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416-569-4899 t Ianrick@lanrickbennettjr.ca
@Ianrick2Ol 8 1 r /Ianrick3ô Ianrickbennettjr.ca

VoteLanrickBenettfor City Council
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III believe in term
I limits. Get in,

do good things,
get out”

Lanrick Bennett

COMMUNITY
. Work with Toronto Police to prioritize safety,

dialogue and accountability to all residents in all
neighbourhoods within Ward 36.

. Reignite east end arts, music and culture with the
involvement of youth and indigenous people

. Help make Toronto greener by supporting the City’s
Transform TO initiative.

RESOU RCES
. Expand community input: provide residents with a

constituency office and hold regular meetings online as well
as in person.

. Work with the City to create more childcare spaces and
affordable options in our community.

. Prioritize total housing stock, affordable housing for renters
and buyers, and help minimize homelessness.

. Supportfunding for libraries as community and cultural hubs
in Ward 36.

INFRASTRUCTURE
. Improve infrastructure and community safety by supporting

the City’s proposal for SmartTrack, the Downtown Relief Line
and prioritizing Ward 36 in The City’s Complete Streets and
Vision Zero initiatives.

. Work with residents to create a more effective participatory
planning process to ensure developments are appropriate for
our community’s spaces, parks, condos, and rental housing.

. Support local businesses and create long-term partnerships
with our six BIAs & Chinese Chamber of Commerce

416-569-4899 I Ianrick@lanrickbennettjr.ca I @ @Ianrick2Ol8 I I /Ianrick3ó I Ianrickbennettjr.ca
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POLLS ARE OPEN
9AM-9PM

E
U

Bring your Voter Information Card .

&
OnePieceoflD

thathasyourname

OR

Bring one piece of identification
thathasyourname

and residential address (i.e. Driver’s Licence)

Needaride? 416-82J-4724
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I WANT TO BE YOUR VOICE

VOTE
Mohsin Bhuiyan

as a City Councillor
Voting Date: October 22, 2018 -

Dear members of the Ward 38,
Scarborough South-West community,
Greetings to you! I am a proud resident of this area for
over 28 years, and I plan to serve the greater good by
putting forth everything I believe in, with hopes of
becoming your voice as City Councillor on behalf of
Ward 38, Scarborough South-West.

Professional Experience:
- Former President, CHEU (Canadian Hotel Employees Union).
- Honorary Advisor, Actino Research Inc. Canada.
- Worked as an immigration co-ordinator with Gilbert & Yallen law office.
- Provided voluntary services at the Lion’s Club.
- President of the Greater Dhaka Association Canada Inc.
- Life Member, BCS (Bangladeshi-Canadian Community Services)
- Member of CBCC (Canada Bangladesh Chamber of Commerce)
- Present Director of Bhuiyan Management Inc.
- Present Director of Mint One Financial Inc.

My Mission:
- Safety first - increase funding to hire more police officer.
- To work towards a clean & environmentally creative sustainable community.
- To create a strong, healthy, diverse local economy.
- Work for reduction of property taxes for the community.
- Maintain safety & security of our streets and local community members.
- Protect 2 expand recreational parks.
- Work towards creating affordable housing for lower income residents.
- Affordable Retirement Housing.
- Enhance/Upgrade community centres & public libraries.

Whether you are a resident of this community, tax payer, or parent; I am one of you.
We are all connected.

Let’s all join together & collectively re-enforce the same vision by building a safer &
beneficial community! Thank You.

Sincerely,
Mohsin Bhuiyan

Let us together build a safe community.

Phone : 416-821-4724
Contact E-mail : mohsin.bhuiyan.2O18gmaiLcom

Web : www.mohsinbhuiyan.com
Authorized by CFO ofMohsin Bhuiyan’s Campaign
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NEW VOICE • NEW VISION

. I will donate 34% of my salary back to the
community. I refuse to accept a wage higher
than average household income

. I will hold monthly discussions in the
community

. I am committed to development that preserves
and suits our community

. I will accept the majority vote on any issues
voted on by the community (no political
affiliation)

. I will push for the quality not the quantity of
bike lanes, bike lanes cannot be just painted
white lines

. I will never accept a donation

MORE ONLINE...

VOTE CITY COUNCILLOR

CHRIS BUDO
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VOTE CITY COUNCILLOR
. Born and raised in the Toronto-Danforth

community
. Worked in a small family business from a young

age and has built strong relationships within
the community

. Worked as a property manager for houses in
the community

. Worked for Diabetes Canada for 1 year in
the finance department, and developed a
forecasting tool for a $50 million dollar a year
revenue stream

. Graduated from Ryerson University with an
Economics and Finance degree (BA)

0 41 6-660-646 1

0 ChrisBudoToronto@gmaiLcom

@ ChrisBudoToronto.com

0 ChrisBudoToronto

0 @ChrisBudo_TOR
4 ChrisBudoToronto

CHRIS

S
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KALSAN G
DOLMA
FOR COUNCILLOR WARD 18

Toronto has grown and changed, yet
the faces in City Hall remain the same. A
ward as diverse and dynamic as Ward 18
needs a proactive, progressive leader. Your
issues, stories and voices matter. Let’s
start building a better Toronto today.

I

Community builder, youth advocate,
teacher, artist & business owner
Ontario Newcomer Champion

A

Award Winner
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#vote DO LMA October 22, 2018

i:ai Demanding decent, affordable housing

$ Representing small business needs and
supporting local economic growth

ii )) Advocating for engaged governance and civic
consultation across Ward 18 and City Hall

Enhancing public spaces, parks, arts &:: cu Itu re, com m u n ity h u bs, a nd social services

ø:ø Building efficient, effective public transit

——-

416-668-2881
e kalsangdolma.ca

info@kalsangdolma.ca

:2 @kalsangdolmalo
donate . volunteer • order a sign
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r f @RezaForWard4Z VOTE
fr Reza@RezaForWard47.com OCTOBER 22 ..

;fq2 r

I ‘1r’ I
4t

-4

AS YOUR ELECTED
COUNCILLOR,
I WILL WORK HARD TO:

I)

0
4*

IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICES

INCREASE COMMUNITY SUPPORT PROGRAMS I
c;

FOSTER A STRONG LOCAL BUSINESS COMMUNITY

INCREASE INVESTMENT IN CHILDCARE
PROGRAMS AND SUBSIDIES

IMPROVE TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
AT CITY HALL

hi

V

—
I

0
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V&r vi&ichI*tr,
My name is Beth Levynd I m running for City Council. in the new Ward 14 - Eghnton Lawrence I want
to be your councilior because I love Toronto and Eglinton Lawrence I want to work with my
community to make sure that Ward 14 continues to be a vibrant and inclusive place to live, work, and
raise a family.

As an active member of the community with an urban planning background, I will use my expertise to
bridge divides and bring our community together to ensure we preserve the livable character of our
neighbourhoods and our city. I want to do this by:

. Serving the residents of the ward by being availabLe, responsive and present in our community.

. Streamlining and improving our building by-laws and zoning rules to promote responsible
deveLopment.

. Making changes to the streetscape to improve traffic flow and ease congestion, and
encourage safer behaviour from drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians.

. Supporting small businesses on avenues where there are long-term construction projects, and
finding ways to protect existing merchants who are affected by development.

To achieve this I need your support! I hope I can count on your vote during the city election this fall,
October 22, 2018.

Sincerely, j3e-’i—h
Find out more: A www.bethlevyto.ca V ©BethLevyWardl4 0 fb.me/BethLevyWardl4
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Wouldn’t it be nice to have a neighbour working
for you at City Hall?

I’m Cheryl Lewis-Thurab - a long-time resident
of Ward 45, Scarborough-Rouge River. My
passion in life is to help others. This passion has
guided me as a mom, a volunteer, a Fundraising
Manager and Union Mediator for the United
Way, a Community Development Officer for
the Canadian Breast Cancer Foundation, and now
as a @WomenWinTO candidate for City Council.

One of the best things about Ward 45 are the
diverse families. Our families give our community
a rich cultural mosaic. I’m running to put families
first at City Hall. Join me and we can make
change happen. Remember, strong families make
strong communities!

Sincerely,

Cheryl Lewis-Thurab
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voteKathrynSussman.ca

Dear Neighbour,
As Beaches-EastYorkWard 37 Councillor, I will work
with fellow residents and local businesses to make our
community a safer, more prosperous and liveable place.
During the next four years, I will listen to you and work
to achieve the changes we need to see at Toronto City
Council.
On October 22nd, please vote to elect me.

Your Voice at Council

Kathryn Sussman . . . Experience

. Effective Advocate — Kathryn has successfully
worked with all levels of government to improve
public health and safety and animal welfare.
Her projects include fighting to end whale and
dolphin captivity and animal exploitation.

. Transparency and Accountability — Kathryn has
consistently challenged hidden decision making,
demanding proper disclosure and holding
officials to account.

. The Local Choice — Kathryn was born and raised
in Toronto, and has lived and worked in Beaches-
East York for over 1 2 years. She is a parent, pet
owner and active member of our community.

Kathryn Sussman . . . Priorities

. Safety — Improve pedestrian and cyclist safety by
reducing dangerous crossings and pushing for
cycling lanes, fix unsafe playgrounds by improving
visibility and repairing fencing.

. Prosperity Rejuvenate the waterFront and
main streets with incentives for local and new
businesses and support for local BIAs, transform
our neighbourhood into a year-round destination.

. Liveability — Advocate for adequate supply of
affordable housing, cultivate our green spaces by
supporting community projects, work to reduce
local noise, pollution and congestion.

11 fb.me/KathrynSussman2Ol8 ®

Papetfrom

@Sussman2Ol8 FSC.C135443]
responsible sources I

voteKathrynSussman.ca
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You told me you want a City
that works for everyone.

I’m a progressive community leader who
built my own business listening to people
and turning their ideas into actions.

I’ll do the same for you
as your City Councillor.

. Affordable & supportive housing

. Efficient, accessible transit

. Safe streets for active transportation

. Support for children, seniors, and
vulnerable people

. A responsive City government that
listens to you and gets back to you

Join me. MEGANN
WILLSON

megannwillson.ca
647-797-9733
UmeannwiIIsonTO
I nfo© mesa nnwillson.ca

0
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EDRIS ZALMAI
Ward 19 Candidate

;: : Expect More from Edris on:
94 • The Housing Crisis We need a Council thats committed to

‘P
building affordable housing as more people are priced out of
the housing market and rent continues to skyrocket

*. .
Mental Health - We must do better to get people struggling

—, . , with mtal illness the treatment they need, but communities,irr .; . should be consulted when supervised injection sites are put into
.,

: . residential neighbourhoods
.c

; Transit - We need long-term vision when investing in our transit
infrastructure and transit solutions that get traffic moving today,‘ but most importantly we need solutions that allow all road users

k(
to feel safe

. The Arts - We are home to many local artists who help create
.

Torontos unique cultural identity, greater investments in arts
Pr • . . ... . fosters creativity and generates economic benefits for the whole

% community

Let’s Connect
www.edriszalmai.ca edriszalmai2018@gmail.com

facebook: edriszalmai I twitter: edriszalmai I instagram: edriszalmai

#
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I am running to represent you in City Hall.
I wilt listen to and work with the residents
of Ward 20. Together we can keep
downtown Toronto livable for young & old,
for families & singles, for everyonel.

I Safe Streets & Sidewalks
I Healthy Trees & Clean Parks
. Raildeck Park
I More & Better Dog Parks
. Vibrant Small Businesses
I More Mental Health & Community Services
I Encourage Innovators & Entrepreneurs
I Smart Development

twitter com/SabrinaZunigaTO
Share with me your thoughts & ideas! instagram.com/SabrinaZunigaTO

sabrinacsabrinazuniga.ca facebook.com/SabrinaZunigaTO f

0
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This is Exhibit “J” referred to in
the Affidavit of Giuliana
Carhone, sworn on the 22 day
of Au rust, 20
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8/21/2018 Agenda Item History - 201 3.EX32.2

fl31t1TORONTO Item

Tracking Status

• City Council adopted this item on June 11, 2013 with amendments.

• This item was considered by Executive Committee on May 28, 2013 and was adopted with

amendments. It will be considered by City Council on June 11, 2013.

City Council consideration on June 11, 2013

EX32.2 ACTION Amended Ward:AIl

A Ward Boundary Review for Toronto

City Council Decision
City Council on June 11, 12 and 13, 2013, adopted the following:

1. City Council authorize the City Manager to retain a third party consultant to undertake a
Ward Boundary Review for Toronto consistent with the Terms of Reference attached in
Appendix B to the report (May 13, 2013) from the City Manager.

Background Information (Committee)
(May 13, 2013) Report from the City Manager on A Ward Boundary Review for Toronto
(jjjp:llwww.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/201 3/ex/bgrd/backgroundflIe-58333.pf)

Appendix A - Population of Toronto Wards
(p://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/20 1 3/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-58334.p)

Appendix B - Terms of Reference for a Toronto Ward Boundary Review
(jp:llwww.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/20I 3/ex/bgrd/backgroundfiIe-58335.p)

Communications (Committee)
(May 28, 2013) E-mail from Brian Graff(EX.New.EX32.2.1)

Motions (City Council)
1 - Motion to Adopt Item as Amended moved by Councillor Gord Perks (Carried)
That City Council delete the Executive Committee recommendations and adopt instead the
following recommendation contained in the report (May 13, 2013) from the City Manager:

1. City Council authorize the City Manager to retain a third party consultant to undertake a
Ward Boundary Review for Toronto consistent with the Terms of Reference attached in
Appendix B.

Vote (Adopt Item as Amended)
Jun-13-2013 8:13 PM

I I
http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=201 3.EX32.2 1/5
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8/21/2018 Agenda Item History - 2013.EX32.2

Result: Carried Majority Required - EX32.2 - Perks - motion I

Motion to End Debate moved by Councillor Denzil Minnan-Wong (Carried)
That in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 27, Council Procedures, City Council end
the debate on Item EX32.2 and take the vote immediately.

Vote (End Debate)
Jun-13-2013 8:12 PM

Result: Carried Two-Thirds Required - EX32.2 - End debate

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Michelle Berardinefti, Shelley
Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary Crawford, Janet Davis, Mike Del Grande, Sarah

Yes 26
Doucette, Paula Fletcher, Doug Ford, Mary Fragedakis, Mark Grimes, Mike

• Layton, Chin Lee, Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc,

Peter Milczyn, Denzil Minnan-Wong, Cesar Palacio, John Parker, Gord Perks,

Jaye Robinson, Adam Vaughan

No• 6
Glenn De Baeremaeker, Rob Ford, Doug Holyday, Josh Matlow, Frances

. Nunziata (Chair), Kristyn Wong-Tam

Raymond Cho, Vincent Crisanti, Frank Di Giorgio, John Filion, Norman Kelly,
Absent: 13 Gloria Lindsay Luby, Giorgio Mammoliti, Ron Moeser, James Pasternak,

Anthony Perruzza, David Shiner, Karen Stintz, Michael Thompson

The Executive Committee recommends that:

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Michelle Berardinefti, Shelley
Carroll, Josh Colle, Janet Davis, Glenn De Baeremaeker, Sarah Doucette,

Yes: 23 Paula Fletcher, Doug Ford, Mary Fragedakis, Mike Layton, Chin Lee, Josh
Matlow, Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, Denzil

Minnan-Wong, John Parker, Gord Perks, Adam Vaughan, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Gary Crawford, Vincent Crisanti, Mike Del Grande, Rob Ford, Mark Grimes,
No: 10 Doug Holyday, Peter Milczyn, Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, Jaye

Robinson

Raymond Cho, Frank Di Giorgio, John Filion, Norman Kelly, Gloria Lindsay
Absent: 12 Luby, Giorgio Mammoliti, Ron Moeser, James Pasternak, Anthony Perruzza,

David Shiner, Karen Stintz, Michael Thompson

Executive Committee consideration on May 28, 2013

Committee Recommendations

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=201 3.EX32.2 2/5
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1. City Council amend the Terms of Reference attached in Appendix B to the report (May
13, 2013) from the City Manager, to amend the last bullet under Consultant
Responsibilities, to now read:

“Develop ward boundary options including a possible reduction in the number of wards
and a recommended option for City Council’s consideration in spring 2016”.

2. City Council authorize the City Manager to retain a third party consultant to undertake a
Ward Boundary Review for Toronto consistent with the Terms of Reference attached in
Appendix B to the report (May 13, 2013) from the City Manager, as amended by
recommendation 1.

Origin

(May 13, 2013) Report from the City Manager

Summary
This report responds to the Executive Committee’s request that the City Manager report on a
ward boundary review process to reflect effective representation within Toronto. At present,
there are significant discrepancies in population amongst Toronto’s ward boundaries that
warrant a review. The City of Toronto Act provides City Council with authority to make
changes to its ward boundaries.

The division of ward boundaries is the very basis of representative democracy and must be
approached without any preconceived ideas of final ward boundaries such as for example, pre
judging the number or populations of wards. The process must be independent and unbiased,
include substantial public consultation, and comply with principles set out by the Supreme
Court of Canada, Ontario courts and the Ontario Municipal Board (0MB).

This report requests authority for the City Manager to retain a third-party consultant to
undertake a ward boundary review for Toronto. During 2013 the consultant will conduct
research, develop a work plan and undertake other preparatory work.

The report recommends that City Council approve the consultant’s work plan and engagement
strategy in winter 2013/2014 and consider ward boundary options and recommendations in
spring 2016. After a period for possible appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board, adjustments
to Toronto’s ward boundaries should be implemented in time for the 201$ municipal election.

The consultant will undertake a review process that applies judicially recognized principles,
considers leading electoral and public policy research and advice and implements a two-step
broad engagement and consultation strategy with the Toronto public, communities, key
stakeholders, the Mayor and City Councillors. The first consultation will focus on input and
considerations for Toronto’s current ward boundaries and the second consultation will focus on
broad input on ward boundary options.

Background Information
(May 13, 2013) Report from the City Manager on A Ward Boundary Review for Toronto
(jp://www.toronto.ca/iegdocs/mmis/2O I 3/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-58333. pdf)

Appendix A - Population of Toronto Wards
(p://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O 1 3/ex/bgrd/backgrounUflIe-58334.pf)

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaItemHistoiy.do?item=013.EX32.2 3/5
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Appendix B - Terms of Reference for a Toronto Ward Boundary Review
(fflp:llwwwtoronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 3/exIbgrd/backgroundfiIe-58335.p

Communications
(May 28, 2013) E-mail from Brian Graff(EX.New.EX32.2.1)

Speakers

Councillor Janet Davis
Councillor Gord Perks
Councillor Adam Vaughan

Motions
1 - Motion to Amend Item moved by Mayor Rob Ford (Carried)
City Council amend the Terms of Reference attached in Appendix B to the report (May 13,
2013) from the City Manager, to amend the last bullet under Consultant ResponsibiLities, to
now read:

“Develop ward boundary options including a possible reduction in the number of wards and a
recommended option for City Council’s consideration in spring 2016”.

Vote (Amend Item)
May-28-2013

Result: Carried Majority Required - Ford - motion I

Yes 8
Gary Crawford, Vincent Crisanti, Rob Ford (Chair), Doug Holyday, Peter

. Milczyn, Cesar Palacio, Jaye Robinson, David Shiner

No: 4 Paul Ainslie, Frank Di Giorgio, Norman Kelly, Michael Thompson

Absent: I Denzil Minnan-Wong

2 - Motion to Amend Motion moved by Councillor Michael Thompson (Lost)
Amend motion 1 by Mayor Ford by adding “or increase” so that it now reads:

“Develop ward boundary options including a possible reduction or increase in the number of
wards and a recommended option for City Council’s consideration in spring 2016”.

Vote (Amend Motion)
May-28-2013

Result: Lost Majority Required - Thompson - motion 2

Yes 5
Paul Ainslie, Gary Crawford, Peter Milczyn, Jaye Robinson, Michael

.

Thompson

No 7
Vincent Crisanti, Frank Di Giorgio, Rob Ford (Chair), Doug Holyday, Norman

. Kelly, Cesar Palaclo, David Shiner

Absent: 1 Denzil Minnan-Wong

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=201 3.EX32.2 4/5
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3 - Motion to Adopt Item as Amended moved by Mayor Rob Ford (Carried)

Vote (Adopt Item as Amended)

Result: Carried Majority Required - Ford - motion 3

Paul Ainslie, Gary Crawford, Vincent Crisanti, Frank Di Giorgio, Rob Ford
Yes: 12 (Chair), Doug Holyday, Norman Kelly, Peter Milczyn, Cesar Palacio, Jaye

Robinson, David Shiner, Michael Thompson

No: 0

Absent: 1 Denzil Minnan-Wong

Source: Toronto City Clerk at www.toronto.ca/council

http://apptoronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaItemHistory.do?item=2013.EX32.2 5/5

May-28-2013
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rhrh TnnnhITn STAFF REPORT
IIJIIIWRUIIIU ACTION REQUIRED

A Ward Boundary Review for Toronto

Date: May 13, 2013

To: Executive Committee

From: City Manager

Wards: All

SUMMARY

This report responds to the Executive Committee’s request that the City Manager report on a
ward boundary review process to reflect effective representation within Toronto. At present,
there are significant discrepancies in population amongst Toronto’s ward boundaries that warrant
a review. The City of Toronto Act provides City Council with authority to make changes to its
ward boundaries.

The division of ward boundaries is the very basis of representative democracy and must be
approached without any preconceived ideas of final ward boundaries such as for example, pre
judging the number or populations of wards. The process must be independent and unbiased,
include substantial public consultation, and comply with principles set out by the Supreme Court
of Canada, Ontario courts and the Ontario Municipal Board (0MB).

This report requests authority for the City Manager to retain a third-party consultant to undertake
a ward boundary review for Toronto. During 2013 the consultant will conduct research, develop
a work plan and undertake other preparatory work.

The report recommends that City Council approve the consultant’s work plan and engagement
strategy in winter 2013/2014 and consider ward boundary options and recommendations in
spring 2016. After a period for possible appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board, adjustments to
Toronto’s ward boundaries should be implemented in time for the 201$ municipal election.

The consultant will undertake a review process that applies judicially recognized principles,
considers leading electoral and public policy research and advice and implements a two-step
broad engagement and consultation strategy with the Toronto public, communities, key
stakeholders, the Mayor and City Councillors. The first consultation will focus on input and
considerations for Toronto’s current ward boundaries and the second consultation will focus on
broad input on ward boundary options.

1
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The City Manager recommends that City Council:

1. Authorize the City Manager to retain a third party consultant to undertake a Ward Boundary
Review for Toronto consistent with the Terms of Reference attached in Appendix B.

Financial Impact

Costs to conduct a ward boundary review for Toronto will be significant and are estimated to be
at a minimum of $750,000 including costs to retain the consultant and undertake two rounds of
broad based consultation. There will also be internal project management costs associated with
this initiative.

funds are available in the 2013 approved operating budget to retain a third party consultant for
initial work. Additional costs will be identified in the 2014 operating budget and in the
consultant’s work plan which will be considered by Council in spring 2014. These additional
costs will be included in future year’s budget processes as required.

The Deputy City Manager and Chief Financial Officer has reviewed this report and agrees with
the fmancial impact information.

Equity Statement

The principles articulated by the courts in relation to ward boundary reviews support the City’s
equity framework, and equity goals and objectives. The third-party consultant will be required to
incorporate equity considerations in their work plan, throughout the review process and in the
engagement and consultation strategy.

DECISION HISTORY
On April 15, 2010, in consideration of the 2010 Operating Budget, City Council requested that
the City Manager and the City Clerk report to City Council, through the Executive Committee,
early in the next term of City Council, on a mechanism to recognize the uneven population
growth in some wards, together with accompanying recommendations for the appropriate
allocation of resources. Council also authorized the City Manager to provide one additional staff
member at the constituency assistant level for any ward which exceeds the median by more than
50 percent in both population and households, funded through the Council General Expenses
Budget, until such time as the report is considered by City Council.
http://app.toronto.caJtmmis/viewAgendaltemHistorv.do?item=201 0.EX42. 1,
http ://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/20 1 0/cc/bgrd/backroundfi1e-29379.pdf

On March 19, 2012, the Executive Committee recommended that the City Manager report back
on the process for establishing a ward boundary review to better reflect effective representation
within the City of Toronto, including possible governance implications, and to ensure that the
report include principles that take into account the impact of community revitalization plans; and
population densities anticipated in any future Official Plans and Zoning By-laws.
http://app.toronto.caltmmis/viewAgendaliemHistory.do?item=20 1 2.EX 18.12

2
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COMMENTS

1. Background

Toronto is the largest city in Canada, and contains a wide diversity of communities and interests.
A strong and fair foundation for local government is fundamental for the effective governance of
Toronto, and begins with the ward structure. Ward boundaries are dynamic and should not be
considered permanent fixtures as local government structures must keep pace with population
changes and municipal growth.

Council last reviewed Toronto’s ward boundaries in 2000 and since that time some Toronto
wards exceed or are approaching the plus or minus 25 percent population variance benchmark
for acceptable differences in electoral boundaries as established by the courts.

