ATTACHMENT B

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 has launched
an extensive planning and engagement
process for Brookswood‐Fernridge,
where the ideas and perspectives of
everyone in the community will be
sought.
The Brookswood‐Fernridge Community
Plan has not been updated since 1987.
This update to the existing plan is the
community’s chance to have a say in
how the undeveloped areas of the
community are planned (see map).
The update will involve a five‐stage
planning process with an extensive
stakeholder and public consultation
program at every stage.
The planning process is expected to take
between 12 to 18 months to complete,
and is anticipated to conclude by the fall
of 2017.

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT
This report provides a summary of input gathered through engagement initiatives during Phase
1 of the Community Plan Update process. This information will be used as an input to the
planning work in Phase 2.
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WHAT WE DID:
ENGAGEMENT EVENTS & ACTIVITIES
Between May 31 and July 11, 2016, the Township conducted the following events and activities:


Community Planning Team (CPT) Meeting: May 31 from 7 – 9 p.m. at the George
Preston Recreation Centre. The CPT (made up of 17 people selected from an applicant
pool of over 120 residents) received a brief opening presentation from the Mayor,
followed by a project context presentation and follow‐up discussion facilitated by the
Township of Langley planning team and Modus staff.



Community Dialogue Sessions: 32 of these 90 minute Dialogue Sessions were held
during June 8, 9, 11, 15, and 16, at the Brookswood Baptist Church and at the George
Preston Recreation Centre. Approximately 250 people participated in one of the
sessions, which all included a brief presentation on the update process, a Q&A session
with the Township planning team, and a facilitated dialogue on key values and
aspirations for the future of the community.



Open House: June 23 from 3p.m. ‐ 8 p.m. at the Brookswood Baptist Church.
Approximately 750 people attended this drop‐in event, reviewing presentation panels
summarizing the update process and themes from the dialogue sessions, and
participating in several interactive stations to share their feedback and ideas. To review
the presentation panels, visit www.tol.ca/brfrcp.



Online Questionnaire: Available online from June 23 until July 11, the questionnaire
provided information and feedback opportunities similar to what was available at the
open house. It was intended primarily for those who were unable to attend the open
house. Approximately 150 people filled out a questionnaire.
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OUTREACH AND PROMOTION
PROJECT LAUNCH
Outreach and promotion for the Brookswood-Fernridge Community Plan Update began by
placing advertisements in the local newspapers and delivering a postcard to all households and
businesses within Brookswood-Fernridge and surrounding areas to the east and south. The
newspaper advertisements and postcard directed individuals to the project webpage for more
information, encouraged individuals to sign-up for email updates, and advertised the
Community Planning Team recruitment process.

MEDIA COVERAGE
The Brookswood-Fernridge Community Plan Update also kicked-off with a media release
announcing the start of process and the Community Planning Team recruitment process. This
announcement was covered in the Langley Times on June 2, 2016 (“Brookswood-Fernridge
planning team named”).
Notification of the Community Dialogue Sessions was publicized in the Langley Times on
June 4, 2016 (“Township hosts Brookswood-Fernridge open door community dialogues”).
Following the Open House, the Langley Advance wrote an account of the event (“Township
tries on new plan process”).

PROMOTION FOR PUBLIC EVENTS
The Community Dialogues and Open House were promoted through the Township of Langley
website and social media channels. An email notification was also sent to all of those who
signed up for email updates. In addition, posters and flyers were distributed throughout the
Brookswood-Fernridge Community and advertisements were placed in the Langley Times,
Langley Advance, and Aldergrove Star. A news release was also sent to media to inform them of
the upcoming engagement events.
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC INPUT
The following list summarizes the Phase 1 opportunities for input provided primarily through
the Community Dialogues, Open House, and online questionnaire:


Hopes and Fears: Upon entry to the Open House, participants used a “scrawl wall” to
record their initial hopes and fears for the community plan and the update process.



Engagement Activities and Contributors: At the Community Dialogues, participants
were asked to help brainstorm ways to improve the quantity, diversity, and formats
through which the community could be engaged. At the Open House, participants
reviewed the engagement activities currently planned for each phase of the process,
and used a sticky note to offer suggestions of other stakeholders who should be
engaged in this process, and how to engage them.



