign 18.5 36.2 37.8 21.4 13.778 .003 

Wrote to newspaper 4.9 14.7 14.4 5.4 9.735 .021 

Signed petitions 51.9 68.1 58.9 53.6 7.011 .072 

Attended info meetings 22.2 47.4 55.6 29.5 27.659 < .0001 

Wrote to trustees 7.4 28.4 26.7 10.7 22.408 < .0001 

Wrote to councillors 6.5 37.9 27.8 19.6 28.276 < .0001 

Wrote to provincial officials 6.2 19.0 18.9 9.8 10.022 .018 

Read news articles 75.3 87.9 93.3 82.1 12.342 .006 

Read social media 74.1 76.7 65.6 41.1 37.197 < .0001 
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Table 5: Crosstabulation between Involvement in KCVI Closure Decision-Making Process and Household Income 

 <30k 30-60k 60-100k 100-130k 130-160k 160-200k >200k X2 p-value 

Attended ARC meetings 7.7 23.4 22.0 30.8 33.3 45.8 42.9 17.775 .007 

Organized advocacy groups 7.7 4.3 4.9 7.7 2.1 8.3 7.1 --- --- 

Donated to advocacy group 0 14.9 18.3 26.2 29.2 22.9 33.3 12.688 .048 

Petitioned for advocacy group 15.4 6.4 20.7 16.9 18.8 27.1 20.2 7.519 .276 

Had ‘Save KCVI’ Sign 0 27.7 23.2 29.2 33.3 35.4 40.5 12.686 .048 

Wrote to newspaper 0 4.3 6.1 7.7 8.3 16.7 17.9 --- --- 

Signed petitions 23.1 38.3 51.2 61.5 62.5 72.9 70.2 25.875 <.0001 

Attended info meetings 15.4 19.1 30.5 38.5 39.6 50.0 53.6 23.353 .001 

Wrote to trustees 0 10.6 12.2 23.1 14.6 29.2 28.6 16.893 .010 

Wrote to councillors 0 12.8 12.2 21.5 25.0 33.3 40.5 28.835 <.0001 

Wrote to provincial officials 0 8.5 9.8 18.5 12.5 18.8 20.2 8.976 .175 

Read news articles 84.6 63.8 86.6 89.2 89.6 91.7 84.5 19.792 .003 

Read social media 53.8 38.3 64.6 64.6 62.5 81.3 70.2 21.768 .001 

Table 6: Crosstabulation between Involvement in KCVI Closure Decision-Making Process and Neighbourhood of Residence 

 Sunnyside Sydenham Alwington Inner 

Harbour 

Williams-

ville 

Queen’s Portsmouth X2 p-value 

Attended ARC meetings 24.1 32.7 35.4 28.8 31.6 38.9 18.8 5.999 .423 

Organized advocacy groups 4.3 4.8 9.2 10.2 5.3 5.6 6.3 --- --- 

Donated to advocacy group 21.3 28.8 32.3 10.2 13.2 16.7 6.3 16.546 .011 

Petitioned for advocacy group 22.0 21.2 13.8 16.9 7.9 22.2 18.8 5.743 .453 

Had ‘Save KCVI’ Sign 26.2 32.7 41.5 25.4 12.2 25.0 12.5 13.642 .034 

Wrote to newspaper 8.5 14.4 9.2 3.4 10.5 8.3 0 --- --- 

Signed petitions 63.1 56.7 66.2 57.6 31.6 55.6 37.5 16.935 .010 

Attended info meetings 38.3 40.4 53.8 22.0 18.4 41.7 25.0 21.139 .002 

Wrote to trustees 16.3 22.2 23.1 16.9 13.2 16.7 6.3 4.769 .574 

Wrote to councillors 24.1 28.8 33.8 11.9 13.2 16.7 0 18.390 .005 

Wrote to provincial officials 8.5 15.4 21.5 11.9 13.2 11.1 12.5 --- --- 

Read news articles 87.9 80.8 84.6 74.6 71.1 63.9 87.5 16.165 .013 

Read social media 61.7 54.8 64.6 57.6 63.2 55.6 81.3 5.511 .480 
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4.7 Household-level Impacts 

The survey sought to capture the household-level impacts of the decision to close KCVI that 

residents have experienced so far, and expect to experience in the future (Table 7). For every 

domain, a majority of respondents felt the closure had no impact on their household so far. 

However, when projecting into the future, the proportion of respondents anticipating negative 

impacts to their household increased for every domain (Figure 12). This finding was expected, 

since KCVI has not yet closed and thus respondents’ daily lives have likely not yet been 

disrupted by the closure.  

 

Negative impacts were most commonly identified for household finances and environmental 

footprint in the future. This is likely due to the alternative transportation modes that children will 

require to access school, as families located to the south of KCVI are no longer in an easily 

accessible range to walk to school. Financial and environmental implications may include using 

more gas to drive an automobile to the new secondary school, taking a school bus or public 

transportation, or possibly needing to buy another family automobile. As well, the increased 

travel time to access school may have other implications for finances. Regardless of the real or 

potential impacts, the increased number of respondents predicting future negative impacts 

suggests that there is uncertainty and concern amidst the households in the KCVI catchment 

area. 

 

The survey also sought to determine if the decision to close KCVI influenced households’ 

willingness to stay in the neighbourhood. The results revealed that 24% of respondents have 

considered moving as a result of the decision to close KCVI, indicating that there are palpable 

concerns about potential changes to the future liveability and stability of the area. Cross-

tabulations between considering a move and household-level impacts revealed that respondents 

who reported negative impacts to their households are likely more likely to consider moving out 

of the neighbourhood (Table 8). This may have particular consequences for the neighbourhoods 

in the KCVI catchment area because the majority of respondents (65%) reported being long-term 

residents of ten years and more. The Chi-Square tests revealed that, for all but two domains of 

potential impact, there were extremely significant associations between considering moving and 

perceptions of current and future negative impacts to the household. 
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Table 7: Perceived Current and Future Household Impacts of Decision to Close KCVI, in 

Percentages 

  Positive 

Impact 

Negative 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Unsure  

Current 

impacts 

Relationship with 

spouse 

0.9 9.5 87.6 2.0  

Relationship with 

children 

0.7 8.6 89.1 1.6  

Relationship with 

neighbours 

2.4 13.9 71.8 11.9  

Household finances 0.4 12.7 78.3 8.6  

Environmental footprint 0.9 18.9 72.9 7.2  

Future 

impacts 

Relationship with 

spouse 

0.9 10.7 80.6 8.0  

Relationship with 

children 

0.7 14.3 71.6 13.4  

Relationship with 

neighbours 

1.1 18.3 63.5 17.2  

Household finances 0.9 30.3 55.0 13.7  

Environmental footprint 0.9 37.8 51.2 10.1  

 

 

Figure 12: Survey Respondents' Perceived Negative Household-Level Impacts So Far, and In the 

Future 
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Table 8: Crosstabulation of Perceived Household Impacts of the Decision to Close KCVI with 

Proportion of Respondents who are Considering Moving to Another Neighbourhood 

  Positive 

Impact 

Negative 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Unsure Chi-

Square 

p-value 

Current 

impacts 

Relationship with 

spouse 

0 62.1 23.4 0 --- --- 

Relationship with 

children 

0 61.5 21.3 20.0 --- --- 

Relationship with 

neighbours 

36.4 58.0 18.4 27.9 39.770 < .0001 

Household finances 0 67.4 19.8 19.4 53.754 < .0001 

Environmental 

footprint 

25.0 61.8 17.8 15.4 63.274 < .0001 

Future 

impacts 

Relationship with 

spouse 

0 71.4 19.3 17.5 52.872 < .0001 

Relationship with 

children 

0 59.6 16.9 34.1 43.546 < .0001 

Relationship with 

neighbours 

20.0 56.5 16.0 27.7 51.592 < .0001 

Household finances 25.0 49.6 14.2 21.2 58.115 < .0001 

Environmental 

footprint 

25.0 44.1 11.7 23.7 51.172 < .0001 

 

4.8 Neighbourhood-level Impacts 

The survey also posed questions about how the pending closure of KCVI has impacted, and may 

impact in the future, the liveability of respondents’ neighbourhoods. In general, respondents 

were more likely to report negative impacts at the neighbourhood than the household level 

(Table 9). And, similar to household impacts, respondents noted more negative impacts in the 

future than the present, suggesting a prevailing attitude among residents of uncertainty and fear 

about future changes (Figure 13). Of particular note was that 75% of respondents believe that, in 

the future, fewer families will be willing to live in the area. This finding suggests that 

respondents are expecting significant neighbourhood-level changes to occur as a result of the 

closure of KCVI. The large proportion of respondents who feel KCVI’s closure has impacted 

their pride in their neighbourhood already (44%), and will in the future (62%), supports this 

inference.  

 

As with the household impacts, neighbourhood impacts were cross-tabulated with respondents’ 

considerations of moving, to understand the relationship between losing a local school and 

dissatisfaction with continuing to live in the area (Table 10). While most respondents had not 

considered moving as a result of the decision to close KCVI, residents were more likely to 

consider moving to a different neighbourhood if they reported negative neighbourhood level 

impacts. This finding further demonstrates that, for some residents, the loss of their local school 
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significantly impacts neighbourhood liveability, causing unhappy residents to consider seeking 

another location that provides their desired community amenities. And, like the analyses of 

household impacts, the Chi-Square tests revealed that, for all but one domain of potential impact, 

there were extremely significant associations between considering moving and perceptions of 

current and future negative impacts to the neighbourhood. 

 

Table 9: Perceived Current and Future Neighbourhood Impacts of Decision to Close KCVI, in 

Percentages 

  Positive 

Impact 

Negative 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Unsure 

Current 

impacts 

Residential property values 2.3 21.3 20.8 55.5 

Willingness of families to live in 

the area 

1.4 48.8 15.7 34.1 

Number of family homes being 

converted to rental properties 

1.9 33.3 21.1 43.8 

Maintenance of student occupied 

rental buildings 

7.3 17.4 30.0 45.3 

Positive interactions with 

neighbours 

3.0 18.5 56.0 22.5 

Feelings of pride in the 

neighbourhood  

2.8 44.4 25.0 27.8 

Future 

impacts 

Residential property values 3.0 56.0 14.8 26.2 

Willingness of families to live in 

the area 

1.6 75.6 10.6 12.2 

Number of family homes being 

converted to rental properties 

3.0 73.0 9.8 14.2 

Maintenance of student occupied 

rental buildings 

9.6 37.5 21.8 31.1 

Positive interactions with 

neighbours 

1.9 41.1 29.9 27.1 

Feelings of pride in the 

neighbourhood  

2.6 62.4 17.4 17.6 

Noise levels in the area 3.3 59.8 20.1 16.8 
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Figure 13: Survey Respondents' Perceived Neighbourhood-Level Impacts So Far, and In the 

Future 
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Table 10: Crosstabulation of Perceived Neighbourhood Impacts of the Decision to Close KCVI 

with Proportion of Respondents who are Considering Moving to Another Neighbourhood 

  Positive 

Impact 

Negative 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Unsure Chi-

Square 

p-value 

Current 

impacts 

Residential property 

values 

20.0 45.1 5.6 22.5 39.308 < .0001 

Willingness of families 

to live in the area 

16.7 39.9 1.5 11.0 --- --- 

Number of family 

homes being converted 

25.0 35.9 10.0 20.4 22.301 < .0001 

Positive interactions 

with neighbours 

15.4 50.6 18.1 16.7 38.979 < .0001 

Feelings of pride in 

neighbourhood 

8.3 40.7 7.5 12.6 55.667 < .0001 

Future 

impacts 

Residential property 

values 

7.7 33.9 3.2 15.2 34.430 < .0001 

Willingness of families 

to live in the area 

0 30.2 4.4 3.8 30.220 < .0001 

Number of family 

homes being converted 

15.4 30.8 4.8 1.6 33.965 < .0001 

Positive interactions 

with neighbours 

0 43.2 6.3 14.8 66.125 < .0001 

Feelings of pride in 

neighbourhood 

18.2 33.5 4.1 9.5 38.214 < .0001 
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5   INTERVIEW RESULTS 
 

5.1 Chapter Overview 

This chapter presents the results from the key informant interviews, summarized thematically. 