Ward population variances leave the City vulnerable to a petition under the City ofToronto Act
to adjust its ward boundaries. Council has 90 days after receiving a petition to adjust ward
boundaries accordingly, after which time one of the people who signed the petition can request
the Ontario Municipal Board (0MB) to adjust Toronto’s ward boundaries thereby removing this
power from Council.

The population of each of Toronto’s 44 wards is attached as Appendix A.

2. City Council’s Authority to Adjust Ward Boundaries and Legal Considerations

Under the City ofToronto Act, 2006 (COTA), City Council has authority to make changes to its
ward boundaries through the passage of a by-law. Toronto’s ward boundaries do not and are not
required to align along federal and provincial riding boundaries.

While COTA sets out the statutory requirements for the enactment of ward boundaries, the
expectations regarding a ward boundary review have been largely set out by the courts.
The Supreme Court of Canada has set out guidelines for drawing of electoral boundaries and has
established that governments must respect the principle of “effective representation.”

The first condition that courts consider for effective representation is voter parity, an equal
number of voters in every electoral area, but effective representation rather than voter parity is
the goal. The Supreme Court has recognized that other factors such as geography, community
interests, community history and minority representation justify departure from voter parity to
ensure effective representation.

The 0MB has applied the Supreme Court factors to justify departures from voter parity in
decisions related to municipal ward boundary appeals and identified that the population size of
each electoral district should not deviate by more than plus or minus 25%.

3
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3. Municipal Ward Boundary Reviews — Ottawa’s Experience

The City of Ottawa’s ward boundary review may serve as a helpful guide for Toronto’s process.
Ottawa took five years and two rounds to complete their ward boundary review.

Ottawa’s first ward boundary review process began in July 2001 and their City Council enacted a
by-law to adjust ward boundaries about a year later. In 2003, the 0MB allowed an appeal of
Ottawa’s ward boundary by-law and ruled that it was invalid.

The 0MB found that Ottawa’s ward boundary review gave too much weight to the concept of
“representation by population” and not enough to “effective representation.” They applied the
Supreme Court’s approach whereby voter parity could be modified on the basis of geography,
community history, community interests and minority representation. The 0MB also found that
the Ottawa ward boundary review process did not include adequate public participation,
including consulting the public on ward boundary options.

The City of Ottawa repeated their ward boundary review and made some key changes to their
process based on the 0MB decision including retaining a third party consultant to undertake the
review and undertaking a two-stage broad consultation strategy involving the public,
communities, stakeholders, the Mayor and Councillors. Their consultation strategy entailed a
first round of consultation to elicit preliminary input and ideas on their ward boundaries and a
second round focused on ward boundary options.

4. Toronto Ward Boundary Review Process and Time lines

Toronto’s ward boundary review must follow an independent and unbiased process that includes
substantial public consultation and complies with principles set out by the courts, including the
Supreme Court of Canada, and the 0MB. Ward boundary changes can be contentious and are
often appealed so Toronto’s process must be as legally robust as possible.

The ward boundary review must provide adequate time to consider a range of options and allow
ample time for public consultation. The time required for possible appeals to the 0MB must also
be considered as well as requirements to implement any changes to Toronto’s wards in time for
the 201$ municipal election.

This report recommends a Toronto ward boundary review be initiated and that the City Manager
be authorized to retain a third party consultant to undertake the review based on the Terms of
Reference attached as Appendix B. The Terms of Reference are consistent with other municipal
ward boundary reviews, include legally recognized principles and requirements and incorporate
lessons learned from Ottawa’s ward boundary review process.

The proposed timeline for Toronto’s Ward Boundary Review is as follows:

• Spring 2013 — City Council approves undertaking a ward boundary review for Toronto and
authorizes the City Manager to retain a third party consultant.

4
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• Fall 2013 — Consultant is retained and begins research, work plan development, and other
preparatory work.

• Winter 2013/2014— City Council approves the consultant’s work plan including a two stage
engagement strategy and estimated fmancial impacts.

• 2014/2015 — The ward boundary review process is underway including broad engagement
and consultation with the Toronto public, communities, key stakeholders, the Mayor and
Councillors.

• Spring 2016 — City Council considers the consultant’s report including ward boundary
review options and recommendations.

• Spring 2016 to end of 2016 — Approximate time for possible appeals to the 0MB or
Divisional Court.

• 2016 and 2017 — Ward boundary changes are implemented and election readiness is
undertaken.

• Fall 2018 —2018 Municipal election.

The consultant will be responsible for performing all aspects of the ward boundary review
process including research, engagement and consultation, the formulation of ward boundary
options, and the preparation of a final report and recommendations for City Council!s
consideration.

The consultant will provide a work plan for City Council’s approval in winter 2013/2014
including required ward boundary research and an engagement and consultation strategy with
Toronto residents, communities, key stakeholders, the Mayor and City Councillors. A broad
two-stage engagement and consultation strategy has been included to: (1) elicit broad input and
considerations on Toronto’s current ward boundaries and (2) obtain input and feedback on ward
boundary options. The consultant will develop ward boundary options and recommendations for
Council’s consideration in spring 2016. To ensure the review considers current research and
advice, the third party consultant may consUlt with academic, public policy, electoral and other
experts during Toronto’s ward boundary review process.

The City Manager will oversee the contract with the consultant including transmitting the
consultant’s reports to City Council, through Executive Committee, for consideration and
approval. City Council will determine the ward boundary review process and any new ward
boundary by-law following the review.

5
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CONCLUSION

This report responds to Executive Committee’s direction that the City Manager report back on a
ward boundary review process. The City’s current ward boundaries have been in place since
2000 and there are now considerable discrepancies in population amongst the current wards.
This report recommends a ward boundary process to begin in 2013 and to conclude in spring
2016 so that any adjustments to the City’s ward boundaries can be implemented in time for the
City’s 2018 election.

CONTACTS

Lynda Taschereau Bonita Pietrangelo Wendy Walberg
Executive Director Director, Elections and Practice Lead
Strategic & Corporate Policy Registry Services Legal Services
Telephone: (416) 392-6783 Phone: 416-392-8019 Telephone: (416) 392-8078
Fax: (416) 696-3645 Fax: 416-392-3781 Fax: (416) 397-5624
Email: ltascher@toronto.ca Email: bpiefran@toronto.ca Email: wwalberg@toronto.ca

SIGNATURE

City Manager

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix A — Population of Toronto Wards
Appendix B — Terms of Reference for a Toronto Ward Boundary Review
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APPENDIX A

City of Toronto Population By Ward
2011

Ward # Ward Name 2011 Population % Difference from Average
1 Etobicoke North 61320 3.2%
2 Etobicoke North 56,720 -4.6%
3 Etobicoke Centre 52,245 -12.1%
4 Etobicoke Centre 54,665 -8.0%
5 Etobicoke-Lakeshore 64,020 7.7%
6 Etobicoke-Lakeshore 58,980 -0.8%
7 York West 52,070 -12.4%
8 York West 50,330 -15.3%
9 York Centre 46,065 -22.5%
10 York Centre 64,820 9.1%
11 York South-Weston 62,380 5.0%
12 York South-Weston 54,000 -9.1%
13 Parkdale-High Park 53,265 -10.4%
14 Parkdale-High Park 53,770 -9.5%
15 Eglinton-Lawrence 62,055 4.4%
16 Eglinton-Lawrence 53,975 -9.2%
17 Davenport 50,510 -15.0%
18 Davenport 44,975 -24.3%
19 Trinity-Spadina 57,245 -3.7%
20 Trinity-Spadina 76,610 28.9%
21 St. Paul’s 48,645 -18.2%
22 St. Paul’s 65,510 10.2%
23 Willowdale 88,440 48.8%
24 Willowdale 62,340 4.9%
25 Don Valley West 58,305 -1.9%
26 Don Valley West 64,895 9.2%
27 Toronto Centre-Rosedale 78,670 32.4%
28 Toronto Centre-Rosedale 66,580 12.0%
29 Toronto-Danforth 44,935 -24.4%
30 Toronto-Danforth 53,285 -10.3%
31 Beaches-East York 53,575 -9.9%
32 Beaches-East York 57,365 -3.5%
33 Don Valley East 57,155 -3.8%
34 Don Valley East 59,410 0.0%
35 Scarborough Southwest 62,455 5.1%
36 Scarborough Southwest 54,125 -8.9%
37 Scarborough Centre 64,340 8.3%
38 Scarborough Centre 66,830 12.4%
39 Scarborough-Agincourt 54,965 -7.5%
40 Scarborough-Agincourt 62,035 4.4%
41 Scarborough-Rouge Rivet 68,150 14.7%
42 Scarborough-Rouge River 77,665 30.7%
43 Scarborough East 55,120 -7.3%
44 Scarborough East 60,240 1.4%

City 2,615,055

Note: These figures do not include Census undercoverage. While Statistics Canada attempts
to count every person and household, some are not captured. The estimate of the total
population including Census undercoverage in 2011 by Statistics Canada is 2,753,131.

Sources: Statistics Canada, Census of Canada, 2011.
Data derived from custom tablulations.

Prepared by:

QuA C1W
Strategic Initiatives, Policy & Analysis
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Appendix B
Terms of Reference for Toronto’s Ward Boundary Review

Objective

To undertake a ward boundary review process for Toronto, including broad engagement and
consultation with the Toronto public, communities, key stakeholders, the Mayor and City
Councillors and develop ward boundary options and recommendations for City Council’s
consideration.

Consultant Responsibilities

• Undertake a ward boundary review for Toronto that is legally robust and will withstand legal
scrutiny and possible appeals to the 0MB;

• Develop a ward boundary review work plan and engagement strategy for Council’s
consideration in winter 20 13/ 2014;

• Undertake required electoral, public policy and other research to inform the ward boundary
review process;

• Implement a two-stage broad engagement and consultation strategy with the Toronto public,
communities, key stakeholders, the Mayor and councillors to elicit input on Toronto’s current
ward boundaries and input on ward boundary options; and

• Develop ward boundary options including number of wards and a recommended option for
City Council’s consideration in spring 2016.

The consultant may consult academics, electoral, public policy and other experts during the ward
boundary review process.

Project Parameters

The consultant will be responsible to undertake a Toronto ward boundary review within the
following parameters:

• Develops a ward boundary review process, work plan and engagement and consultation
strategy that does not assume a pre-determined number of wards or specific boundaries of
wards for Toronto;

• Applies the principle of “effective representation” as outlined by the Supreme Court of
Canada and applied by the courts and the 0MB in developing ward boundary options;

• Considers and reflects the principles of geography, community history, minority
representation, communities of interest, physical and natural boundaries in developing ward
boundary options;

• Adheres to requirements set out in relevant 0MB and court decisions about undertaking
municipal ward boundary reviews;
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• Considers and accommodates Toronto’s projected growth and population shifts for a
reasonable period of time;

• Builds on lessons learned through other ward boundary reviews and leading electoral and
public policy research and advice;

• Considers key City policies in the development of ward boundary options including the
Official Plan and community revitalization plans;

• Includes at least two rounds of broad and comprehensive public consultation -- the first to
provide information to support informed engagement and solicit feedback on existing ward
boundaries, and the second to provide information and solicit feedback on ward boundary
options;

• Considers the appropriate number of wards as well as ward boundaries; and

• Works within any additional parameters established by City Council.

Key Project Timelines and Deliverables

• Spring 2013 — City Council authorizes the City Manager to retain a third party consultant to
undertake a Toronto ward boundary review

• Fall 2013 — Consultant retained and begins work

• Winter 2013/2014 — Consultant submits a report on Toronto’s ward boundary review process
including a work plan, and engagement and consultation strategy for Council’s consideration

• Spring 2014 to Fall 2015 — Toronto’s ward boundary review process is underway including
required research, implementing a broad two-stage engagement and consultation strategy,
and the development of ward boundary options for Toronto

• Fall 2015 to Spring 2016— Consultant prepares a final report including ward boundary
options and recommendations for Council’s consideration

• Spring 2016 — Council considers the final report on Toronto’s ward boundaries and may
adopt a by-law to adjust ward boundaries

• Spring 2016 to end of 2016 — Time estimated for possible court or 0MB appeals

• 2017/2018 — Ward boundary changes are implemented and election readiness is undertaken

• Fall 2018 — Municipal election
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8/2112018 Agenda Item History - 2014.EX42.4

GIIu1 TORONTO Item

Tracking Status

• y Council adopted this item on June 10, 2014 without amendments.

• This item was considered by the Executive Committee on May 27, 2014 and adopted without

amendment. It will be considered by City Council on June 10, 2014.

City Council consideration on June 10, 2014

EX42.4 ACTION Adopted WarU:AIII___________
Draw the Line - Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan,
Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy

City Council Decision
City Council on June 10, 11, 12 and 13, 2014, adopted the following:

1. City Council approve Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work
Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy attached as Appendix A to
the report (May 12, 2014) from the City Manager.

2. City Council authorize the use of funds in the amount of $800,050 from the Innovation
Reserve fund, Account XR1713 for 2014 to 2016 to cover the costs for the Toronto
Ward Boundary Review.

3. City Council increase the 2014 approved Operating Budget for the City Manage?s
Office by $0.3 68 million gross and $0 net to provide for the third party consultant to
undertake 2014 research, civic engagement and public consultation activities for the
Toronto Ward Boundary Review.

Background Information (Committee)
(May 12, 2014) Report from the City Manager on Draw the Line - Toronto Ward Boundary
Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy
(http://www.toronto .ca/Iegdocs/mmis/20 1 4/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-69433. pf)

(April 28, 2014) Appendix A - Draw the Line - Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work
Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy
(http://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 4/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-69434 .pi)

(May 27, 2014) Presentation from the Canadian Urban Institute on Project Work Plan, Civic
Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy
(flp://www.toronto .ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 4/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-69622.p)

Background Information (City Council)
(June 4, 2014) Supplementary report from the City Manager on Draw the Line: Toronto Ward
Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy -

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item’2014.EX42.4 1/4
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8/21/2018 Agenda Item History - 2014.EX42.4

Information on Project Budget Breakdown (EX42.4a)
(flp://www.toronto ca/legdocs/mmis/201 4/cc/bgrd/backgroundfile-70335.pf)

Motions (City Council)
1 - Motion to Defer Item moved by Council/or David Shiner (Lost)
That consideratiOn of the item be deferred until the first quarter of 2015 and City Council
request the City Manager to inquire as to when the Province will be reporting on its review of
the Provincial riding boundaries and report his findings to Council by March 2015.

Vote (Defer Item)
Jun-10-2014 5:59 PM

Result: Lost Majority Required - EX42.4 - Shiner - motion 1 - Defer the item

Michelle Berardinetti, Vincent Crisanti, Glenn De Baeremaeker, Frank Di

Yes: 12 Giorgio, Paula Fletcher, Mark Grimes, Chin Lee, Denzil Minnan-Wong,

Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, Jaye Robinson, David Shiner

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary

Crawford, Janet Davis, Sarah Doucette, Mary Fragedakis, Norman Kelly,

No: 20 Peter Leon, Gloria Lindsay Luby, Josh Matlow, Pam McConnell, Mary-

Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, John Parker, Gord Perks, Anthony

Perruzza, Michael Thompson

Raymond Cho, Mike Del Grande, John Filion, Doug Ford, Rob Ford, Mike

Absent: 12 Layton, Giorgio Mammoliti, Peter Milezyn, Ron Moeser, James Pasternak,

Karen Stintz, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Motion to Adopt Item (Carried)

Vote (Adopt Item)
Jun-10-2014 6:06 PM

Result: Carried Majority Required - EX424 - Adopt the item

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Michelle Berardinetti, Shelley

Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary Crawford, Janet Davis, Glenn De Baeremaeker,

Frank Di Giorgio, Sarah Doucette, Mary Fragedakis, Mark Grimes, Norman

Yes: 29 Kelly, Mike Layton, Chin Lee, Peter Leon, Gloria Lindsay Luby, Josh Matlow,

Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, Ron Moeser, Cesar

Palacio, John Parker, Gord Perks, Anthony Perwzza, Jaye Robinson, Michael

Thompson

Vincent Crisanti, Mike Del Grande, Denzil Minnan-Wong, Frances Nunziata
No:5

(Chair), David Shiner

Absent 10
Raymond Cho, John Filion, Paula Fletcher, Doug Ford, Rob Ford, Giorgio

Mammoliti, Peter Milczyn, James Pasternak, Karen Stintz, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Motion to End Debate moved by Council/or Paul A ins/ic (C’arriet,)
That in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 27, Council Procedttres, City Council end
the debate on Item EX42.4 and take the vote immediately.

http:llapp.torontoca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item2Ol4.EX42.4 2/4
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Vote (End Debate) Jun-10-2014 6:05 PM

Result: Carried Two-Thirds Requited - EX424 - End debate

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Michelle Berardinetti, Shelley

Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary Ctawford, Vincent Crisanti, Janet Davis, Frank Di

Yes 27
Giorgio, Sarah Doucette, Mary Fragedakis, Mark Grimes, Norman Kelly, Mike

. Layton, Chin Lee, Peter Leon, Gloria Lindsay Luby, Pam McConnell, Mary-

Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, Denzil Minnan-Wong, Frances Nunziata

(Chair), Cesar Palaclo, John Parker, Gord Perks, Jaye Robinson

No: 4 Glenn De Baeremaeker, Josh Matlow, Anthony Perruzza, David Shiner

Raymond Cho, Mike Del Grande, John Filion, Paula Fletcher, Doug Ford, Rob

Absent: 13 Ford, Giorgio Mammoliti, Peter Milczyn, Ron Moeser, James Pasternak,

Karen Stintz, Michael Thompson, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Executive Committee consideration on May 27, 2014

EX42.4 ACTION Adopted Ward:All

Draw the Line - Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan,
Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy

Committee Recommendations

The Executive Committee recommends that:

1. City Council approve Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work
Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy attached as Appendix A to
the report (May 12, 2014) from the City Manager.

2. City Council authorize the use of funds in the amount of $800,050 ftom the Innovation
Reserve Fund, Account XR1713 for 2014 to 2016 to cover the costs for the Toronto
Ward Boundary Review.

3. City Council increase the 2014 approved Operating Budget for the City Manager’s
Office by $0.36$ million gross and $0 net to provide for the third party consultant to
undertake 2014 research, civic engagement and public consultation activities for the
Toronto Ward Boundary Review.

Origin
(May 12, 2014) Report from the City Manager

Summary
At its meeting on June 11, 2013, City Council authorized the City Manager to retain a third
party consultant to undertake a Ward Boundary Review for Toronto consistent with the Terms

of Reference adopted by City Council.

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item2Ol4.EX42.4 3/4
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following a competitive Request for Proposal (RFP) process, at its meeting on March 5, 2014,
the Bid Committee authorized the award to conduct an independent, objective analysis and
review of the City of Toronto’s ward boundaries to the Canadian Urban Institute.

The purpose of this report is to transmit the consultant’s work plan, Draw the Line: Toronto
Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation
Strategy, for City Council’s consideration. The work plan is consistent with the Terms of
Reference adopted by City Council and applies judicially recognized principles, considers
leading electoral and public policy research and advice and implements a two-step broad
engagement and consultation strategy with the Toronto public, communities, key stakeholders,
the Mayor and City Councillors.

Toronto’s ward boundary review must follow an independent and unbiased process that
includes substantial public consultation and complies with principles set out by the courts,
including the Supreme Court of Canada, and the Ontario Municipal Board (0MB).

Background Information

(May 12, 2014) Report from the City Manager on Draw the Line - Toronto Ward Boundaiy
Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy
(bLtp://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/20 1 4/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-69433. pf)

(April 2$, 2014) Appendix A - Draw the Line - Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work
Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy
(p://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/20 1 4/ex/bgrd/backgroundffle-69434.pf)

(May 27, 2014) Presentation from the Canadian Urban Institute on Project Work Plan, Civic
Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy
(http://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/20 1 4/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-69622.p)

Speakers

Miroslav Glavic
Councillor Shelley Canoll
Councillor Janet Davis
Councillor Paula Fletcher

Motions
Motion to Adopt Item moved by Deputy Mayor Norman Kelly (Carried,)

Vote (Adopt Item)
May-27-2014

Result: Carried Majority Required - Kelly - Adopt item

Yes 6
Frank Di Giorgio, Norman Kelly (Chair), Peter Leon, Cesar Palacio, Anthony

Perruzza, Michael Thompson

No: 3 Vincent Crisanti, Denzil Minnan-Wong, David Shiner

Absent: 4 Gary Crawford, Rob Ford, Giorgio Mammoliti, Peter Milczyn

Source: Toronto City Clerk at wwwtoronto.ca/council

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaItemHistory.do?item2014.EX42.4 4/4
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htflT STAFF REPORT
iiiii iORONIO ACTION REQUIRED

Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project
Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation
Strategy

Date: May 12,2014

To: Executive Committee

From: City Manager

Wards: All

SUMMARY

At its meeting on Jtine 11, 2013, City Council authorized the City Manager to retain a
third party consultant to ttndertake a Ward Boundary Review for Toronto consistent with
the Terms of Reference adopted by City Council.

Following a competitive Request for Proposal (RFP) process, at its meeting on March 5,
2014, the Bid Committee authorized the award to conduct an independent, objective
analysis and review of the City of Toronto’s ward boundaries to the Canadian Urban
Institute.

The purpose of this report is to transmit the consultant’s work plan, Drrnv the Line:
Toronto Ward Boundaiy Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public
Consultation Strategy, for City Council’s consideration. The work plan is consistent with
the Terms of Reference adopted by City Council and applies judicially recognized
principles, considers leading electoral and public policy research and advice and
implements a two-step broad engagement and consultation strategy with the Toronto
public, communities, key stakeholders, the Mayor and City Councillors.

Toronto’s ward boundary review must follow an independent and unbiased process that
includes substantial public consultation and complies with principles set out by the
courts, including the Supreme Court of Canada, and the Ontario Municipal Board
(0MB).

Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public
Consultation Strategy
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The City Manager recommends that:

1. City Council approve Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundaiy Review Fro/ect Work
Plan, Civic Engagement and Pith/ic Consultation Strategy attached as Appendix A;

2. City Council authorize the use of funds in the amount of $800,050 from the
lirnovation Reserve fund, Account XR1713 for 2014 to 2016 to cover the costs for
the Toronto Ward Boundary Review; and

3. City Council increase the 2014 approved Operating Budget for the City Manager’s
Office by $0368 million gross and $0 net to provide for the third party consultant to
undertake 2014 research, civic engagement and public constiltation activities for the
Toronto Ward Boundary Review.

Financial Impact

Costs to undertake Toronto’s Ward Boundary Review is $800,050 inclusive of all fees
and taxes. It is estimated that annual costs include: $367,626 in 2014, $376,342 in 2015
and $56,082 in 2016. A large portion of the cost is allocated to undertake two rounds of
broad consultation with the public, key stakeholders, the Mayor and Members of City
Council. funds are available in the Innovation Reserve Fund, Account XR1713 to cover
the costs of this initiative. The use of the Innovation Reserve Fund for the Toronto Ward
Boundary Review is consistent with its intended purpose. The Innovation Reserve Fund
is to fund the incremental cost of acquiring external resources required for Program
Reviews.

Should City Council amend the work plan, additional costs cottid be incurred and the
legal agreement between the City of Toronto and the Canadian Urban Institute will need
to be amended.

The Deputy City Manager and Chief Financial Officer has reviewed this report and
agrees with the financial impact information.

Equity Statement

The principles articulated by the courts in relation to ward boundary reviews support the
City’s equity framework, and equity goals and objectives. The third-party consultant will
be required to incorporate equity considerations in their work plan, throughout the review
process and in the engagement and consultation strategy.
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DECISION HISTORY

On April 15, 2010, in consideration of the 2010 Operating Btidget, City Council
requested that the City Manager and the City Clerk report to City Council on a
mechanism to recognize the uneven population growth in some wards, together with
accompanying recommendations for the appropriate allocation of resources.
Council also authorized the City Manager to provide one additional staff member at the
constituency assistant level for any ward which exceeds the median by more than 50
percent in both population and households, funded through the Council General Expenses
Budget, until such time as the report is considered by City Council.
http://app.toronto .caltmmis/viewAgendalternHistory.do?item=20 10 .EX42.1,
h://w.toronto.clegdocs/mmis/201 0/cc/bgrb/backgroundfile-293 79.pdf

On March 19, 2012, the Exectitive Committee recommended that the City Manager
report back on the process for establishing a ward boundary review to better reflect
effective representation within the City of Toronto.
http://app.toronto. caltmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=20 1 2.EX 18.12

On June 11, 2013, City Council authorized the City Manager to retain a third party
consultant to undertake a Ward Boundary Review for Toronto consistent with the Terms
of Reference attached in Appendix B to the report.
http://app.toronto .caJtmmis/viewAgendaItemHistory.do?item2013 .EX32.2

On March 5, 2014, following a competitive Request for Proposal process, Bid Committee
awarded the contract for the provision of services to conduct an independent, objective
analysis and review of the City of Torontos electoral ward boundaries to the Canadian
Urban Institute.
http:!/app.toronto.caltmmis/viewAgendaltemllistory.do?item=20 1 4.BD 167.7

ISSUE BACKGROUND

Toronto is the largest city in Canada, and contains a wide diversity of communities and
interests. A strong and fair foundation for local government is fundamental for the
effective governance of Toronto, and begins with the ward structure. Ward boundaries
are dynamic and should not be considered permanent fixtures as local government
structures must keep pace with population changes and municipal growth.