Key Themes So Far: At the Community Dialogues participants discussed their top ideas
and aspirations for the future of the community. Common themes that emerged were
summarized on a panel at the Open House. Open House participants then used sticky
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notes to add to the themes. Online questionnaire participants were given the same list
and were asked to select the four themes most important to them, as well as adding any
additional themes they felt were missing.


Community Values: The Community Dialogues also brought forward a number of key
community values – aspects of the community that participants felt were important to
maintain and/or enhance. These values were summarized on a presentation panel at
the Open House, and participants added the list of values using sticky notes. As above
questionnaire participants were also asked to add to the list of community values.



Community Mapping: At the Open House a large map of the entire plan area was taped
to the floor and participants were invited to use sticky dots and sticky notes to mark
places/things in the community they like best, feel need improvement, and/or would
like to see in the future.



Sketches: The Open House included a sketch station at which participants could sit
down with an urban designer/planner and have their ideas for the future drawn out for
others to see.



Key Questions: All questions asked during the Q&A portion of the Community Dialogues
were recorded on a flip chart. Open House participants reviewed a presentation panel
listing the most common questions from the Dialogue Sessions and added their own
questions using sticky notes. Questionnaire participants were asked to review the same
list, add to it, and indicate which questions were most important to them and why.



Feedback on the Open House: Open House participants were invited to complete a
short feedback form regarding their experience and satisfaction level at the open house.



Other Input: More than 50 emails and letters were received by the Township. Many of
the points and questions expressed in these emails and letters are reflected in the
comments and themes discussed in this report.
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WHO PARTICIPATED?
During the Phase 1 events and engagement activities, over 750 people attended the Open
House, over 250 people joined a Community Dialogue Session, and over 150 completed an
online questionnaire.
The graphs below provide an overview of responses from participants at the Open House.
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The participation figures are not provided as a sum total, because many who joined a dialogue session also attended the open
house, and a small portion of questionnaire participants indicated they attended the open house as well.
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WHAT WE HEARD: SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK
OVERVIEW
A number of consistent key themes emerged from the input received in Phase 1:

Density, Housing Options, and Affordability
There are two common but competing themes that arose on the issue of density, housing
options and affordability:
 Some feel strongly that the Township should increase housing options (e.g. allow for more
townhouses and low‐rise multi‐family options) that are more affordable, so their kids can
buy homes in the same community they were raised, and so that seniors are able to age in
place. Some participants also suggested that denser and more compact forms of housing
could reduce pressures on natural areas, preserving the character of the community while
creating more walkable areas and improved quality of local shops and services.
 Others feel strongly that development should be limited to single family homes on large lots,
making this a unique option in the area. There were some suggestions that providing
compact, more affordable homes should not be the role of Brookswood‐Fernridge ‐ even if it
means that housing is unaffordable for most. There are also fears that increased density will
have a negative impact on the community if traffic increases and schools are unable to meet
an increased demand.

Community Character
Participants place a lot of value on maintaining the community character of Brookswood‐
Fernridge and would like to ensure that future development does not negatively impact this.
According to participants, key hallmarks of Brookswood‐Fernridge’s local character include:
close knit community, family‐friendly, slow pace, small town feel, ample trees and wilderness,
not crowded, large lots, safety and quiet.

Servicing and Infrastructure
Many participants noted that it is important to ensure quality infrastructure (e.g. sewer system,
complete sidewalk networks, lighting, community facilities) precedes new development ‐
particularly if it means an increase in density. Participants also identified a number of servicing
needs they want met before any new development is approved, including new/expanded
hospital and school capacities, improved roads, transit systems, parks, trails and recreation
facilities.
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Environmental Protection
Residents in Brookswood‐Fernridge place great importance on protecting the local environment
and green space. Environmental protection was a strong theme amongst the comments on
community values. Key suggestions included that the updated community plan should
prohibit clear cutting, protect the trees, increase parks and trails, and protect the local aquifer
from erosion and development.

Local Shops and Services
Many participants expressed support for more local shops and services that meet daily
needs and provide some employment opportunities (e.g. grocery store, restaurants). Some
participants noted that new commercial uses should not detract from the existing
commercial areas. There was not a lot of support for ‘big box’ shopping.

Walking and Cycling
Many participants expressed a desire for more sidewalks, trails and bike paths so that
walking and cycling is safer and more enjoyable. Many of these participants mentioned the
health benefits associated walking and cycling.