Overall, the key informant interviews revealed the highly politicized nature of the school closure 

process. The interviewees perceived neighbourhood schools as a local amenity that instills 

community attachment, and felt that the lack of collaboration between key stakeholders in the 

school closure decision-making process poses a barrier to effective community planning. The 

interviews also offered insight into how local democratic engagement has the potential to 

continue to be used positively regardless of whether the initial goal to prevent a school closure 

was achieved.  

 

Nine semi-structured interviews were conducted for this report, which ranged in length from 25 

and 45 minutes. The purpose of these interviews was to capture key informants’ perspectives on 

the school closure decision-making process, as well as their views regarding how the decision to 

close KCVI has affected, or may affect in the future, the households and neighbourhoods in the 

catchment area. Key informants across a range of occupations were purposefully sampled, in 

order to capture a breadth of perspectives on this issue (Table 11). The findings from the 

interviews were analyzed thematically and the key findings are summarized below. 

Table 11: Interviewees' Occupations and Names of Those Who Agreed to be Identified 

Participant Number Occupation Name 

Participant 1 (P1) Williamsville District City Councillor Jim Neill 

Participant 2 (P2) Sydenham District City Councillor Peter Stroud 

Participant 3 (P3) Williamsville Neighbourhood Association Rep Sue Bazely 

Participant 4 (P4) Sydenham District Association Rep Ken Ohtake 

Participant 5 (P5) Youth Diversion Program Executive Director Shawn Quigley 

Participant 6 (P6) LDSB Governance Participant Anonymous 

Participant 7 (P7) LDSB Teacher Anonymous 

Participant 8 (P8) Real estate agent Anonymous 

Participant 9 (P9) KCVI Activist Anonymous 
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5.2 Value Added to Neighbourhoods by KCVI  

All of the interviewees felt that neighbourhood schools are important community assets that 

provide benefits for residents that extend beyond curriculum-mandated education. Walkability 

was cited as an important feature that neighbourhood schools provide, which in turn foster 

healthy communities and instil environmentally friendly attitudes among youth (P1, P2, P3). 

KCVI’s location in downtown Kingston was acknowledged by several interviewees as a 

fundamental component of the walkability of its catchment area. Indeed, Councillor Stroud 

specifically mentioned that “if you live in Sydenham, there is a walkability aspect to your 

decision,” pointing out that the neighbourhood has notably high Walkscore values. Accordingly, 

multiple interviewees (P4, P7, P8, P9) expressed concerns about how the new secondary school, 

which is located outside of reasonable walking distance for downtown residents, will continue to 

support youth and school staff to live healthy and active lifestyles once KCVI closes. Councillor 

Neill mentioned “it is far preferable to have [kids] walk to schools,” but it is expected that school 

buses will be required to transport students to the new location, which may increase congestion 

and automobile dependence; two traits that are antithetical to the values held by many downtown 

residents (P1).  

 

Aside from the physical health benefits of walkability, neighbourhood schools often provide easy 

access to other amenities for local residents, such as after-school programs and camps, libraries, 

computer labs, gymnasium and meeting spaces, and outdoor recreational space. However, as an 

old school located on a relatively small tract of land in a dense urban area, KCVI is unique in the 

limited scope of amenities it offers to local residents. Instead, KCVI has historically taken 

advantage of its proximity to nearby Queen’s University, which has enabled it to make use of 

high quality facilities for recreation, as well as other services, such as libraries and hospitality 

services. Thus, having access to more modern learning facilities and a field space of its own are 

noted benefits of the new secondary school that KCVI does not currently provide; “staff are 

generally supportive of having a new building, but generally not supportive of the location” (P7).  

 

While Queen’s University offers residents the amenities that KCVI does not, it was noted that 

the new secondary school will increase access to amenities for residents of Kingston that have 

been historically underserved in their communities (P5). Indeed, interviewees Bazely and 

Quigley mentioned that the new school will provide a greater benefit for Kingston’s north end 

residents, because the neighbourhoods in the north end (King’s Town, Williamsville, and 

Kingscourt-Rideau) have the lowest median household income in the City at less than $40,000 

(Social Planning Council of Kingston, 2017). The LDSB governance participant noted that while 

it could have worked well for both KCVI and QECVI to remain open to support neighbourhood 

schools and walkability, the long-term benefits of the new secondary school may help revitalize 

the north end of Kingston and, in turn, help all residents reconcile the loss of KCVI (P6). And, as 

acknowledged by the LDSB teacher, “it is not the end of the world that they are putting a school 
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where it is inconvenient for [KCVI staff]. You know, because it is going to be more convenient 

for some other people” (P7).  

 

5.3 Predicting Neighbourhood Change 

When pondering the changes that may occur in the surrounding neighbourhoods once KCVI 

closes, interviewees tended to focus on housing and demographics. So far, the real estate agent 

has not observed any changes to property values or overall desirability among buyers with living 

downtown since the decision was made to close KCVI (P8). He further suggested that the 

impacts of a secondary school closure likely differ from those of an elementary school closure: 

 

In terms of an elementary school closing versus a high school, you know I would 

say the high school probably less impact than an elementary school. You know 

because little kids walking to school I think is very important to parents. You 

know but by the time they get to high school age, they are a bit more independent, 

they can figure it out. (P8) 

 

When considering future predictions of neighbourhood changes, the real estate agent admitted 

that “you may find less young families in the neighbourhood… as people in Kingston who are 

professionals say, that walkability of the neighbourhood isn’t as good anymore” (P8). Indeed, he 

felt that the walkability of Kingston’s downtown core to other key destinations, such as Queen’s 

University, would help shield the local housing market from the loss of its downtown high 

school. He did note, however, that when people who are from outside of the city move to 

Kingston they “consistently comment on how unique it was to have themselves walk to work, 

their little kids walk to elementary school, and their older children walking to high school, which 

will probably be lost [once KCVI closes].”  

 

The real estate agent has observed an increased interest in the Kingscourt neighbourhood where 

the new secondary school will be located (P8). This observation was supported by 

neighbourhood leader Bazely, who suspects “once the school is closed, that there will be more of 

a shift in family desire to be further north to be in the Kings court area north of concession” (P3). 

Similarly, the LDSB governance participant noted that residents of the Kingscourt 

neighbourhood might see a boost in their property values after the new school is built:  

 

If you own a house in Kingscourt, the school development will probably enhance 

local property values. You can send your kids to both walkable elementary and 

secondary schools. Parents [in Kingscourt area] are probably quite pleased 

because their children can go to school there, and they have the use of school 

facilities such as gyms and meeting spaces for community meetings. (P6) 

 

Other interviewees held a more pessimistic view. Neighbourhood leader Ohtake, for instance, 

suggested that more people might choose to relocate and “convert” their family homes to 
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housing for Queen’s University students, while other families may avoid moving downtown 

altogether (P4). Ohtake noted the long-standing pressures that Queen’s students have placed on 

the downtown housing market since the university does not provide sufficient housing for 

students beyond their first year. He contends that these pressures have driven up the costs of 

family housing, thereby contributing to the loss of school-aged children in the area and 

prompting the consideration of a school closure in the first place:  

 

Gradually properties get sold off and then, and you know within a few years half 

of the houses on the block are student occupied, and that is sort of a tipping point. 

The result being, people with families are moving away, therefore the number of 

kids who can walk to the school has dropped. And that would definitely have an 

impact on the student enrollment at KC. (P4) 

Councillor Stroud noted that the number of children under 4 living in Sydenham has increased in 

recent years (P1), thereby challenging the claims of families retreating from the neighbourhood, 

but these demographic shifts may be too little too late (P2).  

 

5.4 Gaps in Coordination and Planning 

A lack of coordination between public school asset management and community planning 

emerged as a major theme from the interviews about KCVI, and is frequently cited as a gap in 

the school closure process within the published literature. This issue encompasses a range of 

stakeholders, including school board trustees, school board staff, the Ministry of Education, the 

municipal government, the Provincial government, community advocacy groups, and local 

residents. The following subsection reviews the three main planning-related conflicts in the 

KCVI school closure process, which include conflicts with Provincial sustainability policies, 

conflicts with municipal planning, and conflicts with community values. 

 

Conflicting Priorities of Sustainability and Economic Efficiency 

Land use, development, and population growth management in Ontario are regulated and guided 

in various ways. The Planning Act aims “to promote sustainable economic development in a 

healthy natural environment”, the Provincial Policy Statement “applies province-wide and 

provides clear policy direction on land use planning to promote strong communities, a strong 

economy, and a clean and healthy environment”, and the Places to Grow Act “helps the Ontario 

government plan for growth in a coordinated and strategic way” (Planning Act, RSO 1990, c 13; 

Provincial Policy Statement, O Reg 107/14; Places to Grow Act, 2005). Thus, Ontario’s Ministry 

of Municipal Affairs places high priority on sustainable land use and development practices that 

reduce carbon emissions, make efficient use of public infrastructure, and ultimately support the 

health and well-being of future generations. And yet, the permanent closures of public schools 

reduce land use mix in communities; they often involve the reconstruction of new school 

buildings at locations that increase the need for school bussing; and appear to ignore the needs of 
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future generations who will reside in those communities. Indeed, two interviewees pointed out 

the irony in the decision to close KCVI in favour of a new secondary school because it is 

contradictory to provincial policy (P3, P9). As the KCVI activist explained, “the environmental 

impact of just tearing down a building and throwing them into a landfill, as happened at 

QECVI…for a provincial government [that] prattles on about sustainability and so forth, I 

thought that was pretty unconscionable” (P9). “An important environmental maxim ignored by 

the Board is that ‘the greenest building is the one still standing’” (P9). Likewise, neighbourhood 

leader Bazely said, “it’s hard to understand why there would be money for building new but not 

money for retrofitting [in the school board], given the sustainability policies that the government 

has” (P3).  