At present, there are significant discrepancies in population amongst Toronto’s ward
boundaries that warrant a review. The City of Toronto Act provides City Council with
authority to make changes to its ward botmdaries. Council last reviewed Toronto’s ward
boundaries in 2000 and since that time some Toronto wards exceed or are approaching
the plus or minus 25 percent population variance benchmark for acceptable differences in
electoral boundaries as established by the courts.

The division of ward boundaries is the very basis of representative democracy and must
be approached without any preconceived ideas of final ward boundaries such as for
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example, pre-judging the number or populations of wards. The process must be
independent and unbiased, include substantial public consultation, and comply with
principles set out by the Supreme Court of Canada, Ontario courts and the 0MB.

The Supreme Court of Canada has set out guidelines for drawing of electoral boundaries
and has established that governments must respect the principle of “effective
representation.” The first condition that courts consider for effective representation is
voter parity, an equal number of voters in every electoral area, but effective
representation rather than voter parity is the goal. The Supreme Court has recognized that
other factors such as geography, community interests, community history and minority
representation justify departure from voter parity to ensure effective representation.

The 0MB has applied the Supreme Court factors to justify departures from voter parity in
decisions related to municipal ward boundary appeals and identified that the population
size of each electoral district should generally not deviate by more than plus or minus
25%.

COMMENTS

1. Retain a Third Party Consultant to Undertake Toronto’s Ward Boundary
Review

City Council authorized the City Manager to retain a third party consultant to undertake a
ward boundary review for Toronto based on the Terms of Reference adopted by City
Council. The Terms of Reference for Toronto’s Ward Boundary Review are consistent
with other municipal ward boundary reviews, include legally recognized principles and
requirements and incorporate lessons learned from Ottawa’s ward boundary review
process. Ward boundary changes can be contentious and are often appealed so Toronto’s
process must be as legally robust as possible.

The City Manager undertook a competitive Request for Proposal (RFP) process to retain
a third party consultant to undertake Toronto’s Ward Boundary Review. At its meeting
on March 5, 2014 Bid Committee authorized the award of the contract to the consortium
of Canadian Urban Institute, Beate Bowron Etcetera Inc., and the Davidson Group Inc.
The consultant consortium bring extensive experience in applied research, urban
planning, land use planning, public engagement and ward boundary reviews (including
the ward boundary review for the City of Ottawa). The total cost for the Toronto Ward
Boundary Review is $800,050: $367,626 in 2014, $376,342 in 2015 and $56,082 in 2016
and funds in the Innovation Reserve Fund are available to cover the cost of this initiative.

The project will be managed in a manner consistent with the arm’s length principle to
ensure that the review is objective, independent and unbiased and will withstand possible
appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board or Divisional Court. The consultant is
responsible for performing all aspects of the ward boundary review process including
research, engagement and consultation, the formulation of ward boundary options, and
the preparation of a final report and recommendations for City Council’s consideration.
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The City Manager is responsible for administering the contract for Toronto’s Ward
Boundary Review and has established a staff Steering Committee for the duration of the
project with representation from Strategic and Corporate Policy, the City Clerk’s Office
(including Election Services) and City Planning. The Steering Committee will monitor
completion of deliverables, provide strategic advice and issues management support as
required and coordinate City information and data required by the consultants.

2. Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Civic
Engagement & Public Consultation Strategy

The consultant’s work plan, civic engagement and public consultation strategy is attached
as Appendix A. The work plan includes five key components:

• Research (June 2014 to November 2014) - that will form the background
information for the first round of public consultation including the legal context,
jurisdictional reviews, analysis of Toronto’s current wards and ward population
projections out to 2030.

• Civic Engagement (Round One: June 2014 to February 2015 and Round Two:
May 2015 to November 2015) - web-based activities (including social media
platforms), communication and outreach to educate the public about the purpose of
the ward boundary review, keep the public informed about the process and provide a
range of opportunities for the public to get involved.

• Public and Stakeholder Consultation (Round One: June 2014 to February 2015
and Round Two: June 2015 November 2015) — includes two rounds of public and
stakeholder consultation.

o Round One will elicit input on Toronto’s current ward boundaries and will include
in-person individual interviews with the Mayor and Members of City Council, all
four Toronto school boards, and key stakeholders groups as well as 12 public
meetings (3 public meetings in each of the City’s 4 Community Council districts).

o Round Two will elicit input on ward boundary options and will include in-person
individual interviews with the Mayor and Members of City Council, all four
Toronto school boards and key stakeholder groups as well as 12 public meetings
(3 public meetings in each of the City’s 4 Community Council districts. for both
rounds of public consultation, in addition to attending a public meeting input may
also be provided through the Toronto Ward Boundary Review website or by mail.

• Generation of Ward Boundary Options (March 2015 to April 2015) — following
Round One of the public and stakeholder consultation, and bttilding on the research, a
series of ward boundary review options will be developed for public and stakeholder
input in Round Two.
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• final Report (February 2016 to March 2016) — following Round Two of public
and stakeholder consultation, the final report will be developed with ward boundary
options including a recommended option for Council’s consideration. The final report
will summarize the input of residents, elected officials and stakeholder groups and
will identify any issues raised during the TWBR process that were outside of the
scope of the review (for example, governance issues, methods of voting etc.)

It is anticipated that the final report will be submitted to Executive Committee and City
Council for consideration in May 2016. City Council will determine any new ward
boundary by-law following the review.

CONCLUSION

This report responds to City Council’s direction that the City Manager engage a third-
party consultant to undertake a Ward Boundary Review for Toronto consistent with the
Toronto Ward Boundary Review Terms of Reference. This report transmits the
consultants work plan — Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review: Project Work
Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy for City Council’s
consideration.

The City’s current ward boundaries have been in place since 2000 and there are now
considerable discrepancies in population amongst the current wards. Toronto’s Ward
Boundary Review will begin in 2014 and conclude in spring 2016 so that any adjustments
to the City’s ward boundaries can be implemented in time for the City’s 2018 election.

CONTACT

Lynda Taschereau
Executive Director, Strategic & Corporate Policy
Telephone: (416) 392-6783
Fax: (416) 696-3645
Email: ltascher@toronto.ca

SIGNATURE

Joseph P. Pennachetti
City Manager

ATTACHMENTS

Appendix A: Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundamy Review Project Work Plan, Civic
Engagement & Public (‘onsultation Strategy
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J. CONTEXT

The goal of the Toronto Ward Boundary Review (TWBR), generally stated, is to bring a
recommendation to Toronto City Council on a ward boundary configuration that
respects the principle of “effective representation”, as defined by the courts and the
Ontario Municipal Board.

To achieve this goal, certain objectives have to be met. The TWBR process must:

• be able to withstand a challenge most likely at the 0MB, but possibly in court;
• include civic engagement and public consultation approaches that educate,

inform and involve residents of Toronto, stakeholders and Council members;
• be based on a current understanding of ward boundary determination principles

and practices;
• consider in detail the growth that Toronto has experienced and will experience

over the coming years;
• develop a series of ward boundary options for effective representation for

consideration and comment by the public, stakeholders and Council members;
• respect Toronto’s equity policies;
• be conducted in an objective, neutral and independent fashion; and,
• provide City Council with specific recommendations.

The TWBR strategy is based on five building blocks: 1) research; 2) civic engagement;

3) consultation of the public, stakeholders and elected officials; 4) generation of options;

and, 5) final report and recommendations.

Based on the distribution of ward populations at present, Toronto’s ward structure does
not meet the requirements of effective representation. Some of the current wards are

over 30% to 45% above the average, while others are around 10% of the average (see
Appendix B).

Effective representation is a combination of a number of elements — voter parity,
protection of communities of interest and neighbourhoods, physical and natural
boundaries, ward history and growth trends. While several elements may alter strict
voter parity, sometimes referred to as “rep-by-pop”, voter parity is a major criterion. It

forms the basis for representative democracy. There needs to be some assurance that

one elector’s vote is roughly equal to that of others.
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The focus of the TWBR is to determine the geographical area from which residents
elect their councillor. However, the public and stakeholders often confuse ward
boundary reviews with other elements of municipal governance such as: municipal
government organization (i.e. party politics or having Community Boards or a Board of

Control); method of voting (i.e. tanked ballots); who votes (i.e. permanent residents or

citizens only); councillor performance; or City operations.

The civic engagement and public consultation process will clearly outline the

parameters of the TWBR. However, it is expected that people attending public
meetings or commenting online will raise other issues related to the operation of
Toronto’s government. A significant part of the public process will be an explanation of

ward boundaries and their key role in representative democracy and of the limits of the

TWBR project.

The TWBR has been designed to respect the ‘arm’s length’ principle with respect to

Council involvement. The 0MB has ruled in the past that specific direction by councils,

such as how wards should be aligned or setting parameters for a minimum or maximum

number of wards, has rendered a boundary review unacceptable. The reason for this is

a long-held concern about ward boundaries being shaped to the benefit of a specific

party. This does not mean that individual Councillors cannot participate in the TWBR.

Councillors have valuable and detailed information about their wards, especially with

respect to boundary issues and communities of interest. The work program outlined in

this report contains resources for two rounds of Councillor interviews and discussion.

To-date, the TWBR terms of reference and consultant selection process have respected

the ‘arm’s length’ principle and the TWBR continues to follow this principle through, for

example, its relationship to the project Steering Committee. The Steering Committee,
which consists of representatives from relevant City Divisions and the consultants, is

very specific in its mandate in this regard: “to provide strategic advice, issues

management support and City resource coordination in support of Toronto’s Ward

Boundary Review in a manner consistent with the review’s mandate to remain objective,
neutral and independent”.

The TWBR process will develop and discuss various options for ward boundary

configurations that respect the principle of effective representation. Then

recommendations will be made to Council on a preferred option. Ward boundary
changes are controversial and contentious. Sometimes there is a tendency to stay with

the “status quo”. This is not a sustainable option in Toronto’s case. Its ward

populations have grown out of balance.
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The current ward alignment has been challenged at the 0MB, which allowed Toronto
time to conduct a comprehensive boundary review. Failure to re-align its wards would,
most likely, find the City back in front of the 0MB. The Board would then be forced to

realign wards based on an adversarial process and without significant public and
stakeholder involvement.

2. WORK PLAN

The TWBR will begin in June 2014 and will be completed by May 2016. In addition to
this report, the project has five components and associated deliverables:

1. Background Research (November2014)
2. Round One Civic Engagement and Public and Stakeholder Consultation (March

2015)
3. Options (April 2015)
4. Round Two Civic Engagement and Public and Stakeholder Consultation

(January 2016)
5. Final Report and Recommendations (Match 2016)

The Background Research details the legal context of ward boundary reviews as
enunciated by the courts and implemented by the 0MB. It reviews the experience in

Ontario and some larger Canadian cities. Most importantly, it analyzes the current
Toronto ward situation and projects ward sizes for three and, possibly, four municipal
elections, if no changes are made. These election years are 2018, 2022, 2026 and,
potentially, 2030.

The research provides background information for Round One of the civic engagement

and public and stakeholder consultation process. The research will be done in phases
to correspond to the times when certain types of data are required.

The two-round Civic Engagement and Public and Stakeholder Consultation processes

are outlined in detail later in this report. Both rounds involve interviews with all Council
members, stakeholder groups and 12 public meetings each. Summary records of

Round One of the civic engagement and public and stakeholder consultation process
demonstrate the extensive public process.

Based on the public input and fine-grained population projections, options for various

configurations of Toronto wards will be generated between Rounds One and Two of the

civic engagement and public and stakeholder consultation process. All options will
achieve the principle of effective representation, if not at the outset, then for the 2022
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municipal election. The development ot options is a pivotal activity of the TWBR and
sets the stage for Round Two of the public process and subsequent recommendations.

Summary records of the Round Two process capture the discussions and the feedback

on the various options.

The Final Report will be a comprehensive document that outlines the entire Toronto

Ward Boundary Review process and includes specific recommendations for ward

boundaries to be used in City of Toronto elections starting in 2018. Specifically, the

final report will include: the Review’s purpose and methodology; its applicable research

conclusions; how the City’s equity policies were implemented; the results and findings of

the two rounds of civic engagement and public and stakeholder consultation; the ward
boundary options considered including their ranking, rationale, benefits, limitations and
costs; and, the recommended option and rationale for the recommendations.

2.1 TIMELINE
The table below shows the start and end dates of the major events of the Toronto Ward

Boundary Review. The table also includes the dates the six deliverables will be

completed. The Review starts officially once City Council has approved this report.

Task I Deliverable Start Date End Date

Prepare Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public
Consultation strategy

Council review and approval of work plan, civic May 27, 2014 June 13, 2014
engagement and public consultation strategy*

Background Research June 2014 November 2014

Civic Engagement (Round One) June 2014 February 2015

Public and Stakeholder Consultation (Round One)* June 2014 February 2015

• Interviews of members of Council June 2014 October 2014

• Public Meetings December 2014 February 2015

Results of Round One March 2015 March 2015

Options March 2015 April 2015

Civic Engagement (Round Two) May 2015 November 2015

Public and Stakeholder Consultation (Round Two)* June 2015 November 2015

• Interviews of members of Council June 2015 September 2015

• Public Meetings September 2015 November 2015

Results of Round Two December 2015 January 2016

April 17, 2014 May 2, 2014
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Final Report February 2016 March 2016

Final Report submitted to Council* April 2016 May 2016

* Direct involvement by Members of Council

3. CIVIC ENGAGEMENT AND PUBLIC AND
STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION

The TWBR strategy makes a distinction between “civic engagement” and “public and
stakeholder consultation”. The former is focused on all web-based activities and
communications with the public via e-mail, print and social media. The latter includes all
face-to-face consultations with the Mayor, all Councillors and stakeholders and 24
public meetings. Public meetings will begin after the October 27th municipal election.

The TWER civic engagement and public and stakeholder consultation strategy is being
delivered in two “rounds”. Round One solicits input on Toronto’s current ward
alignment, gathering suggestions and identifying issues. Round Two collects feedback

on various ward boundary options, all of which meet the principles of effective
representation.

The civic engagement and public and stakeholder consultation strategy will meet the
equity and accessibility requirements of the City of Toronto.

3.1 CIVIC ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY
The Civic Engagement Strategy encompasses all web-based activities and
communications with the public via email, print and social media designed to inform
people about the opportunities to interact in person with the TWBR process and allows
residents and interested parties to connect to the 1WBR process online and through
social media.

The objectives for the Civic Engagement Strategy are to:

• educate Torontonians about the purpose of the TWBR and provide essential
information about the project that helps people to become effective participants in
the TWBR process;

• keep people informed and invite them to become involved in the process, both on

the web and in person as part of the public consultation component; and,

• provide opportunities for participation that work for different lifestyles and
preferences.

The following engagement tools and activities will be developed:
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a) Project Brand

A project brand will be developed for the ThVBR that includes a logo and colour scheme.
A strong and consistent brand will help to ensure that the project is recognizable and
distinct from other initiatives.

b,) Communications Package

The following communication materials will be used to inform citizens about the TWBR
process and distribute information about consultations. The focus will be to drive the
public to online and physical opportunities, such as online surveys and public meetings,
and to learn more and participate in the TWBR process.

• Print advertisements: Prior to each round of public meetings, advertisements will
be placed in one of Toronto’s major newspapers and local/ethnic papers. The
ads will include the meeting dates and locations, how to participate online, as
well as information about available interpretation and assisted support services.

• Media releases: Media releases will be used to promote the public meetings as
well as other key project milestones.

• Posters: Posters with information about public meeting dates and locations and
how to participate online will be distributed through community facilities.

• Mall-outs to selected individuals: Upon request we will mail meeting notices to
residents via Canada Post.

The TWBR team will work with select organizations (i.e. residents and ratepayer
groups, BIAs, ethno-cultural organizations) to use their existing networks to distribute
information about the TWBR process.

c) Social Media

Social media platforms, such as Facebook and Twitter, offer an opportunity to engage
diverse community members in the conversation about the TWBR, as well as
disseminate materials to a wider and greater variety of participants. We will encourage
people to have conversations about the TWBR using social media and will monitor
social media traffic related to the project.

The social media strategy for the TWBR includes the following activities:

• Creation of a project specific Hashtag (i.e. #TWBR). Anyone who tweets about
the Toronto Ward Boundary Review throughout the project and at public
meetings will be encouraged to use the TWBR hashtag. The hashtag will be
integrated with the project website and all other communication materials.
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Sample Social Media Content — To encourage our stakeholders to promote the

project on their existing, established social media platforms (i.e. Facebook,
Twitter and email), we will develop sample content that can be easily posted and
shared online.

d) Master Contact Database

Contact information of each person or organization that participates in the TWER
process will be collected and recorded at every opportunity and used to form a Master

Contact Database for the project. The list will be a key tool for communicating with

people about public meetings and sharing information with them after or in between
meetings. The project website (described below) will also have a mailing list sign-up
which helps to expand the database.

e) Project Website and City of Toronto Web Page

A project specific website will be developed and maintained. The website will make it

easy for people to find project resources and for the project team to communicate key
information to the public and stakeholders.

The website will be hosted on a standalone domain with links back to a City of Toronto
Ward Boundary Review landing page. It will be mobile-user friendly, include the project

hashtag and make information easy to share using social media. It will also include
translation via auto-translator.

Following public meetings, project materials such as presentations, maps and meeting

summaries, will be posted on the website in a timely manner, allowing interested parties

and individuals and stakeholders to participate and follow the process easily online. A
separate email account will be created to respond to all requests and communicate with

interested parties.

f) Background and Discussion Guide

The Background and Discussion Guide is the key information resource for Round One
of the Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy. Its purpose is to provide the

public and stakeholders with the information they need to effectively participate in the

first round of the ThVBR discussion.

The guide will include a set of questions, which correspond to the Input Survey
described below. Stakeholder/community groups wanting to participate as a group will

be encouraged to download the Background and Discussion Guide as a conversation
tool and use it to send in their group’s responses in a convenient format.
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The guide will be available and easily accessible online through the project website. It
will also be printed and circulated at Round One public meetings. Upon request copies
of the guide will be sent by mail.

g) Summary of Options

The Summary of Options will provide the public and stakeholders with the information
they need to participate in Round Two of the TWBR discussions.

The Summary will be available and easily accessible online through the project website.
It will also be printed and circulated at Round Two public meetings. Upon request
copies of the summary will be sent by mail.

h) Input and Feedback Surveys

In Round One, the Input Survey will gather general comments about the City’s current
ward boundaries. In Round Two, the Feedback Survey will gather comments on
various ward boundary options.

The results of both surveys will be analyzed and the summaries will be incorporated into
the Round One and Two Civic Engagement and Public Consultation records and posted
online.

3.2 PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION STRATEGY

a) Round One - Input

During Round One, face-to-face interviews will be held with the following:

• Mayor and each City Councillor (individually)
• Toronto District School Board Trustees
• Toronto District School Board staff
• Toronto Catholic District School Board Trustees
• Toronto Catholic District School Board staff
• Conseil scolaire de Viamonde (French Public School Board)
• Conseil scolaire de district catholique Centre-Sud (French Catholic School

Board).

In addition, other stakeholder groups will be approached in person to obtain their input
and encourage them to get involved in the TWBR process. Examples are: The Toronto
Region Board of Trade; Greater Toronto Civic Action Alliance (CivicAction); and the
Toronto Association of Business Improvement Areas. The TWBR project also will
contact community associations in the City of Toronto to encourage them to participate
in the TWBR.
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In order to solicit input from the general public in a lace-to-face manner, three public
meetings will be held in each Community Council area. Based on experience, this
number of public meetings will be required to identify “communities of interest” and meet
0MB criteria for assessing communities of interest. The public meetings will be
organized by grouping adjacent wards in order to identify boundary issues and for ease
of public access. Public meetings will be scheduled in the evening with one meeting per
Community Council to be held on a Saturday.

As stated, the suggested number of public meetings is sufficient to satisfy public
involvement criteria approved by the 0MB in the past and grouping wards is preferable
to holding individual ward meetings to identify problems with existing boundaries.
Additional meetings in individual wards are not budgeted for, but may use the TWBR
material, e.g. the Background and Discussion Guide and the Summary of Options, to
provide feedback via the TWBR website.

The public meetings will be interactive and participatory. In our experience, meetings
that include an open house, displays, a presentation and facilitated discussion provide
the best input and highest level of satisfaction among participants. Round One public
meetings will begin in December 2014 and end by mid-February 2015.

Summary records of each public meeting will be developed in a timely manner and
posted on the project website with the objective of keeping participants connected to the
process, reaching those who were unable to attend and having a record of the meeting
than can be used to inform future phases of the project.

Interviews of Council members and key stakeholders will begin in June 2014 and end
by February 2015. The municipal election on October 27, 2014 may result in new
elected representatives. These new representatives will be briefed on the TWBR
project and their input will be obtained at one or more group meetings between Round
One and Round Two of the public and stakeholder consultation process.

b) Round Two - Feedback on Options

During Round Two, face-to-face interviews will again be held with the Mayor and each
member of Council, as well as the four school boards, to obtain their feedback on the
various ward boundary options. The interviews will take place June - September 2015.

The additional stakeholder groups contacted during Round One, as well as community
associations, will be encouraged to provide their feedback on the ward boundary
options via the website, by mailing their comments to the TWBR project or by attending
the appropriate public meeting(s).

To obtain feedback on ward boundary options from the general public face-to-face,
three public meetings will again be held in each Community Council area during Round
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Two. The combination of wards may stay the same or it may change based on the
experience during Round One and/or different groupings suggested by various ward
boundary options. Round Two public meetings will begin September 2015 and end in
November 2015.

3.3 ADVISORY PANEL
The Terms of Reference for the TWBR adopted by City Council authorized the
establishment of an outside Advisory Panel to provide expert advice to the project. This
independent blue-ribbon’ advisory group will provide observations on both substantive
and process issues. The panel will be constituted to represent diverse perspectives in
the city including the legal profession, academic expertise in electoral and public policy,
the business community, youth, and civil society. We anticipate an advisory panel of
five members. Panel members will be appointed following Council’s approval of this
report in June 2014 and their names will be posted on the TWBR website.

The panel will meet three times, first to provide input on the academic, electoral and
public policy research; second, to comment on the draft options; and third, to review the
final report and recommendations. Prior to meetings, panel members will be asked to
review relevant documents and each meeting will be used to discuss their responses
and obtain advice.

4. SUMMARY

The TWBR project is scheduled to start in June 2014 and will end by May 2016. The
project’s work plan allows for all of its components to be completed in an appropriate
manner. Once completed, Toronto City Council will have sufficient time to debate the
recommendations, make a decision and support its decision before the 0MB, if
necessary. The time frame allows City staff adequate time to prepare for the
implementation of Council’s decision in time for the 2018 municipal election.

The TWBR’s Civic Engagement and Public and Stakeholder Consultation strategy is
extensive and can withstand an 0MB challenge. The strategy involves members of
Council, stakeholders and the general public in two rounds of consultation, once for
input to determine issues with current ward boundaries and a second time to discuss
various options for re-aligning the wards. All of the options to be put forward will
achieve the principle of effective representation. At the end of the project, City Council
will be able to deal with specific recommendations.
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APPENDIX A: KEY MESSAGES

WHY DO A WARD BOUNDARY REVIEW?
The populations in Toronto’s current ward alignment are unbalanced and have already
been challenged at the Ontario Municipal Board. This is the reason the City has
embarked on the TWBR. If Toronto does not act on the results of the Review, the 0MB
could impose a new ward structure without appropriate public and stakeholder
involvement and Council approval.

WHAT A WARD BOUNDARY REVIEW IS NOT

A ward boundary review addresses the size and shape of the ward a councillor
represents. The public and stakeholders often confuse ward boundary reviews with
other elements of municipal governance. The TWBR does not cover items such as:
municipal government organization (i.e. party politics or having Community Boards or a
Board of Control); method of voting (i.e. ranked ballots); who votes (i.e. permanent
residents or citizens only); councillor performance; or City operations.

WHAT IS EFFECTIVE REPRESENTATION?
Effective representation has been defined by the courts as including the following: voter
parity (rep-by-pop); protection of communities of interest and neighbourhoods; respect
for natural and physical boundaries; ward history; and recent and projected population
growth. Reasonable voter parity must be maintained, even though some variances
based on other factors are allowed.

