MEMORANDUM

TO:

MAYOR AND COUNCIL

DATE:

APRIL 4, 2017

FROM:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

FILE NO:

LRP00013

SUBJECT:

BROOKSWOOD-FERNRIDGE COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE
PHASE 3 SUMMARY ENGAGEMENT REPORT

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide Mayor and Council with a status update regarding the
Brookswood-Fernridge Community Plan update process, including information on public engagement
events, emerging policy directions and next steps.
BACKGROUND:
At its Regular Afternoon meeting on April 11, 2016, Council endorsed the Terms of Reference (ToR)
to undertake an update to the Brookswood-Fernridge Community Plan. Serving as a step-by-step
guide, the ToR defines the goals, project scope, public and stakeholder engagement approach, work
plan and key deliverables for the Community Plan update process consisting of five (5) phases of
technical, analytical and engagement work (see diagram below). The five-phase process is anticipated
to conclude with an updated Community Plan by summer of 2017, for Council’s consideration.

With assistance from MODUS, a consulting firm with planning and public engagement expertise, an
extensive and comprehensive public engagement program, which integrates the recommendations of
the Public Engagement Strategy for Planning and Development, continues to be implemented, and
has included a range of community consultation events and activities. Phase 3 of the process was
completed in March and included meetings with the Community Planning Team, an online
engagement ‘pilot’ (Initial Land Use Ideas Survey) and a public open house.
Following Council’s appointment on May 30, 2016, a 17-member Community Planning Team (CPT)
has been assisting staff with the Community Plan update process. The CPT provides one of many
opportunities to engage residents, property and business owners and other stakeholders in a dialogue
about the future of the area and is one of several key inputs to help shape the updated plan.
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The key objectives for Phase 3 of the update process was to:
a) Identify a community spatial structure for the built environment in the Undeveloped Areas of the
Brookswood-Fernridge area.
b) Define all of the urban “building blocks” that contribute to a community spatial structure.
c) Develop a community concept plan option(s) and supporting strategic directions for policy, both
of which will advance the preparation of the updated Community Plan.
Public engagement events and opportunities were provided based on the work plan and deliverables
outlined in the ToR. They included two meetings with the Community Planning Team – an evening
meeting and an all-day Saturday co-design workshop, an online survey (Initial Land Use Ideas),
completed by over 700 people and a Public Open House, attended by approximately 425 people and
included the completion of 550 Feedback Forms at the open house and online after the event.
A summary of all public feedback and input collected in Phase 3 was encapsulated in a Summary
Engagement Report, and distributed to Council and made available on the project webpage on
April 6, 2017. Key themes emerged from the public input and feedback, as described in the
Engagement Snapshot, and will be used to inform and frame future public engagement events and
conversations as well as the preparation of the draft update to the Community Plan in Phase 4 of the
planning process.
PHASE 3 PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS:
Various public communications were used to raise awareness about the Community Plan update and
advertise public engagement opportunities, including the following:
 Flyers delivered to all households, businesses and property owners within the plan area plus the
surrounding areas east and south in neighbouring rural/agricultural areas
 Newspaper advertisements placed in the local print media
 Full-page newspaper advertisement providing content and context about the planning project
 Email updates sent to individuals that subscribed to the project email list (with approximately
750 people currently subscribed for email updates)
 Information posted on the Township’s project webpage (www.tol.ca/brfrcp)
 Announcements made on the Township’s Facebook and Twitter accounts
 Community information signage placed in five highly visible locations in the area
 Flyers provided at the local library and George Preston Recreation Centre
 Information provided to all local churches
 Announcements included in local school newsletters and Parent Advisory Council publications
 Project cards distributed at public engagement events
 Project binders (paper version of the project webpage material) placed at the local library and
Brookswood Seniors Centre
PHASE 3 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT EVENTS AND OPPORTUNITIES:
Public engagement events and opportunities were provided based on the work plan and deliverables
outlined in the ToR for the Plan update. They included a meeting and an all-day co-design workshop
with the CPT, an online survey, a drop-in Open House and a post-open house online feedback form.
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CPT Meetings #3 and #4
The CPT held its third meeting on Thursday, February 2, 2017. The purpose of the third meeting was
to:
 Review the results of Phase 2 of the Plan update process
 Outline the objectives and community engagement events for Phase 3
 Prepare for the co-design workshop (scheduled for Saturday, February 4) through a discussion
on community spatial patterns and a review of a Design Workshop Brief
An all-day CPT workshop was held on Saturday, February 4, 2017. The purpose of the fourth meeting
was to work along with Township staff and professional designers in a co-design workshop, to explore
preliminary ideas and options for land use in the Undeveloped Areas of Brookswood-Fernridge. The
CPT members, staff, professional designers and consultation facilitators worked in teams to develop
the ideas and options. The ‘raw material’ that was generated through the co-design exercises was
then reviewed for technical feasibility and subsequently used, along with technical and public input, to
inform the development of the Preliminary Land Use Concepts that were presented at the Public Open
House on March 7, 2017. Summary notes are provided in Attachments A and B, and have been
added to the CPT webpage.
Online Initial Land Use Ideas Survey
Between February 10 and 26, 2017, an online survey sought public input on some initial land use
ideas for the Undeveloped Areas of Brookswood-Fernridge. Members of the community were notified
of the online survey through the range of public communication channels discussed above. This
survey sought public perspectives on initial levels of interest around emerging ideas, to inform the
development of the preliminary land use concepts that were presented later at the Public Open
House. The survey was not intended to serve as a statistically significant representation of community
opinion but rather as a ‘temperature check’ to help inform and guide staff.
The survey focused on a number of key policy topics, including spatial distribution of population,
location of community-serving and neighbourhood-serving walkable centres, residential cluster
development, wildlife and trail connections between Anderson Creek and the Little Campbell River
and building heights for the Undeveloped Areas of Brookswood-Fernridge. Responses generally
showed community support for these emerging ideas, with the exception of taller, five and six storey
apartment buildings. A detailed summary of the survey feedback is provided in the Phase 3
Engagement Summary (Attachment C).
Public Open House
On March 7, 2017, a third Public Open House for the Brookswood-Fernridge Community Plan update
process was held at George Preston Recreation Centre, between 4:00 and 8:00pm. The purpose of
the open house was to present a variety of land use and policy ideas and options, in the form of
Preliminary Land Use Concepts and Emerging Policy Directions, for public review and feedback.
DEVELOPMENT OF PRELIMINARY LAND USE CONCEPTS:

The development of these land use and policy ideas and options were informed, in part, by the initial
engagement activities (CPT meeting and co-design workshop, and online survey) of this Phase of the
process, as well as technical analysis, policy guidance (e.g., Official Community Plan, Vision and
Guiding Principles, etc.) and engagement contributions from previous phases. Policy in the
Township’s OCP, for example, stipulates that land use plans for communities should establish a

BROOKSWOOD-FERNRIDGE COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE
PHASE 3 SUMMARY ENGAGEMENT REPORT
Page 4 . . .

sustainable spatial pattern, based on the community design principles of centres, walkability, and
viable transit. Communities should also provide for a wide range of housing types and densities
(e.g., single-family lots of various sizes, manufactured homes, duplexes, rowhomes, townhomes,
apartments) and residential uses that address housing affordability.
The Preliminary Land Use Concepts contained a range of ideas in various spatial patterns and
different arrangements for land use. The Concepts focused on three different ideas in terms of the
location of the community and neighbourhood-serving walkable mixed-use centres, the housing types
in the areas beyond the centres and the distribution of population within the Undeveloped Areas of
Brookswood Fernridge. Attendees of the Open House were asked to provide feedback on each of
these ideas.
Feedback Public Open House
Approximately 425 people attended the Open House. Feedback on the land use and policy ideas and
options presented was collected on paper and online versions of a Feedback Form. Following the
Open House, the presentation panels were posted on the project webpage and the online version of
the Open House Feedback Form remained available for completion until March 12, 2017. Over 550
people completed the Feedback Form.
Phase 3 Public Engagement Summary Results
A detailed summary of all input collected in Phase 3 is provided in Attachment C. As discussed
above, the initial engagement activities (CPT meeting and co-design workshop, and online survey),
provided the ideas that were then used to prepare the Preliminary Land Use Concepts and Emerging
Policy Directions that were presented at the open house, for public review and feedback. The
following is the summary of key feedback that we heard from respondents to the information
presented:
Population distribution:
About half of the respondents preferred dispersed population growth throughout the community
and the other half preferred concentrated growth in centres.
Location of a new community-serving centre:
Nearly half of the respondents preferred the northeast corner of 200 Street and 32 Avenue as the
location for the new community-serving centre. The other half of the respondents were fairly split
between the east side of 200 Street (between 28 Avenue and 32 Avenue) and the southwest
corner of 200 Street and 32 Avenue.
Location of neighbourhood-serving centres:
Most respondents agreed with allowing expansion opportunities at 200 Street and 24 Avenue, but
not at 208 Street and 40 Avenue or 208 Street and 36 Avenue.
Housing types beyond the centres:
Almost half of the respondents preferred single family homes on larger lots (7,000 to 10,000 ft2)
and manufactured home parks as housing types beyond the centres. Of the other half of the
respondents, more preferred the estate lots (greater than ½ acre) along the main roads.
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Emerging policy directions:
Most respondents agreed with trails along wildlife corridors and the location guidelines for
community facilities. More respondents agreed than disagreed with cluster development as a
strategy to retain trees.
A more detailed account of the range of responses provided are included in Phase 3 Engagement
Summary (Attachment C).
NEXT STEPS:
The Brookswood-Fernridge Community Plan update process continues to proceed well and remains
‘on-track’ and on schedule as outlined in the project Terms of Reference.
Concurrently, staff have commenced Phase 4 of the update process, which involves integrating the
technical analysis and consultation feedback received in the previous phases into the development of
a draft community plan, including a preferred land use plan for the Undeveloped Areas of
Brookswood-Fernridge. The public engagement events in Phase 4 will be as follows:
1. Community Planning Team Meeting – Wednesday, April 5, 2017
2. Public Workshops – Thursday, April 6, Tuesday, April 11 and Wednesday, April 12, 2017
3. Public Open House – May 16, 2017
Phase 5, the final phase of the update process, will follow, with the goal of finalizing a draft
Brookswood-Fernridge Community Plan for Council consideration.

Attachment A

Summary notes of the February 2, 2017 CPT meeting

Attachment B

Summary notes of the February 4, 2017 CPT co-design workshop

Attachment C

Brookswood-Fernridge Community Plan Update Phase 3 Summary Report

Attachment A
BROOKSWOOD-FERNRIDGE
COMMUNITY PLANNING TEAM
Thursday, February 2, 2017 at 7:00 – 9:00 pm
George Preston Recreation Centre
20699 – 42 Avenue, Langley, BC

MEETING NOTES
Present:
Mark Belling, Jag Gill, Samra Kulwinder, Peter Minten, Phillip Mulligan, Colleen Patrick,
Sally Rees, Roland Sequin, Gerry Spender, Don Tocher, Nora Truman, and Norma Wilson
Regrets:
Liz Crawford, Phyllis Heppner, Steve Riley, Donna Van Beek, and Sarah Vandekerhove
Staff:
Ramin Seifi, Jason Chu, Russell Nelson, Patrick Ward, Teresa Kaszonyi and Jessica Lee
Facilitators:
Vince Verlaan, Malcolm MacLean and Edward Porter
1.

Staff called the meeting to order.

2.

Staff and facilitators provided a presentation on a review of Phase 2. A Phase 2
Engagement Summary was sent to CPT members by email. It was also made available
on the project website at www.tol.ca/brfrcp.

3.

Staff and facilitators outlined the objectives and upcoming public engagement events in
Phase 3.

4.

The facilitators led a discussion on community structure. The discussion included the
consideration of possible benefits and trade-offs of concentrating population growth in
centres.

5.

CPT members, facilitators and staff reviewed the Design Workshop Brief with questions
and answers. The Design Workshop Brief provided a framework, set of instructions,
and reference material for the Saturday, February 4 co-design workshop. The Design
Workshop Brief is available online at www.tol.ca/brfrcpt.

6.

Staff reminded the CPT that the next meeting (a co-design workshop) was scheduled
for Saturday, February 4.