 

The LDSB governance participant acknowledged that closing KCVI could lead to initial 

integration challenges at the new school, but that it is necessary for the board to keep up with 

progressive education (P6). They mentioned that LDSB is struggling to keep pace with the 

quality of the facilities in places like Toronto, and that there are not enough provincial funds for 

LDSB to cover creative retrofitting (P6). In the governance participant’s words, “the buildings 

and their location are important to people” (P6). Meanwhile, the LDSB teacher suggested that 

the current provincial budget model does not provide sufficient funds for on-going maintenance 

and updates, which ultimately leads to deteriorating schools that eventually require demolition: 

“[the KCVI] facility is deteriorating…I get the sense that it is because the school board has not 

put the money into maintaining the building” (P7). However, when probed further on this matter, 

neither the LDSB governance participant (P6) nor the LDSB teacher (P7) could explain the 

Ministry of Education’s logic behind why there are more capital funds for new buildings in 

comparison to retrofitting, especially considering the Province’s policy goals of environmentally 

sustainable land use planning and development. This issue illustrates a fundamental gap in the 

priorities, and resulting policy frameworks, of the Province’s Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 

Ministry of Education. 

 

The Absence of Municipal Planning in Public School Asset Management 

In terms of authority, school boards are distinct from municipal governments, because they are 

required to follow regulations and protocols set by the Ministry of Education (and not the 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs), and because they operate at a district level that often 

encompasses several municipalities. By operating in silos, school boards are not required to 

coordinate decision-making with municipal governments, which can create frustration from 

affected communities, and ultimately contentious decisions being made (P1). Councillor Neill 

explained “because school boards are parallel organizations to municipalities, they [the LDSB] 

choose where their schools go, that is under the Education Act, which I support. They have those 

powers. But there should be more consultation” (P1). Indeed, the lack of a clearly defined role 

for municipal governments in school closure decisions was exemplified when municipal planners 

declined my repeated requests for interviews for this study. As Councillor Neill put it:  
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We share the same community…we’re [the municipality] all about 

neighbourhood enhancement. As they [the school board] should be as well. There 

are opportunities to work more collaboratively, and I think we’ve failed. (P1) 

 

It is noteworthy that Councillor Neill places as much responsibility for these challenges on the 

municipality as he does the school board, despite the fact that the legislative framework does not 

seem to offer an alternative approach.  

 

The LDSB teacher agreed with Mr. Neill’s sentiment, mentioning that both sides felt ignored and 

excluded from the conservation, further isolating the school board and municipality from co-

operating (P7). The teacher reflected:  

 

One side wanted to buy a new school and didn’t care where it would go, and the 

other side was annoyed that they weren’t being actively consulted and feeling like 

they were being left out, so they sort of ignored each other for the longest time 

rather than trying to actually get each other to sit down and discuss what’s best for 

the overall community. (P7) 

The LDSB teacher went on further, to add:  

The biggest issue that I have with how this whole process took place is that from 

very early on, the school board who has the potential to get millions of dollars to 

build a school, they were never conversing with and planning with the city, who 

controls things like bus routes and bike paths. (P7)  

 

High school students have a free bus pass with Kingston Transit, but without a route that is easily 

accessible to the school (without the extra effort of transfers, for example), it is likely that fewer 

high school students will opt to take public transit. Likewise, the LDSB teacher pointed out that 

active modes of travel to the new school will be discouraged because “there is no easy bus routes 

from [our neighbourhood] to the new school. There are no bike baths [to the new secondary 

school], there’s cars parked on every road that runs north-south” (P7). Transportation issues 

highlight the challenges for school boards to make decisions regarding new school siting without 

more detailed consultation and study with the municipal government. To further add to the 

problem, the LDSB governance participant noted that recent reservations regarding traffic 

congestion around schools are causing the LDSB to consider designating drop-off and pick-up 

stations at all schools (P6). The governance participant explained, “to accommodate this extra 

traffic and parking, street boulevards are often driven over and torn up, and there are many of 

parking prohibition and pedestrian safety issues. These local traffic issues have not been well 

thought out” (P6). This approach runs counter to the promotion of more sustainable modes of 

travel among students and staff, and hinders municipal efforts to create healthy, environmentally 

sustainable communities. While all of the interviewees agreed that improved collaboration is 

necessary, no concrete ideas emerged as to how to accomplish this task. 
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Community Engagement and Representation in School Board Decision-Making Structures 

Coordination and planning gaps continue to exist at the neighbourhood level, including for staff 

members working within the schools themselves. Staff members for LDSB not involved in the 

decision-making process frequently found themselves in an uncomfortable position with parents 

and community members inquiring about updates regarding the closure of KCVI, since LDSB 

teaching staff were not being regularly updated by the school board (P7). The LDSB teacher 

explained:  

 

Sometimes we are told, you know this change is coming, so we don’t get, we 

don’t get very much information in advance about what is happening. And yet we 

are expected in many ways to be the voice of the board in the sense that we deal 

with parents pretty much daily. But if you just keep us in the dark and don’t tell 

us, then we are not going to be getting excited, and we are not going to be able to 

tell the parents how excited or how positive it is going to be, right? Because we 

don’t know anything. (P7)   

While the school board executives may have been trying to minimize rumours by not releasing 

information to teachers and other staff members early, this approach created missed 

opportunities to use staff as representatives to sell the changes to residents to minimize concerns 

in the community (P7).  

 

In addition to inadequate engagement of LDSB staff, several interviewees felt that local residents 

were not as fully engaged in the consultation process as they could have been. The 

accommodation review process did generate a considerable level of community activism, and 

Councillor Stroud feels this increased interest in local democracy has strengthened 

neighbourhood connections (P2). However, the inability of these local efforts to actually prevent 

KCVI from closing left many community activists feeling as if their opinions fell on deaf ears 

(P9). According to Councillor Neill, school board public consultations were often on the same 

evenings as city council meetings, reducing the opportunity for input, especially from political 

leaders (P1). As a result of fewer voices being present, some community activists felt, and 

continue to feel, that “decisions are being made by the school board without any consideration of 

urban planning considerations” (P9). The LDSB teacher agreed with this sentiment, adding “they 

[the school board] weren’t ever discussing what the best location of a school would be and 

planning for what may be the best thing for the community as a whole” (P7). The LDSB 

governance participant did point out that the school closure decision was democratic since it 

required a vote among trustees (P6). However, neighbourhood leader Ohtake pointed out that 

“there is also the fact that the school board is representative of the trustees is not by population 

but more by district, and so you have a greater voice of people who live in the rural areas” (P4). 

Specifically, since only three of the nine trustees represent urban areas within Limestone district, 

while the remaining 6 represent rural and suburban areas (LDSB, 2013), it is conceivable that the 
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interests of urban residents were downplayed during the Accommodation Review Committee’s 

proceedings. 

 

5.5 Points of Contention in the KCVI Closure Debate 

The literature review for this study revealed the contentious and often political nature of school 

closures, and the emotional responses that communities may respond with. The case of KCVI 

has been no exception. The interviews revealed a variety of perspectives regarding the school 

closure process. The one point that all interviewees agreed with, however, was that the decision 

to close KCVI was a mistake. The following subsection will discuss three key themes regarding 

the KCVI closure decision: the history and legacy of KCVI; the “North and South” divide; and 

the Memorial Centre debate. 

 

Historic Legacy of KCVI 

For many residents, the “Save KCVI” movement was about more than the school; it was about 

KCVI’s legacy. The oldest operating high school in Ontario, KCVI has many famous graduates, 

including Sir John A. MacDonald, hockey commentator Don Cherry, politician Helen Cooper, 

Olympic athlete Simon Whitfield, author Robertson Davies, father of DNA barcoding Dr. Paul 

Hebert, and the late musician Gordon Downie (LDSB The History of KCVI, 2012). It is 

frequently rated as among the top performing school within the LDSB, and in 2014 was 

proclaimed the 80th best out of 730 schools by the Fraser Institute (The Whig-Standard, March 3, 

2014). According to the real estate agent, the presence of KCVI increased the desirability for 

people to live in the area, which allowed parents to walk to work and their teenagers to walk to 

high school (P8). And, despite KCVI’s catchment area being limited to the downtown 

neighbourhoods of Kingston, the school has a history of attracting students from across the city 

because of its high quality programming (e.g., French Immersion, International Baccalaureate). 

According to the KCVI activist, “it was the sort of school that could make a difference in 

people’s lives” (P9). 

 

Given KCVI’s historic legacy and ongoing success, KCVI activists felt confident that having 

strength in community voices would ultimately influence the school board’s decision (P9). The 

movement to save KCVI followed all the right moves to demonstrate supportive activism, had a 

variety of perspectives, and was consistently drawing media attention (P9). When the decision 

was made to close KCVI, in the face of its legacy, years of successful performance, and 

organized community opposition, members of the community started to question the motivation 

of the board. For instance, the KCVI activist wondered whether combining QECVI and KCVI 

was simply a ploy to try and nullify the poor performance scores at QECVI, though they realize 

there is no clear evidence to support this view (P9).  
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The “North and South” Divide 

One unexpected theme emerged from the interviews; that of a historic divide between the north 

and south ends of the city’s urban core. The “North” typically includes areas north of Princess 

and Division Streets towards Highway 401, including Kingscourt, Williamsville, Marker’s 

Acres, Rideau Heights, and Inner Harbour Neighbourhoods. The “South” includes the 

neighbourhoods below said intersection towards Lake Ontario, which include Sydenham, 

Queen’s, Sunnyside, Alwington, and Portsmouth neighbourhoods (Figure 14). The divide 

between the North and the South end has typically been referred to as Princess Street by locals, 

which is the diagonal line that goes through the downtown in Figure 14. The North end has a 

higher concentration of households of a lower socioeconomic status (SES), while households in 

the South end tend to have a higher SES (Figure 15). In the past the income divide between the 

North and the South was more extreme, but recent trends demonstrate that this is no longer the 

case as both areas diversify and grow.  

 

 

Figure 14: Neighbourhoods in the City of Kingston. Source: City of Kingston, 2006. 
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Figure 15: 2015 Median After-Tax Household Income in Kingston, by Dissemination Area. 

Produced by Evan Garfinkel. Source: Statistics Canada, 2016. 

There are exceptions to the trend however; the average income in the Queen’s neighbourhood is 

lower due to the high concentration of student housing, while the North end has neighbourhoods 

with higher than average household incomes. Indeed, two interviewees noted that KCVI, despite 

being located in the South, also has a number of high-risk, vulnerable youth enrolled (P5, P9). 

The KCVI activist felt that, “it would have been an ideal place to combine different school 

populations who would thrive in this eminently successful, venerable school, with the added 

benefit of being within walking distance of the downtown, which would be good for both the 

students and the city” (P9). 

Many of the interviewees expressed concerns that much of the perceived community upset was 

about more than walkability or losing a heritage building, but of combining youth from both the 

North and the South into one school. As described by the LDSB governance participant, “nobody 

said it, because there were all sorts of code words around it, but some [KCVI parents] didn’t 

want to live, work, send their children with kids from the north end” (P6). A KCVI activist went 

so far as to question whether the LDSB was conducting “a social experiment”, and commented 

that “some sought to discredit the Save KCVI movement by contending, with zero evidence, that 

prejudice was at play” (P9). Indeed, this divide was even observed among the interviewees for 

this study. Those with greater attachments to the North end spoke more freely of the conflict and 

felt strongly that the South community members were unsupportive of North end residents 
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receiving the new school in their neighbourhood; meanwhile, interviewees with greater 

attachments to the South end focused primarily on how the loss of KCVI hindered the 

walkability, sustainability, and access to amenities in their neighbourhood.  