THE TWBR PROCESS AND RECOMMENDATIONS MUST BE INDEPENDENT,
OBJECTIVE AND NEUTRAL
The 0MB has ruled in the past that specific direction by Council, such as how wards
should be aligned or setting parameters for a minimum or maximum number of wards,
has rendered a boundary review unacceptable. The reason for this is a long-held
concern about ward boundaries being shaped to the benefit of a specific party. This
does not mean that individual Council members cannot participate in the Review.
Councillors have valuable and detailed information about their wards, especially with
respect to boundary issues and communities of interest.
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CIVIC ENGAGEMENT AND PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION ARE
SIGNIFICANT COMPONENTS OF ANY WARD BOUNDARY REVIEW
The TWBR includes a sizeable public involvement process that allows Council
members, stakeholders and the public to express their opinions on the current ward
boundary structure as well as on the options that will be proposed through a variety of
means: TWER project website; e-mails; social media; direct mail; face-to-face
interviews; and, 24 public meetings.
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APPENDIX B: City of Toronto Population By Ward
(2011)

Ward W rd Name 2011 % Difference from
a Population Average

1 Etobicoke North 61,320 3.2%
2 Etobicoke North 56,720 -4.6%
3 Etobicoke Centre 52,245 -12.1%
4 Etobicoke Centre 54,665 -8.0%
5 Etobicoke-Lakeshore 64,020 7.7%
6 Etobicoke-Lakeshore 58,980 -0.8%
7 York West 52,070 -12.4%
8 York West 50,330 -15.3%
9 York Centre 46,065 -22.5%
10 York Centre 64,820 9.1%
1 1 York South-Weston 62,380 5.0%
12 York South-Weston 54,000 -9.1%
13 Parkdale-High Park 53,265 -10.4%
14 Parkdale-High Park 53,770 -9.5%
15 Eglinton-Lawrence 62,055 4.4%
16 Eglinton-Lawrence 53,975 -9.2%
17 Davenport 50,510 -15.0%
18 Davenport 44,975 -24.3%
19 Trinity-Spadina 57,245 -3.7%
20 Trinity-Spadina 76,610 28.9%
21 St. Paul’s - 48,645 -18.2%
22 St. Paul’s 65,510 10.2%
23 Willowdale 88,440 48.8%
24 Willowdale 62,340 4.9%
25 Don Valley West 58,305 -1.9%
26 Don Valley West 64,895 9.2%
27 Toronto Centre-Rosedale 78,670 32.4%
28 Toronto Centre-Rosedale 66,580 12.0%
29 Toronto-Danforth 44,935 -24.4%
30 Toronto-Danforth 53,285 -10.3%
31 Beaches-East York 53,575 -9.9%
32 Beaches-East York 57,365 -3.5%
33 Don Valley East 57,155 -3.8%
34 Don Valley East 59,410 0.0%
35 Scarborough Southwest 62,455 5.1%
36 Scarborough Southwest 54,125 -8.9%
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37 Scarborough Centre 64,340 8.3%
38 Scarborough Centre 66,830 12.4%
39 Scarborough-Agincourt 54,965 -7.5%
40 Scarborough-Agincourt 62,035 4.4%
41 Scarborough-Rouge River 68,150 14.7%
42 Scarborough-Rouge Rivet 77,665 30.7%
43 Scarborough East 55,120 -7.3%
44 Scarborough East 60,240 1 .4%
Population of the City of Toronto: 2,615,055

Note: These figures do not include Census undercoverage. While Statistics Canada
attempts to count every person and household, some are not captured. The estimate of
the total population including Census undercoverage in 2011 by Statistics Canada is
2,753,131.

Sources: Statistics Canada, Census of Canada, 2011.

Data derived from custom tabulations.
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lhtfl TnnnRlrn STAFF REPORT
lUll IUIIUIIIU INFORMATION ONLY

Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project
Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation
Strategy — Supplementary Information on Project
Budget Breakdown

Date: June 4, 2014

To: City Council

From: City Manager

Wards: All

SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to provide the budget breakdown for the Toronto Ward

Boundary Review (TWBR) Project Work Plan, Engagement and Consultation Strategy

outlined in EX42.4 Draw the Line Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan,

Civic Engagement and Public (‘onsuhation Strategy.

DECISION HISTORY

On June 11, 2013, City Council authorized the City Manager to retain a third party
consultant to undertake a Ward Boundary Review for Toronto consistent with the Terms

of Reference attached in Appendix B to the report.
http://app.toronto.ca!tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=20 13. EX32 .2

On March 5, 2014, following a competitive Request for Proposal process, Bid Committee

awarded the contract for the provision of services to conduct an independent, objective

analysis and review of the City of Toronto’s electoral ward boundaries to the Canadian

Urban Institute.
http:Happ.toronto .ctmmis/viewAgendaItemHi story.do?item=20 I 4.BD 167.7

On May 27, 2014, the Executive Committee approved EX42.4 Draw the Line: Toronto

Ward Boztndaiy Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation

Strategy. During consideration of the item, members of the Executive Committee

verbally requested the City Manager provide the budget breakdown for the Toronto Ward

Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Engagement and Consultation Strategy outlined in

report EX42.4.
http://app.toronto .caJtmmis/viewAgendaItemHistory.do?item=20 1 4.EX42 .4

Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public

Consultation Strategy — Supplementary Information on Project Budget Breakdown
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COMMENTS

The Toronto Ward Boundary Review Work Plan, Engagement and Consultation Strategy
included in the report EX42.4 Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundaiy Review Project
Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation Strategy is based on Council’s
approved Terms of Reference for the Ward Boundary Review, electoral boundary review
best practices and precedents drawn from the successful defence of municipal electoral
boundary reviews at Ontario courts and the 0MB.

The budget breakdown of the TWBR Work Plan, Engagement and Consultation Strategy
developed by the Canadian Urban Institute and including the estimated year over year
project costs is attached as Appendix I of this report. In addition to developing the
overall strategy, the TWBR Work Plan includes five key components, as reflected in the
budget breakdown attached as Appendix I:

• Research (June 2014 to November 2014) - that will form the background
information for the first round of public consultation including the legal context,
jurisdictional reviews, analysis of Toronto’s current wards and ward population
projections out to 2030. These activities are reflected in Items #2 and #3 in the
attached budget breakdown.

• Civic Engagement (Round One: June 2014 to February 2015 and Round Two:
May 2015 to November 2015) - web-based activities (including social media
platfonus), communication and outreach to educate the public about the purpose of
the ward boundary review, keep the public informed about the process and provide a
range of opportunities for the public to get involved. These activities are reflected in
Items #3, #4 and #5 in the attached budget breakdown.

• Public and Stakeholder Consultation (Round One: June 2014 to February 2015
and Round Two: June 2015 November 2015) — includes two rounds of public and
stakeholder consultation.

o Round One will elicit input on Toronto’s current ward boundaries and will include
in-person individual interviews with the Mayor and Members of City Council, all
four Toronto school boards, and key stakeholder grotips as well as 12 public
meetings (3 public meetings in each of the City’s 4 Community Council districts).

o Round Two will elicit input on ward boundary options and will include in-person
individual interviews with the Mayor and Members of City Council, all four
Toronto school boards and key stakeholder groups as well as 12 public meetings
(3 public meetings in each of the City’s 4 Community Council districts). for both
rounds of public consultation, in addition to attending a public meeting, input may
also be provided through the Toronto Ward Boundary Review website or by mail.

These activities are reflected in Items #4 and #5 in the attached budget breakdown.

Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public
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Generation of Ward Boundary Options (March 2015 to April 2015) — following
Round One of the public and stakeholder consultation, and building on the research, a
series of ward boundary review options will be developed for public and stakeholder
input in Round Two. These activities are reflected in Items #3 and #4 in the attached
budget breakdown.

Final Report (February 2016 to March 2016) — following Round Two of public
and stakeholder consultation, the final report will be developed with ward boundary
options including a recommended option for Council’s consideration. The final report
will summarize the input of residents, elected officials and stakeholder groups and
will identify any issues raised during the TWBR process that were outside of the
scope of the review (for example, governance issues, methods of voting etc.) These
activities are reflected in Item #6 in the attached budget breakdown.

It is anticipated that the final report will be submitted to Executive Committee and City
Council for consideration in May 2016.

CONTACT

Lynda Tascbereau
Executive Director, Strategic & Corporate Policy
Telephone: (416) 392-6783
Fax: (416) 696-3645
Email: ltascher@toronto.ca

SIGNATURE

Joseph P. Pennachetti
City Manager

Appendix I: Draw the Line. Toronto Ward Boundan’ Review Project Work Plan, Civic
Engagement and Public (‘onsultation Strategy — Budget Breakdown
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APPENDIX I

Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan, civic Engagement
and Public Consultation Strategy — Budget Breakdown

Allocation of Project Budget
Item
No.

Item
2014 2015 2016

Total
Cost

Develop & Refine Work Plan and Civic Engagement
Strategy

— Develop work plan, civic engagement and public
consultation strategies

— Prepare presentation materials

— Presentworkplan. civic engagement andpublic $15,215 $15,215

consultation strategies to Executive Conunittee & City
Council

— Refine work plan. civic engagement and public
consultation strategies based on input from City Council

2 Review of Current Legislation and Regulations
governing Municipal Electoral Representation in
Ontario

— Research current legislation, regulations and best
practices $39,505 $39,505

— Establish Advisoiy Panel and hold meeting to provide
input on research

— Prepare preliminary research report

3 Document and Assess the City’s Current Electoral
Ward Representation and Develop Ward Boundary
Options

— Assess and map current ward boundary structure

— Project and map current ward structure, including
mapping population by Census tract or traffic zone

— Assess input from Round One of civic engagement &
public consultation process $63,713 $123,497 $187,210

— Finalize research report

— Develop ward boundary options

— Advisory Panel meeting to provide input on ward
boundary options

— Draft and review options report

— Prepare summary of options report

4 Develop Civic Engagement Tools and Materials to
Conduct a TwoStage Broad Engagement and
Consultation Process

—
Prepare and distribute communications package for
TWBR project launch

— Identify stakeholders/create and maintain TWBR $108,693 $64,267 $172 960
Master Contact List

— TWBR Round One civic engagement & public
consultation materials (e.g. background & discussion
guide, web materials, social media, display maps, etc.)

— Prepare TWBR Options Report summary materials

— TWBR_Round_Two_civic_engagement_&_public

Draw the Line: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public
Consultation Strategy — Supplementary Information on Project Budget Breakdown 4
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Allocation of Project Budget

11:
Item 2014 2015 2016

Total
Cost

consultation (e.g. background & discussion guide, web
materials, social media, display maps. etc.)

— Coordinate any required translation, interpretation,
accessibility and other equity requirements for two

rounds
5 Conduct a Two-stage Broad Engagement and

Consultation Process
Round One — Civic Engagement:

— Administer, record and analyze input survey (md.

translation of noti—English responses)
— Monitor, maintain & record social media
— Report on Round One — Civic Engagement

Round One — Public Consultation:
— Interview Mayor, City Councillors and other

stakeholders (with follow up for any new Members of
Council post-Oct 27/14 municipal election)

— Undertake 12 public meetings (3 per Community
Council area)

— Report on Round One — Public Consultation s 140,500 S 160,825 $301,325

Round Two Civic Engagement:
— Administer, record and analyze feedback survey (mci.

translation of non-English responses)
— Monitor, maintain and record social media
— Report on Round Two — Civic Engagement

Round Two Public (‘onsullation:
— Interview Mayor & Councillors
— Undertake 12 public meetings (3 per Community

Council area)
— Report on Round Iwo - Public Consultation

final report on Civic Engagement and Public Consultations

6 Produce a Final Report
— Develop, review and finalize TWBR final Report (md.

options and recommendations) $27 750 $45,285 $73,035
— Advisory Panel meeting to provide input on final report

and recommendations

7 Present and Respond to Questions on Final Report at
City Executive Committee and City Council

$10 800 ClO 800
— Present final report to Executive Committee and City ‘

Council

Total* $367,626 $376,339 $56,085 $800,050

* $141,160 of the total has been budgeted for costs associated with accessibility requirements, advertising and

venue expenses.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Toronto’s current ward structure was developed approximately 15 years ago. Since then population

growth in various wards has been quite uneven, with the result that some large wards have now twice the

populations as other small wards. Therefore, the current ward structure does not achieve the principle of

‘effective representation’ as defined by the courts and interpreted by the Ontario Municipal Board.

‘Effective representation’ is impacted not just at election time, but every time City Council votes.

In June 2014 Toronto City Council started a process to rectify this situation by launching the Toronto

Ward Boundary Review (TWBR).

Between July 2014 and January 2015 the TWBR completed Round One of its civic engagement and

public consultation process to collect opinions on Torontos current ward alignment. The results of Round

One informed the five options presented in the Toronto Ward Boundary Review Options Report, which

was published in August 2015. Based on population forecasts for the target year of 2026, the five options

are:

• Option 1: Minimal Change - average ward population 61,000; 47 wards

• Option 2: 44 Wards — average ward population 70,000

• Option 3: Small Wards — 50,000; 58 wards

• Option 4: Large Wards — 75,000; 38 wards

• Option 5: Natural/Physical Boundaries — average ward popuLation 70,000; 41 wards

Maps of the five options can be found in APPENDIX E of this report.

An option based on using the 25 federal ridings in Toronto has not been pursued, since it would not

achieve voter parity, an essential component of effective representation, nor would it address the current

discrepancies in ward population sizes. Option I: Minimal Change comes closest to such an option, since

Toronto’s existing ward structure is based on provincial riding boundaries.

These five options were the focus of Round Two of the TWBR’s civic engagement and public

consultation process between August and November 2015. feedback on the five proposed options has

been received from Members of Council through one-on-one interviews and the public through public

meetings, an online Survey and social media. The Survey is attached to this report in APPENDIX A.

1
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1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT AND NEXT STEPS

The purpose of this report is to convey the results from the public Survey and the Councillors’ interviews

as well as the refinements to the options suggested by all Round Two participants. The TWBR team will

carefully consider all of the feedback received. Once this work has been completed, the team will prepare

a Final Report, which will determine the preferred option, assess whether the suggested refinements to

that option achieve effective representation and recommend a new alignment for Toronto’s wards that can

be implemented in time for the 2018 municipal election and serve the City until 2030.

It is important to understand that any realigned ward structure to be recommended in the Final Report will

not necessarily be based on the option that has received the highest ranking or the most first choice picks

from Round Two participants. The TWBR team will need to balance this with the suggestions for

specific refinements to the different options to ensure that the recommendation maintains effective

representation for the municipal elections of 2016, 2022, 2026 and 2030.

The City of Toronto Executive Committee is expected to discuss the TWBR final report and the

recommended ward re-alignment at their meeting on May 24, 2016.

1.3 PUBLICIZING AND ADVERTISING THE PUBLIC MEETINGS

In order to encourage discussion and feedback on the Options Report, direct e-mails with a link to the

report were sent to Members of Council, the various Boards of Education and other stakeholder groups

and the project’s distribution list of over 2,800 contacts. In addition, both the TWBR and the City of

Toronto issued news releases drawing attention to the report’s availability online.

The public meetings were advertised through repeated communications with the project mailing list, news

releases and online and in print advertisements. Many Councillors shared e-news and tweets/posts about

the public meetings with their constituents. The Options Report was covered by all of Toronto’s major

daily newspapers as well as community newspapers and on television throughout August and into

September 2015.

1.4 WHO WE HEARD FROM

In total 884 people were involved in the second Round of the TWBR civic engagement and public

consultation process:

• 112 people attended the 12 public meetings held across the city. The meetings were widely

advertised, Councillors spread the word though e-news and tweets and there was extensive media

coverage.

• 717 completed Surveys were received as well as 15 general submissions (five of which also

included Surveys, which are part of the 717).

2
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• In-person interviews were held with the Mayor’s office and 42 Councillors (some interviews

included Councillors’ staff).

1.5 RANKING THE FIVE OPTIONS

Section 5 of this report presents the ranking of the options from the public Survey and Members of

Council separately, both in order of choice (from first to fifth) and by ranked score’.

a) Survey

Table 1 below (Table 2 in the report) shows the number of times each option was chosen by the public

Survey respondents.

Table I Ranking by Option Placement — Public Survey

OPTION I
- OPTION 2

OPTION 3 - OPTION 4 - OPTION 5 -

MINIMAL
WARDS

- SMALL LARGE NATURAL/PHYSICAL

CHANGE WARDS WARDS BOUNDARIES

First ranked 126 81 186 162 139

Second ranked 166 167 73 94 157

Third ranked 169 221 80 72 111

Fourth ranked 121 146 97 117 169

Fifth ranked 71 35 224 229 105

Not ranked 64 67 57 43 36

TOTAL 717 717 717 717 717

Table 2 below (Table 3 in the report) shows the ranked score for each option from the public Survey.

Table 2 Total Ranked Score — Public Survey

OPTION I
- OPTIO

OPTION 3 - OPTION 4 - OPTION S -

MINIMAL
44 WARDS

SMALL LARGE NATURAL/PHYSICAL

CHANGE WARDS WARDS BOUNDARIES

TOTAL SCORE 2114 2063 1880 1865 2027

The ranked score is created by assigning a numerical value to each of thefive choices. First choice receives 5 points, second 4
points, third 3 points, fourth 2 points andfifth 1 point. An unranked or “No” response receives 0 points.

3
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b) Members of Council

Most Councillors tie their rankings to refinements in the suggested ward boundaries of various options.

Table 3 below (Table 6 in the report) shows the number of times each option was chosen by Members of

Council.

Table 3 Ranking by Option Placement — Members of Council

OPTION 1— OPTION 5 -

OPTION 2 -44 OPTION 3 - OPTION 4 -

MINIMAL NATURAL/PHYSICAL
WARDS SMALL WARDS LARGE WARDS

CHANGE BOUNDARIES

First ranked 13 9 10 3 3

Second ranked 12 7 3 4 3

Third ranked 4 4 3 0 5

Fourth ranked 1 1 1 1 0

Fifth ranked 0 0 1 0 0

Ranked No2 4 2 8 9 10

Not ranked 8 19 16 25 21

TOTAL 42 42 42 42 42

Table 4 below (Table 7 in the report) shows the ranked score for each option by Members of Council.

Survey respondents, public meeting participants and Members of Council also provided general

comments on the various options and suggested refinements.

Round Two participants are divided on whether to respect the pre-amalgarnation municipal boundaries

when re-drawing ward boundaries. With regard to ward sizes, Survey respondents have different

opinions than Councillors. When commenting on Option 4: Large Wards, Survey respondents appear to

2 Some CornicE//org ranked some options as No” idemijing that they were absolutely not in support of this option.

Table 4 Total Ranked Score — Members of Council

1.6 COMMENTS ON THE FIVE OPTIONS
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be in favour of enlarging the size of wards and thus reducing the number of Councillors even further,

while Councillors are uneasy with ward sizes above 70,000. The liveliest debate, however, is reserved for

Option 3: Small Wards. Comments range from “too extreme” through “good, but not politically

acceptable” to “brilliant”.

This report consolidates Ward-specific suggestions for refinements of the options from all Round Two

participants by option and ward in APPENDIX C. Additional comments on specific communities of

interest and suggestions for refining existing wards can be found in APPENDIX D.

1.7 ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK ON THE OPTIONS

Often, additional comments reinforce Round Two participants’ opinions about the various options.

Comments and suggestions generally cover the following themes: Number and Size of Wards;

Federal/Provincial Ridings; Downtown/Suburbs; Main Streets and Communities of interest; Effective

Representation; Workload (wards with more high-rise buildings versus wards with mostly single-family

houses); and TWBR process.

2. INTRODUCTION
Toronto’s current ward structure was developed approximately 15 years ago. Since then population

growth in various wards has been quite uneven, with the result that some large wards have now twice the

populations as other small wards. Therefore, the current ward structure does not achieve the principle of

‘effective representation’ as defined by the courts and interpreted by the Ontario Municipal Board.

‘Effective representation’ is impacted not just at election time, but every time City Council votes.

In June 2014 Toronto City Council started a process to rectif’ this situation by launching the Toronto

Ward Boundary Review (TWBR). City Council approved a Work Plan for the TWBR project, which

included a substantial Civic Engagement & Public Consultation Strategy. The TWBR has sought wide-

ranging input on the current ward alignment, developed five ward boundary options and consulted

broadly on the options.

The TWBR has undertaken background research and conducted Round One of the civic engagement and

public consultation.3 The Toronto Ward Boundary Review: Backrotind Research Report (updated

December 2014) investigates ward structures in numerous cities in Ontario and Canada. It also considers

some international examples. The report on civic engagement and public consultation: Toronto Ward

Boundary Review: Round One Report on Civic Engagement + Public Consultation (March 2015)

- The Research Report, the Round One Report on Civic Engagement + Public consultation and the Options Repott can be found

on the TWBR website at www. drawthelines. ca/resources/reports.

5
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documents the extensive input provided by the public, stakeholders and Members of Council on Toronto’s

current ward alignment through interviews, public meetings, an online Survey and social media.

The analysis and results from both of those reports have informed the development of the five options for

a re-aligned ward boundary structure contained in the Toronto Ward Boundary Review Options Repo

published in August 2015. This Options Report has been the focus of the TWBR’s second round of civic

engagement and public participation.

Feedback on the five proposed options has been received from Members of Council through one-on-one

interviews and the public through public meetings, an online Survey and social media. The purpose of

this Round Two report is to convey the results from the online Survey and the Councillors’ interviews as

well as the refinements to all of the options suggested by all Round Two participants.

The TWBR team will carefully consider all of the feedback received. Once this work has been

completed, the TWBR final report will determine the preferred option, assess whether the suggested

refinements to that option achieve effective representation and recommend a new alignment for Toronto’s

wards that can be implemented in time for the 2018 municipal election and serve the City until 2030.

This report contains 8 sections. Following this Introduction Section 3: Approach describes the range of

activities the TWBR project has employed to encourage discussion and feedback on the Options Report.

Section 4: Who We Heard From quantifies the number of responses received via the public meetings,

online and through interviews with Members of Council. Section 5: Ranking the Options reports on

how the various participants in the TWBR’s Round Two process rank the five options and Section 6:

Comments on the Five Options outlines participants’ observations by option.

Section 7: Additional Feedback on the Options organizes additional comments thematically, but does

not repeat comments already captured in Section 6. Section 8: Next Steps concludes the report.

APPENDIX A contains a copy of the online feedback Survey. APPENDIX B summarizes statements

received that concern mailers outside of the terms of reference of the TWBR. APPENDIX C

consolidates the myriad of refinements suggested by the public and Members of Council to improve the

various options. APPENDIX D lists comments on various communities of interest as well as suggestions

for refining existing wards. For easy reference APPENDIX E contains maps of the five options.

3. APPROACH
The Options Report was released publicly on August 11, 2015 on the TWBR’s website. In order to

encourage discussion and feedback on the report, direct e-mails with a link to the report were sent to the

project’s distribution list of over 2,800 contacts, which includes community organizations, NGOs,

specific ethno-cultural organizations and individuals who subscribe to the TWBR mailing list. Separate

6
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e-mails were also sent to all Members of Council, the various Boards of Education and other stakeholder

groups. In addition, the TWBR as well as the City of Toronto issued news releases drawing attention to

the report’s availability online.

The Options Report was covered by all of Toronto’s major daily newspapers as well as community

newspapers and on television throughout August and into September 2015 as follows:

• CP24 News

• CTV News

• East York Mirror

• Global News

• Metro News

• Metroland Media

• Novae Res Urbis (NRU)

• The GLobe and Mail

• Toronto Star

• Toronto Sun

• Torontoist

• Urban Toronto

At the same time as the Options Report was released online, the TWBR posted the Round Two

Consultation Guide and Survey on the project website. The Guide outlined how the options were

developed and presented criteria that could be used to evaluate the options as well as maps of the options.

The attached Survey (see APPENDIX A) asked for a ranking of the options and potential refinements.

The Survey was open between August 11 and November 15, 2015.

The TWBR website was visited 10,000 times between August and December 2015, with the most traffic

going to the Options Report and the Survey.

From August to November 2015 the TWBR held face-to-face interviews with 42 Councillors and the

Mayor’s office.

Between September 16 and November 5 the TWBR held 12 public meetings (three in each Community

Council area) on Wednesday and Thursday nights as well as on Saturday mornings. ASL interpretation

was available at all public meetings. There were no requests for other interpretation services for any of

those meetings. In addition, the TWBR delivered one lunch-time webinar.

The public meetings began with a presentation of the options and questions and answers. This was

followed by a discussion of potential refinements to any of the options in a group setting. Individual

participants then decided to fill out the Survey immediately or submit it later online.
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The public meetings were advertised through repeated communications with the project mailing list, news

releases and online and in print as follows:

• Canadian Chinese Express (Mandarin)

• Corriere Canadese (Italian)

• El Popular (Spanish)

• Iran Javan (Farsi)

• Korea Times Daily

• Metro News

• Metroland: Beach Mirror

• Metroland: Bloor Villager

• Metroland: City Centre Mirror

• Metroland: East York Mirror

• Metro]and: Etobicoke Guardian

• Metroland: North York Mirror

• Metroland: Parkdale Liberty

• Metroland: Scarborough Mirror

• Metroland: York Guardian

• Philippine Reporter

• Russian Canadian Info

• Senthamarai (Tamil)

• Sing Tao (Traditional Chinese)

• Sol Portuguese

• Urdu Post (Urdu)

Posters advertising the process and public meetings were displayed in all 99 Toronto Public Library

branches.