Progressive Development
Many participants expressed strong support to move forward with development, citing that the
community plan hasn't changed in over 40 years. However, many others noted that new
development must be done in a way that respects the local character of the community,
incorporates sensitive transitions between uses and densities, protects trees, and provides
improved walkability, shops, and quality infrastructure/services.

Planning Process
Participants expressed support for the Township taking time to listen to residents and create a
well thought‐out plan. Many comments indicated that Council should not approve new
developments while the plan update is being carried out.
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DETAILED SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK
The following section provides a summary of feedback from the Community Dialogues, the
Open House, and the online questionnaire.

HOPES AND FEARS
Understanding that many participants would be coming to the Open House with specific issues
or ideas to address, we began with an activity that allowed them to share their “hopes and
fears” for the engagement process and the future of the community more broadly. We asked
participants to add these to the “Hopes and Fears Scrawl Wall.” Participants could see and
comment on each other’s ideas.

Key themes:
The following provides a summary of comments received on this topic:
Density, housing options, and affordability (49 comments):
Hopes
 The ability to age in place
 Affordable starter homes
 Density to support improved amenities and infrastructure
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Fears





Servicing won’t keep up with population growth e.g. schools, transit service will be
oversubscribed and unable to meet demand)
Children of current residents won’t be able to stay in community
Housing will be unattainable for new families
Increase in density and traffic will change the feel of the community

Servicing and infrastructure (37 comments):
Hopes
 Improved transit service
 More parks
 Larger lots with lower density
Fears
 Too much density
 Hospitals, schools and roads not able to handle growth
 Rapid population increase will result in depleting local aquifer
Environmental protection (35 comments)
Hopes
 Protecting agricultural land
 Placing high value on trees and green space above housing affordability
Fears
 Losing trees, green spaces and wildlife
 Contaminating waterways
 Depleting local aquifer
Develop in a progressive way (30 comments):
Hopes
 Some development with low density (mostly ¼ acre)
 Lots of walking/biking paths and parks
 A new hospital
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School and road capacity issues to be addressed before development
Increase density to protect trees, green spaces, and water supply
More local shopping
Mix commercial with residential in small areas
Buildings using natural energy and collecting rainwater
Protect trees
Move forward with development

Fears
 [none stated, as this this was an aspirational topic]
Planning process (27 comments):
Hopes
 A moratorium on processing development applications during the community plan
update process
Fears
 Council not listening to the desires of the community
 Developers will have too much influence over Council/the plan
 Proposed developments will be approved and proceed before the plan is complete,
potentially contradicting the effectiveness of the resulting community plan
Community character (23 comments):
Hopes
 This will be a beautiful, well‐planned community that retains the small town feel and
community connection
 Any development is done with minimal impact or disruption to treed areas and green
spaces
Fears






Losing treed areas/properties and wildlife
Losing the small town feel
Increase in density and traffic
Busy, city pace
Development proceeds without maintaining character of community

Township of Langley | engageTOL
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

Page 12



Willoughby and other heavily subdivided communities are a cautionary tale that the
Township should definitely avoid replicating

Traffic (15 comments):
Hopes
 Protected bike lanes
 Traffic solutions like Abbott St. in Kelowna
Fears
 Increased traffic
 Adding truck routes through the community
No development (11 comments):
Hopes
 No development or subdivisions
Fears
 More traffic, noise, and strain on infrastructure
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ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
AND CONTRIBUTORS
At the Open House, participants
reviewed the engagement activities
currently planned for each phase of the
process (see crop of Open House panel
to the right), and used a sticky note to
offer suggestions of other stakeholders
to engage in this process, and how best
to engage them.

Key themes:
The following provides a summary of
comments received on this topic from
the Community Dialogue Sessions as
well as the Open House:


Best outreach & promotion methods: Email, social media, local paper / media articles,
word of mouth, digital engagement, signs, mail‐outs, websites, handout card. (95
comments)



Suggestions for the engagement process & formats: Ensure participants have “equal
voice”. Adverstise on/through public transit. Get to seniors – manufactured home parks
– use flyers, meetings. Take the time to ensure that every stakeholder has had an
opportunity to provide feedback. Personally contact the addresses who have not
attended or responded. Leave no one out of this process. Go to people who may not be
able to attend events (meet at senior centre and/or home parks). Show that you're
listening and invested in new plan; don't approve developments before the plan is
approved. (24 comments)