 

The (perceived) disparity in socioeconomic status between the North and South communities 

emerged as a defining issue in the school closures debate. Advocates for building the new school 

in the North end argued that “not having a neighbourhood school in the area would make it even 

difficult for kids who are in the surrounding area, in the North, to attend school” (P3). Thus, 

when members of the community came out in support of keeping KCVI open, they were often 

maligned in the media as being prejudiced, even though support for KCVI was part of a “Save 

Our Schools” campaign committed to keeping all the schools open (P9). By establishing at the 

outset of the pupil accommodation review that one of three downtown high schools would be 

closed, the LDSB effectively pitted one school community against the other, and reinforced the 

social divide between residents of the North and South ends of the urban core. And yet, 

according to the LDSB governance participant, siting the new school on the QECVI grounds had 

nothing to do with the socioeconomic status of the community, but rather because the board 

already owned the land and it was large enough and zoned appropriately for new development 

(P6). “At the end of the land review process, it was the only remaining site available for school 

development” (P6). 

 

The Memorial Centre Debate 

Related to the North and South conflict was the option proposed by an organized group of 

community members that the new school be sited on the Memorial Centre property, located in 

the Williamsville neighbourhood (Figure 16). After the decision to close KCVI was finalized, 

some of the activists involved in the “Save KCVI” movement became focused on lobbying the 

LDSB to site the new school in a location that is walkable and close to downtown. The Memorial 

Center quickly became the preferred location among the activists because it was a large, publicly 

owned site that could accommodate a secondary school, it was located in a walkable 

neighbourhood with good proximity to downtown and public transit, it was roughly equidistant 

between KCVI and QECVI, and it would keep families living downtown (P2, P4, P8, P9). In 

addition to these features, the Memorial Centre offered an array of amenities that were viewed as 

complementary to a secondary school, including an arena, community meeting rooms, baseball 

diamonds, and an outdoor pool. The activists even went so far as to create a concept map for the 

site that harmoniously encompassed all of these features (Figures 17 and 18). 
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Figure 16: Central Kingston New Intermediate/Secondary 

School Location Evaluation (November 2015). Location of 

the Memorial Centre, QECVI, and KCVI. 
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Figure 17: Central Kingston New Intermediate/Secondary School Location Evaluation 

(November 2015). Option 2 Concept Plan. 

 

Figure 18: Central Kingston New Intermediate/Secondary School Location Evaluation 

(November 2015). Option 3 Concept Plan. 
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Not all members of the community, however, shared the same view regarding the use of the 

Memorial Centre site for the high school. Whilst Memorial Centre was being touted by activists 

as an ideal location for a secondary school, many Williamsville residents were voicing their 

concerns about losing the district’s only public park and community space (P1, P3), as well as 

being exposed to increase traffic congestion around the site (P1). The LDSB was also 

unsupportive of the Memorial Centre site because the City was unwilling to make the Memorial 

Centre site available for the LDSB to purchase, and it was not zoned for school use (P6), and 

because the board had already paid fees to consultants to come up with architectural drawings 

and designs for the new school on the QECVI grounds (P6). The LDSB governance participant 

explained that “the LDSB could not consider the Memorial Centre site because the City of 

Kingston was unwilling to make the land available for LDSB purchase, and it was not zoned for 

school used. The board had already paid fees to consultants to come up with architectural 

drawings and designs for the new school on the QECVI grounds” (P6). In the end, and despite 

the activists’ efforts, the original plan to build the new secondary school on the QECVI site 

prevailed, and thus dashing the hopes for many residents that Kingston would continue to have a 

public secondary school located downtown. 

 

5.6 Looking into the Future 

While the goal for the interviews was to capture the perspectives of key informants regarding the 

real and potential consequences of KCVI’s closure on the neighbourhoods within its catchment 

area, the majority of the interviewees tended to focus instead on the decision-making process. In 

fact, when asked to predict potential changes regarding demographics, housing, social cohesion, 

the economy, and relationships with neighbours, most interviewees were not confident in their 

answers and often responded by stating that they were unsure. One interviewee, however, did 

focus on the future. Shawn Quigley, the Executive Director of Youth Diversion, spoke about the 

needs of Kingston’s youth and the importance of school integration, which provided valuable 

lessons to wrap up the interviews (P5).  

 

School Integration Efforts 

QECVI closed in 2016 in order to begin construction of the new school on the QECVI site. 

Consequently, students who were attending QECVI at the time were transferred to LCVI (for 

those in grades 10-12) and KCVI (for those in grade 9). The LDSB governance participant 

acknowledged that the QECVI students who were sent to LCVI had some initial integration 

issues during the first year, though they did not go into detail about what those issues entailed 

(P6). The LDSB Governance Participant said that integration into KCVI “seems to be less of an 

issue, because KC is still open,” and is hopeful that the new secondary school will have fewer 

start-up issues due to active integration strategies (P6). The LDSB teacher and Mr. Quigley noted 

the challenge of combining student bodies from two schools with different cultures and rivalries, 

with Quigley, in particular, recalling various integration issues when Molly Brant Elementary 
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School first opened (P5, P7). He expressed concerns that the consolidation will result in a net 

loss of essential services, explaining:  

In combining QE and KC into one school, hopefully the lessons have been 

learned about keeping track of the marginalized students, and not allowing them 

to drift too far off the plate, we know that right now we have an addiction 

counsellor assigned to every high school. So now we are going to have two high 

schools together and still only one addictions counsellor. (P5)  

 

The LDSB governance participant indicated that there is an integration working committee for 

the new school responsible for organizing efforts to suggest possible names for the new school, 

create a school mascot, choose school colours, and ultimately to help ease the transition of 

combining the two school cultures together (P6). Quigley spoke to resilience and adaptability of 

students, and felt confident that after a couple of years the new secondary school will have an 

equally unique culture of its own (P5). He offered the following reflection: 

 

If we could put the same level of time and effort into picking up the pieces as we 

put into trying to same them, we are going to have a much more fruitful transition 

of students, and our focus will be on the wellbeing of students. So if we can turn 

our attention to students, like we did on where it was going to be built, what 

school was going to be closed, to ok it is happening now, how do we make that 

transition more successful? That would really go a long way in supporting the 

students at the new school. (P5) 

 

Recovering from the Pupil Accommodation Review 

With the closure of KCVI not slated to occur until June 2019, interviewees were left to reflect 

more on the consequences of the decision-making process itself. One of the prevailing themes 

that emerged from the interviews was that this process was deeply flawed and created damage to 

relationships and communities that may take years to repair. Despite their best efforts, local 

activists were unable to sway the opinions of the school board trustees and were left feeling like 

the decision to close was a foregone conclusion (P3, P4, P9). The KCVI activist reflected, “in the 

end, the consultation process seemed like an effort in ‘community therapy’, not a genuine effort 

to involve the public to help shape the decisions” (P9). Meanwhile, the decision to host key 

public consultation events on the same evenings as city council meetings limited the opportunity 

for collaboration with the municipal government, and the number of contributing voices to the 

discussion (P1). Ultimately, pitting school against school, and by extension neighbourhood 

against neighbourhood, served to reinforce and aggravate the historic divide between the North 

and South ends of the city’s urban core. Only time will tell if, and how these divisions will be 

overcome so that Kingston’s downtown residents can heal. 
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6   RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 
 

The following chapter summarizes the key findings from the research, provides 

recommendations for maintaining neighbourhood well-being and liveability for communities 

faced with the threat of a school closure, and concludes with directions for future research. 

 

6.1 Summary of Analysis 

This study offers empirical evidence regarding the concerns and anticipated impacts of school 

closures on quality of life and neighbourhood liveability. Results from the household surveys 

illustrate the concerns residents have about the future liveability of their neighbourhood, and the 

sense of dissatisfaction they feel by school board decision-makers and the accommodation 

review process. The interviews offered more nuanced perspectives, with some key informants 

offering the same concerns and worries as the survey respondents, and others feeling the loss of 

KCVI will have little effect on the liveability of the surrounding neighbourhoods.  

 

The key findings from the household surveys, which addressed the first research question, are 

summarized into six themes. 

1. The closure of KCVI will have significant impacts on travel patterns among residents within 

the catchment area neighbourhoods, which is likely to have a negative environmental impact. 

While walking and cycling have been, are currently, and were expected to be, the primary modes 

of travel among KCVI students, the vast majority of parent respondents expect their child(ren) 

will use passive modes of travel to the new secondary school after KCVI closes. 

2. The majority of respondents in every neighbourhood were dissatisfied with the decision-

making process and the final decision to close KCVI, implying significant miscommunication 

and/or conflicting values between residents and the school board. This dissatisfaction prevails, 

despite acknowledgement from most respondents that the new secondary school will provide 

educational benefits through improved technology and facility upgrades. 

3. Respondents who support the decision to close of KCVI typically felt that the land would be a 

better utilized for an alternative use, while those who oppose KCVI’s closure generally felt that 

its location helps supports a heterogeneous community. 

4. Respondents were more likely to report negative impacts at the neighbourhood level than the 

household level. At the household level, the most commonly identified negative impacts were to 

household finances and environmental footprint. At the neighbourhood level, the most common 

concerns (i.e., negative impacts) were the willingness of families to stay in the neighbourhood 

and increased conversion of family homes to student housing. 
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5. Respondents who reported negative impacts for their household and/or neighbourhood were 

more likely to indicate that they have considered moving to another neighbourhood.  

6. The high number of respondents anticipating negative impacts for both their household and 

their neighbourhood indicate that there is a significant amount of uncertainty surrounding the 

future stability of their community. 

 

The key findings from the key informant interviews, which addressed the second research 

question, are summarized into five themes. 

1. KCVI is an important community asset that adds value to the surrounding neighbourhoods. 

The school fosters a walkable, healthy, environmentally sustainable lifestyle, while providing 

access to other amenities for local residents to connect with one another. As such, the key 

informants unanimously viewed the decision to close KCVI as a mistake by the LDSB. 

2. The impacts of KCVI’s closure are difficult to predict, but the closure is likely to trigger 

neighbourhood-level changes in property values and demographics. There was acknowledgement 

from multiple interviewees that the households and students from the neighbourhoods in closest 

proximity to where the new school is being built will, in the long-term, benefit immensely from 

the decision to close KCVI, while those households and students that are furthest away will be 

most disadvantaged by the decision, now and in the future. 

3. A lack of coordination between public school asset management and community planning is a 

gap in the school closure process. The decision to close KCVI highlighted three main planning-

related conflicts: conflicts with Provincial sustainability policies that place high priority on 

sustainable land use and development practices to reduce carbon emissions, make efficient use of 

public infrastructure, and ultimately support the health and well-being of future generations; 

conflicts with municipality, in terms of missed opportunities to work collaboratively to develop a 

cohesive plan for the future of the community; and conflicts with the values and priorities of the 

public, thereby fostering distrust and resentment among residents with the LDSB. 

4. From a community engagement perspective, the school closure process is deeply flawed. The 

process that led to the decision to close of KCVI inherently pitted neighbourhoods against each 

other, causing damage to relationships and communities where there should be partnerships.  