Online advertisements were placed on four high-traffic sites:

• CBC.ca

‘NOW

• The Weather Network

• Toronto Star

The TWBR was active on social media through Twitter and Facebook to spread the news of the release of

the Options Report and to reach out to stakeholders and community members to promote local public

meetings. The project was supported in this endeavor by the City of Toronto’s social media account, but

more particularly by the engagement of many Councillors who shared e-news and tweets/posts about the

public meetings with their constituents.

8
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4. WHO WE HEARD FROM

In total $84 people were involved in the second Round of the TWBR civic engagement and public

consultation process.

112 people attended the 12 public meetings across the city. The meetings were widely advertised,

Councillors spread the word though e-news and tweets and there was extensive media coverage.

Attendance at the public meetings ranged from 0 at a meeting in North York to a high of 23 at Metro Hall.

The discussions at public meetings were lively. Attendance by Community Council area was as follows:

• North York Community Council area (23 individuals)

• Toronto East York Community Council area (45 individuals)

• Scarborough Community Council area (31 individuals)

• Etobicoke York Community Council area (13 individuals)

The added lunch-time webinar attracted 3 individuals.

Survey responses increased over those received during Round One of the process. 691 Surveys were

completed online, 2 were mailed in and 19 were filled out by hand by individuals during the various

public meetings.4 In addition, the TWBR received 15 general submissions from individuals, one BIA and

several residents associations, five of which also ranked the options.

In-person interviews were held with the Mayor’s office and 42 Councillors (some interviews included

Councillors’ staff) to obtain feedback on the options and gather suggestions for refinements. The

Mayor’s office preferred a briefing session onLy. One of the two remaining Councillors declined the

invitation to be interviewed and another elected to participate in the public process rather than offering

specific individual comments.

5. RANKING THE FIVE OPTIONS

The Councillor interviews and the Round Two Consultation Guide & Survey allowed Councillors and the

public to rank the five options by selecting their first, second, third, fourth and fifth choices. This Section

of the report reports on how the options have been ranked.

Not all participants have ranked all the options. For example, some have only provided their first two or

three choices or, perhaps, no choices at all. If this is the case, the ‘blank’ options are listed as “not

An additional 80 surveys were sithmittedfroin a Councitlor ‘s office as a group. Discussion with the Councillor revealed that he was unaware

ofthe process that had beenfollowed to have these completed. As a result these surveys are considered a data anomaly and are excludedfrom

the Survey analysis.
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ranked”. Some Councillors indicate that they do not like some option at all, a “no-way” comment. In

these cases, the option is ranked as a “No”. Members of the public have not used the “No” approach.

In addition to the ‘first choice’ analysis the TWBR team has also applied a “ranked score”, which is able

to weigh selections beyond the first choice. A “ranked score” assigns a numerical value to each choice,

and the sum of those values determines the overall result. The following is the “ranked score” for the five

options:

First choice 5 points

Second choice 4 points

Third choice 3 points

Fourth choice 2 points

Fifth choice 1 point

Not ranked 0 points

No 0 points

The totaL rankings, both from the public and Members of Council, are presented separately to maintain

their statistical accuracy and are analyzed in four different ways.

First, the number of times an option receives a “first place” vote is offered, which indicates which option

has the most votes. Second, a ranked score is presented. As will be seen, the ranked score approach and

“first-place” analysis do not always yield the same results.

Since determining a preferable ward option is a matter of building consensus, options that are viewed as

strongly negative can sway the ultimate outcome. Therefore, information is presented on the fifth placed

option, the least preferred, and, in the case of the Councillor interviews, options that are rated as “No”.

Finally, a comparison Chart contrasts the number of first and last, or “No”, choices. This information

indicates how contentious an option may be along with its level of support.

5.1 SURVEY

in all the TWBR received 717 Surveys. Their origin by ward is shown in Table 1, Surveys by Ward. A

copy of the Survey is included in this report as APPENDIX A.
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Table I Survey Responses by Ward

# OF
WARD RESPONSES WARD # OF RESPONSES

1 0 23 33
2 3 24 10
3 5 25 47
4 9 26 17
5 11 27 70
6 9 28 39
7 2 29 21
8 1 30 29
9 1 31 21
10 6 32 83
11 13 33 10
12 1 34 4
13 11 35 8
14 22 36 19
15 9 37 3
16 6 38 1
17 21 39 4
18 15 40 7
19 23 41 3
20 44 42 4
21 23 43 9
22 19 44 13

Ward not identified
in response: 8 Total Surveys: 717

Table 2, Ranking by Option Placement, shows how each option is ranked from first to fifth choice.

Table 2 Ranking by Option Placement — Public Survey

OPTION 1— OPTION 5 —

OPTION 2-44 OPTION 3 - OPTION 4 -

MINIMAL
WARDS SMALL WARDS LARGE WARDS NATURAL/PHYSICAL

CHANGE BOUNDARIES

First ranked 126 81 186 162 139

Second ranked 166 167 73 94 157

Third ranked 169 221 80 72 111

Fourth ranked 121 146 97 117 169

Fifth ranked 71 35 224 229 105

Not ranked 64 67 57 43 36

TOTAL 717 717 717 717 717
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Table 3 shows the total ranked score for each option from the public Survey.

Table 3 Total Ranked Score — Public Survey

OPTION I -
I OPTION 5 - I

I OPTION 2 - 44 I OPTION 3 - I OPTION 4
-MINIMAL I WARDS I SMALL WARDS I LARGE WARDS

NATURAL/PHYSICAL I

TOTAL SCORE 2114 2063 1880 1865 2027
CHANGE I I i BOUNDARIES I

Total Ranked Score

Chart 1, Total Ranked Score, depicts Table 3 as a graph for ease of comparison.

Chart 1 Total Ranked Score — Public Survey
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Based on a “ranked score” approach, the first choice option among the Survey responses is Option 1,

Minimal Change, with 2114 points, followed by Option 2 (2063 points), Option 5 (2027 points), Option 3

(1880 points) and Option 4 (1865 points).

first Place Choice

When the options are examined by first place showing, the rankings change. Table 4, first Place Choice,

depicts this ranking.

OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3 OPTION 4 OPTION 5
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Table 4 First Place Choice — Public Survey

I OPTION 1— I I I I OPTION 5 —

OPTION 2 - 44 I OPTION 3 - I OPTION 4-I MINIMAL I WARDS I SMALL WARDS I LARGE WARDS
NATURAL/PHYSICAL

CHANGE I I BOUNDARIES

Times Ranked First 126 81 186 162 139

From this perspective, Option 3 (Small Wards — 50,000) receives the most first place votes with 186,

followed by Option 4 (162), Option 5 (139), Option 1(126) and finally Option 2 (81).

ftJth Place Choice

To see which option is the least favoured, Table 5, Fifth Place Choice, provides information on how the

options distribute themselves in fifth or last place.

Table 5 Fifth Place Choice — Public Survey

I OPTiON 1- I I I OPTION 5 - I
OPTION 2 - 44 I OPTION 3 - I OPTION 4 - II MINIMAL NATURAL/PHYSICAL I
WARDS I SMALL WARDS I LARGE WARDS I

Times Ranked Fifth 71 35 224 229 105

I CHANGE I I BOUNDARIES

Here Option 2, 44 Wards, ends up with the fewest times ranked fifth (35). It is “the least worst” option,

followed by Option 1(71), Option 5 (105), Option 3 (224) and Option 4 (229). This perspective indicates

the level of opposition to Options 3 and 4, an important consideration for acceptance and implementation.

Comparison — first and fifth Choice

Finally, Chart 2, Comparison — First and Fifth Choice, graphically illustrates a comparison of options by

first and fifth choices. This chart, to some extent, reveals how strongly respondents feel about the options

in both a positive and negative sense. Both Options 3 and 4 rank high on both first and fifth choices.

Respondents seem to love them or hate them.

Options I and 2, on the other hand, have fewer first place votes but even fewer fifth place votes. Option 5

is somewhere in the middle, but with fewer fifth place votes than first place ones.
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Chart 2 Comparison First and Fifth Choice — Public Survey

Depending on one’s perspective different, often conflicting, observations can be drawn from the Survey

responses. From a “first-past-the-post” perspective Option 3 (Small Wards — 50,000) is the favoured

option from the public Survey. However, when second to fifth choices are considered in a ranked score

approach, then Option I (Minimal Change) is the respondents’ favoured option. Option 2 (44 Wards) is

the least disliked, as measured by fifth place choices, while Option 4 is the most disliked.

5.2 MEMBERS OF COUNCIL

This Section of the report presents the results from the individual interviews with Members of Council.

In all 42 Councillors participated. The questions posed to Councillors are similar to those in the public

Survey. The approach to the ranking of the options, however, is identical. As mentioned above, some

Councillors respond with a “No” to certain options, indicating that they will not consider those options at

all and others do not rank one or more of the options.

It should be noted that most Councillors tie their rankings to refinements in the suggested ward

boundaries of various options. That is, a first place choice will have to include certain refinements to be

acceptable. All of these suggested refinements have been consolidated by ward and option in

APPENDIX B of this report.
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Table 6, Ranking by Option Placement, shows how Councillors rank each option.

Table 6 Ranking by Option Placement — Members of Council

OPTION 1- OPTiON 5-
OPTION 2 - 44 OPTION 3 - OPTION 4 -

MINIMAL WARDS SMALL WARDS LARGE WARDS
NATURAL/PHYSICAL

CHANGE BOUNDARIES

First ranked 13 9 10 3 3

Second ranked 12 7 3 4 3

Third ranked 4 4 3 0 5

Fourth ranked 1 1 1 1 0

Fifth ranked 0 0 1 0 0

RankedNo 4 2 8 9 10

Not ranked 8 19 16 25 21

TOTAL 42 42 42 42 42

The analysis of this chart, like the public Survey analysis, is presented in four ways: total ranked score,

first place choice, fifth place choice and a first/fifth choice comparison.

Total Ranked Score

Table 7, Total Ranked Score, shows the total points for each option from the Councillor interviews.

Table 7 Total Ranked Score — Members of Council

I OPTIONI- I I I OPTION5- I
I OPTION 2 - 44 I OPTION 3 - I OPTION 4-I MINIMAL I WARDS I SMALL WARDS I LARGE WARDS

NATURAL/PHYSICAL I

TOTAL SCORE 127 j 82) 77 25) 421
I CHANGE I I BOUNDARIES I

Chart 3, Total Ranked Score, depicts Table 7 as a graph for ease of comparison.
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Chart 3 Total Ranked Score — Members of Council

Based on a “ranked score” approach, the first place choice is Option 1 (Minimal Change) with 127 points,

followed by Option 2 (82 points), Option 3 (77 points), Option 5 (42 points) and Option 4 (25 points).

first Place Choice

When the options are considered by first place showing, the rankings change somewhat. Table 8, First

Place Choice, depicts this ranking.

Table 8 First Place Choice — Members of Council

OPTION 1- I I I I OPTiON 5- I
OPTION 2-44 I OPTION 3 - I OPTION 4 -

MINIMAL
WARDS I SMALL WARDS I LARGE WARDS

NATURAL/PHYSICAL I
I CHANGE I I I I BOUNDARIES I

Times Ranked First 13 9 10 3 3

From this perspective, Option I still leads with 13 first place choices. However, Option 3 has moved to

second place (10) and Option 2 has moved to third place (9). Options 4 and 5 have only 3 first place

choices each.

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5
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fifth Place Choice

To see which option is least favoured, Table 9, Fifth Place Choice, provides information on how the

options distribute themselves in fifth, or last place. Some Councillors see some options as a definite

“No”. Also, the Councillor interviews yield numerous “unranked” options. These responses, “No” and

“Not ranked” are also included in Table 9.

Table 9 Fifth Place Choice — Members of Council

OPTION 1- OPTION 5 -

OPTJON2-44 OPTIONS- OPT1ON4-
MINIMAL WARDS SMALL WARDS LARGE WARDS

NATURAL/PHYSICAL
CHANGE BOUNDARIES

Times Ranked Fifth 0 0 1 0 0

RankedNo 4 2 8 9 10

Not ranked 8 19 16 25 21

As can be seen, a fifth place ranking is rare. However, if the “No” rankings are included, then a picture of

those options least favoured or discounted all together appears. Options 3, 4 and 5 are the least favoured

by an almost similar number of Councillors. Option 2 has only 2 “No’s” and Option 1 only 4.

The “not ranked” responses are difficult to interpret. Options 2, 3, 4 and 5 have a high number of

incidents of not being ranked. Only Option I, not ranked S times, is low in this area.

Comparison — first and fflh Choice

The comparison of first and fifth choice that has been employed in the public Survey analysis cannot be

directly replicated for the Councillor interviews. The reason is that very few Councillors rank all options

from first to fifth. Rather, they either leave various options unranked or indicate a “No” to the option. If

one takes the fifth ranked option and the “No’s” as indicating a “last place” standing, then a rudimentary

comparison between first and last choice can be constructed. Table 10 provides this comparison.

Table 10 First and Last Choice — Members of Council

OPTIONS -OPTION 1- OPTION 2—44 OPTION 3 — OPTION 4
— NATURAL/PHYSICALMINIMAL WARDS SMALL WARDS LARGE WARDS BOUNDARIESCHANGE

Times Ranked First 13 9 10 3 3

Times Ranked Fifth
orNo 4 2 9 9 10
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Chart 4, First & Last Choice, shows this comparison in chart form.

Chart 4 First and last Choice — Members of Council
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The number of unranked occurrences in the Councillor interviews is challenging. As seen in Chart 5,

first, Last & Not Ranked, the unranked column dominates the chart, without adding any useful

information.

4

I
Option 2

2

Option 3

H
Option I

0 I
Option 4

I
Option 5

1$

814



TOTORONTO WARD BOUNDARY REVIEW

ROUND TWO REPORT CIVIC ENGAGEMENT + PUBLIC CONSULTATION

DATE ISSUED; FEBRUARY 2016

Chart 5 First, Last & Not Ranked — Members of Council
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What can be observed from the representation of the first and last data is that Options 1 and 2 are viewed

more positively than negatively. Option 3 draws very mixed reactions, almost an equal amount of

Councillors rank it first and last. Options 4 and 5 are viewed very negatively.

General Observations

The perspectives from the Councillor interviews do not vary as much as those from the public Surveys.

Throughout the Councillor interviews, Option I (Minimal Change) is favoured in all the ways the data is

presented.

6. COMMENTS ON THE FIVE OPTIONS
In addition to ranking the five options Survey respondents were asked for potential refinements and

overall comments on their first ranked option. Members of Council were also given the opportunity to

comment on any of the other options. Public meeting attendees did not rank the options as a group, but

were asked for suggestions for refinements and other comments on the options.

This section of the report describes the overall comments received on each of the options. Ward-specific

suggestions for refinements from all Round Two participants are consolidated by option and ward in
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APPENDIX C. Additional comments on specific communities of interest and suggestions for refming

existing wards can be found in APPENDIX D.

6.1 SURVEY

a) Option 1: Minimal Change

• Will prevent confusion as it keeps the wards largely intact, with a few modest changes (4)

• Keeps the ward sizes the same with minimal addition of wards/Councillor. (2)

• Lower the population per ward (i.e. 55,000) to find a balance between maintaining current

wards and decreasing the number of residents the Councillor represents

• Prefer more compact downtown wards

• Prefer north-south wards downtown

• Rename the option; the name minimal change makes it seem inferior

• Shape is confusing and it does not achieve minimal change

• Often divides communities along watercourses when it should be aggregating around

watercourses
• Good because it increases the weight of downtown wards to counterbalance the rest of the

city
• Respects the old boundaries, but acknowledges that some changes are needed to compensate

population growth

• Makes things more efficient and requires limited public education

• Most balanced and most likely to receive support from Council

• Allows for Councillors’ knowledge of ward to be retained

• Do not add wards, instead try to re-map the boundaries to have equal average population in

each ward

b) Option 2:44 Wards

• Should follow the boundaries of the former amalgamated cities (particularly Etobicoke and

Scarborough)

• Even out the population distribution

• Leads to good size wards and maintains close to the original wards

• Has a balance of diverse communities, wealth, types of housing. Keeps some old

communities, but allows for some change to occur due to changing population.

• Costs the same

• 44 Councillors is a good number for decision-making

• Does the best job of taking into account geographic and cultural considerations.

• Keeps Council the same size

• Makes general sense and isn’t too unwieldy or too large in size

• Like that there would be more Councillors with an interest in defending the waterfront
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• Very rigid/constricting and does not take into account ward histories and the community life

of the city

• Keeps the community groups intact

• It’s afair option

C) Option 3: Small Wards - 50,000

• Like the idea of more localized representation (7)

• Combine with the natural/physical boundaries approach (5)

• Find a way to reduce the variance (2

• Boundary changes make sense (2)

• The smaller the ward the more sense of community, where people know each other (2)

• Incorporates planned/anticipated growth so that under-representation is less of an issue in the

interim before the next boundary review

• Consider traditional neighbourhood boundaries (Old Town, Cabbagetown, Corktown)

• Add an additional ward in Etobicoke to compensate for the many new wards in downtown

• Many of the ward boundaries are counterintuitive and confusing, particularly in the downtown

& west end (i.e. along major arteriats such as Queen or College)

• Consider the costs

• Offers the most flexibiLity to adjust for communities of interest and natural boundaries

• Good because it can accommodate the projected population growth

• Option 3 provides an excellent overlap with the South Eglinton region

• Appears to best satisfy boundaries, geography, history and capacity to represent criteria, while

being as good as options 2, 4 and 5 with respect to voter parity

• Having smaller wards will help to ensure decisions get made

• The I 0%+/- makes more sense than J 5%+/-

• Closest to new federal/provincial boundaries so least confusing to residents

• Results in too many politicians

• Can you reduce the +17% ward to increase voter parity?

U) Option 4: Large wards - 75,000

• Reduce the number of wards even further (6)

• Reduce to 20-25 wards (2)

• Increase ward size to 80,000

• Increase ward size to 150,000

• increase ward size to 100,000

• Reduce the number of wards by at least one half

• Less Councillors means greater efficiency and productivity (6)
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• Keep the lines as close to the provincial and federal riding boundaries as possible (5)

• Will result in lower administrative costs/less money spent on Council (4)

• Boundaries should also take into account natural/physical boundaries (2)

• Will lead to more accountability and fairness (2)

• Mirror federal ridings with I City Councillor per riding

• Give more weight to future population growth by allowing growing wards to be below the

current average

• Increase the 15% variance to 20%

• Most logical

• Do not like reduction of Councillors

• This option has problems with representation

e) Option 5: Natural and Physical Boundaries

• Like this option because it treats Toronto as one city by merging the former municipalities and

bringing new communities together (10)

• Good not using Yonge Street as a boundary and not using Victoria Park as a boundary.

• Make the wards smaller in size/population (4)

• Option 5 recognizes the waterfront community (2)

• Maintain the pre-amalgamation boundaries to allow for representation at existing Community

Councils

• Review overall for railways and highways as well as natural features

• Change the name

• Look at the map from a green space perspective - include the parks nearby in the closest ward

• Use real community boundaries instead of ravines and roadways

• Combine with the concept of larger wards

• Reduce the number of Ward Councillors from 44 to 36

• Consider the Watershed Approach; at the waterfront, such an approach should start with wards

built around river- or creek-mouths or headlands, and broaden upstream. Wards should be

funnel-shaped to reflect the gravity-based formation of our land, our ravines, our city’s outward

growth, etc.

• Do not like the reduction of Councillors

• Best option and does not need any changes

• Puts whole communities in one ward

• Serves both residents and their adjacent retail strips equally well

• Like the idea of being able to see the ward boundaries as real boundaries

• Like the idea of each ward being composed of a similar number of residents

• Like the idea of having ‘physical’ boundaries define wards

• Reflects how we actually live
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• A bold, creative approach, not burdened with old political boundaries

• Allows for voter parity and fewer politicians

• The boundaries make sense

• Would split too many communities

• Makes sense from a city building I long term perspective (infrastructure I road investment)

6.2 PUBLIC MEETINGS

a) Option 1: Minimal Change

• Some changes are needed in order to reduce the variance of those wards that are over the 15%

• It’s realistic — the wards are not too big or small

b) Option 2:44 Wards

• There are too many people in each ward to achieve proper representation

• Option 2 is ideal from a population perspective

• It’s realistic — the wards are not too big or small

c) Option 3: Small wards - 50,000

• Having more wards would divide the city, as opposed to bringing the city together

• Some wards are too small

• This option could do a better job of keeping communities together

• Increasing the number of Councillors will cost money

• There are too many wards

• Option 3 is too extreme

d) OptIon 4: Large Wards - 75,000

• Option 4 feels too much like provincial legislation

• There are far too many wards for effective representation

• Option 4 is too extreme

• Don’t like large wards; it doesn’t make sense to give more responsibility to Councillors

e) Option 5: Natural and Physical Boundaries

• Option 5 is good because its starts from scratch! gets rid of the old city boundaries (5)

• Consider using 60,000 as the average population, but using natural boundaries

• Consider using 50,000 as the average population, but using natural boundaries
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• The population is too high - consider increasing the number of wards (e.g. 50 wards)

• Would need to be combined with a new Council structure

• A good fit based on the criteria and it doesn’t rely on historical boundaries

6.3 MEMBERS OF COUNCIL

a) Option 1 - Minimal Change

• 47 wards is manageable and there is a strong rationale for the proposed changes (3)

• Why is Bloor the northern boundary when OP says Downtown goes up to Dupont

• Option does a good job; adds some wards because of growth, but doesn’t change too much;

keeps the Districts and Community Councils intact

• Extra politicians won’t fly in Scarborough

b) Option 2 - 44 Wards

• Would need more staff; in the end that will cost the same amount of money as reducing the

population figures in wards

• Wards too big; a Councillor should represent 40,000 people not 70,000

• Wards too large; doesn’t do much for the area [north of #4011

• Easiest sell at Council; keeps number of Councillors the same (2)

• 44 is only a “political” number of wards and may not serve residents

• Cuts up Leaside; wards too big

• Jane Street as a boundary is no problem; Jane-finch is so many different communities

c) Option 3 - Small Wards - 50,000

• Option 3 would be good from a representation point-of-view, but bad from a governance point-

of-view

• May not fly politically and among the public

• This option is “probably where we should be going”, but politically not acceptable (3)

• Most perfect for a Councillor, but “is not going anywhere” (3)

• Will be interesting politics

• Option 3 gives better access to Councillors (2)

• Staff would be ecstatic; not averse to this option, but this is selfish; would create a large and

more difficult Council and require Procedural By-law to be changed

• Could never support this, even though it is right for “capacity to represent”

• Strong preference; would like it even smaller, but it fits my criteria

• Would have liked an option with wards below 50,000

• Keeps a lot of the zoning issues intact; is good for communities of interest
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• Good, but would need governance changes; more even spread of Councillors across

Committees; more rigid code of conduct re attendance at meetings; could break up Community

Council boundaries and create new culture on Council

• Makes Council too large, unwieldy (2); changes communities too dramatically

• Smaller wards are brilliant (2)

• Not sure that it will win; love it, 14 more Councillors may, perhaps mean less staff; have to

prepare the system for being able to manage future growth; does not make democracy unwieldy

- possibly but not necessarily

• Don’t need that many wards

• Option 3 splits the north and south side of Finch

• Councillors would be underworked

• Cannot imagine support for this option; maybe in downtown?

U) Option 4 - Large Wards - 75,000

• Wards too large, although size of Council is good

• May need staff increases if ward populations increase (4)

• It’s a non-starter; problem in terms of representation, fairness, democracy

• Not in favour of reducing wards

• Councillors would be spread too thinly and not be competent representatives

• Politically difficult across the city

• The number of wards is ok, but too large a population per ward

• Wards are too big (6)

• Does not serve anyone well

• Not very rational

• Options 4 and 5 are politically non-starters, Council will not like them

• Having Bloor Street as a boundary cuts off cultural/social communities which have been

related historically

• Large ward option brings too many communities together that are unlike each other

• At City level of government we have to provide services and people need to/want to see their

representative; 60,000 to 70,000 is reasonable; we should not be penny-wise and pound-foolish

e) Option 5 - Natural/Physical Boundaries

• Roads are not really ‘natural’ boundaries; too many drastic changes

• Does not work; breaks up communities

• Wards are far too big; Option 5 not good for a growing city

• Wards are too big, but makes more sense than Option 4

• “Nutty” regarding the number of people a Councillor is supposed to represent
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• Makes most sense academically

• Kind of like this one

• Love this option; really like that Victoria Park is not the boundary; option offers Toronto to

grow up after amalgamation

• Options 4 and 5 are politically non-starters, Council will not like them

• Might work at 42 or 43 wards; but wards would include too many different cultures

• This exercise [the TWBRJ was meant to split the big wards, not re-arrange all wards

• People connect culturally and socially, they do not relate to ravines

• Lakefront wards too long, no real relationships in this east-west arrangement

• Want to encourage north-south movement; too many different communities together; eastern

waterfront has nothing to do with western waterfront

• Would lose Scarborough cohesiveness

• There is a difference between Scarborough and North York, which is expressed in their

Community Councils; issues are different; too much history; the old cities will always be

communities; Option 5 is really stretching things

7. ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK ON THE OPTIONS
In addition to providing feedback on specific options, Round Two participants also provided other

comments about the proposed ward boundaries and the ward boundary review process.