Potential contributors who should be engaged: Residents missing. Too many
landowners represented. School Board, Parent Advisory Councils, students, youth,
renters, young families (5 comments)



Other comments: Open House participants also added comments outside the topic of
engagement activities and contributors. These comments were generally in line with the

Township of Langley | engageTOL
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

Page 14

themes of density, servicing, environmental protection, traffic, and character as
summarized in the previous section. (46 comments)
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KEY THEMES SO FAR
At the Community Dialogue
Sessions, participants identified
and discussed their top ideas and
aspirations for the future of the
community. Key themes
identified from these sessions
were presented on a panel (an
excerpt of this panel is shown to
the right). Open House
participants then used sticky
notes to add their thoughts to the
themes.
Similarly, online questionnaire
participants were presented with
the same list and were asked to
select the four themes most
important to them, as well as
adding any additional themes
they felt were missing.
The chart on the next page
summarizes how questionnaire
participants rated the top four
themes most important to them.
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Key themes:
The following summarizes the comments received on this topic:


Community character: Participants emphasized the theme of community character ‐
particularly noting the low density, quiet, small town, treed feel to the community as
important to them. Many comments also showed strong support for maintaining the
1/4 acre minimum lot size. (40 comments)



Servicing and infrastructure: Participants identified a number of servicing and
infrastructure needs that should be met before and/or by new development, including
new/expanded hospital and school capacities, improved road, trails and transit systems,
parks, and recreation facilities. (29 comments)



Progressive development: Participants commonly expressed impatience to get
developing, citing that the plan hasn't changed in over 40 years. Some noted that the
development should proceed, but be done in a way to protect trees and improve
walkability, shops, and quality infrastructure/services. (28 comments)



Density, housing options, and affordability: Many participants commented that
housing options that improve affordability and walkability are needed ‐ particularly for
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new families and seniors. Some also commented that appropriately located density
could help reduce development pressures on natural areas, preserve the character of
the community, improve affordability and walkability, and improve the quality of local
shops and community services/infrastructure. (27 comments)


Environmental protection: Comments in this theme suggested the plan should prohibit
clear cutting, protect the trees, increase parks, and protect the aquifer. (21 comments)



Planning process: Comments expressed support for taking time to listen to residents
and create a well thought out plan. They also stated that Council should not approve
new developments while the plan update is being created. (13 comments)



Traffic: Participants noted that roads need to be able to accommodate added traffic
from Surrey and north Langley, as well as added traffic from new developments in the
community. Participants also cited the need for improved parking management, and a
more complete sidewalk network. (8 comments)



Commercial: Participants stated concerns that commercial development will draw
business away from existing centres and/or not have sufficient market base in the low
density community; one comment suggested that increased density will make more of a
community, supporting more schools and shops. (3 comments)



Willoughby: Three comments directly stated that we should not reproduce the situation
currently happening in Willoughby. (3 comments)



Farming: Two comments emphasized the need to protect the local farming economy
and support access to fresh local fruits and veggies. (2 comments)



Gun club: A comment suggested restricting the gun club’s operating hours in light of
noise. (1 comment)
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COMMUNITY VALUES
The Community Dialogue
Sessions also surfaced a number
of key community values –
aspects of the community that
participants felt is important to
maintain and/or enhance. These
values were summarized on a
panel at the Open House, and
participants added to the list of
values using sticky notes.
Questionnaire participants were
asked to add to the list of
community values.

Key themes:
The following provides a
summary of comments received:


Density, housing options,
and affordability: There
are two common but
competing themes.
 Many feel strongly that we should increase housing options (e.g. townhouses and
low‐rise multi‐family) and affordability so that their kids are able to buy homes in the
same community where they were raised, or so that seniors are able to age in place.
 Others feel strongly that development should be limited to single family homes on
large lots and that providing smaller and more affordable housing units should not be
the role of this community ‐ even if it means that houses here are unaffordable for
most. (57 comments)



Environmental protection and green spaces: Environmental protection was a strong
theme amongst the comments on community values. Key topics within this theme
included recommendations to maintain the quality and abundance of trees, trails and
green space for recreation, as well as protection of watersheds and aquifer from
development. (21 comments)
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Community character: Key hallmarks of character evident from comments include:
close knit community, family friendly, slow pace, small town feel, ample trees and
wilderness, not crowded, large lots, safe & quiet. (16 comments)