5. More focus needs to be put into school integration efforts and attention to the students’ well-

being, during and after the closure process, to support their future success. 
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6.2 The Absence of Municipal Planning in the KCVI Closure Decision 

The literature review for this study highlighted the lack of cohesive planning that occurs between 

the school board and current planning systems in Ontario: “Planning between the Province, 

municipalities, and school boards happens in isolation of each other” (Cranston, 2017, p. 36). 

The interview findings furthered this sentiment, as every municipal planner that was contacted 

declined my invitation for an interview because they felt they had nothing to provide on the 

matter. The City of Kingston Official Plan (2010) consistently includes elementary and 

secondary schools throughout their land-use planning process, designating which types of areas 

permit schools and which do not. While the City has no jurisdiction over the Ministry of 

Education’s decision on schools, this indicates that municipal planners recognize the importance 

of collaboration. The Official Plan notes in section 3.2.1 Elementary Schools, “Preferred 

locations for elementary schools are accessed by safe active transportation facilities, in proximity 

to the centre of the community, transit routes and district or neighbourhood parks, and/or are co-

located with other compatible community facilities,” and 3.2.2 Secondary Schools, “Preferred 

locations for secondary schools are accessed by safe active transportation facilities, along transit 

routes, in proximity to goods and services, and/or are co-located with other compatible 

community facilities.” Interestingly, while municipal planners declined my interview, the 

Official Plan sets the stage for schools to be community centers that are easily accessible and 

foster a walkable neighbourhood. This leads to speculation if perhaps it was the divisive nature 

of KCVI, rather than the discussion of school asset management itself, that caused planners to 

hesitate in joining the discussion. Indeed, survey respondents’ dissatisfaction with the decision to 

close KCVI and their worries about the future stability of their community demonstrate the 

potential damage that can result from treating school board and municipal planning functions as 

separate entities.  

 

Currently, there is no framework or tool for assessing the potential long-term social, 

environmental, and economic impacts that the loss of a school may have on the surrounding 

neighbourhoods. Both the survey and interview findings from this study suggest that residents’ 

ideas and long-term desires for their communities were mostly unacknowledged in the 

accommodation review process. Meanwhile, the City of Kingston has yet to announce any public 

transit service changes or plans for bike paths to serve the new secondary school, and thus to 

support the City’s alleged goal of becoming Canada’s most sustainable city. The lack of 

coordination of transportation planning and school asset management reinforces residents 

worries about the future liveability of their neighbourhoods, as the lack of preparedness may 

result in increased automobile use and traffic congestion. 

 

School asset management inevitably involves tough decisions, and it is an impossible task to 

make every resident happy with the result. However, the goal of publicly elected decision-

makers should be to represent as many residents as possible through respectful collaboration, and 

to make responsible choices that benefit the social, environmental, and economic sustainability 
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for future generations. The case of KCVI demonstrates a failed opportunity for collaborative 

decision-making between the school board, the municipality, the province, and residents, which 

is already causing residents to report negative impacts. By holding school boards accountable to 

assist with planning regarding decisions surrounding school closures, and integrating 

municipalities into the closure decision-making process, communities can mitigate potential 

negative impacts and plan for a stable, sustainable future.  

 

6.3 Opportunities for Improving the Decision-Making Process 

The third question that was posed for this study focused on how the school closure decision-

making process could be modified so that the management of public school assets might better 

reflect the interests and needs of a broader range of community stakeholders. The significant 

amount of survey respondents who were dissatisfied with the final decision and with the 

decision-making process are clear indications that changes need to occur in the current school 

closure procedure. The interviewees generally agreed that the current school closure decision-

making process is flawed and does not accurately reflect the importance of schools within their 

communities.  

While none of the interviewees had concrete ideas of how the process should occur, they offered 

various suggestions as to what should be included. Almost all of the interviewees expressed their 

concern with the lack of coordination and planning. The KCVI activist stated that “the 

consultation process seemed like an effort in ‘community therapy’, not a genuine effort to 

involve the public to help shape the decisions,” while Councillor Neill acknowledged that “There 

are opportunities to work more collaboratively, and I think we’ve failed”. The LDSB teacher 

highlighted the failure of the school board and municipality to plan together for things such as 

bus routes and bike paths, which may explain why some residents assumed an increase in their 

household’s environmental footprint in the future. The case of KCVI demonstrates that the 

current decision-making process is inadequate at engaging in collaborative efforts to successfully 

manage and plan for not only the future of a school, but the future of a community as well. 

 

The findings revealed that consolidation and/or closure is not always the responsible decision 

when considering an under-utilized school, as it often does not make sense for the community 

and disrupts neighbourhood well-being. Currently, the Ministry of Education’s funding formula 

favours demolition over retrofitting, and large ‘mega schools’ over smaller neighbourhood ones, 

causing closures such as KCVI to be a common occurrence throughout Ontario (Andres, 2013). 

As Andres (2013) points out, “this method then short changes any shifts in demographics as 

unused square footage goes underfunded” (p. 111). The LDSB’s Long Term Pupil 

Accommodation Report from May 24, 2016 highlighted the economic drain that under-utilized 

schools cause for the board, which was used to justify constructing a ‘mega-school’ and 

consolidating KCVI and QECVI. However, as noted in the literature review, “closures also 

present challenges for student health and well-being and academic achievement; the non-fiscal 
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value of small schools in terms of lower dropout rates, higher attendance rates etc. is often not 

considered in the face of short-term fiscal efficiencies” (Cranston, 2017, p. 37) Further, without 

formal partnerships between the school board, the municipality, the Province, and residents, 

under-utilized schools are sent to the chopping block without considering short and long-term 

impacts on the community. As aptly summarized by Vincent (2006), “The critical problem in the 

separation of school facility planning for municipal land use planning is that there is often no 

institutional framework that creates space for these planning entities to plan together” (p. 434). 

As such, change is needed in the current school closure decision-making process to integrate 

relevant stakeholders, increase accountability, mitigate potential negative impacts, and plan for a 

responsible, sustainable future that considers more than economic gain and utilization rates. 
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6.4 Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: The Ministry of Education needs to re-evaluate the funding formula 

scheme to favour on-going maintenance of existing schools 

The current funding formula for the Ministry of Education is tied to student enrolment rates, 

meaning that a school with a declining enrolment rate is deemed under-utilized by Provincial 

standards (Irwin, 2012). Thus, the more students enrolled in a school, the more funding the 

facility receives, including a budget for repair, new technology, educational assistants (EAs), etc. 

(People for Education, 2017). This inherently disadvantages smaller neighbourhood schools, 

especially in areas that may be experiencing demographic shifts over time (Andres, 2013). Over 

the past decade, Ontario’s schools have experienced declining enrolments as the millennial 

generation has left the public school system and entered adulthood, resulting in under-utilization 

rates at some schools. However, as Councillor Stroud pointed out, the number of children under 

the age of 4 in his ward has increased in recent years, which will inevitably result in more 

favourable utilization rates in the future. The current funding formula does not appear to take 

into account the complexity of these demographic shifts, preferring short-term economic gain in 

place of long-term investments in a community. 

 

There is also a disparity in available funding from the Ministry of Education to retrofit existing 

schools in comparison to funding new construction projects (Cranston, 2017). The LDSB teacher 

pointed out that KCVI was not well maintained, resulting in its deterioration over time. The 

conditions of KCVI got to the point that the construction of a new secondary school made fiscal 

sense. The LDSB teacher and governance participant both acknowledged that they were unaware 

of the current allocation of funding for retrofitting, suggesting that the current funding formula is 

not set up to cater towards on-going maintenance. This contradicts Ontario’s Ministry of 

Municipal Affairs priority of promoting environmentally sustainable growth and development 

(Provincial Policy Statement, O Reg 107/14 2014, Places to Grow Act, 2005), which include 

preference for retrofitting existing buildings rather than constructing new ones (Bullen, 2007). 

Thus, the Ministry of Education’s funding formula lags behind other Provincial sustainability 

policies, which has negative consequences for communities as a whole. 

 

The Ministry of Education needs to re-evaluate the current funding formula to maintain 

neighbourhood schools to both meet Provincial sustainability polices and protect local 

neighbourhood schools from falling into decline. The funding formula needs to support 

neighbourhood well-being by providing on-going maintenance to schools, thereby preventing 

facilities from deteriorating in educational and fiscal value. Further, to counter utilization issues 

that are a financial drain on school boards, the funding formula should consider adaptive re-use 

of schools. For example, a school board could alter policies to allow for a portion of the under-

utilized building to be used as a daycare, a music/technology classroom for students, or office 
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spaces for school board employees. Preserving the integrity of a school will minimize Ontario’s 

environmental footprint while preserving neighbourhood well-being and stability. 

 

Recommendation 2: Formalized relationships between the school board, the municipality, and 

the province should be established 

By design, the school closure decision-making process inhibits communication and meaningful 

collaboration with local stakeholders. As the literature review highlighted, all Ontario school 

closures are legally obligated to follow the PAR guidelines, which are “completely within the 

school board’s jurisdiction” (Ministry of Education, 2018). Once a decision is made, the control 

of school closures relies on the elected trustees (Ministry of Education, 2018). While the school 

board is required to host public consultations on school closure decisions, municipal staff and 

residents have no authority in the decision-making process. This is problematic considering that 

schools are more than a building on a lot owned by the school board; they are community assets 

that connect people to one another and support a shared sense of community identity. The MoE 

has acknowledged that schools are a valuable resource within its Community Planning and 

Partnerships Guideline (2015), stating that schools are “public assets to the community”, but this 

narrative is not reflected in the policy process.  

 

In the case of KCVI, a common theme in the interviews was the lack of open communication and 

productive partnerships between the school board, the municipality, the Province, and residents. 

Indeed, the absence of school board representatives and municipal planners for this report 

demonstrates the missed opportunities to plan responsibly. And Andres (2013) points out, “Both 

School Boards and Municipalities are elected to be responsible for their local community, 

therefore they must be required to work in partnership to further all Provincial mandates,” (p. 

110). Without formal relationships and communication guidelines, it is likely that other 

communities will have similar experiences to those served by KCVI. In partnership with the 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs, the MoE should develop policy guidelines that require formalized 

relationships between the district school board and local municipalities to promote equal 

representation and effective collaboration.  

 

Recommendation 3: The Pupil Accommodation Review should reassess the decision-making 

process to require planning and support for neighbourhood well-being 

When a school is under-utilized, it is subject to the Pupil Accommodation Review (Ministry of 

Education, 2015). The current PAR model fails to enable school boards to consider how school 

closures might impact the broader communities served by those schools. Indeed, the survey 

findings illustrated that residents are uncertain about the well-being and stability of their 

household and neighbourhood for the future. The PAR procedure does not provide a fulsome 

evaluation of the benefits of a local school, which compromises the integrity of communities. 

This process devalues the importance of schools as a local asset, placing the responsibility of 
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maintaining neighbourhood well-being and stability onto the municipality, which has no 

authority in school closure decisions. The current evaluation procedure of PAR has unintended 

negative consequences for households and neighbourhoods, such as pitting neighbourhoods 

against each other, as seen with KCVI and QECVI. The PAR needs to include measurements of 

the social benefits that schools provide for the community (i.e. indicators used in the 

Neighbourhood Vitality Index and Canadian Index of Well-Being frameworks reviewed in the 

Literature Review) and should prioritize long-term neighbourhood well-being over short-term 

fiscal gain.  