Often, these comments re-enforce the respondents’ opinions about the various options and repeat what

has already been stated. If this is the case, those comments are not included in this section, since they

have already been captured in Section 5 of this report. However, any new comments or suggestions made

have been organized thematically below.

7.1 SURVEY

Number and Size of Wards

Survey respondents advocating for a reduction in the number of Councillors believe that this will result in

a more effective and manageable City Council and that there wilt be less opportunity for Council to be

influenced by interest groups.

Some respondents suggest that additional staff members take on the work that comes with representing a

larger population. Other individuals suggest that Councillors already have large staffs and therefore can

take on the work of a larger ward.

Survey respondents in favour of smaller wards anticipate that it allows Councillors to focus more on the

needs of the community and address more issues. They expect better representations, more access to
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Council members, and a more manageable system in general. One individual suggests that more

Councillors are needed in the high growth areas of downtown and North York.

Some respondents are concerned about the costs associated with changing the ward boundaries as well as

the cost implications of the different options. Of specific interest is whether larger wards with fewer

Councillors will lead to lower costs or tax expenditures.

Federal/Provincial Riding Boundaries

A number of Survey respondents request an option where the ward boundaries match, or closely relate to,

the federal and provincial riding boundaries. Their rationale is that it would be more efficient, simple, and

easy understand, as well as facilitate collaboration among different levels of government.

Some respondents suggest that the provincial and federal ridings can be divided in half with two wards

per federal riding. Others comment that if the provincial and federal politicians can represent that large a

constituency then so can a City Councillor.

Conversely, some individuals suggest that there is no point in trying to mimic the federal and provincial

ridings because municipal issues are different than federal and provincial issues. Municipal issues are

neighbourhood issues.

Downtown/Suburbs

Some of the Survey respondents observe that downtown and suburban wards are fundamentally different

from each other and suggest that they should be examined separately. Many perceive downtown

Councillors as having a larger workload and more distinct issues than suburban Councillors and conclude

that, therefore, downtown wards should be smaller than suburban wards.

Individuals from suburban wards also stress that their issues are different from those in other wards of the

city. One individual makes a distinction between an older part of Scarborough and a newer section of

Scarborough in terms of workload and, therefore, the capacity of a Councillor to represent the

constituents.

Several respondents suggest that downtown Councillors have a higher workload and additional

responsibilities when compared to Councillors from the suburbs or outer areas of the city. Similarly, some

respondents want to ensure that downtown wards are equally represented on City Council, so that the

needs of downtown constituents are properly represented when Council votes on city-wide issues. On the

other hand, one respondent thinks that it is important that the downtown core not be over-represented on

City Council.
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Different Options

Some individuals suggest combinations of the various options. Often the request is to combine the

natural/physical boundary approach with one of the other options to create a hybrid option of sorts,

especially between options 3 and 5. Another individual suggests that adding 14 new Councillors is a big

jump, so perhaps there should be an additional option between 47 and 57 wards.

Main Streets and Communities of Interest

Some Survey responses relate to where the ward boundary lines are to be drawn. Some individuals prefer

that boundary lines not be drawn on major streets because this divides a corridor between two separate

wards. It makes managing development, implementing the Avenues work, representing community

interests, and community stakeholders challenging. Secondary streets adjacent to main streets are

suggested as dividing lines.

Also, not splitting communities of interests, be those historical, cultural, or other, is of big concern to a

number of individuals. Some also suggest that keeping together development communities or high-

density communities, such as Yonge/Eglinton or North York Centre, would be beneficial for the purpose

of representing the community and its needs.

The TWBR Process

Comments on the TWBR are both positive and negative. Respondents like being involved in the process,

the chance to learn about ward boundary reviews, the ability to provide feedback and the rational thought

that has gone into the process.

Others find the process confusing. Yet others suggest that there should have been more media outreach to

get the word out. One individual considers the overlay maps on the website not helpful.

One respondent suggests that the options don’t reflect what they had heard at the first round of public

meetings and another does not believe that the options reflect what the general population wants.

Some comments question the accuracy of the population figures used as part of the TWBR. Also, one

individual suggests that the Survey should include a note citing best practice examples of ‘capacity to

represent’.

Two comments focus on how the final decision on the ward boundaries will be made. One individttal

does not want politicians to decide on their own ward boundaries and another suggests that politicians

will likely choose the option with the best chance for their re-election.
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7.2 PUBLIC MEETINGS

Number and Size of Wards

Most of the comments suggest the need for smaller wards or more Councillors in order to achieve

effective representation. Another suggestion is to consider how Toronto compares to other big cities in

terms of the number of Councillors.

federal and Provincial Ridings

Several of the participants suggest that there should be a ward boundary option that matches the

provincial and federal ridings. One person notes that having similar boundaries will allow for

collaboration among various levels of government, while another suggests that it will help to achieve

effective representation. Most of the people who suggest following the federal and provincial riding

boundaries note that it would be reasonable to split each riding into two wards.

Effective Representation

A few participants comment on effective representation. For example, one participant proposes that the

components of effective representation be weighted/prioritized in the final report of the TWBR. Another

participant suggests that effective representation [voter parityJ is more important than the number of

wards. Another mentions that there have been issues in the past with the suburbs being over-represented

on Council and that they hope the new ward boundaries will address this.

Main Streets and Communities ofInterest

One participant comments on the importance of keeping communities together and allowing them to elect

someone who represents them. Another comments that there is an issue with using major streets as

boundaries between wards, because then two Councillors deal with different sides of the same street. One

participant states that the waterfront needs to have a lot of attention and suggests that it would be helpful

to have it represented by a lot of different Councillors.

7.3 MEMBERS OF COUNCIL

Number and Size of Wards

Councillors suggest that City Council should not be too large and that the public will not accept a

significant increase in the number of Councillors. On the other hand 20 Councillors is not considered

sufficient. Larger wards are not workable, unless a Councillor’s job description changes, which would

require a change in the current governance system.
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federal/Provincial Ridings

Councillors are divided on whether federal/provincial riding boundaries should have been used to

generate a ward boundary option. Some question why federal riding boundaries have not been used and

then adjusted as necessary in order to avoid confusion for residents and delays in service.

One suggests that voter parity should not be a deciding criterion in the TWBR, since it does not appear to

be important in federal and provincial riding boundary determinations, while another emphasizes a

preference for 25 Councillors to match federal ridings.

Other Councillors are pleased that there is not optionjust dividing the federal ridings in half and see no

benefit following federal riding boundaries. One Councillor emphasizes that the number of wards is a

separate issue from the size of Council and how it operates.

Effective Representation

Councillors have differing opinions on how effective representation is to be achieved. Most are in favour

of adding wards to improve their capacity to represent their constituents. One points out that City of

Toronto Councillors represent more people than any other elected municipal official in Canada and feels

stretched at 50,000, more people than an MLA in Quebec represents. Another Councillor suggests that

democratic representation depends on the types of people and issues, in award, not on the number of

people.

Main Streets and Communities ofInterest

Councillors express a number of opinions on this topic. Main streets are considered to work well as

dividers among wards, except in the Yonge-Eglinton area, which is split among three Councillors, two

Community Councils and two sets of planning staff. There is a suggestion that downtown Councillors

should represent the Downtown as designated in the Official Plan with the northern boundary at Dupont

Street.

Most comments, however, centre on the need to keep communities of interest together. They include a

reference to pre-amalgamation roots and ‘keeping Scarborough intact’, mixing rich and poor in a ward for

city building and spending and ensuring that one ward is not subject to different Zoning By-laws.

Workload (High-rise Buildings versus Single family Houses)

This issue produces the most additional feedback from Councillors. Among the ten Councillors who

mention this topic most suggest that residents in single family neighbotirhoods generate more work than

people living in high-rise apartments or condominiums.

30

826



TOTORONTO WARD BOUNDARY REVIEW
ROUND iWO REPORT CIVIC ENGAGEMENT + PUBLIC CONSULTATION

DATE ISSUED: FEBRUARY 2016

They believe that this circumstance can justif’ smaller wards with single family populations and larger

wards with high-rise populations. They advocate for ‘stretching voter parity across the city’ based on this

difference in workload and perhaps reduce the size of Council because of it.

Two comments disagree with this assessment, arguing that apartment buildings/condominiums have

different service needs than single family houses and generate an equal amount of work.

The TW3R Process

Two comments from Councillors argue that too many Councillors only look at their own wards in this

process and stress that the results of TWBR should be good for the whole city, not just individual

Councillors.

Given Toronto’s current rapid growth some Councillors question whether the population projections for

2014 and 2018 have kept pace with completed and anticipated development projects. One comment

speculates that population numbers are probably low all over the city and another muses whether the

results of TWBR will last to the 2030 municipal election.

8. NEXT STEPS
Round Two of the TWBR’s civic engagement and public participation process has produced a series of

rankings of the five options for restructuring Toronto’s ward system, as well as a myriad of general

comments and suggestions for refining and improving the options.

The TWBR team will consider all of the feedback received from Councillor interviews and from the

public through Survey responses, submissions and participation at public meetings. Once this work has

been completed, the team will prepare a final report, which will detennine the preferred option, assess

whether the suggested refinements achieve effective representation and recommend a new alignment for

Toronto’s wards that can be implemented in time for the 201$ municipal election and serve the City until

2030.

The City of Toronto Executive Committee is expected to discuss the TWBR final report and the

recommended ward re-alignment at their meeting on May 24, 2016.
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APPENDIX A- SURVEY

Survey Questions

1. U I have read the Consultation Guide.

2. Your Current Ward: —

OR

Your Current Councillor

Unsure which ward you live in?

Click here to look it up.

3. Please rank the 5 options from I to 5 (with 1 being most preferred and 5 being least preferred).

— Option 1 - Minimal Change
— Option 2 - 44 Wards

Option 3 - 50,000
Option 4 - 75,000

— Option 5 - Natural/Physical Boundaries

4. Do you have any suggestions for improving your first ranked option (e.g. minor boundary line changes to

avoid splitting a community of interest)?

a) Related to a specific ward:

b) To the option overall:

5. Do you have any other comments?
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APPENDIX B - COMMENTS OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OFTHE1WBR

All of the issues outside the scope of the TWBR raised by Survey respondents, public meeting participants and

Members of Council have been consolidated in this Appendix and organized by themes. Comments received from

the various participants are identified separately within the themes.

Governance

This topic is the most often discussed ‘outside of scope’ subject. A few public meeting participants suggest that,

following the ward boundary review, the City should examine its Council structure and how it operates. Another

participant proposes that the City should consider a two-tier governance system and expand the role of Community

Councils.

Survey respondents echo these suggestions. Many individuals propose a two-tier structure with more autonomy for

local Community Councils. A number of iterations of a similar governance structure are proposed, including a 25-

Member Council plus a Board of Control suggested during a Counciflor interview.

Other Survey respondents advocate for a shift to proportional representation or a weighted vote system for

Councillors based on the population they represent. A public meeting participant suggests ranked ballots and multi-

member districts.

Two other comments from Survey respondents support term limits for municipal Counciltors or abolishing City

Council altogether with residents voting for by-laws online.

Staff

Some respondents suggest hiring more staff to compensate for any increases in workload due to larger ward

populations to ensure effective representation. Another respondent believes that Councillors rely too much on staff.

Naming of Wards

A few comments in the Surveys address the naming of wards. One suggestion is to name wards after

neighbourhoods. Another respondent proposes to eliminate the pre-amalgamation labels and any surrounding

stigma of places like Scarborough and Etobicoke. There is also a concern that new ward names will affect the

branding of local cycling groups.

Community Council Boundaries

A number of respondents question the existing Community Council boundaries and wonder how these boundaries

factor into the ward boundary review. Some individuals are in favour of abolishing existing Community Council

area boundaries, white others prefer that they be maintained in a similar form. One Councillor suggests that the

boundaries of Community Councils should be: Humber River in the west, Victoria Park in the east and Eglinton

Avenue from west to east.
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School Boards, Trustees, Catchrnent Areas

Some comments from Survey respondents wonder how the TWBR will influence Trustee ward boundaries. The fact

that schools are important building blocks of the community is emphasized in other comments.

One individual observes that the current ward boundary structure precludes residents from voting for their Trustee, if

they live in a different ward from their home school. Another individual suggests that the ward boundary review

should consider the school zone boundaries.

TWBR Process

A couple of public meeting participants are concerned about a potential conflict of interest, if Counciltors vote on

the final recommendation for a new ward structure, given their stake in the outcome of that decision.

One meeting participant suggests suspending the ward boundary review until the completion of the provincial

review of the Municipal Act. Her concern is that the ward boundary review may rule out certain options for re

organizing City Council and government in a way that would increase government accountability, transparency,

which may be mandated by the provincial review process

Another suggestion from the public meetings is to not use the terms Scarborough and Etobicoke during the TWBR

process to help the Councillors refrain from focusing on the old pre-amalgamation cities.
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APPENDIX C - SUGGESTIONS FOR WARD-SPECIFIC
REFINEMENTS BY OPTION AND WARD

Option I

W103 • Kipling should be eastern boundary (not Martin Grove).
• Add area between Kipling and Martin Grove.

W104 • Use Mimico Creek as western boundary; add area west of Martin Grove.
W105 • Move area south of Bloor north of Dundas between #427 and Kipling to

Ward 105.
W104/W105 • To keep growth area around Dundas together, move area north of Bloor to

Mimico Creek east of Kipling into Ward 105.
W107/W108 • Firgrove industrial area is split at Eddystone; use Finch instead [shift area

north of Eddystone Jane/Finch/400] to Ward 107 from 1081.
W108/W109 • Divides Finch BIA in half; make Grandravine Drive the southern boundary

between 108 and 109 and extend east to Dufferin [Sentinel is not a good
boundary, use Keele Street south to GrandravineJ.

W109 • Keep Yorkwoods community together with De Boer’s as boundary in north
east corner of re-arranged Ward 109.

• Can RR track be the eastern boundary of Ward 109 instead of Allen?
Will • Add area east of Jane to Black Creek.

W112/W113 • Use Rogers Road as southern boundary of 112 and 113, Eglinton
community between Rogers and the Beitline.

W113 • Add the area north of Eglinton (currently in 114) to ward 113.
• The western boundary of 113 at Dufferin is too far west.
• New ward alignment for Ward 113 should be 401/Allen

Road/Ravine/Rogers Road; area east of the Allen should go to Ward 114.

• [Winona as boundary for 113 splits a community; use Rogers Road and
ravine instead].

W113/W114/ • Boundary between Wards 113 and 115 and 114 should be the Allen Road;
W115 there are two distinct neighbourhoods on either side; Census takers do not

cross the Allen (Lawrence Height community does, but better represented by
two Councillors).

W113/W115/ • Change the boundary between W113, W115 and W116 to Eglinton.
W116 • Keep Wards’ 113 and 115 traditional boundary - both cross Eglinton.
W114/W115/ • The Beltline is not a very good divider for Ward 114, 115 and 126; instead
W126 go to Bathurst and down to Eglinton, s/w corner does not have that many

people.
W115/W116 • Keep the Davenport neighbourhood (north of the Dupont rail corridor) as a

single ward — it’s a distinct community of interest.
• Make Eglinton the northern boundary.

W116 • There is a distinct community between Eglinton and St Clair that is split in
this option.
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• Move the northern boundary of W116 south and the eastern boundary east,
to capture community patterns.

• This option works well because there is a mote common culture/community
south of Davenport to Bloor than there is from Davenport north to St. Clair.

• Use Rogers Road at north end instead of Lavender.
• Use western RR track (UPE tracks) as western boundary instead of Parkside;

community west of the tracks relates more to High Park; also there is only
one connection across those tracks - Wallace Avenue bridge.

• Run eastern boundary south on Dufferin, if populations numbers work.

W116/W118 • Junction Triangle community split between Wards 116 and 118.

W117/W118 • Area west of the UPE RR tracks north of Bloor should be in either 117 or
118; does not have anything in common with Junction Triangle; no east -

west connections except Wallace footbridge.

W119 • Ward 119 is too long.
• Change the north boundary of W119 to Bloor Street West.

W119/W125 • Could Ward 119 boundary with 125 run north on Bathurst? (2)
W121 • Make Yonge Street the western boundary of W121. The community west of

Yonge belongs more appropriately with W120.
W122/W123 • 4 Moss Park Apartment towers get orphaned in Ward 122, should be in

Ward 123 together with Regent Park.
W122/W124 • Split Wards 122 and 124 north-south, rather than east-west (split along

University or Bay).
W123 • Castle Frank Crescent very cut off by DVP; feel like they are part of South

Rosedale; don’t connect with Parliament.
W123/W124 • Jarvis St. (between W123 and W124) splits a community of LGBT residents

from the Church-Wellesley Village. Sherbourne or Yonge St. would be a
better boundary.

W124 • Should include area up Yonge Street to the tracks (ABC Residents
Association; Yorkville).

W124/W125 • The boundaries of the downtown wards are not good - there is an issue with
W124 and W125 at Bloor Street.

• Wards 125, 124, 123 - not good for downtown.
• Yorkville BIA should not be split at Bloor Street, its southern boundary is

Charles.
• Given new housing developments south of Bloor, a split at Bloor makes

sense.
W125 • W125 has a long east-west shape — it doesn’t accomplish minimum change.

• The western boundary of ward 125 should be further east (perhaps
Spadina) similar to federal riding of University-Rosedale.

• Too many BlAs in Ward 125.
• Ward 125 goes too far west.

W126 • Extend W126 south so that Redway Road and the big Loblaws is the
southern border.

• Put the whole of Yonge-Eglinton into Ward 126.
• Boundary goes through Upper Canada College; use Oriole Parkway all the

way up, then along Oxton to the Beltline; Beltline makes sense; should stop
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at Oriole Parkway.
• Broadway boundary now cuts through houses.

W127 • The St. Lawrence neighbourhood is split by Jarvis Street. Yonge is a better
dividing line.

• Broadway boundary should be at Eglinton.

W128 • Should go east to Willowdale; Willowdale is a very good boundary; very
different community east and west of Willowdale; Doris is not good; Parkview

Gardens and Lee’s Life and Art Park cannot be separated from Yonge; when

walking, you do not cross Willowdale.

W128/W129 • The boundary should be a straight line, instead of a jagged line. (4)
o Using Willowdale or Kenneth would keep the condo

neighbourhood together.
o Consider using Yonge Street.
o The hydro corridor is a great natural/physical boundary.
o The jagged line separates the condos from single family homes

(high demographic culture from “old stock Canadians”).

• Change the boundary between W128 and W129 to Doris or Willowdale.

W129 • Could gain the n/e corner of Yonge and 401 (Avondale community); this is
the best way to split 128 and 129.

W132 • Move Wynford Park area into Ward 132 (Don Mills Residents Association
includes it).

• Make the continuation of Eglinton west of Victoria Park the southern
boundary of Ward 132, i.e. move area south of it into Ward 135.

W132/W133/ • Use DVP as a boundary among Wards 132, 133 and part of 135.
W135

W133/134 • The Leaside neighbourhood is divided by Eglinton. (4)

• Don’t change the Leaside boundaries — it is a community. (4)

• Leaside and Thorncliffe Park need to stay together.

• Join Flemington Park and Thorncliffe; these two areas have many issues that
would benefit from a smaller ward and personalized treatment.

• Decrease Ward 134 by making RR track the northern boundary; move area

north of RR tracks into Ward 133 -this keeps north and south Leaside
together.

W133/W136 • Change the W133 and W136 boundary to original boundary or to another

option that doesn’t affect the Laird community.

W134 • Increase Ward 134 by extending eastern boundary to Woodbine.

• Puzzled that Governor’s Bridge area would be included with the north-of
Danforth area.

• The addition toW 134 over the Don (Laird etc.) seems weird and out of
place.

W134/W135 • Parking lot in Taylor Creek Park is cut in half, should be in Ward 135, not in

Ward 134; boundary also cuts the park in two.

• Include Barbara Crescent (from Ward 134) in Ward 135.

W135 • Use DVP as boundary rather than the river; Ward 135 should have south
side of the Don Valley (from Ward 133).
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W137 • Move the western boundary of W137 to Coxwell, so that Leslieville and the
Beaches are not in the same ward.

. Don’t include Beach community as part of Danforth; they have different
needs.

• The Beach ward should end at Kingston Road and Queen Street to the west,
and at Fallingbrook to the east.

• The current Ward 32 is a very active and engaged community that uses
Ward 32 in its branding. They would like to retain their ward number.

• Do not include anything north of Kingston Road in the Beach area. Kingston
Road is a clear physical boundary.

W139 • Is there room for Ward 139 to grow?
W141 • Brimley Road is the natural boundary (Midland Ratepayers Association is

between Midland and Brimley; focus west); Brimley is also a school
catchment area boundary; “but world would not end if we use Midland”.

. Keep Brimley for now and recommend review after 8 years (see how far
development has progressed due to Scarborough subway and Scarborough
Town Centre growth).

• Move eastern boundary to where Ward 38’s is now (to Scarborough Golf
Club Road); i.e. keep Ward 38 as is; but this tweak is not as important as
Brimley.

W142/ • Cut Wards 143 and 142 along the creek - come down Birchmount and the
W143 creek [like current Ward 39 and Option 3].

• Even out current populations between Wards 143 and 142 [make 143
bigger].

• Huntingwood splits two communities; Corinthian community (Victoria Park to
Pharmacy north and south of Huntingwood); Bridlewood community (north
and south of Huntingwood); should use Finch as a divider.

W142/W144 • C.D Farquharson Community Association, split between Wards 142 and
144.

W143 • Add area Warden/Sheppard/Victoria Park south of Huntingwood (could add
whole area or use Pharmacy).

W144 • The eastern boundary of W144 should be the creek that runs through
Neilson and McLevin. The creek does meet with Markham Road and the
eastern boundary can continue northward via Markham Road.

W144/W145 • Malvern is split between Wards 144 and 145 [definition either Malvern
Town Centre or larger area which has 50,000 people].

W145 • The western boundary of 145 should be moved to Markham Road. You
could use Sheppard as the southern boundary or move the south-eastern
boundary (i.e. where the 401 is). (Markham to Sheppard). People who
identify the least with Malvern live south of Sheppard —i.e. those who live in

Burroughs Hall. (Note: All the options split Malvern in some way).

W146 • Kingston Road splits the Kingston Galloway community. Instead use
Morningside and Eglinton as boundaries so W146 would be square to
Morn ingside.

W147 • Ward 147 should look more like Ward 244.
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OPTION 2

W201 • Add Humberwood area to Rexdale (don’t use river).
W202 • Add area east of lslington to Humber River [from Ward 2071.
W203 • Make Dixon Road the northern boundary; Dixon Road is very much a dividing

line;_the_Westway_is_not_a_good_boundary.
W204/W205 • Dundas growth area is cut in half (between wards 205 and 204).
W207/W208 • Use Sheppard as southern boundary between Wards 207 and 208.

• Don’t use Jane as boundary between 207 and 208, instead move Jane-Finch
to 208 south to Finch or south to Eddystone (Jane-Finch community is the
way it is supposed to be in Option 5).

W208/W209 • Instead of a horizontal boundary between W2O8 and W209 along Sheppard/
Grandravine/Waterloo, use the rail line that is between Keele St. and Allen
Road. The communities to the east vs. west of this boundary are different.

• Use Sheppard as the dividing line between Wards 208 and 209.
• Move industrial area on east side north of Waterloo from 208 into 209.

W209 • Splits the Jewish community at Bathurst; Allen or Keele should be the
boundary between Wards 222 and 209.

• A perfect Ward 209 would be 4O1/Jane/Steeles/ RR tracks.
W210 • Add area east of Jane to Black Creek.
W212 • The southern boundary of W212 should run across St Clair to keep the

community intact.
• Oakwood should be eastern boundary of Ward 212 instead of Winona;

community east of Oakwood is different.
• Add area north of St. Clair from Ward 213, so that boundary runs along St.

Clair to RR tracks (relates to Police Divisions 11 and 12).
W212/W213 • Winona boundary should move to Oakwood (2).
W220
W213 • Make eastern boundary Ossington or Dovercourt instead of Christie.

• Add area north of St. Clair from Oakwood to the western RR tracks (similar
populations re income).

• Move area Bloor/Dovercourt/e-w RR tracks/Christie from Ward 213 into
216, if possible.

W216 • Seaton Village is split from Christie Pits.
W216/217 • Keep CityPlace, Fort York and South Core together with the condos south of

King.
• Liberty Village should fall in one ward.

W217 • Ward 217, only one Councillor for the Central Waterfront, better to have 2 as
in Option 1.

W217/W233 • St. Lawrence neighbourhood is split by Jarvis (3).
o Splitting the St. Lawrence community at Jarvis or Front does not fit

the long established boundaries of the Neighbourhood
Association_or_BIA._(Note:_same_issue_with_option_5).