Servicing and infrastructure: Many participants noted that it is important to ensure
quality infrastructure (e.g. sewer system, complete sidewalk networks, lighting,
community facilities) precedes new development ‐ particularly if it means an increase in
density. Adequate school capacity for increasing population was a common concern
raised. (13 comments)



Planning process: Some commented that developers should not have too much
influence during this process, and/or that there should be a moratorium on processing
development applications until the new plan has been approved. (13 comments)



Commercial, retail, and jobs: Participants stated a desire for more local shops and
services to meet daily needs, as well as providing some employment opportunities.
These need to be located in appropriate areas. Locations mentioned run along 200
Street at 40, 32, and 24 Avenue. Some suggested that the commercial developments
could include or be surrounded by moderately higher density residential development.
(12 comments)



Progressive development: Some participants said they felt development is acceptable
as long as it is done well and in a way that is sensitive to the community character. Some
suggested looking at best practices in communities widely recognized as successful (e.g.
LEED standards). (8 comments)



Move forward with development: Some participants recommended moving forward
with allowing development as per the existing (1987) community plan, suggesting there
is pressing need to renew aging homes and increase housing supply. (8 comments)



Traffic: Comments included that the future community should be one with less traffic,
following a sensible pattern, moving easily, and allowing easy access to highway 1. (3
comments)
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COMMUNITY MAPPING
At the Open House a large map of the plan area was taped to the floor and participants were
invited to use sticky dots and sticky notes to identify places/things in the community they like
best, feel need improvement, and/or would like to see in the future.

Key themes:
The following provides a summary of comments received through this activity:


Environmental protection, parks, and recreation: The majority of comments in this
theme identified cherished natural spaces or parks used for leisure. Many participants
feel this community is rich with trees, wilderness, parks, and trails. Other comments
highlighted the need to protect these assets, and improve some parks, trails, ponds, and
natural areas. (145 comments)



Traffic: Some traffic‐related comments suggested pushing roads like 32 Avenue through
to become an east‐west connector, easing traffic flow. Other comments identified roads
that participants felt should not be pushed through (e.g. 196 Street); reasons for some
streets to not push through include schools and environmental protection. Other
comments focused on the need for traffic calming measures (e.g. speed bumps and
traffic circles) to reduce speed, improve flow, and maintain safety of kids playing and
people walking. Comments were mixed about whether or not some roads should be
widened versus kept as is. Some comments called for redesigning some roads to
accommodate bike lanes. (67 comments)
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Form of development: Comments in this theme covered the form of housing that
should be built, lot sizes / density, and broader urban design / planning goals. Some
comments called for townhouses, condos, adult gated communities, and/or
manufactured home parks. Other comments relating to housing form focused on the
need for adequate setbacks and strong limits on the amount of a lot covered by the
house. Some comments on lot sizes recommended minimum lot sizes of 1/4 acre,
others recommended 7,000 sq ft lots, and others recommended a transition between
areas and/or to break up the "cookie cutter" feel. Comments relating to urban design /
planning goals suggested locating higher density multi‐family housing/units close to
schools and commercial nodes, increasing walkability, integrating green space setbacks
into high density, and preserving a predominantly residential feel. (63 comments)



Servicing and Infrastructure: Many comments focused on the servicing and
infrastructure needs if the community continues growing, and that these should be met
before new residents come. Some of the servicing and infrastructure needs identified
include: recreation facilities (people cherish the existing capacity, and noted additional
facilities or upgrades needed ‐ swimming pool suggested), “our schools are great” but
need expanded capacity before the community grows, sidewalk network needs
improvement, protected bike lanes ‐ especially to schools, street lights along important
sidewalk routes, upgraded bus service with park and ride hub, road and sewer (can
support more development in some places, needs upgrades in, or expansion to, other
areas). (58 comments)



Commercial: Many comments related to desired updates or improvements to
commercial nodes in the community. Comments also suggested that higher density
residential could be integrated with commercial development, that local commercial
nodes help increase social connection, and that commercial development should not
come at the cost of access to trails. (39 comments)



Develop now / no development: Many comments on the map identified areas that
participants felt urgently need re‐development, sometimes citing that the areas had
become outdated or run down, or that the area is currently serviced and could be
developed. On the contrary, two comments said "no construction ever" and "leave it
alone." (33 comments)