 

The PAR also does not include regulations for long-term planning and support for 

neighbourhoods that experience a school closure. While a school closure may be unavoidable, 

school boards need to be held accountable for their role in compromising neighbourhood well-

being and stability, and they should be required to provide necessary support for communities 

that are experiencing a closure. Support should include, but is not limited to, ease the integration 

of students to the new school, consider how to mitigate long-term consequences of a school 

closure (i.e. recommend the old school facility be adapted to a community hub), and engage with 

the municipality to plan for active transportation options to the new school. There are no policy 

requirements for the PAR to accurately measure their potential impact, which again devalues the 

importance of local schools. As Councillor Neill put it, “We share the same community…we’re 

[the municipality] all about neighbourhood enhancement. As they [the school board] should be 

as well.” 

 

Recommendation 4: The Accommodation Review Committee should include an equal number 

of school board representatives, municipal planners, and residents, and should be given 

greater decision-making authority 

Pupil Accommodation Review Committees (ARCs) needs to be restructured to represent the 

value that schools have within their community and to improve collaboration between the school 

board, the municipality, and residents. As well, the current policy model does not provide ARC 

members with decision-making authority, and instead the ARC functions as conduits of 

information to the community (People for Education, 2018). While it is required by policy to 

include parents in the committee, school board representatives dominate the current ARC, 

frequently resulting in decisions guided by utilization rates and short-term economic benefits for 

the school board (Andres, 2013). The lack of jurisdiction given to the municipality and 

community residents fuels discontent, because residents often perceive themselves as the real 

owners of schools (Cranston, 2017; Fredua-Kwarteng, 2005). More representation is needed 

from the municipality and residents to make responsible decisions regarding school 

closures/consolidations, especially considering the importance of schools as a community asset. 

The re-structuring of the ARC coincides and supports the re-assessment of the PAR decision-

making process to create a system that accurately understands the importance of local schools, 

and accepts accountability for how closure decisions may impact neighbourhood well-being and 
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stability. The MoE needs to provide guidelines for Ontario to have equal representation of 

different stakeholders on the ARC, supported by policy to ensure that the process remains 

transparent, fair, and is granted more decision-making authority. Almost all of the interviewees 

spoke of miscommunication between the school board, municipality, and residents, and the 

needs for improved collaboration. Restructuring the ARC will support a transition towards long-

term planning, collaboration, accountability, and responsible decision-making that considers 

what is best for the entire community. 

 

Recommendation 5: The school closure decision-making process should prioritize downtown 

schools to support sustainable, heterogenous, vibrant downtown neighbourhoods 

KCVI is currently the only public high school located in the downtown of Kingston. The case 

study has demonstrated that families congregate to neighbourhoods where schools are within 

walkable distance; removal of the local school reduces the liveability of the neighbourhood.  

Residents that participated in this study are deeply concerned for the future well-being and 

stability of their downtown neighbourhoods once KCVI closes. The survey revealed that many 

residents expect fewer families to be willing to move to the area, and anticipate that more family 

homes will be converted to rental properties to cater to the post-secondary institutions in the area. 

Further, about one-quarter of respondents indicated that the closure of KCVI has caused them to 

consider moving to another neighbourhood. This is a significant finding considering that the 

majority of respondents were long-term residents of at least 10 years. The implications of 

families wanting to leave the downtown has negative implications for the vitality of the 

community and could cause a “family flight” to the suburbs. In order to keep downtown 

neighbourhoods vibrant, sustainable, and heterogenous, schools need to be kept downtown and 

within walkable distance of where families reside.  

 

Ontario policies, such as the Provincial Policy Statement and the Places to Grow Act, promote 

sustainable growth and development. Indeed, a key priority to promote sustainability policies is 

to revitalize and support downtown communities, which allow for intensification, increased 

active transportation, reduced automobile usage, and less energy used per household. 

Downtowns should not only be places for young adults and seniors; they should consist of mixed 

incomes and ages, a heterogenous community comprised of all demographics, that allow people 

to age in place while living sustainably. This report has demonstrated that without a walkable 

school, families may be less likely to live in the area. Thus, school boards need to prioritize 

maintaining downtown schools to support Provincial sustainability policy goals and foster 

complete communities.  

 

6.5 Directions for Future Research 

Most of the literature on school closures in Canada has focused on the limitations and flaws of 

the Pupil Accommodation Review model that is employed in Ontario (Irwin, 2012; Andres, 
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2013; Cranston, 2017) To my knowledge, this is the first Canadian study that has investigated 

the consequences of a school closure decision at the household and neighbourhood level. This 

study’s novel findings lay the foundation for future research on the impacts of school closures in 

other locations and geographical contexts, and provide further insights regarding how the current 

decision-making model can be changed to support sustainable, liveable, complete communities 

in Ontario. 

 

As is typical of case studies, the findings from this research may have limited generalizability to 

other contexts. For instance, having three post-secondary institutions located in or near 

downtown placing unique pressure on the family housing stock within the KCVI catchment area. 

Indeed, as KCVI is immediately adjacent to Queen’s University, survey respondents and 

interviewees alike anticipate seeing an increase in family homes being converted to student 

rentals after KCVI closes. Regardless, this study has shed light on the negative consequences, 

both currently and anticipated for the long-term, for communities experiencing the loss of their 

local school. This research has demonstrated the need for further study in the following areas:  

• Continued investigation of the case of KCVI to understand how neighbourhoods change 

over time after experiencing a school closure. Likewise, examining how the new 

secondary school impacts the Kingscourt neighbourhood to determine the benefits of 

having a neighbourhood school after previously experiencing turmoil due to closure.  

 

• Research into the specifics of how MoE policy and process guidelines could be 

formulated to help collaboration. This report has outlined a need for change and 

identified a policy and communication gap in cohesion between stakeholders, but the 

details behind what specific policies to include should be further investigated. 

 

• Further enquiry into the MoE funding formula should be reviewed, and financial 

planning and analysis should be performed to understand how placing a greater emphasis 

on retrofitting and on-going maintenance might alter land use development and future 

planning for school boards. 

 

The findings in this report have been significant, revealing that school closure decisions are 

disruptive to household and neighbourhood well-being and liveability, and that the current 

school closure process is plagued by miscommunication, lack of collaboration, and conflicting 

priorities. It is my hope that future academics and practitioners will work diligently to produce 

evidence of the importance of neighbourhood schools, and that the school closure process will be 

restructured to support sustainable communities.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

Household Survey Instrument  

 

This survey can only be completed by people that are 18 years of age or older. Are you 18 or 

older? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

End of Block: LOI CF 

 

Start of Block: Household Location, Tenure, and Composition 

 

A "catchment area" is defined as the geographic area that is served by a school. The catchment 

area for Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute (KCVI) includes six Kingston neighbourhoods. 

To your knowledge, in which neighbourhood do you currently live? (Please refer to map for 

neighbourhood boundaries.)      

o Portsmouth  

o Sunnyside  

o Alwington  

o Queen's  

o Inner Harbour  

o Williamsville  

o Sydenham  

o I do not live in any of these neighbourhoods  
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 "permanent resident" is defined as someone that lives in his or her place of residence for 12 

months of the year. How long have you been a permanent resident in your current 

neighbourhood?  

o Less than a year, but plan to remain for at least one year  

o Between 1 and 3 years  

o Between 3 and 5 years  

o Between 5 and 10 years  

o Between 10 and 20 years  

o More than 20 years  

o I am not a permanent resident   

 

Have you previously lived in any of the other neighbourhoods that are located within the KCVI 

catchment area? 

o Yes  

o No  
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In which other neighbourhoods have you lived, and during which years? 

 From (year) Until (year) 

Sunnyside   

Alwington   

Inner Harbour   

Portsmouth   

Sydenham   

 

Williamsville   

Queen’s   
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How important is it for you to live within walking distance of your household to the following 

destinations? (Please select one circle per statement.) 

 
Extremely 

important 

Very 

important

  

Somewhat 

important

  

Not very 

important

  

Not at all 

important  

Your place of 

employment  o  o  o  o  o  
Volunteer 

opportunities  o  o  o  o  o  
Parks  o  o  o  o  o  

Recreational 

facilities  o  o  o  o  o  
Public transit  o  o  o  o  o  

Public 

libraries  o  o  o  o  o  
Elementary 

schools  o  o  o  o  o  
Secondary 

schools  o  o  o  o  o  
Grocery 

stores  o  o  o  o  o  
Restaurants  o  o  o  o  o  

Medical 

offices  o  o  o  o  o  
Hospitals  o  o  o  o  o  

Other (please 

list)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Which of the following best describes who resides in your household? 

o I live by myself   

o I live with one or both of my parents  

o I live with one or more roommates   

o I live with my spouse/partner  

o I live with one or more children   

o I live with my spouse/partner and one or more children  

o There are more than 2 generations in my household (e.g., grandparents, children, etc.)  

 

Do you have adult children that no longer live at home?  

o Yes  

o No  

 

Please list the age(s) of any children that current reside in your household?  

o Child 1 ________________________________________________ 

o Child 2 ________________________________________________ 

o Child 3 ________________________________________________ 

o Child 4 ________________________________________________ 

o Child 5 ________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Household Location, Tenure, and Composition 

 

Start of Block: History and Reasons for Attending KCVI 

 

Did you ever attend KCVI? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Did one or more of your children previously attend KCVI? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

What was the primary mode of travel to KCVI for your child(ren) that previously attended 

KCVI? 

▢   Walk  

▢   Bicycle  

▢   School bus  

▢   Private vehicle  

▢   Carpool with parents  

▢   Carpool with other students  

▢   Kingston Transit  

▢   Other  

 

Do one or more of your children currently attend KCVI? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

What is the primary mode of travel to KCVI for your child(ren) that currently attend KCVI? 

▢   Walk  

▢   Bicycle  

▢   School bus  
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▢   Private vehicle  

▢   Carpool with parents  

▢   Carpool with other students  

▢   Kingston Transit  

▢   Other  

 

Were you planning on having one or more of your children attend KCVI in the future? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

What would have been the primary mode of travel to KCVI for your child(ren) that you were 

planning to enrol at KCVI? 