W218/W219 • Split 219 and 218 north-south (?).
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W219/W232 • The boundary between 219 and 232 should be Rosedale Valley Road/the
ravine instead of Bloor St. You could take Rosedale Valley Road east of
Sherbourne. Rosedale and Summerhill similar communities.

W220/W229 • Make Avenue Road boundary between Wards 220 and 229.
• The eastern boundary of W 220 should remain the Avoca Ravine and not be

moved to Yonge St. The condo and apartment buildings between the Avoca
Ravine and Yonge St, which are now in Ward 22 and in the Deer Park
Residents Association area, would move to Moore Park, if Option 2 is
adopted as proposed. This does not make sense.

W221 • The old wards 15 and 16 split the Jewish community to the east and west of
Bathurst Street. The new W 221 as part of Option 2, corrects this problem.

a Ward 221 is very different west of Bathurst; different demographics,
immigrant populations; high rises.

W222 • The area east of Yonge to Willowdale should be included in W222 so that the
areas close to the North York Centre are in the hands of one Councillor. This
is an important buffer between the dense North York downtown and the
single family residential area. (3)

• Move the n/e corner of Yonge and 401 into Ward 224, if needed (Avondale
community, built-out, self-contained).

• The residential pocket in the southwest corner of ward 222 seems isolated.

W222/W223/ • W 222,223,224 is better in option 2 than 1 because the area north of Finch
W224 is distinct from the areas south of Finch.
W222/W224 • Use hydro corridor and/or Willowdale Ave as natural boundaries to eliminate

the messy boundary near Yonge + 401.
W226 • Broadway boundary should be at Eglinton.
W227/W228 • Should add Wynford/Concorde community to Ward 227.
W228/W229 • Make Laird Drive boundary between 228 and 229.
W229 • Broadway boundary cuts through houses.
W229/W230 • Leaside is split between Wards 229 and 230.
W230/W231 • North and south of the Danforth are very different communities in terms of

income/voting/built form.
W231 • Use DVP as boundary rather than the river; Ward 231 should have south side

of the Don Valley [from Ward 22$].
W231/235 • Get rid of the Victoria Park border for Scarborough. (2)
W232/W233 • Rethink 232 and 233; use Gerrard as boundary??

• Dundas boundary divides Cabbagetown from Regent Park, but may be ok.

W233 • St. Lawrence community ends at Yonge, so area between Yonge and Jarvis
should go from 217 to 233.

a The boundaryforSt. Lawrence should be Yongeto Parliament.

• Ward 233 should gain a piece west of]arvis.
• Do not use King as a boundary.

W234/W235 • The Beach is divided between Wards 234 and 235. (8)
o People up to Victoria Park consider themselves “Beachers”
o It is a distinct community.

• Do not use Lee as a dividing line. (2)
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• This configuration would hurt the branding of some local groups. (2)

• Split the Beaches and Upper Beach from the rest of the East End at the
tracks.

• The area just east of Victoria Park and south of Gerrard fits better with the
Beach area just west of Victoria Park.

• Birchcliffe should be part of the Beaches.
• The Beaches ward should extend along Queen St. from Coxwell Ave to

Victoria Park. The City recently passed an OPA for “the Beach” defined as
Coxwell to Victoria Park.(2)

• Boundary between Wards 234 and 235 should be Woodbine (2); maybe
Main, but it becomes a smaller street at the north end.

• Bring boundary between Wards 234 and 235 down Victoria Park (3)
o Victoria Park is a boundary with a long history.
o Wards 234 and 235 are VERY different re income, education, etc.

• Use Victoria Park and Fallingbrook as north-south boundary and Kingston
Road as the northern boundary.

W234/W235/ • Too big a change.
W236
W236/243 • Do not divide east Guildwood.
W238 • Brimley Road is the natural boundary (Midland Ratepayers Association is

between Midland and Brimley; focus west; Brimley is also a school
catchment area boundary; “but world would not end if we use Midland”.

• Keep Brimley for now and recommend review after 8 years (see how far
development has progressed due to Scarborough subway and Scarborough
Town Centre growth).

• Move eastern boundary to where Ward 38’s is now (to Scarborough Golf
Club Road); i.e. keep Ward 38 as is; but this tweak is not as important as
Brimley.

W239/W240 • Cut Wards 239 and 240 along the creek - come down Birchmount and the
creek [like current Ward 39 and Option 3].

• Huntingwood splits two communities; Corinthian community (Victoria Park to
Pharmacy north and south of Huntingwood); Bridlewood community (north
and south of Huntingwood); should use Finch as a divider.

W239/W241 • Community of interest north of 401, south of Sheppard on either side of
Brimley — C. D. Farquharson Community Association, very established (split
between 239 and 241).

W240 • Move boundary of Ward 240 west to DVP, from 225.
W241/W242 • Malvern is split between Wards 241 and 242 [definition either Malvern Town

Centre or larger area which has 50,000 people].

• Option 2 splits the Malvern community.
W244 • Keep West Hill/Manse Valley/Coronation in one ward.
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OPTION 3

W303 • Dixon Road should be the boundary.
W304 • Markland Woods is split north and south of Bloor; there is a ring road;

community should be in Ward 304 as well as area right to the east of it (to
#427).

W310 • Exchange between Wards 310 and 311: keep Employment District together;
use Yorkwoods southern boundary as boundary between Wards 310 and 311.

W311 • RR tracks not Allen should be north-south boundary on east side of ward.
W312 • The southern boundary of W312 splits the Mount Dennis community. Move it

south, past Eglinton to the creek.
W312/W314 • Eglinton splits the Mount Dennis community (BIA); use BIA boundary as

southern boundary (include both sides of Eglinton, go down to Lambton).
W313 • Marlee Ave from Eglinton to Lawrence should be in the same ward - creates

better natural/physical boundaries.
• Move the north-east corner of W313 to Allen Road and Lawrence to keep

Marlee Ave. from Eglinton to Lawrence as one community (OR move the
south-west corner of W324 to Dufferin and Eglinton.)

• The eastern boundary of W313 should be the Allen expressway.
. RR track is real north-south boundary in 313 (only crossing at Eglinton and

Lawrence).
W314/W315 • Shift area to Ward 315 (RR tracks/Rogers/RR tracks/St. Clair).
W315 • Extend eastern boundary of W315 east to Winona to keep Oakwood Village

community and Friends of Roseneath in the same ward.
• Move western boundary of 315 (now on eastern railway line) to the railway

track.
W318 • In some areas Ossington Ave. would be a better boundary than Dovercourt,

especially south of Dundas.
• Shift triangle south of Queen from Ward 31$ to 317 or 320.

• Make Davenport the northern boundary instead of RR tracks.
W319 • Harbourfront east of Bathurst and west of Bathurst are two completely

different neighbourhoods and should not be combined into a single ward.

• Ward 319 has the Islands, strange mix of communities.
W319/W320 • The area currently in W319 north of Front to Queen, running from University to

Yonge should move to W320. (This area has no real connection to the
waterfront communities that dominate the ward.) Would be better if Front was
used as the northern boundary from Yonge to Bathurst, then the rail line to
Dovercourt - that would move Liberty Village into the W 319.

• Both Wards should run north-south, not east-west.
W320/W321 • W320 and W321 should run north- south with a boundary at Bathurst so they

have a mix of building types.
W321/W322 • Organize north-south rather than east-west; Bathurst to University and

Bathurst to Dovercourt; Dupont to Queen for both.
• OP’s definition of the Downtown should be respected.

W322/W338 • Option 3 splits the U of T campus - there are 2 colleges (St. Michael’s and
Victoria College) east of Queens Park, which are cohesive communities. It’s

42

838



TORONTO WARD BOUNDARY REVIEW
ROUND TWO REPORT CIVIC ENGAGEMENT + PUBLIC CONSULTATION

DATE ISSUED: FEBRUARY 2016

important for political activity, community organizing, etc. to keep these
communities together. The north end of the eastern boundary of 322 and
338 should go over to Bay St. [Note: also and issue with option 5] (3)

o The 2 colleges east of Queens Park should be moved from 338 to
322.

W324/W325 • Wards 324 and 325 should be split vertically.
W324/W336 • Rent controlled apartments in the Yonge-Eglinton area should not be

separated from one another by a ward boundary. It’s important to recognize
that they have distinct program needs and lower income residents are more
fully_recognized_in_ward_profiles_and_funding decisions.

W326 • The eastern portion of W326 (east of Yonge) is disconnected and different
from the test of the ward. (3)

• The area south of Sheppard, between Baview and Leslie would be attached
as a strip to a region further west bounded by Allen/Sheppard and the 401
(Wilson Heights, bisected by Earl Bales) - these neighbourhoods have no
particular historical or infrastructure attachment to each other, and are rather
distant to each other east-west (10 km).

• The ward that includes Bayview and Leslie should also include the strip south
of Sheppard.

W327 • The small portion of land encompassed by Yonge, Don River and Sheppard
should belong to W327, because it is the same community, brought together
by schools and Yonge Street.

W327/330 • Wards 327 and Ward 330 split up the Yonge & Sheppard/North York City
Centre condominium corridor. They should be joined together. (2)

• North of 327/330, the Hydro corridor is a better natural boundary than Finch.

W330 • Not good for communities of interest.
• Don’t separate north and south sides of Sheppard, they want to be together

(in Ward 330).
W330/W331 • Use RR track as boundary between 330 and 331 instead of Leslie.
W331 • Does not get rid of the big barriers (DVP).
W332 • Broadway boundary should be at Eglinton.
W335/W344 • The Don Valley would be a more reasonable dividing line between 335/344.

W336 • Broadway boundary cuts through houses.
W337 • W337 should include Governor’s Bridge, which is part of North Rosedale’s

community of interest.
• Between Yonge and Sherbourne on Bloor, there are 4 buildings where no one

is living. (Office buildings #388 #360 #300 #378 University Rosedale). No
identification with them.

• Continue the southern boundary of the ward along Bloor west to Avenue Road
to account for the population growth south of Bloor.

W338 • W338 could follow Rosedale Valley along its northern border instead of Bloor
Street.

• Charles should be the southern boundary, not Wellesley; Ward 338 should
include area up Yonge Street to the tracks (ABC Residents Association;
Yorkville); BIA should not be split at Bloor Street, its southern boundary is
Charles.
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. Davenport is the boundary of the Downtown.

• Gay village northern boundary is Charles Street, not Wellesley.

W338/W339 • W338 and W339 are split on Wellesley Street, dividing the Church-Wellesley
neighbourhood (and the Church-Wellesley BIA) (4).

o Options 1 and 5 show a similar division, while 2 and 4 keep the
Village intact.

W342/W344 • The current Danforth boundary cuts the Danforth community in half (4) -The
Danforth is the community hub for Greektown, for the Mosaic, and others.

• Don’t combine north of Danforth with areas south of Danforth - at least east
of Pape. We’re just south of Danforth east of Coxwell and much, much more
oriented to Gerrard, Queen and the lake than northward to the Don Valley and
EgI inton.

W344 • Keep W344 to one side of the Don Valley.
W349 • W349 that goes through creek could use Scarborough Golf Club Road as

eastern boundary.
W352/W353 • Move the boundary point at Birchmount and Huntingwood east along

Huntingwood_towards the east_boundary.
W354/W356 • Malvern is split between Wards 354 and 356 [definition either Malvern Town

Centre_or_larger area_which_has_50,000_people].
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OPTION 4

W404 • To keep growth area around Dundas together, move area north of Dundas to
Mimico Creek east of Kipling into Ward 404.

• Reduce Ward 404 by making #427 its western boundary.
W404/W405 • The current ward 6 should be divided north to south not east to west as

proposed.
W406 • Area just north of the 401 east of Jane is the same as west of Jane; add area

to Ward 406.
W407 • Add area west of Jane north of Finch (part of Jane/Finch) to Ward 407.
W407/408 • Calvington not a good boundary between Wards 407 and 408.
W411 • Consider including Swansea with W404 instead of W411. This community

shares a lot in common with Kingsway and South Kingsway.
• It doesn’t makes sense to have the Swansea boundary go north of the

railroad. The river is not a barrier.
W412 • Use Oakwood as eastern boundary; shift area east of Oakwood to Ward 420.

W414 • Maybe Bathurst should be the eastern boundary all the way to St. Clair.
W415/W417 • The boundaries between W415 and W417 should be Bloor Street in the

north, Don Valley in the east, Yonge Street in the west and the lake in the
south.

W415/W41/ • Yonge should not be a major boundary line between multiple wards. It is
W417/ W418 used for a wide variety of purposes and hosts the greatest number of events,

as well as multiple BIAs and is a cultural and business centre. I’d recommend
moving this boundary over to Bay or, ideally, Avenue Road, as that divides
the fewest communities.

W418 • Make W418 smaller so that it will need the least change 3 decades from
now.

W419 • The Castle Frank enclave south of Bloor should be added to W419.

W422 • Willowdale Ave. should not be a dividing boundary. Bayview Ave west of
Yonge is a more natural part of the Yonge St. corridor.

• The boundaries of W422 should be: Bathurst to the west, Finch to the north,
401 to_the_south_and_Bayview_Ave._to_the_east.

W425 • There are some small instances where wards seem to include two sides of a
waterway or are on both sides of train tracks, etc. (see W425).

W426 • The western boundary of W426 on Bayview should be moved west to Mount
Pleasant. That community is far more like Leaside (e.g. traffic issues are
similar, as are the development issues related to LRT).

• Where appropriate, the southern boundary of the Leaside area should be
Redway Drive and not the train tracks. North and South Leaside should not
be split.

• Sherwood Park and the cemetery are natural boundaries for this area — they
are ignored in this option.

W428/W429 • Use the railway as a boundary between 428 and 429 all the way west to Don
Valley (as in Option 5).

W430/W438 • Option 4 splits a community at Kingston Road - the boundary should go
down to Eglinton.
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W431 • Warden/Danforth area should be attached to the lake to the south, as well
as Kingston Rd.
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OPTION 5

W501/W502/ • Respect the boundaries of the pre-amalgamation min icipalities
W529/W530 (e.g. Humber River, Victoria Park, etc.) as much as you can. There

seem to be 4-5 wards (501, 502, 529, 530) that do not do this
enough.

W503/W504 • Change boundary between Wards 503 and 504 to run down Kipling
(S. of Rathburn) down to RR tracks; Dundas is the epicenter of
development in this area.

W504 • Take out area north of Dixon Road (to 401); add area south of
Rathburn to Mimico Creek; Rathburn is not a good dividing line.

W505 • All of Dundas should be in 505; move area north of Dundas to
Mimico Creek east of Kipling into Ward 505.

W508 • Ward 508 doesn’t seem to use natural or physical boundaries.
• Does not accommodate communities of interest.

W510 • The eastern boundary of W510 should be Bathurst St. (2)
W510/W527 • Bring Yonge and Sheppard together, similar to the way W525 goes

around Young and Eglinton.
W510/W513/W526 • Consider using West Don Valley as boundary (510, 513, 526).

W512 • Allen is a more natural boundary of Ward 512 than Keele Street.
W512/W514 • Need to reorganize Wards 512, 514, 515.
/W515 • The RR track is hard to cross; south of Eglinton similar

neighbourhood.
W514 • Could add area Bloor/Dovercourveast-west RR tracks/UPE tracks

to Ward 5l4from Ward 517.
W515 • Move Yonge boundary of W515 east to the ravine. (3)

• The eastern boundary of Ward 515 (Yonge St.) isolates a groups of
residents.

W515/505 • Blend W516 and W505 using Mimico Creek.
W516 • Ward 516 can lose the Junction Triangle, use UPE tracks rather

than eastern tracks as eastern boundary.
W516/W517 • Georgetown railway line should be the boundary between Wards

516 and 517.
W516/W518 • Boundary between Wards 518 and 516 should use western RR

track (Kitchener Corridor, more important than eastern RR track).
W516/W517/W518 • Use the railway tracks to divide wards 516, 517, 518.
W518 • Option 5 is least favourable for Seaton Village.
W517/W518 • Option 5 would split the Bloor area/community in four. (2)

• The lands on Bloor W. between the two sets of tracks (around Perth
Ave.) should be included in 517 or 518 given the stronger
connection to these neighbourhoods.

• The current western boundary of W18 is Kitchener GO line. The new
boundary proposed ignores that.

• Community split between Wards 517 and 518.
W519 • The whole waterfront shouldn’t be represented by one person. (2)
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. Use Cherry Street as the eastern boundary of W519. East of Cherry
Street belongs naturally in another community area.

. W519 may go too far east — the area east of Yonge and south of
Front has a different character from the west.

W519/W520 • The boundary between 519 and 520 should follow the railway line
south of front/go to the lake (there is no one below the railway).

. Yonge should be the boundary between 519 and 520.

• Boundary between these wards splits St. Lawrence neighbourhood.

W519/W521 • St. Lawrence neighbourhood is split by Front Street (3)
o It should be split by the railroad.

• This option keeps the central waterfront together — it is a new
community.

. Front Street goes through the heart of the West Don Lands
emerging community;_totally_unacceptable.

W521/W523 • Use the Rosedale Valley ravine as a boundary instead of Bloor
Street, so that neigh bourhoods will not be separated.

W522/W523 • Option 5 splits the U of T campus - there are 2 colleges (St.
Michael’s and Victoria College) east of Queens Park, which are
cohesive communities. It’s important for political activity,
community organizing, etc. to keep these communities together.

The north end of the eastern boundary of 522 and 523 should go
over to Bay St. (Note: Same with option 3) (2)

W524 • Keep Bennington Heights and Leaside neighbourhoods together -

they are similar.
• Consider splitting Leaside and Thorncliffe Park communities — they

have very different interests, which splits a Councillor’s focus.

W524/W525 • Move the Merton street boundary to the cemetery. There is a little
slip (Merton St) north of cemetery, just west of Mount Pleasant, east

of Yonge)- which is excluded from 525. (4)
o Merton is part of community to north of it.
o Merton has been part of the Yonge Eglinton Residents

Association for many years.

• Leaside, Flemington Park, Thorncliffe Park neighbourhoods should
be kept together.

W525 • Option 5 works well for the Yonge and Eglinton community. (5)

W527 • The west boundary of W527 should be Willowdale.

W530 • Ward 530 is insane going from DVPto Birchmount; people would be
very upset.

W531 • Use DVP as boundary rather than the river; Ward 531 should have

south_side_of the_Don_Valley_(from_Ward_524).
W531/W535 • Make W531 and W535 one ward. Draw the boundary east-west,

instead of north-south at Victoria Park. This would bring 535 into
the City.

W531/W533/ • Victoria Park creates an ongoing barrier — getting rid of this
W534/W535 boundary would help bring the city together. (2)
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Combine W531 and W533 and divide north/south rather than
east/west

W532/W533 • Combine the western portion of W533 with W532.

W533 • Is ward 533 large enough considering the eventual transformation
of the Port Lands?

W533/W534 • The eastern boundary of 533 should be moved from Victoria Park
over to Hunt Club Drive — more natural boundary (6)

o Victoria Park Avenue is not a natural boundary, especially
the southern portion by the lake. The eastern boundary
should be the Toronto Hunt Club Drive, thereby
incorporating Fallingbrook as a part of the beaches.

o Vic Park over to Fallingbrook should be included in the
Beaches Ward.

o The original boundary used to be like that. I live on
Courcelette, which is technically in Ward 36 but due to the
natural splitting that occurs because of the Hunt Club
Ravine we are much more a part of Ward 32. Don’t use
Victoria Park as a dividing line. (2)

• Move the eastern boundary of W533 east into W534.

• Combine the western portion of W533 with W532 with a new
eastern boundary moved west to reduce the combined population.

• Eastern boundary of W533 should remain Victoria Park between
Bracken and Queen.

• Houses near and south of Kingston Rd. tend to have similar issues
as those slightly west. The same could be true for Oakwood as the

park may serve as a more natural boundary.

W534 • Ward 534 is very long. Not sure if people in this area feel a part of
one community.

• W534 seems like it would consist of mostly high socioeconomic
residents. Consider adjusting.

• W534 is too big an area - use McCowan as a boundary.

• Northern section of 534 (Highland Creek) seems isolated.

W534/W541 • Using the creek as a boundary splits the Kingston Galloway Orton
Park (KGO) community. It’s best to use Eglington as the boundary.

W537/W539 • Malvern is split between Wards 537 and 539 [definition either

Malvern Town Centre or larger area which has 50,000 people].

W540 • Option 5 puts a boundary (the railway line) through the Highland
Creek Plant (2) — move the north-south line to Morn ingside.

• Include East Bay Park in Ward 540. This won’t change the
population_because there are no residents there.
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APPENDIX D - COMMENTS ON COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST

AND SUGGESTIONS FOR REFINING EXISTING WARDS

W 4/5 • Ward 5 should be amalgamated with the south end of Ward 4 due to all
the development issues occurring within the Dundas/Royal York area.

W 11/12 • Mount Dennis is split in two by some options. Mount Dennis begins just
(Mount Dennis) north of where Jane and Weston road meet. South of Dennison is

considered Mount Dennis. The creek is the western boundary. If you had
to make two wards out of this you could use Black Creek or the railway as
the natural boundary.

W 13/14/18 • The old Junction main street along Dundas west should be kept intact, so
(Junction/ unite the tip of ward 18 up to Dupont with the ward to the north. The
Parkdale) Junction also unite parts of ward 18 and 14 that share the rail tracks.

• Sorauren should be the eastern boundary of ward 14 and Dundas or
Queen should be the northern boundary.

• Keep the West Toronto Junction whole, it is currently split between Wards
13 and 14.

• Ward 13 and 14 should be merged. The existing ward 14 has a lot of
socio-economic issues/high needs area. We are all so closely related and
within walking distance.

• Parkdale needs its own Councillor/representation.
• Cut off the pointy bottom of current ward 18 so it can connect with the

south.
Ward 15 • Keep south of Eglinton away from the north half. We have more in

common with that community.
• Move the southeast boundary to Allen road and Eglinton Ave. To avoid

splitting up Marlee Ville.
W 16/22/25 • The overlapping responsibility in the Yonge and Eglinton area is a big
(Yonge and issue. It should have one Councillor. (4)
Eglinton) • North and south of Erskine Street are two different types of

neighbourhoods — would be a good boundary line.
W 17/21 • The Davenport hill/ridge line is a physical boundary that affects how
(Davenport Hill) people move around and which service locations, parks, etc. they use.
W 19/20 • Do not split Liberty Village.
(Liberty • Liberty Village and Exhibition Place should be contained within one ward.
Village/Exhibition
Place)
W 20 • Queens Park should be a dividing line as it is both a physical and social
(Queens Park) regime boundary.
W 19/20/28 • The waterfront community should not remain in one ward.
(Waterfront)
W 19/20/27/28 • Historically the resident associations have been very strong (downtown).

Many of the boundaries violate the historic relationships.
• Harbord Village and Kensington have distinct issues and should not be

contained within the same ward. (2)
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• Consider traditional neighbourhoods such as Old Town, Cabbagetown, and
Corktown.

• Keep all the following boundaries: King Street west to the Islands north-
south and Yonge Street to Bathurst east-west. There are many
commonalities within that neighborhood. If need be, split the ward from
Front Street going south.

• Queen Street is an undesirable dividing line; it separates a connected and
resilient business community. Shuter Street might make a better
boundary.

• Keep Bloor East intact - Move 278, 300, 360 & 388 Bloor Street East
away from U niversity-Rosedale into Toronto-Centre.

• Keep urban core together using Rosedale Valley Ravine, not Bloor East.

W 21/22 • Forest Hill Village is very much a community. Options 1 and 2 bring it
(Forest Hill) together.

• Forest Hill is quite different from the area east of Avenue Road so moving
it out of ward 22 may be most appropriate.

• Option 3 keeps Forest Hill village together (currently it straddles Spadina
north and south of St Clair - ward 21 and 22)

W 23 • Keep condo communities together around Yonge and around Sheppard.
(Yonge and
Sheppard)
W 26 • 4 of the 5 options (1, 2, 3 & 5) divide Leaside at Eglinton Avenue, which is
(Leaside) not a natural boundary. Leaside should remain intact. (3)

o It is bounded on 3 sides by the Don River and on the 4th by
Bayview Avenue.

W 26 (Don • Don Valley West straddles ravines and the boundaries cut social
Valley West) neigh bou rhoods in pieces.
Ward 27 • Any new boundary for the current Ward 27 should include Wellesley from

Yonge to Sherbourne, even Parliament as well as north-south streets
Church and ]arvis down to at least Dundas.

• Ward 27 could stop at Bloor on the north.
• Ward 27 has four corners under development and 2 Councillors. The

federal boundaries marry us to Rosedale (not a good fit).

W 2$ • Using Front Street as a boundary splits the St. Lawrence neighbourhood.
(St. Lawrence) • The northern boundary of St. Lawrence should be Queen Street.

• St. Lawrence boundaries should be: Queen and Yonge to Parliament and
Railway.

W 28 • St. James Town should not be part of the same ward as Rosedale.
(St. James Town)
W 29/30/31 • The railroad track is a good physical barrier, and would put Danforth in 2
(Danforth Ave/ wards not 4 wards.
Main St.) • Within options 1 or 3, the boundary along Queen Street, west of the Don

River should be moved northwards to Shuter Street.