Attachment B
BROOKSWOOD-FERNRIDGE
COMMUNITY PLANNING TEAM
Saturday, February 4, 2017 at 9:00 am – 3:00 pm
Brookswood Baptist Church
20581 - 36 Avenue, Langley, BC

MEETING NOTES
Present:
Mark Belling, Jag Gill, Phyllis Heppner, Phillip Milligan, Peter Minten, Colleen Patrick, Sally
Rees, Roland Sequin, Don Tocher, Nora Truman, and Norma Wilson
Regrets:
Liz Crawford, Samra Kulwinder, Steve Riley, Gerry Spender, Donna Van Beek, and Sarah
Vandekerhove
Staff:
Jason Chu, Russell Nelson, Patrick Ward, Jessica Lee, Chris Marshall, Niall McGarvey, Paul
Albrecht and James Sun
Facilitators:
Malcolm MacLean, Edward Porter, Cal Srigley and Ocean Luo
1.

In three (3) groups, CPT members, Township staff, and facilitators participated in a codesign workshop to develop preliminary land use ideas and options for the
Undeveloped Area of Brookswood-Fernridge. The co-design workshop was guided by
a Design Workshop Brief, which provided a framework and set of instructions for the
design discussions. A copy of the Design Workshop Brief is available online at
www.tol.ca/brfrcpt.
The three (3) groups worked through five design exercises:









The objective of the first design exercise was to define the extent of the
Undeveloped Area and the major constraints within the area (i.e. watercourses and
existing parks and schools).
The objective of the second design exercise was to identify the location and
character of the community-serving and neighbourhood-serving centres. Centres
are focal points within urban communities and are typically characterized by higherdensity residential uses, commercial uses, and public spaces.
The objective of the third design exercise was to identify the general location of the
key connections. Connections include streets, trails and wildlife corridors.
The objective of the fourth design exercise was to identify the location of land uses,
including housing types, in the areas beyond the centres. Areas beyond the
centres are the spaces in-between the centres and connections that accommodate
uses such as community parks and lower-density housing.
The objective of the fifth design exercise was to allow the groups to reflect on the
preliminary land use concepts that had been created and provide suggested
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directions on possible refinements.
The ideas and options discussed during the five workshop exercises were recorded on
various drawings by professional designers and illustrators. At the end of the design
workshop, each group produced a land use concept (or concepts) that identified the
location and character of centres, connections, and areas beyond the centres.
Scanned copies and a brief summary of these concepts are provided in Appendix A
2.

The next CPT meeting date has not been scheduled.

APPENDIX A
Group 1: Summary
Centres:


A community-serving centre was proposed near a future 30 Avenue between 200 Street and
204 Street. The highest density housing (i.e. 6 storey apartment buildings) and urban green
spaces were proposed in the core. Density gradually decreased from the core with medium
and high density housing types (i.e. townhouses and apartment buildings).



An expanded neighbourhood-serving centre was proposed at the intersection of 200 Street
and 24 Avenue. Medium to high density housing types (i.e. townhouses and apartment
buildings) were proposed in this centre.



An expanded neighbourhood-serving centre was proposed at the northeast corner of 208
Street and 40 Avenue. Medium to high density housing types (i.e. townhouses and
apartment buildings) were proposed in this centre.

Connections:


Major road connections proposed include:









32 Avenue (west of 205 Street)
36 Avenue (between 205 Street and 208 Street)
40 Avenue (east of 208 Street)
200 Street
205 Street (between 32 Avenue and 36 Avenue)
208 Street (between 36 Avenue and 40 Avenue)

Major trail and greenway connections proposed include:
 Trails along watercourses, the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) edge, and the 196 Street
alignment.
 Street greenways along 200 Street, 202 Street, 204 Street and 208 Street

Areas Beyond the Centres:


Areas beyond the centres consisted of medium density and low density housing types (i.e.
7,000 ft2 and 10,000 ft2 single family lots).

Group 1: Centres, Connections, and Areas Beyond the Centres

Group 2: Summary
Centres:




A community-serving centre was proposed near the intersection of 200 Street and 32 Avenue
with the commercial core focused on the northeast corner. Housing types within this centre
ranged from 6 storey apartment buildings to 1 storey townhouses.
An expanded neighbourhood-serving centre was proposed at the intersection of 200 Street
and 24 Avenue. Housing types within this centre ranged from 1 to 3 storey townhouses.
The existing convenience store on the southwest corner of 208 Street and 24 Avenue was
retained as a smaller convenience commercial node.

Connections:


Major road connections proposed include:










24 Avenue
32 Avenue (west of 205 Street)
36 Avenue (east of 205 Street)
40 Avenue (east of 208 Street)
200 Street
205 Street (between 32 Avenue and 36 Avenue)
208 Street

Major trail and greenway connections proposed include:
 Trails connecting the community and neighbourhood-serving centres and connecting the
neighbourhood-serving centre to Campbell Valley Regional Park
 Street greenways along 200 Street and 204 Street



An east-west wildlife corridor was proposed near 24 Avenue.

Areas Beyond the Centres:


Areas beyond the centres consisted of conventional single family development (i.e. 5,000 ft2
to 7,000 ft2 lots), single family cluster development (i.e. 5,000 ft2 to 7,000 ft2 lots) and single
family estate development (i.e. 7,000 ft2 to 20,000 ft2 lots).

Group 2: Centres and Connections

Group 2: Areas Beyond the Centres

Group 3: Summary
Centres:






A community-serving centre was proposed at the intersection of 200 Street and 32 Avenue.
Housing types within this centre ranged from 6 storey apartment buildings to 2 storey livework townhouses.
An expanded neighbourhood-serving centre was proposed at the intersection of 200 Street
and 24 Avenue. Housing types within this centre ranged from 3 storey apartments to single
family lots.
Convenience commercial nodes were proposed near the intersections of 208 Street and 40
Avenue, 208 Street and 36 Avenue and 208 Street and 24 Avenue.

Connections:


Major road connections proposed include:











24 Avenue
28 Avenue
32 Avenue (west of 205 Street)
36 Avenue (between 205 Street and 208 Street)
40 Avenue (east of 208 Street)
200 Street
205 Street (between 32 Avenue and 36 Avenue)
208 Street (between 36 Avenue and 40 Avenue)

Major trail and greenway connections proposed include:
 Trails connecting the community and neighbourhood-serving centres, connecting the
neighbourhood-serving centre to Campbell Valley Regional Park, along
watercourse/conservation areas and along the eastern urban/ALR edge
 Street greenways along 200 Street and 204 Street

Areas Beyond the Centres:


Areas beyond the centres consisted of lower density estate developments, conventional
single family development (i.e. 7,000 ft2 lots) and single family cluster development.