▢   Walk  

▢   Bicycle  

▢   School bus  

▢   Private vehicle  

▢   Carpool with parents  

▢   Carpool with other students  

▢   Kingston Transit  

▢   Other  

 

How influential were the following reasons for enrolling, or planning to enrol, your children at 

KCVI? 
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Extremely 

Influential

  

Very 

Influential

  

Somewhat 

Influential

  

Not Very 

Influential

  

Not 

Influential At 

All 

The quality 

of the 

programming 

at KCVI  
o  o  o  o  o  

The quality 

of the 

facilities at 

KCVI  
o  o  o  o  o  

The location 

of KCVI in 

Kingston  
o  o  o  o  o  

The quality 

of the 

teachers at 

KCVI  
o  o  o  o  o  

The quality 

of the 

students at 

KCVI  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

kid’s/kids’ 

friends were 

going to 

KCVI  

o  o  o  o  o  

KCVI’s 

proximity to 

our home  
o  o  o  o  o  

KCVI’s 

proximity to 

my/my 

spouse’s 

place of work  

o  o  o  o  o  

KCVI’s 

proximity to 

downtown  
o  o  o  o  o  
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Family 

history of 

attending 

KCVI  
o  o  o  o  o  

KCVI’s 

reputation  o  o  o  o  o  
 

Please describe any other influential reasons for enrolling, or planning to enrol, your child(ren) at 

KCVI. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

To what extent did being within the KCVI catchment area influence your decision to live in your 

current neighbourhood? 

o Extremely Influential  

o Very Influential  

o Somewhat Influential  

o Not Very Influential  

o Not Influential At All  

 

End of Block: History and Reasons for Attending KCVI 

 

Start of Block: Awareness of, Involvement in, and Attitudes towards the Decision to Close 

KCVI 
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Prior to this survey, were you aware that KCVI is scheduled to permanently close in June 2019? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the process that led to the decision to close KCVI? 

o Very satisfied  

o Somewhat satisfied  

o Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied  

o Somewhat dissatisfied  

o Very dissatisfied   

 

Which of the following best describes your level of involvement in the decision-making process 

to close KCVI? (Check all that apply) 

▢   I attended one ore more Accommodation Review Committee meetings  

▢   I played an organizing role in a local advocacy group (e.g., ‘Save KCVI’)  

▢   I donated funds to a local advocacy group  

▢   I petitioned on behalf of a local advocacy group  

▢   I had a ‘Save KCVI’ or ‘Save Kingston Schools’ sign on my property  

▢   I submitted letters about the issue to local newspapers  

▢   I signed petitions to show my support for KCVI  

▢   I attended informational meetings held for members of the public  

▢   I wrote to Limestone District School Board trustees  

▢   I wrote to members of city council and/or the mayor  
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▢   I wrote to provincial elected officials (e.g., Sophie Kiwala, Kathleen Wynne)  

▢   I read news articles about the issue  

▢   I read articles in social media about the issue  

▢   Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

▢ ⊗None of the above  

 

 

 

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the final decision to close KCVI? 

o Very satisfied  

o Somewhat satisfied  

o Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied  

o Somewhat dissatisfied  

o Very dissatisfied   
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How do you feel about the potential opportunities and challenges of KCVI’s closure and the 

construction of a new secondary school in Kingston? 
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Strongly 

Agree 
Agree   Unsure 

Disagree

  

Strongly 

Disagree 

The new school 

will give 

students access 

to more modern 

facilities that 

will benefit 

their education.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

The closure of 

KCVI will 

mean more kids 

will drive, or be 

driven, to 

school.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

The closure of 

KCVI will only 

negatively 

affect the kids 

who must wake 

up earlier to 

catch a bus to 

school.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

The closure of 

KCVI was a 

wise 

economical 

decision by the 

Limestone 

District School 

Board.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

The new school 

will benefit 

students by 

exposing them 

to a more 

diverse student 

body.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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The location of 

the new school 

will make it 

difficult for 

youth in my 

neighbourhood 

to have after-

school jobs or 

participate in 

extracurriculars.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

The KCVI 

property could 

be better used 

for something 

other than a 

high school.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Youth will 

benefit from 

attending a new 

school away 

from the 

Queen’s 

University 

campus.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Youth will 

benefit from 

attending a new 

school away 

from the 

Queen’s 

University 

student housing 

area   

o  o  o  o  o  o  

The closure of 

KCVI is not a 

big deal 

because there 

are many other 

schools for 

youth to attend.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

End of Block: Awareness of, Involvement in, and Attitudes towards the Decision to Close 

KCVI 
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Start of Block: Household-Level Impacts of KCVI’s Closure 

Has the decision to close KCVI encouraged you to consider moving to a new address? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

Where have you most strongly considered moving to? 

▢   Closer to the where the new school is being built (i.e., Queen Elizabeth Collegiate and 

Vocational Institute, QECVI)  

▢   Closer to another high school in Kingston  

▢   Closer to my/my spouse’s place of work  

▢   An entirely new city or town  

▢   Other (please specify)  

▢   Unsure of location  
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Which high school do you expect your child or children to attend after KCVI closes? 

▢   The newly constructed secondary school  

▢   Loyalist Collegiate and Vocational Institute (LCVI)  

▢   Frontenac  

▢   Bayridge  

▢   Regiopolis Notre Dame  

▢   Holy Cross  

▢   Martello  

▢   Leahurst  

▢   Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
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Assuming you stay in your current location, what is, or will be, the primary mode of travel to this 

school for your child(ren)? 

▢   Walk  

▢   Bicycle  

▢   School bus  

▢   Private vehicle  

▢   Carpool with parents  

▢   Carpool with other students  

▢   Kingston Transit  

▢   Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
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In what ways has the decision to close KCVI impacted you and/or your household so far?  

 
Positive 

Impact  

Negative 

Impact 

No Impact

  
Unsure 

Not 

Applicable  

My 

relationship 

with my 

spouse  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

relationship 

with my 

child(ren)  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

relationship 

with my 

neighbours  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

household’s 

finances  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

household’s 

environmental 

footprint  
o  o  o  o  o  
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In what ways do you anticipate that KCVI’s closure will impact you and/or your household in 

the future? 

 
Positive 

Impact  

Negative 

Impact 

No Impact

  
Unsure 

Not 

Applicable  

My 

relationship 

with my 

spouse  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

relationship 

with my 

child(ren)  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

relationship 

with my 

neighbours  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

household’s 

finances  
o  o  o  o  o  

My 

household’s 

environmental 

footprint  
o  o  o  o  o  

 

End of Block: Household-Level Impacts of KCVI’s Closure 

 

Start of Block: Neighbourhood-Level Impacts of KCVI’s Closure 
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In what ways has the decision to close KCVI impacted your neighbourhood so far?  

 Increased  Decreased  No Impact Unsure 

Residential 

property values  o  o  o  o  
Willingness of 

families to 

continue living 

in the area  
o  o  o  o  

Demand for 

student occupied 

rental housing  
o  o  o  o  

Maintenance of 

student occupied 

rental buildings  
o  o  o  o  

Positive 

interactions with 

neighbours  
o  o  o  o  

Feelings of pride 

in the 

neighbourhood 

among residents  
o  o  o  o  
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In what ways do you anticipate that KCVI’s closure will impact your neighbourhood in the 

future?  

 Increased  Decreased  No Impact Unsure 

Residential 

property values  o  o  o  o  
Number of 

families living in 

the area  
o  o  o  o  

Number of 

family homes 

being 

‘converted’ to 

rental properties  

o  o  o  o  

Noise levels in 

the area  o  o  o  o  
Positive 

interactions with 

neighbours  
o  o  o  o  

Maintenance of 

student occupied 

rental buildings  
o  o  o  o  

Feelings of pride 

in the 

neighbourhood 

among residents  
o  o  o  o  

 

Please describe any positive and/or negative impacts that you, your household, and 

your neighbourhood have already experienced since the decision was made to close KCVI, and 

expect to experience in the future after KCVI is closed. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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End of Block: Neighbourhood-Level Impacts of KCVI’s Closure 

Start of Block: Socio-Demographics 

 

What is your current postal code? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Do you rent or own your home? 

o Rent  

o Own  

Other ________________________________________________ 

 

With what gender do you self-identify? 

o Female  

o Male  

o Other  

 

What is your current age? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Which of the following captures your current gross household income?  

o Less than $30,000   

o $30,000 to $59,999  

o $60,000 to $99,999  

o $100,000 to $129,999  

o $130,000 to $159,999  

o $160,000 to $199,999  

o $200,000 or more  

 

End of Block: Socio-Demographics 

 

Start of Block: Concluding Thoughts and Contact Info 
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Do you have any further comments you would like to make regarding the closure of KCVI? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

If you are interested in participating in a focus group to discuss this issue in greater depth, please 

provide your name and email address so that we may contact you in the future. Please note that 

providing this information means your survey responses will no longer be anonymous to the 

researchers, but this information will be stripped from the survey dataset to keep your identity 

confidential in our analyses.   

________________________________________________________________ 

 

If you are interested in receiving an electronic copy of the final report from this study, please 

provide your name and email address so that we can send it you. Please note that providing this 

information means your survey responses will no longer be anonymous to the researchers, but 

this information will be stripped from the survey dataset to keep your identity confidential in our 

analyses.   

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Thank you for your time! 

  



Reacting to Change | L. Allman 

 

 

97 

APPENDIX B 
 

Invitation to Participate in a Research Survey  

about the Closure of KCVI 

 

Reacting to Change: 

Exploring the Potential Impacts of School Closures on 

Households and Neighbourhoods in Kingston, Ontario 

http://www.kcvisurvey.ca/ 

 
 

Hello! My name is Lindsay Allman, and I am a Master of Planning student at Queen’s University. As part 

of my degree, I am conducting research on how the decision to close Kingston Collegiate Vocational 

Institute (KCVI) has impacted households and neighbourhoods in Kingston. While school closures have 

been happening across Ontario in recent years, there is little to no evidence regarding the impacts of these 

closures on communities. Thus, this is an opportunity to participate in research that is truly cutting edge! 

Part of my study involves a voluntary online research survey of permanent residents who live within the 

KCVI catchment area, which refers to the nearby neighbourhoods that the school serves. I wish to gather 

your perspective on how the decision to close KCVI has, or has not, impacted your quality of life as a 

resident in the area. Whether you have young children, teenage children, adult children, or no children in 

your household, I want to hear from you!  

The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete, and will be open for submission until 

Monday, November 20 2017 at 8am. Your responses are voluntary and will be entirely anonymous. If you 

are interested in participating, please visit to the survey website at http://www.kcvisurvey.ca/ 

Your participation in this study would be greatly appreciated! If you have any questions or concerns, 

please contact me at lindsay.allman@queensu.ca  

Thank you,  

Lindsay Allman  

Master of Planning Candidate 

Department of Geography and Planning 

Queen’s University 

[http://www.kcvisurvey.ca/] 
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Household Survey Letter of Information and Consent 

 

Exploring Residents' Opinions about the Decision to Close 

Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute (KCVI) 

 

This research is being conducted by Lindsay Allman, a Master of Planning student in the 

Department of Geography and Planning at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario. Dr. Patricia 

Collins, Associate Professor in Queen’s Department of Geography and Planning, is supervising 

the project.     

 

What is this study about?  This study explores the impacts of school closures on quality of life 

at the household level, and liveability at the neighbourhood level. Quality of life refers to the 

health, comfort, and happiness experienced by an individual. Liveability is defined as the various 

factors that contribute to a community’s quality of life, including the built and natural 

environment, the economy, recreational options, educational options, entertainment possibilities, 

social stability, and equity. The study uses the Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute (KCVI) 

closure as a case study to analyze the school closure-related experiences of residents within the 

KCVI catchment area. You are invited to participate in an online survey, which will take 

approximately 15 minutes to complete.     

 

Is my participation voluntary?  Yes, your participation is voluntary. You may withdraw from 

the survey at any time by simply closing your browser; only completed surveys will be included 

in our analyses. If you have any questions, please contact the Principal investigator, Lindsay 

Allman by e-mail (lindsay.allman@queensu.ca).      