Community character: Cherished aspects of the community character include
quietness, large lots, ample trees and wildlife, a good sidewalk network, small town feel,
and community connection. (26 comments)
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Affordability: A number of participants commented that affordable housing is needed
for the future generations, young families, and retirees. Some of the forms suggested
include adult gated communities, manufactured home parks, and mixed density with
trees and nearby amenities. (8 comments)



Gun club: Comments relating to the gun club were evenly split between recommending
that it move because the noise is too great, versus supporting the gun club staying
because it has been there for so long and is a cherished activity. (8 comments)
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SKETCHES
The Open House also included a sketch station at which participants could sit down with an
urban designer/planner and have their ideas visualized through the urban design sketch format.
Copies of all sketches are available in the appendix to this report.
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KEY QUESTIONS
All questions asked during the Q&A
portion of the Community Dialogue
Sessions were recorded on a flip
chart.
Open House participants reviewed a
panel listing the most common
questions from the Dialogue Sessions
and added their own questions using
sticky notes.
Questionnaire respondents were
asked to review the same list, add to
it, and indicate which questions were
most important to them and why.
The chart below summarizes the
questions that questionnaire
respondents felt were most important.

Which two questions are most important to you?
Affordability is a huge issue in the region and the
Township.
How much population growth can this area take?
What types and forms of housing are required to receive
certain benefits or services?
What types of amenities do we want or need in this
area?
What types and forms of housing would be appropriate
for this area?
What is happening with current development
applications and will they influence this process?
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Key themes:
The following provides a summary of common questions added by Open House participants
and questionnaire respondents:


Questions added by participants:














How will you provide housing for seniors?
Can we leave the community / lot sizes as is?
Where is the new hospital going and when?
How do we protect groundwater quality and quantity?
Will Council stop processing development applications until plan is updated?
Will current development applications change adjacent property uses (i.e.
influence the plan update)?
How will the plan help maintain access to local food?
How can we protect important habitat for species at risk? Can we develop
without losing our greenspaces?
What can be done to attract younger families to this area?
Why were the plan area boundaries drawn as they were?
What role can the plan update play in increasing revenue for local businesses
and creating more local employment?

Other comments: Comments added to the “Key Questions” panel at the open house
and in the “tell us why?” field of the online questionnaire mirrored the themes
summarized in the Hopes and Fears, Key Themes, and Community Values sections. (166
comments)
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FEEDBACK ON THE OPEN HOUSE
Open House participants were invited to complete a short feedback form regarding their
experience at the event.
The following charts summarize the feedback.
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Key themes of feedback on the Open House:
The following provides a summary of comments received on this topic:


Process concerns and feedback: Comments emphasized that the engagement activities
have been effective so far and feel that that the Township is listening, but it is now
critical that Council demonstrates that they are listening to the input provided. Some
fear either that their comments will not be taken seriously or will be shaped into words
that are not their own. Some comments stated concern that developers or people from
outside the community will have too much influence, and that the voices of people who
live on, or own land in the community should carry more weight. (28 comments)



Suggestions for improving engagement: Some suggestions for improving engagement
included continuing to widely advertise engagement opportunities, reporting back on
what the community has said in order to demonstrate transparency and show that the
Township is listening, provide more opportunities for group discussion and question and
answer, more opportunities to provide input online or by email as well as continuing
these meetings at every stage, in‐person, more detailed information about potential
community forms for participants to react to. (23 comments)



Feedback on the Open House and/or Community Dialogue sessions: Most comments
providing feedback on the events indicated that the Open House and/or Dialogue
Sessions were useful and interesting. Participants particularly appreciated the large
number of staff and diverse formats to provide input at the Open House, and quality of
discussion during the Community Dialogue Sessions. Some comments noted that there
were times at which very vocal community members dominated or monopolized staff at
some stations of the Open House. (23 comments)



Input on the community’s future: Some additional comments focused on the future of
the community / outcome of the plan rather than the events or the update process.
These comments mirrored the themes summarized in the Hopes and Fears, Key
Themes, and Community Values sections. (21 comments)
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ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK RECEIVED
The Township has also received more than 50 emails and letters during Phase 1 of the
Community Plan update process. Many of the points and questions expressed in these emails
and letters are reflected in the comments and themes previously discussed in this report.
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APPENDIX
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