Group 3: Centres, Connections, and Areas Beyond the Centres

Attachment C

Q2q

Thank you to the community members and other interested individuals who have shared their
ideas for the Brookswood‐Fernridge Community Plan Update.

This report was prepared by Modus Planning, Design & Engagement Inc. (Modus)
for the Township of Langley.
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INTRODUCTION
BROOKSWOOD‐FERNRIDGE COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE
The Township of Langley is undertaking
an extensive planning and engagement
process for the Brookswood‐Fernridge
Community Plan Update, and is seeking
input from everyone in the community
on its future.
This update to the existing plan is the
community’s chance to have a say in
how the Undeveloped Areas (see map)
of the community are planned.
The update involves a five‐phase
planning process with an extensive
stakeholder and public consultation
program in each phase. It will take
between 12 to 18 months to complete,
and is currently anticipated to conclude
in the summer of 2017.

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT
This report provides a summary of input gathered during Phase 3 of the Community Plan
Update process, which focused on the collaborative development of Preliminary Land Use
Concepts and Emerging Policy Directions for the Undeveloped Areas.
Feedback gathered during this phase will provide guidance for the development of a Draft
Community Plan in Phase 4, during which there will be additional opportunities for input and
feedback.
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WHAT WE DID
OVERVIEW
Community input in Phase 3 mainly focused on generating land use ideas and options and then
giving feedback on Preliminary Land Use Concepts and Emerging Policy Directions.
The Preliminary Land Use Concepts provided several alternative land use choices including the:





Overall population distribution (population growth more concentrated in centres vs.
more dispersed throughout the areas beyond the centres)
Location of a new community‐serving commercial village centre
Location of neighbourhood‐serving commercial village centres
Housing types beyond the centres

A series of Emerging Policy Directions were also presented for feedback at the Open House,
which covered connections (transportation routes, wildlife corridors), residential cluster
development, and location guidelines for community facilities.

ENGAGEMENT EVENTS & ACTIVITIES
During February and March of 2017, the Township conducted the following engagement events
and activities as part of Phase 3 of the Community Plan Update:


Community Planning Team (CPT) Co‐design Workshop: On February 2 and February 4,
2017 CPT members participated in a co‐design workshop with Township staff. The
workshop focused on developing preliminary land use ideas for community centres, key
connections / transportation routes, and the land uses and housing types for areas beyond
the centres. This input helped Township staff develop the Preliminary Land Use Concepts
and Emerging Policy Directions to present at the Phase 3 Open House.



Initial Land Use Ideas Online Survey: Between February 10 and 26, a brief online survey
was available to check‐in with community members on their levels of interest regarding
initial land use ideas. The survey received over 700 responses, and this feedback helped the
development of the Preliminary Land Use Concepts and Emerging Policy for the Phase 3
Open House.



Open House and Feedback Form: 427 community members attended the Phase 3 Open
House on March 7, 2017. In addition to reporting back on “what we heard” in Phase 2 as
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well as Phase 3 engagement activities so far, this Open House focused on presenting the
Preliminary Land Use Concepts and Emerging Policy Directions for feedback. To see the
presentation panels from this Open House, visit www.tol.ca/brfrcp.
A feedback form was available in both print and digital versions at the Open House to
provide participants with opportunities for feedback on the highlights of each Preliminary
Land Use Concept as well as the Emerging Policy Directions. To allow participants to
complete the feedback form on their own devices and/or at home, the digital version of the
feedback form remained available online until March 12, 2017, and the presentation panels
were posted on the project website as of March 7, 2017. The Township received over 550
responses to the feedback form.

Open House Participants by Age
0

20

40

60

80

100

Under 19
19‐24
25 ‐34
35 ‐44
45 – 54
55‐64
65 or over

OUTREACH AND PROMOTION
PHASE 3 COMMUNICATIONS
The following communications regarding Phase 3 took place from January through March:






Over 6,000 flyers were mailed to the Brookswood‐Fernridge residents
Email notifications and newspaper ads
Billboard style signage around the community in key areas
Brookswood‐Fernridge Webpage and the TOL website updated
Flyers sent to schools, PAC groups and churches in the area
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Hard copies of the flyers available at the George Preston Recreation Centre, the
Brookswood Library, and the Brookswood Seniors Centre

MEDIA COVERAGE
On March 1, 2017, the Langley Advance published a notification about the (then) upcoming
Phase 3 Open House. The Langley Advance also published a story the day after the Open
House titled, “New Fernridge concepts revealed.”

How Open House Attendees Heard About the Event
0

20

TOL website
Social Media
E‐mail
Flyer/handout
Signage
Newspaper Ad
News Story
Word of mouth
Other
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WHAT WE HEARD
This section summarizes the Phase 3 opportunities for input and what we heard through each.
An overview of the key public feedback in Phase 3 is provided in the “Engagement Snapshot” at
the beginning of this report. In Phase 4 of the Community Plan Update, the Township will use
the input to develop a Draft Community Plan for further feedback.

INPUT FROM CPT CO‐DESIGN WORKSHOP
Working in three groups, CPT members, Township staff, and facilitators participated in a co‐
design workshop to develop preliminary land use ideas and options for the Undeveloped Area
of Brookswood‐Fernridge. The co‐design workshop was guided by a Design Workshop Brief,
which provided a framework and set of instructions for the design discussions. A copy of the
Design Workshop Brief is available online at www.tol.ca/brfrcpt.
The ideas and options discussed during the five workshop exercises were recorded on various
drawings by professional designers and illustrators.
At the end of the design workshop, each group produced a land use concept (or concepts) that
identified the location and character of:
‐
‐
‐

Centres (focal points within urban communities typically characterized by higher‐density
residential uses, commercial uses, and public spaces)
Key connections (key streets, trails and wildlife corridors)
Areas beyond the centres (spaces in‐between the centres and connections that
accommodate uses such as community parks and lower‐density housing).

Scanned copies and a brief summary of the land use concepts produced by each group are
contained in the February 4, 2017 CPT meeting notes (available online at www.tol.ca/brfrcpt).