 

What are the benefits to participating?  As a participant, you may benefit by having the 

opportunity to share your opinions about how the decision to close KCVI has, or has not, 

impacted you and/or your household. The responses gained from participants will help the 

researcher to better understand the social impacts of school closures on households and the 

broader neighbourhood in which you reside. The recommendations from this report may be 

useful for the Limestone District School Board, the City of Kingston, and the Province of 

Ontario Ministry of Education.      

 

What will happen to my responses?  Your responses to the survey will be anonymous, and will 

only be analyzed in aggregate with all other survey responses. However, you will be given the 

option to provide your name and email address should you wish to be contacted to participate in 

a focus group at a later date, or receive a copy of the final report from the study. Providing this 

information means your survey responses will no longer be anonymous to the researchers, but 

this information will be stripped from the survey dataset to keep your identity confidential in our 
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analyses. The survey dataset will be kept on Lindsay Allman’s and Dr. Patricia Collins’ 

password-protected computers. Only Lindsay Allman and supervisor Dr. Patricia Collins will 

have access to this information. After Lindsay Allman’s report is complete, the files on her 

computer will be destroyed. The report and publication results will be made available in August 

of 2018 on Dr. Patricia Collins’ website, https://healthycityprof.com/. The files will continue to 

be stored on Dr. Patricia Collins’ computer for up to 5 years, so that she may refer to it for 

further research regarding school closures. After 5 years, all data from this study will be archived 

in Queen’s University Research Data Centre.          

 

What are the risks associated with this study?  The study deals with a contentious issue in the 

community, especially for residents with personal connections to KCVI. As this has been a 

sensitive issue in Kingston, you may find some questions uncomfortable. You may experience 

emotional responses that are personal and sensitive. This may evoke emotions like sadness, 

frustration, and anger. Although it be would be greatly appreciated if you would answer all 

material as frankly as possible, you are not obligated to answer any questions on the survey, 

including any that you find objectionable or that make you feel uncomfortable.    

 

What if I have concerns?    In the event that you have any complaints, concerns or questions 

about this research, please feel free to contact Lindsay Allman at lindsay.allman@queensu.ca, 

Dr. Patricia Collins at patricia.collins@queensu.ca, or the Chair of the Queen’s University 

General Research Ethics Board at 613-533-6081 or chair.GREB@queensu.ca.     Thank you for 

your interest in participating in this research study. Clicking the link below indicates that you 

have read the above letter of information and are giving your free and informed consent to 

participate in this study.  

 

To continue with the survey, continue below 

Sincerely,     

Lindsay Allman (E: lindsay.allman@queensu.ca)  

Master of Planning Candidate   

Department of Geography and Planning   

Queen’s University 

 

  

mailto:lindsay.allman@queensu.ca
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E-mail Script for Recruiting Potential Participants for Interviews 

 

School of Urban and Regional Planning, Queen’s University 

Reacting to Change: 

Exploring the Potential Impacts of School Closures on 

Households and Neighbourhoods in Kingston, Ontario 

 

Subject Line: Invitation for an interview about community impacts of school closures in Kingston 

Hello, my name is Lindsay Allman. I am a Master of Planning student from the Department of Geography 

and Planning at Queen’s University. As a part of my graduate degree, I am conducting a research report 

on the potential impacts of school closures on households and neighbourhoods, using the planned closure 

of Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute (KCVI) as a case study.  

I got your contact information from the City of Kingston’s City Councillor Directory. I am contacting you 

today to invite you to participate in an interview to discuss the potential impacts of KCVI’s planned 

closure on the neighbourbourhoods within its catchment area. Given your role as a City Councillor, I 

thought that you would have valuable insights to share about this topic. I expect the interview to take 

approximately 30 minutes to complete, and it can be done in person or over the phone, at your 

convenience.  

Please note that while I hope the findings from this study will inform future policy decisions, this is 

independent research and is not being conducted on behalf of the Limestone District School Board, the 

City of Kingston, or any other institution.  

I have attached a detailed letter of information that further describes this project and a consent form that 

you will need to sign, should you wish to participate. Please let me know if you are interested in being 

interviewed, and we will set up a date and time that is mutually convenient. I will follow up with you in 

one week, if I have not heard from you. 

Thank you for considering this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Lindsay Allman (E: lindsay.allman@queensu.ca). 

Master of Planning Candidate 

Department of Geography and Planning 

Queen’s University 

 

 

 

mailto:lindsay.allman@queensu.ca
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Key Informant Interview Consent Form 

 

Reacting to Change: 

Exploring the Potential Impacts of School Closures on 

Households and Neighbourhoods in Kingston, Ontario 
 

 

Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 

1. I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. I understand 

that I will be participating in research for the report ‘Reacting to Change: Exploring the Potential Impacts 

of School Closures on Households and Neighbourhoods in Kingston, Ontario’. I understand that the 

research is focusing on school closures in the context of the Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute. 

 

2. I understand that this means that I will be asked to participate in an interview. I understand that this activity 

will take approximately 30 minutes of my time. I understand that I am being interviewed in my 

professional capacity as a [insert profession here]. My involvement will assist in developing 

recommendations for a professional quality report in partial fulfillment of the Master of Planning degree 

from the Department of Geography and Planning at Queen’s University. 

 

3. I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and I may withdraw within one month of the 

interview taking place. I understand that although I am being interviewed in my professional capacity, that 

I may request to have my confidentiality protected by checking one of the following statements: 

  By placing my initials in this box, I give my permission to the researchers to attribute my 

statements from the interview to me.  

 

OR 

  By placing my initials in this box, I do NOT give permission to the researchers to attribute my 

statements to my name. In this case, every effort will be made to maintain my confidentiality. Furthermore, 

my confidentiality will not be breached in the final report produced. 

 

4. I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the raw data 

now and in the future. I understand that the data, in its final form will be presented a 

general findings in the final report produced. 

 

5. By placing my initials in this box, I give Allman permission to audio-record my interview. By 

not placing my initials in this box, I choose not to be audio-recorded and ask Allman to only take written 

notes during the interview. 

 

6. I understand that the data files will be stored on Allman’s password-protected computer. I understand that 

following the completion of Allman’s report, all interview data will be deleted from Allman’s computer. 

 

7. I understand that I should keep a copy of the following Consent Form for my personal records. 
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8. I am aware that if I have any questions, concerns, or complaints, I may contact Lindsay Allman at 

lindsay.allman@queensu.ca, Dr. Patricia Collins at patricia.collins@queensu.ca, or the  

Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at 613-533-6081 or chair.GREB@queensu.ca  

 

9. If you wish to have quotes that may be attributed to your interview sent back to you via encrypted 

e-mail for confirmation before it is input in the final report, please provide your contact information  

below. If you do not require review of potential quotes, please select N/A.  

 

N/A ____________ 

 

Contact Information: ____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 

 

 

 

Signature: ___________________________________ Date: ______________________________ 
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Letter of Information for Key Informant Interviews 

 

Reacting to Change: 

Exploring the Potential Impacts of School Closures on 

Households and Neighbourhoods in Kingston, Ontario 

 

This research is being conducted by Lindsay Allman, a Master of Planning student in the 

Department of Geography and Planning at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario. Dr. Patricia 

Collins, Associate Professor in Queen’s Department of Geography and Planning, is supervising 

the project. 

 

What is this study about? 

This study explores the potential impacts of school closures on quality of life at the household 

level, and liveability at the neighbourhood level. Quality of life refers to the health, comfort, and 

happiness experienced by an individual. Liveability is defined as the various factors that 

contribute to a community’s quality of life, including the built and natural environment, the 

economy, recreational options, educational options, entertainment possibilities, social stability, 

and equity. The study uses the planned Kingston Collegiate Vocational Institute (KCVI) closure 

as a case study to analyze the school closure-related experiences of residents within the KCVI 

catchment area. You are invited to participate in an interview, which will take approximately 30 

minutes to complete.  

 

Is my participation voluntary? 

Yes, your participation is voluntary. Interviews will take place either on the phone or in-person 

at your convenience. You may also withdraw from the research project at any time, during or 

after the interview has taken place. If you choose to withdraw from the research after being 

interviewed, please contact the Principal investigator, Lindsay Allman within one month of the 

interview having taken place. You may notify the researcher after the interview by e-mail 

(lindsayallman.queens@gmail.com). 

 

What are the benefits to participating? 

As a participant, you may benefit by having the opportunity to share your opinions about how 

the decision to close KCVI has, or has not, impacted the KCVI catchment area, as well as your 

expectations about how the closure might impact Kingston in the coming years. The responses 

gained from participants will help the researcher better understand the social impacts of school 

closures on neighbourhoods. The recommendations from this report may also be useful for the 

Limestone District School Board, the City of Kingston, and the Province of Ontario’s Ministry of 

Education. 

 

What will happen to my responses? 

The interview will be audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. If you decline the use of an audio 

recorder, then I will take written notes only. Only the researcher Lindsay Allman and supervisor 

Dr. Patricia Collins will have access to the data gathered from the interviews. Common questions 

mailto:lindsayallman.queens@gmail.com
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will be analyzed in aggregate thematically. The unique series of questions that are dependent on 

your background knowledge will be analyzed separately. Any potential quotes that may be used 

will be sent back to you via encrypted e-mail to confirm that it is appropriate to include  

in the final report. For the duration of this study, all interview transcripts will be securely  

stored on Allman’s password-protected computer. After Allman’s report is complete,  

all data from the interviews will be deleted. The report and publication results will be 

made available in the summer of 2018 on Dr. Patricia Collins’ website, 

 https://healthycityprof.com/. 

 

What are the risks associated with this study? 

The study deals with a contentious issue in the community, especially for residents with personal 

connections to KCVI. As a result, interviewees may experience emotional responses that are 

personal and sensitive to them. This may evoke emotions like sadness, frustration, and anger. As 

this has been a contentious issue in Kingston, you may find it challenging to provide candid 

responses to every question. Although it be would be greatly appreciated if you would answer all 

material as frankly as possible, you should not feel obliged to answer any questions that you find 

objectionable or that make you feel uncomfortable. 

Given the controversial nature of this topic, you may have concerns about social or economic 

risks to you as a key informant in this study. As such, you will also be given the option of being 

identified in the study, or keeping your identity confidential. If you choose the latter option, your 

interview responses will be coded using a pseudonym, and you will only be described in general 

terms (e.g., city planner, city councillor, school board official, local business owner, local 

developer, etc.). Every effort will be made to ensure that any quotes that are used from your 

interview will be stripped of potentially identifying information. However, it is possible that you 

will still be identifiable through your quotes despite these efforts and, as such, your 

confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. 

 

Will I be compensated for my participation?  

You are not being compensated for your participation in this project.  

 

What if I have concerns? 

In the event that you have any complaints, concerns or questions about this research, please feel 

free to contact Lindsay Allman at lindsay.allman@queensu.ca Chair of the Queen’s University 

General Research Ethics Board at 613-533-6081 or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

Thank you for your interest in participating in this research study. 

Sincerely, 

Lindsay Allman (E: lindsay.allman@queensu.ca) 

Master of Planning Candidate 

Department of Geography and Planning 

Queen’s University 

 

https://healthycityprof.com/