“INITIAL LAND USE IDEAS” ONLINE SURVEY
Following the CPT workshop, and prior to the Open House, the Township of Langley conducted
an online survey to understand community perspectives on some initial land use ideas for the
Undeveloped Areas of Brookswood‐Fernridge. This survey checked‐in on initial levels of interest
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around emerging ideas to inform the development of land use concepts for presentation at the
Open House. It was not intended to serve as a statistically significant survey with results
representative of the whole community.
There was nearly 2000 submissions; however, the survey platform identified repeated
submissions to the survey. Correcting for attempts to skew the results, the overall submission
count was found to be over 700.
Except for the second idea (consider buildings between 5 to 6 storeys), the survey generally
showed that community members were open to most of the emerging ideas, if not already in
support. The following pie charts summarize the responses to each of the initial land use ideas.
Responses by Idea
The bulk of future population growth should be accommodated in
centres located along easy‐to‐access transportation corridors, with
less development pressure falling in other areas.

16%
I don't like this idea

48%

I like this idea

36%
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In some centres, consider some buildings between 5 to 6 storeys
in height, along with design guidelines to ensure an appropriate
look and feel, minimizing the appearance of upper stories when
viewed from the street.

22%

I don't like this idea

50%

I like this idea
I'm open to this idea, but
need more details

28%

Given that the area around 200 Street and 32 Avenue is relatively
central and accessible to the whole community, a new
community‐serving centre should be considered near 200 Street
and 32 Avenue.

27%

34%

I don't like this idea
I like this idea
I'm open to this idea, but
need more details

39%
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The existing neighbourhood‐serving centres at 200 Street and
24 Avenue and 208 Street and 40 Avenue should be able to
evolve to serve the day‐to‐day needs of the growing local
population.

21%
34%

I don't like this idea
I like this idea
I'm open to this idea, but
need more details

45%

Opportunities and incentives for residential cluster development should
be explored in some parts of the Undeveloped Area to help protect
trees and green space.

23%

I don't like this idea

37%
I like this idea
I'm open to this idea, but need
more details

40%
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Outside of the centres, community facilities like daycares and places of
worship should be accommodated in the Undeveloped Areas at the
intersection of some main roads.

28%
44%

I don't like this idea
I like this idea
I'm open to this idea, but need
more details

28%

A nature trail and wildlife corridor should be considered that connects
the future conservation areas along Anderson Creek and the Little
Campbell River.

9%
23%

I don't like this idea
I like this idea
I'm open to this idea, but need
more details

68%
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INPUT FROM OPEN HOUSE AND ONLINE FEEDBACK FORM
At the March 7, 2017 Phase 3 Open House, three Preliminary Land Use Concepts, along with
several Emerging Policy Directions, were presented using display panels (visit www.tol.ca/brfrcp
to download these in PDF format). A feedback form gathered input on these concepts and
policy directions.
The feedback form sought both quantitative (ratings) and qualitative (written) feedback on:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

The alternative approaches to population distribution in each concept.
The location of a new community‐serving commercial village centre.
The location of new neighbourhood‐serving commercial village centres.
The housing types for areas beyond the centres in each concept.
The Emerging Policy Directions.
“Is there anything else you want to tell us?”

The following sections provide a comprehensive summary of what we heard in response to
each question.

Question 1: Population Distribution
In question 1, participants were asked to consider three population distribution concepts:





Concept A: Relatively concentrated growth in a new community‐serving centre. Lower
density housing in the south and southeast. 53% of projected population growth is
accommodated within a 5 or 10‐minute walk of community or neighbourhood‐serving
centres.
Concept B: Relatively dispersed growth throughout the Undeveloped Areas. 40% of
projected population growth is accommodated within a 5 or 10‐minute walk of
community or neighbourhood‐serving centres.
Concept C: Relatively concentrated growth in a new community‐serving centre and
expanded neighbourhood‐serving centres. Lower density housing is in the south and
east. 51% of projected population growth is accommodated within a 5 or 10‐minute
walk of centres.

Participants rated their level of agreement with each concept for population distribution and
indicated their top choice. They then provided a brief rationale for their choice.
The following subsections show how participants rated each concept, the distribution of
preferences by concept, and a brief summary of themes that emerged for each concept.
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Level of agreement for each population distribution option

Concept A
Concept B
Concept C

13.6%

16.0%

11.8%

33.9%
21.8%
Strongly Agree

15.9%
Agree

23.2%

35.4%

21.0%

13.6%

14.3%

18.1%

Neutral

Disagree

10.8%

20.7%
30.0%

Strongly Disagree

Top choice of population distribution by concept

27.3%

21.3%

51.4%

Concept A

Concept B

Concept C

Comments from respondents who chose Concept A as their ‘top choice’
General: Participants felt this concept was the best way to accommodate growth by
concentrating development in a single area, thereby reducing impact of development on the
rest of the Brookswood‐Fernridge. Concentrating development in this way would maximize
access to retail and transit, reduce congestion and preserve the community’s character.
Affordability: Some comments revealed that participants were concerned about the loss of
housing affordability in Brookswood‐Fernridge, especially with regards to young people,
families, and seniors. The concentration of density combined with a mixture of housing choice
were cited as important ways to provide affordable housing.
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Keeping development away from natural areas: Protecting forested areas was a common
priority for many, and was specifically cited as a reason for preferring Concept A by some.
Comments from respondents who chose Concept B as their ‘top choice’
Distributed growth & less dense centres: Some participants noted that Concept B appealed to
them because it had a greater proportion of single‐family homes and other lower density forms
of development throughout the community rather than a concentration of high density growth
at the centres. Participants who preferred Concept B thought that distributing growth, rather
than concentrating growth in one area, would be the best way to accommodate future
residents. Reasons associated with this choice ranged from maintaining the overall lower
density in the area, preserving the existing local character of Brookswood‐Fernridge, and
concerns about traffic congestion.
Local character: Many participants expressed concerns relating to maintaining the local
character of Brookswood‐Fernridge. Participants expressed an interest in keeping with the look
and feel of the area, and maintaining the small‐town feel.
Less disruptive: Some participants suggested that they preferred Concept B because it would
be less disruptive than the other two choices. Comments suggested sticking with the 1987 plan,
keeping development low impact and maintaining their current lifestyle.
Comments from respondents who chose Concept C as their ‘top choice’
General: Concentrating growth appealed to many participants who preferred Concept C as their
top choice. They suggested that growth should be concentrated around existing centres, being
less disruptive, and preserving both the natural condition of Brookswood‐Fernridge, as well as
its current housing type.
Preserving access to nature & the environment: Participants felt that it was important to
preserve access to nature, and have as little of an impact on the environment as possible.
Participants who preferred Concept C demonstrated a need for ensuring that development
does not disrupt tree stands nor wildlife, and respecting the existing natural diversity in the
area.
Balance & Compromise: Participants who preferred Concept C commented that they thought
this concept represented the best balance or compromise between the other two options.
Other Comments
 Some respondents indicated no preference towards a particular concept. They felt that
the community should try to minimize growth and/or stick with the 1987 plan.
 Others supported concentrated growth, but felt indifferent between Concepts A and C
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Question 2:
Location of a new Community‐Serving Commercial Village Centre
In question 2, participants were asked to consider three options for the location of a new
community‐serving centre:




Concept A: On the east side of 200 Street (off the main arterial road) between 28
Avenue and 32 Avenue.
Concept B: At the northeast corner of 200 Street and 32 Avenue (off the main arterial
roads).
Concept C: At the southwest corner of 200 Street and 32 Avenue (off the main arterial
roads).

Participants then rated their level of agreement for each of the proposed three locations of a
new community‐serving commercial village centre and indicated their top choice. They then
provided a brief rationale for their choice.
The following subsections show how participants rated the location of each of the proposed
community‐serving commercial village centres , the distribution of top choices by concept, and
a brief summary of themes that emerged for each concept.
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Level of agreement for each community‐serving
commercial village centre location

Concept A
Concept B
Concept C

16.7%

17.0%

18.6%

26.8%
20.0%
Strongly Agree

17.2%

24.0%
17.9%
Agree

17.2%
23.5%

Neutral

30.5%
14.5%

15.6%

Disagree

17.5%
23.0%

Strongly Disagree

Top choice of location for community‐serving
commercial village centre

26.9%

24.6%

48.5%

Concept A

Concept B

Concept C

Comments from respondents who chose Concept A as their ‘top choice’
Creates a convenient and diverse commercial and retail hub to support a growing population:
Comments demonstrated support for a commercial hub in the area, creating a central retail
core, with some participants noting that the Village Centre’s proximity to other shopping in the
community increases convenience. Comments indicated a desire for a diverse range in retail
goods and services to serve the needs of the local community in a larger commercial centre.
Comments reflected a need to maintain the character of Brookswood‐Fernridge and balance a
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commercial residential mix while maintaining housing affordability and preserving natural
areas. It was felt that this concept reflects the size and density needed to do so.
Works with or improves traffic flow: Recognizing that 32 Avenue is one of the area’s busier
roads, participants appreciated that it was located away from the arterial. The concept would
best flow with current traffic patterns, allow access to the Village Centre without creating
increased congestion, and uses an existing major arterial road.
Contributes to the walkability and transit viability for growing population: Participants
showed support for a convenient and safe pedestrian access between the Village Centre and
the surrounding area improving walkability as well as the greater potential for transit service
created by a greater concentration.
Comments from respondents who chose Concept B as their ‘top choice’
A compact commercial hub balancing community needs with density: Comments
demonstrated a preference for concept of a smaller commercial hub that meets the needs of
the local community and avoids large sprawl and big box stores. Some comments
demonstrated that this was the preferable concept relative to the density of the other options.
Other comments supported a higher density, and felt it was reflected in this option.
Traffic: Comments indicated that this concept for a community‐serving commercial village
center would be easily accessible in relation to its location on a major intersection, and would
not contribute to added congestion. It would work with existing traffic patterns and be
convenient for residents. Some respondents indicated that this location would be central,
would have the least impact and disruption to the community around it, while having parking
and a flow that made sense for residents, and was safely accessible to pedestrians.
Growth that maintains character: Participants stressed the importance of development that
has minimal impact on the community. Ideally the community‐serving commercial village
center would allow for future population growth, while meeting the community’s current needs
and maintaining the character and feel of the area.
Wildlife and greenspace: Comments stressed that the concept of the community‐serving
commercial village center will ideally be one that preserves existing greenspace and wildlife.
Some comments indicated that this concept was making use of an area that was already vacant
and ready to be developed with minimal need to cut down trees. Participants acknowledged
that where possible, trees should be preserved. Comments noted that this concept created a
natural division between the commercial district and residential area of the community and was
a preferred distance from the park.
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A plan that prioritizes residential opportunities: Comments demonstrated support for a
community‐serving commercial village centre that maximized opportunities for residential
zoning within the commercial area while maintain affordability. Recognizing that the
community is growing, many felt that the plans should have the highest housing density
possible.
Comments from respondents who chose Concept C as their ‘top choice’
Location that balances the need of the community: Comments expressed a variety of reasons
for supporting the location of this concept. In addition to its location on a major traffic route,
this concept would be centrally located to maximize accessibility, but a good distance from the
school and residential core with a natural division. This concept would not jeopardize
environmentally sensitive areas if it was built here.
Better commercial capacity and potential: Participants acknowledged that this concept
balances new development with the existing community and allows for future expansion and
commercial growth to meet the needs as the community grows. This concept was noted to give
residents needed access to commercial goods and services and support the interests of
business owners which was of benefit to the community.
A community‐serving commercial village center backed by greenspace Participants
emphasised the importance of incorporating greenspace into the community‐serving
commercial village centre. Many expressed a preference for this concept due to its proximity to
the park.
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Question 3:
Location of Neighbourhood‐Serving Commercial Village Centres
In question 3, participants were asked to consider options for the location of new
neighbourhood‐serving centres and a new convenience commercial node:




Concept A, B, & C: Expansion opportunities at the existing neighbourhood‐serving
commercial centre at 200 Street and 24 Avenue.
Concept C: Expansion opportunities at the existing neighbourhood‐serving commercial
centre at 208 Street and 40 Avenue (on the east side of 208 Street).
Concept C: A new convenience commercial node at the northeast corner of 208 Street
and 36 Avenue.

Participants then rated their level of agreement for each option:

Level of agreement for each neighbourhood‐serving
commercial village centres location option
Concept A, B & C
Concept C (expansion)
Concept C (new node)

26.6%
14.3%

38.0%
25.2%

11.6% 12.7%

Strongly Agree

Agree
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21.8%
Neutral

14.5% 6.8% 14.1%

25.4%

16.9%

21.8%
Disagree

18.2%
32.1%

Strongly Disagree
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Question 4: Housing Types Beyond the Centres
In question 4, participants were asked to consider options of housing types for areas beyond
the centres:




Concept A: Single family homes on estate lots (greater than ½ acre), single family homes
on larger lots (7,000 to 10,000 ft2 ) and manufactured home parks.
Concept B: Single family homes on larger lots (7,000 to 10,000 ft2) and manufactured
home parks.
Concept C: Single family homes on estate lots (> ½ acre), single family homes on larger
lots (7,000 ‐ 10,000 ft2) and manufactured home parks. In the southeast, large estate
lots are proposed along the main roads to retain existing character.

Participants rated their level of agreement with each concept’s housing types beyond the
centres and indicated their top choice. They then provided a brief rationale for their choice.
The following subsections show how participants rated each concept, the distribution of top
choices by concept, and a brief summary of themes that emerged for each concept.

Level of agreement for each set of housing types
for areas beyond the centres option

Concept A
Concept B
Concept C

14.3%

21.7%

16.5%

34.6%
20.8%
Strongly Agree

23.5%
23.4%

Agree
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17.5%

Neutral

13.3%
Disagree

12.8%
14.7%

29.9%
14.5%

14.7%

27.8%

Strongly Disagree
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Top choice of housing types by concept

20.2%
34.4%

45.3%

Concept A

Concept B

Concept C

Comments from respondents who chose Concept A as their ‘top choice’
A balance of housing options that suits everyone: Participants felt that this concept provided a
balanced housing mix between large lots and concentrated centres that support a diverse
community, including more affordable housing options for seniors and young families. Mixed
density housing close to the core, manufactured home parks and estate residential were
supported. Overall, this concept idea provided more variety in housing types.
Preserving trees, forests, and farms: Many participants felt that larger lots would preserve and
protect larger areas of trees and farmland areas beyond. This would retain the rural character
of the area and combat climate change.
Larger lots, open space: Some participants liked larger lot sizes, including estate residential and
single family homes. These choices allow for more open space between lots and be in line with
the existing character of the area.
Preserving the character of today: Participants felt that this concept was most in line with how
the Brookswood‐Fernridge is today and preserving the existing character is important.
Efficient use of land that accommodates growth: Some respondents said that this option was
their top choice as it was the most efficient use of the land for housing and services and would
also accommodate for the expected growth in the area.
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Reduce traffic: Several participants felt that this option would reduce traffic congestion beyond
the centres as there would be low density.

Comments from respondents who chose Concept B as their ‘top choice’
Mix of small, medium and large lots, providing affordable and inclusive housing options:
Participants felt that small, medium and large lot mix would increase the number of housing
options that would be affordable and accommodate for growth in the area. Single‐family homes
are supported while some disagreed with townhouses, manufactured home parks and cluster
housing. Some felt that the area should provide affordable housing all income‐levels would find
a home in the neighbourhood.
Balances development and community character: Participants who preferred Concept B for its
range of housing types felt that this option would retain the character and lifestyle of the area,
especially by ensuring the supply of single‐family homes while maintaining larger homes on
5,000 – 7,000 square foot lots. This option maintains a lower level of density but would allow
for other housing options and pockets of development. Participants felt this would provide the
best distribution of density, provide a range of housing options, and balance traffic issues
including parking.
Higher single family density and lower density in centres: Participants noted that this option
was their top choice as they are in favour of higher density of single family development
throughout the area while reducing higher densities in centres. A few felt that this distribution
would help reduce traffic congestion.
No estate residential lots: Some participants felt estate residential lots were too large and that
that 7,000 to 10,000 square foot lots would provide a comfortable and desired single‐family
home, as well as increased housing options for more residents.
Family‐friendly and sense of community for the future: This option provided the best options
for families. Single‐family homes and average lot sizes would retain the character of the area
while providing open spaces and community services.
Other comments: Some participants felt this option to be the best use of land. Others cited
objectives of open space, privacy and larger lots (7,000 – 10,000 square foot), protecting trees,
providing more green space, and protecting the aquifer. A few recommended keeping the
densities in the existing Community Plan.
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Comments from respondents who chose Concept C as their ‘top choice’
Maintaining the character and feel of the community and natural areas: Participants felt that
this option best maintains the integrity and character of the community through larger lots,
larger homes and lower density housing options. This would balance the look and feel of the
area while providing development opportunities. Comments were in favour of the estate
residential lots and disliked small lots. A few comments noted that larger lots may preserve
trees, other natural assets, waterways, and wildlife.
Mix of housing that provides transition to higher density: Some comments showed that the
mix of housing balances retaining the character of the community and increasing diverse
housing options to support affordability and aging in place. Respondents liked clustered
development and appropriate distribution of housing. Participants felt that this option would
provide the best transition to a higher density future. A few comments were not in favour of
large estate residential lots and others were encouraged that this option would be able to
protect wildlife and natural corridors.
Concentrated high density, options for low density further from the core: Respondents
supported a higher density commercial core with single family homes further away from the
centre. Comments showed that lower density housing options were seen as a balance between
preserving character and providing more housing options. Some participants felt this concept
would best reduce traffic, congestion, and demand for on‐street parking.

Question 5: Emerging Policy Directions
A series of Emerging Policy Directions were presented at the Open House, and the feedback
form asked participants to consider each of the following Emerging Policy Directions:
1. Connections: Where feasible, wildlife connections (i.e. treed ecological corridors) should
also incorporate trails.
2. Cluster Development: Encourage cluster development as a strategy to retain significant
trees in the community.
3. Community Facilities: Consider community facilities on any site in the Undeveloped
Area subject to:
 The site being located on a collector road (as opposed to a local road)
 The site having access to an adequate transportation network for the proposed size
of the facility
 The site having adequate off‐street parking and/or drop‐off and pick‐up space
Participants then rated their level of agreement for each of the Emerging Policy Directions:
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Level of agreement with Emerging Policy Directions
Connections

31.0%

Cluster
Development

24.1%

Community
Facilities

22.9%
Strongly Agree

38.5%
21.6%

14.8% 3.5%12.2%

18.3%
41.7%

Agree

Neutral

14.2%
21.0%

Disagree

21.8%
7.3% 7.1%

Strongly Disagree

Question 6: Other thoughts
Finally, the feedback form asked, “Is there anything else you want to tell us?” The following
paragraphs summarize the major themes commonly expressed by comments received.
A thoughtful approach to community density: One of the most popular themes of commentary
was on density in the community. Some respondents felt more density is appropriate in the
community, while others prefer the amount of density stays the same as the 1987 Community
Plan, however all of the comments reflected a relationship between density and location;
where density goes is important, as this has an impact on community character and quality of
life.
Appropriate and adequate housing mix: Housing options need to be available to all
demographics, including seniors, low‐income individuals and working class families. Some
respondents supported multi‐family housing as an appropriate move towards more affordable
housing. Others did not feel this type of housing was appropriate. Many comments expressed a
belief that housing should reflect a community’s character and the lifestyle it offered residents.
Some felt that the character of Brookswood‐Fernridge did not accommodate any housing types
more dense than single family homes on small lots.
Trails, habitat, and natural environment: Many respondents pointed out the importance of the
natural environment in the community. Their comments suggested they felt development
potentially threatens the natural environment and a balance between the two needs to be
struck. While many respondents felt that trails are an important form of recreational space in
the community, some stressed that trails are distinct from natural spaces and that these two
should be kept separate to limit destruction of the natural environment. Some noted that local
wildlife is an asset to the community, or that local animals have inherent value that should be
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respected. There were also some respondents that noted that trails should not depend on use
of private property.
Planning process: Most respondents expressed a desire to finish the planning process. While
generally happy with the process, some mentioned they would like future public events to
present information visually (i.e. drawings of the future community instead of quantitative
data). Other priorities for future processes include openness, transparency, and inclusion.
Trees: A defining feature of Brookswood‐Fernridge that helps give is its character, respondents
expressed strong support for the preservation of trees in the community. Two species that
should be protected include cedars and firs. Some respondents identified trees as a potential
hazard to the community that needs to be managed.
Rural, small town community character: Respondents placed importance on maintaining the
community’s rural character and small town feel. Defining features that contribute to this
character include the pristine natural environment, the presence of wildlife, and single
detached homes with large open spaces around them. Alternatively, a few respondents noted a
desire to maintain lots less than 10,000 square foot as they felt they are a defining feature of
the community that provides a particular character and lifestyle for residents.
Equitable decision making for equitable outcomes: There was a general sentiment that the
community should be equitable for all. A process that is representative of all groups, particularly
long‐term residents, young families and seniors, will produce a more equitable community. An
important feature of equity in the community noted by many respondents was the availability
of affordable housing.
An inclusive and complete concept: Those respondents who preferred the many of the
elements of Concepts B and C were more likely to provide additional comments. Those that
liked the elements of Concept B felt it was inclusive, noting that it was a good option for families
and aging residents. Those that liked the elements of Concept C liked that it was accessible and
laid out a plan for a community where residents can live, work and play.
Central community amenities: Some respondents noted the importance of amenities to make
the community livable, noting the importance of a community centre. Most respondents who
mentioned amenities believed they would best serve the community if they were centrally
located.
Zoning: Residents acknowledged how density creates community areas with distinct uses and
characteristics. Some comments suggested keeping particular types of zones separate from one
another, such as commercial and single family homes, while others suggested zoning that
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encourages mixed development. Certain areas were believed to have unique zoning needs,
particularly around the lakes in the community.
Appropriate locations for estate homes: Respondents had strong views on estate homes, both
positive and negative. Even where opinions differed, there was general agreement that the
location of estate homes is important. Some raised concerns about locating estate homes along
200 Street and 208 Street, as these are busier areas of the community that are not appropriate
for these types of homes.
Schools: Respondents felt that schools were important for the community. Most respondents
suggest that the capacity of schools should be a primary consideration when planning
community development.
Willoughby: There was general consensus amongst respondents that Brookswood‐Fernridge
should not develop into a community like Willoughby. This model is undesirable due to the
amount of density introduced without mitigation of community impacts.
Transportation: Some comments reflected general concern about potential impacts of
development on the transportation network, and felt that more time should be spent on
planning transportation in the community. Particular concerns were raised about existing
congestion on 200 Street, 204 Street and 208 Street. Future impacts on 32 Avenue and 36
Avenue were also noted. Many also were excited for a more walkable community, which well
aligned with the small‐town feel of Brookswood‐Fernridge.
Vibrant commercial area: Some comments reinforced that a commercial area is desirable along
200 Street, between 24 Avenue and 34 Avenue. It is envisioned that this area would include
small businesses and housing.
Meeting infrastructure needs: Comments suggested that infrastructure was the foundation for
increased development in the community and that this should precede increasing the number
of residents in the area. Two specific types of infrastructure that were raised in several
comments include sewers and water management systems.
Family friendly: Respondents would like the community to be family friendly. Most believed
this involved ensuring housing in the area is affordable.
More parks and green space: Respondents would like to see more parks in the area. Generally,
respondents believed parks should be separate from “natural areas,” where human activity
could be a destructive force to wildlife and the local ecosystem. Respondents also expressed a
desire for green space in the community particularly to achieve tree retention.
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Sufficient parking: Respondents believed more development would mean a greater need for
parking in the area. They wanted this to be considered to ensure a livable community.
Hospital capacity: Some participants expressed concern about the ability of the local hospitals
to service a growing population.
Manufactured home parks: Most comments feel the manufactured home parks play an
important role in their community and should not be affected by the Brookswood‐Fernridge
Community Plan.
Ensuring community safety: Respondents felt that community safety should be a priority. This
will involve respecting private property and managing appropriate land uses in the area.
Water: Respondents felt that water was a central consideration in planning a safe community,
highlighting issues relating to adding stress to the region’s water supply, water quality and
maintenance of riparian areas, and flood/stormwater management implications of intensifying
development. Some expressed a desire to have a more in‐depth discussion about the
management of water quality in the community.
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EMAILS AND LETTERS
During Phase 3 of the Brookswood‐Fernridge Community Plan update, the Township of Langley
received approximately 10 letters and emails from the public regarding various items, including:





Housing types and densities
Trails long conservation and wildlife corridors
The planning and engagement process
Manufactured home parks

In addition, the Township received a petition from the owners of Sunrise and Rees Lake
providing feedback on the concepts presented at the Phase 3 Open House.
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