• Draw the boundaries at Gerrard Street to the Lakeshore from Coxwell to
Victoria Park rather than all the way to the Danforth.
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• Danforth should be the northern boundary of the ward that includes the
Beaches.

• Include north and south side of Danforth Ave in one ward to encourage
rational development. Same for Ward 30 and/or Ward 31: should include
both north and south side of Danforth Ave.

• Ward 31 should stop at Main Street as there is a very large culturally
diverse population between Main Street and Victoria Park Avenue.

• Do not split Danforth Avenue between Greenwood and Main (more or less).
This area has a similar architectural feel as well as a need/desire by the
BIA and neighbourhood associations to study, renovate and re-vigorate.
Having the same Councillor for this stretch on both the north and south
sides would be very helpful.

W 30 • Leslieville should not be split - Coxwell should be the boundary.
(Leslieville)
W 31/32 • The boundaries for the Beaches should be from Queen East to Danforth.
(Queen • The community west of Victoria Park to Fallingbrook Road to Danforth in
East/Beach) the north should be part of Toronto and not Scarborough. Blantyre,

Courcelette and Fallingbrook are Beach communities not Scarborough
communities.

. South-east end of the city (Riverside, Leslieville, the Beaches, and the
Upper Beach) should be grouped together.

• Maintain the “Beach” business district within the same ward all the way to
RC Harris plant.

W 31/32/35/36 • Retaining Victoria Park is important - it’s one community.
(Victoria Park) • Keep Victoria Park within the east or west ward so that one Councillor is

responsible_for_both_sides_of the_Street.

W 33 • The current boundaries work well for Ward 33. There are some wards
where the population has grown to a level which could justify some
changes._However,_I don’t think that all wards_require_boundary_changes.

W 36 • Join existing ward 36 with Kingston Rd village.(2)

• Merge existing ward 36, with existing ward 32.

W 36/43 • In option 1, 4 and 5 the Scarborough waterfront is mostly in a single ward.
(Scarborough It would be better for the development of the waterfront to have one
Waterfront) Councillor representing the waterfront.

W 42 • Option 1, 2, 3 splits the community of Malvern in half — so option 4 or 5 is
(Malvern) the best.

• All the options split Malvern in some way. The least impactful is the 5th
option because it just cuts off the east side. People who identify the least
with Malvern live south of Sheppard —i.e. those who live in Burroughs Hall.
A split along Sheppard makes more sense than Neilson or Highland Creek.
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This is Exhibit “M” referred to
in the Affidavit of Giuliana
Carhone, sworn on the 22 day
of August, 20k
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This is Exhibit “N” referred to
in the Affidavit of Giuliana
Carbone, sworn on the 22’,d day
of August, 2018. if
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fl1[D TORONTO Item

Tracking Status

• City Council adopted this item on November 8, 2016 with amendments.

• This item was considered by Executive Committee on October 26, 2016 and was adopted with

amendments. It will be considered by City Council on November 8, 2016.

• See also By-laws 267-2017, 464-2017, 598-2018

City Council consideration on November 8, 2016

EXI 8.2 ACTION Amended Ward:AII

Follow-up Report on the Toronto Ward Boundary Review

City Council Decision
City Council on November 8 and 9, 2016, adopted the following:

1. City Council adopt Qption I - Recommended Wards with Refinements (47 Wards), as
described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the City Manager.

2. City Council direct that the composition of City Council be one Councillor per ward
pursuant to the ward boundary structure approved and instruct the City Solicitor to submit a bill
to implement any change to the composition of City Council afier either the appeal period has
expired without any appeals, or the appeal process for the ward boundary by-law has
concluded.

3. City Council request the City Solicitor to represent the City’s interests in any legal
proceedings including appeals relating to City Council’s decision.

4. City Council direct the City Solicitor to request that, in scheduling any appeals of City
Cottncil’s ward boundary decision, the Ontario Municipal Board take into consideration
Council’s wish to implement the new boundaries for the 2018 election.

City Council Decision Advice and Other Information

The Ward Boundary Review consultants gave a presentation to City Council.

Public Notice Given

Background Information (Committee)
(October 12, 2016) Report from the City Manager on Follow-up Report on the Toronto Ward
Boundary Review
(http://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-97280_pfl

Public Notice - Toronto Ward Boundary Review
(hllp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/20 1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-97398.p)

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistorydo?item2Ol6.EX1 8.2 1)75
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Attachment 1 - Final Report - New Wards for Toronto - Toronto Ward Boundary Review

(1211p://www.toronto .ca/Iegdocs/mmis/20 1 6/ex/bgrd/backgrounclfile-974 16. p)

Attachment 2 - Final Report Appendices A to E

fp://www.toronto .ca/Iegdocslmmisl2o 1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-974 17.p)

Attachment 3 - Supplementary Report: Toronto Ward Boundary Review

(pJ/www.toronto.ca/IegUocs/mmis/2O 1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundNe-974 1 8.p)

Attachment 4 - Revised Ward Boundary Implementation Timeline

(p://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-974 19.pf)

Attachment 5 - Input on Options for Ward Boundary Changes
fp://www.toronto .ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundflIe-9748O.p)

(October 26, 2016) Presentation from the Consultants on New Wards for Toronto - Toronto

Ward Boundary Review
fjjp:IIwww.toronto .ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundffle-976 18.p)
Maps - Toronto Ward Boundary Review - Part 1

fp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-97791_.pf)
Maps - Toronto Ward Boundary Review - Part 2

(jp://www.toronto .ca/Iegdocs/mmf s/20 1 6/ex/bgrd/bpckgrounUflIe-97792.pi)

Background Information (City Council)

Ward Boundaries adopted by Toronto City Council on November $ and 9, 2016

fjjp://www.toronto.ca/IegUocs/mmis/2O1 6/cc/bgrd/backgroundfile-9822 1 .p)
(November 1, 2016) Supplementary report from the City Clerk and the City Solicitor on

Petition for Ward Boundary Changes (EX1 8.2a)
(jp://www.toronto .ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/cc/bgrd/backgroundfile-9799 1.p)
Appendix A - Petition received under Section 129 of the City of Toronto Act, 2006

(http:llwwwtoronto.cal)egdocslmmisl2ol 6/cc/bgrdlbackgroundfile-97992.p)

Appendix B - Ward Boundary Provisions - City of Toronto Act, 2006

ffflp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/cc/bgrd/backgroundfile-97993 .p)

Consolidation of Map Options prepared by the City Clerk for City Council consideration on

November 8 and 9, 2016 (EXI8.2b)
(http://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/cc/bgrd/backgroundfile-9801 7.pfl

(November 4, 2016) Supplementary report from the City Manager and the City Clerk on the

Toronto Ward Boundary Review (EXI8.2c)

fp://www.toronto .ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/cc/bgrd/backgroundflle-98 11 5.p)

(November 9, 2016) Presentation to City Council - New Wards for Toronto - Toronto Ward

Boundary Review (EX1 8.2d)
(p:llwww.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/cc/bgrd/backgroundfile-9821 4.pi)

Communications (Committee)

(October 21, 2016) Memo from the City Clerk, City of Toronto (EX.Stipp.EX18.2.1)

(p://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/comm/communicationfiIe-63757.p)

(October 22, 2016) E-mail from Peggy Paterson (EX.Supp.EX18.2.2)

(October 23, 2016) E-mail from Sheila Dunlop, Secretary, South Armour Heights Residents’

Association (EX.Supp.EX 18.2.3)
(p://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmfs/2O16!ex/comm/communicationfile-63759 .p)
(October 24, 2016) E-mail from Rick Whitten-Stovall, President, Bay Cloverhill Community

Association, Linda Brett, President, Bloor Street East Neighbourhood Association and Andrew

Horberry President, Church Wel lesley Neighbourhood Association (EX. Supp.EX 18.2.4)

(http://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/comm/communicationflle-63760 .pdf)

http:/Iapp.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item2Ol6.EX1 8.2 2/15
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(October 23, 2016) E-mail from Linda Brockington McCarthy (EX.Supp.EX18.2.5)

(October 23, 2016) E-mail from Gerard C. Ronan (EX.Supp.EXI8.2.6)

(October 24, 2016) Submission from Brian Graff(EX.Supp.EXI$.2.7)

(bitp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/comm/communicationfiIe-6382O.p)

(October 24, 2016) Submission from Brian Graff (EX.Supp.EX1 8.2.8)

(p://www.torontocafIegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/comm/communicationflle-6384 1.p)

(October 24, 2016) E-mail from Clare Forshaw (EX.Supp.EXI8.2.9)

(October 24, 2016) E-mail from Mary J. McMahon (EX.Supp.EX1$.2.10)

(October 25, 2016) E-mail from Carol Burtin fripp, Co-President, Leaside Property Ownerst

Association Incorporated (EX.Supp.EXI 8.2.11)
(jp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O 1 6/ex/comm/communicationfNe-63838.p)

(October 25, 2016) E-mail from Ilana Kotin (EXSupp.EXI8.2.12)

(October 25, 2016) Letter from Timothy Dobson, Chairman, Lakeshore Planning Council

Corp. (EX.Supp.EX 18.2.13)
(p://.toronto.ca/Iegdo/mmis/2O1 6/ex/comm/communicationfiIe-63852.p)

(October 25, 2016) Submission from Simon Chamberlain, Secretary, Mount Dennis

Community Association (EX.New.EX 18.2.14)
(jjpJ/www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/comm/communicationffle-63865.p)

(October 25, 2016) E-mail from Michael Holloway (EX.New.EX18.2.15)

Communications (City Council)

(October 27, 2016) E-mail from Josie Erent (CC.Main.EX18.2.16)

(November 1, 2016) E-mail from Kevin Wiener (CC.Supp.EX18.2.17)

(November 7, 2016) E-mail from Jonathan Waterhouse (CC.Supp.EXI8.2.18)

(November 7, 2016) E-mail from Brian Graff(CC.New.EX18.2.19)

(http:Ilvvww.toronto.callegdocslmmisl2o 1 6/cc/comm/communicationfiIe-64OOIp)

(November 7, 2016) E-mail from Elizabeth Pelzer (CC.New.EX18.2.20)

Motions (City Council)

1 - Motion to Amend ftem moved by Councillor Chin Lee (Lost)

That City Council amend Executive Committee Recommendation 1 by:

a. amending the boundary of the proposed Ward RW44 in Option I - Recommended Wards

with Refinements (47 Wards) as described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016)

from the City Manager as follows:

The western boundary as Brimley Road from Steeles Avenue East in the north to Hwy 401

in the south, and the eastern boundary be Markham Road from Steeles Aveue East to
McLevin Aye, then east along McLevin Aye, turning south at Neilson Road, all the way to

Hwy 401, and the northern and southern boundaries remain as Steeles Ave E and Hwy 401

respectively; and

b. amending the botmdaiy of the proposed Ward RW42 in Option 1 - Recommended Wards

with Refinements (47 Wards) as described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016)

from the City Manager as follows:

The northern boundary of Finch Avenue East starting at Brimley Road extended westward

to Pharmacy Avenue. The western boundary of Warden Avenue from Finch Avenue to

Huntingwood Drive be deleted and replaced by Pharmacy Avenue from Finch Avenue

http://app.torontoca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item2Ol6.EX1 8.2 3/15
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south to Huntingwood Drive; and that the northern boundary of Huntingwood Drive from

Warden Avenue to Pharmacy Avenue to be deleted.

Vote (Amend Item)
Nov-09-2016 3:39 PM

Result: Lost Majority Requited - EX18.2 - Lee - motion I

Paul Ainslie, Glenn De Baeremaeker, Michelle Holland, Jim Karygiannis,

Yes: 11 Norman Kelly, Chin Lee, Giorgio Mammoliti, Ron Moeser, Frances Nunziata

(Chair), David Shiner, John Tory

Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Jon Burnside, John Campbell, Christin

Carmichael Greb, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary Crawford, Joe Cressy,

Vincent Crisanti, Janet Davis, Frank Di Giorgi a, Sarah Doucette, John Filion,

No: 30 Paula Fletcher, Michael Ford, Mary Fragedakis, Stephen Holyday, Mike

Layton, Josh Matlow, Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc,

Cesar Palacio, James Pasternak, Gord Perks, Anthony Perruzza, ]aye

Robinson, Michael Thompson, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

2 - Motion to Amend Item moved by Councillor Stephen Holyday (Lost,)

That City Council delete Executive Committee Recommendation 1:

I. City Council adopt Option I - Recommended Wards with Refinements (47 Wards) as

described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the City Manager.

and pjç it with the following:

1. City Council adopt Option 7 - Wards Consistent with Federal Riding Boundaries (26 Wards)

as described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the City Manager.

2. City Council direct the City Manager to report back to City Council in 2017 on:

a. establishing a body of 38 Councillors and a Mayor; consisting of 26 local Councillors, 1

per ward, and three Councillors-at-large per city district, for a total of 12 Councillors-at

large for the 2018 election;

b. impacts to governance and structure changes to the authority, duties and function of

comimmity councils composed of local Councillors with an approach to expand scope; and

the establishment of new committees and a board of control composed of the Cotmcillors

at-large and the Mayor with a focus on city-wide issues; and

c. impacts on compensation for elected officials under this new structure including the

feasibility of establishing a citizen advisory panel which would advise on compensation

under the new structure in time for Council’s consideration prior to the 2018 election.

3. City Council direct the City Manager to begin discussions with appropriate officials of

Federal and Provincial Governments with the objective of refining the common jurisdictional

boundaries in central and South Etobicoke in future ward boundary reviews to address issues of

voter parity between these areas, as described in the Consultant’s report.

http:llapp.toronto.ca/tmmis!viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item2Ol6.EX1 8.2 4/15
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Vote (Amend Item)
Nov-09-2016 3:34 PM

Result: Lost Majority Required - EXJ8.2 - Holyday - motion 2

Gary Crawford, Vincent Crisanti, Michael Ford, Michelle Holland, Stephen

Yes: 9 Holyday, Giorgio Mammoliti, Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, Jaye

Robinson

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Jon Burnside, John Campbell,

Christin Carmichael Greb, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Joe Cressy, Janet

Davis, Glenn De Baeremaeker, Frank Di Giorgio, Sarah Doucette, John Filion,

No: 32 Paula Fletcher, Mary Fragedakis, Jim Karygiannis, Norman Kelly, Mike

Layton, Chin Lee, Josh Matlow, Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon,

Joe Mihevc, Ron Moeser, James Pasternak, Gord Perks, Anthony Perruzza,

David Shiner, Michael Thompson, John Tory, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

3 - Motion to Amend Item moved by Council/or Jim Ka,ygiannis (‘Lost)

That City Council delete Executive Committee Recommendation 1:

1. City Council adopt Option 1 - Recommended Wards with Refinements (47 Wards) as

described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the City Manager.

and pjit with the following:

1. City Council adopt Option 7 - Wards Consistent with Federal Riding Boundaries (26 Wards)

as described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the City Manager;

Vote (Amend Item)
Nov-09-2016 3:35 PM

Result: Lost Majority Required - EX18.2 - Karygiannis - motion 3

Maria Augimeri, Gary Crawford, Michael Ford, Stephen Holyday, Jim

Yes: 9 Karygiannis, Giorgio Mammoliti, Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio,

Jaye Robinson

Paul Ainslie, Ana Bailão, Jon Burnside, John Campbell, Christin Carmichael

Greb, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Joe Cressy, Vincent Crisanti, Janet Davis,

Glenn De Baeremaeker, Frank Di Giorgio, Sarah Doucette, John Filion, Paula

No: 32 Fletcher, Mary Fragedakis, Michelle Holland, Norman Kelly, Mike Layton, Chin

Lee, Josh Matlow, Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc,

Ron Moeser, James Pasternak, Gord Perks, Anthony Perruzza, David Shiner,

Michael Thompson, John Tory, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

4 - Motion to Amend Item moved by Council/or Grny Crawford (Redundant,)

That City Council delete Executive Committee Recommendation 1:

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistoiy.do?item2Ol 6.EX1 8.2 5/15
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1. City Council adopt Option 1 - Recommended Wards with Refinements (47 Wards) as
described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the City Manager.

and rpj it with the following:

1. City Council adopt Option 7 - Wards Consistent with Federal Riding Boundaries (26 Wards)

as described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 1$, 2016) from the City Manager;

2. City Council direct the City Manager, in consultation with the City Clerk, to report to the

Executive Committee on the impacts of Option 7 on Councillor office staffing levels and

compensation which would be reflected in this governance model; and

3. City Council direct the City Manager to report to the Executive Committee on the City

governance implications of Option 7.

Ruling by Speaker Frances Nunziata
Speaker Nunziata, having regard that motion 3 by Councillor Karygiannis was voted on and

lost, niled motion 4 by Councillor Crawford redundant.

5 Motion to Amend Item (Additional) moved by Qouncillor John Filion (Carried,)

That City Council direct the City Solicitor to request that in scheduling any appeals of its ward

boundary decision, the 0MB take into consideration Councils wish to implement the new

boundaries for the 2018 election.

Vote (Amend Item (Additional))
Nov-09-2016 3:40 PM

Result: Carried Majority Required - EX18.2 - Filion - motion 5

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, John Campbell, Shelley Carroll, Joe Cressy,

Janet Davis, Glenn De Baeremaeker, Frank Di Giorgio, Sarah Doucelle, John

Yes’ 27
Filion, Michael Ford, Stephen Holyday, Jim Karygiannis, Norman Kelly, Mike

‘ Layton, Chin Lee, Giorgio Mammoliti, Josh Matlow, Pam McConnell, Joe

Mihevc, Ron Moeser, Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, Gord Perks,

Anthony Perruzza, John Tory, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Ana Bailão, Jon Burnside, Christin Carmichael Greb, Josh Colle, Gary

No’ 14
Crawford, Vincent Crisanti, Paula Fletcher, Mary Fragedakis, Michelle

. Holland, Mary-Margaret McMahon, James Pasternak, Jaye Robinson, David

Shiner, Michael Thompson

Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

6a - Motion to Amend Item moved by Qouncillor Glenn De Baeremaeker (Lost,)

That City Council delete Executive Committee Recommendation 1:

1. City Council adopt Option I - Recommended Wards with Refinements (47 Wards) as

described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the City Manager.

and pjç it with the following:

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item2Ol6.EXJ 8.2 6/15
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I. City Council adopt Option 4 - 44 Wards (Revised) as described in Attachment 5 to the report
(October 18, 2016) from the City Manager.

Vote (Amend Item)
Nov-09-2016 3:38 PM

Majority Required - EX1 82 - De Baeremaeker - motion 6a, without
Result: Lost

amendment

John Campbell, Vincent Crisanti, Glenn De Baeremaeker, Michael Ford, Mary

Yes: 13 Fragedakis, Stephen Holyday, Chin Lee, Giorgio Mammoliti, Ron Moeser,

Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, Jaye Robinson, John Tory

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Jon Burnside, Christin Carmichael

Greb, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary Crawford, Joe Cressy, Janet Davis,

Frank Di Giorgio, Sarah Doucette, John Filion, Paula Fletcher, Michelle

No: 28 Holland, Jim Karygiannis, Norman Kelly, Mike Layton, Josh Matlow, Pam

McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, James Pasternak, Gord

Perks, Anthony Perruzza, David Shiner, Michael Thompson, Kristyn Wong

Tam

Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

6b - Motion to Amend Item (Additional) moved by Council/or Glenn Dc Baeremaeker (‘Lost)
That City Council request the City Clerk to include one additional full-time equivalent
Constituent Assistant for each Ward, as part of the City Council 2018 operating budget request

to be considered in the 2018 budget process.

Vote (Amend Item (Additional))
Nov-09-2016 3:41 PM

Result: Lost Majority Required - EXI8.2 - De Baeremaeker - motion 6b

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Christin Carmichael Greb, Joe Cressy, Glenn

De Baeremaeker, Frank Di Giorgio, Paula Fletcher, Michelle Holland, Mike
Yes: 15 .

Layton, Giorgio Mammoliti, Pam McConnell, Cesar Palacio, James

Pasternak, Anthony Perruzza, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Ana Bailão, Jon Burnside, John Campbell, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary

Crawford, Vincent Crisanti, Janet Davis, Sarah Doucette, John Filion, Michael

No 26
Ford, Mary Fragedakis, Stephen Holyday, Jim Karygiannis, Norman Kelly,

Chin Lee, Josh Matlow, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, Ron Moeser,

Frances Nunziata (Chair), Gord Perks, Jaye Robinson, David Shiner, Michael

Thompson, John Tory

Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

7- Motion 10 Amend Motion moved by C’ouncillor Norman Kelly (Lost)

That motion 6a by Councillor De Baeremaeker be amended by amending the boundaries of the

proposed Ward W241 and W239 as follows:

a. The western boundary of proposed Ward W241 as Brimley Road from Steeles Avenue

East in the north to Hwy 401 in the south, and the eastern boundary be Markham Road

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaitemHistory.do?item2Ol6.EX18.2 7/15
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from Steeles Aveue East to McLevin Aye, then east along McLevin Aye, turning south at
Neilson Road, all the way to Hwy 401, and the northern and southern boundaries remain

as Steeles Ave E and Hwy 401 respectively; and

b. northern boundary of proposed W239 of Finch Avenue East starting at Brimley Road

extended westward to Pharmacy Avenue. The western boundary of Warden Avenue from
Finch Avenue to Huntingwood Drive be deleted and replaced by Pharmacy Avenue from
Finch Avenue south to Huntingwood Drive; and that the northern boundary of
Huntingwood Drive from Warden Avenue to Pharmacy Avenue to be deleted.

Vote (Amend Motion)
Nov-09-2016 3:36 PM

Result: Lost Majority Requited - EXI8.2 - Kelly - motion 7

Paul Ainslie, Vincent Crisanti, Glenn De Baeremaeker, Michelle Holland, Jim

Yes 14
Karygiannis, Norman Kelly, Chin Lee, Giorgio Mammoliti, Ron Moeser,

Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, James Pasternak, Jaye Robinson,

John Tory

Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Jon Burnside, John Campbell, Christin

Carmichael Greb, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary Crawford, Joe Cressy,

Janet Davis, Frank Di Giorgio, Sarah Doucette, John Filion, Paula Fletcher,
No:27

Michael Ford, Mary Fragedakis, Stephen Holyday, Mike Layton, Josh Matlow,

Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, Gord Perks, Anthony

Perruzza, David Shiner, Michael Thompson, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

8 - Motion to Amend Motion moved by Council/or PaulAinslie (Lost,)

That motion 6a by Councillor DeBaeremaker be amended by amending the boundary of the

proposed Ward W243 as follows:

a. Extending the eastern boundary from Morningside Avenue and Ellesmere Road, north

along Morningside Avenue to Highway 401 and west to meet the currently proposed Ward

W243 boundary.

Vote (Amend Motion)
Nov-09-2016 3:37 PM

Result: Lost Majority Required - EX18.2 - Ainslie - motion 8

Paul Ainslie, Vincent Crisanti, Glenn De Baeremaeker, Michelle Holland, Jim

Yes: 12 Karygiannis, Norman Kelly, Chin Lee, Giorgio Mammoliti, Ron Moeser,

Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, John Tory

Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailão, Jon Burnside, John Campbell, Christin

Carmichael Greb, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Gary Crawford, Joe Cressy,

Janet Davis, Frank Di Giorgio, Sarah Doucette, John Filion, Paula Fletcher,

No: 29 Michael Ford, Mary Fragedakis, Stephen Holyday, Mike Layton, Josh Matlow,

Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, James Pasternak,

Gord Perks, Anthony Perruzza, Jaye Robinson, David Shiner, Michael

Thompson, Kristyn Wong-Tam

http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaitemHistoiy.do?item2Ol 6.EX18.2 8/15
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Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

Motion to Adopt Item as Amended (Carried)

Vote (Adopt Item as Amended)
Nov-09-2016 3:42 PM

Result: Carried Majority Required - EX18.2 - Adopt the item as amended

Paul Ainslie, Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailäo, Jon Burnside, Christin Carmichael

Greb, Shelley Carroll, Josh Colle, Joe Cressy, Janet Davis, Frank Di Giorgio,

Sarah Doucette, John Filion, Paula Fletcher, Mary Fragedakis, Michelle

Yes: 28 Holland, Jim Karygiannis, Norman Kelly, Mike Layton, Josh Matlow, Pam

McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc, James Pasternak, Gord

Perks, Anthony Perruzza, David Shiner, Michael Thompson, Kristyn Wong

Tam

John Campbell, Gary Crawford, Vincent Crisanti, Glenn De Baeremaeker,

No: 13 Michael Ford, Stephen Holyday, Chin Lee, Giorgio Mammoliti, Ron Moeser,

Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, Jaye Robinson, John Tory

Absent: 3 Justin J. Di Ciano, Mark Grimes, Denzil Minnan-Wong

Motion to End Debate moved by Council/or Ron Moeser (Lost,)
That in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 27, Council Procedures, City Council end
the debate on Item EX18.2 and take the vote immediately.

Vote (End Debate)
Nov-09-2016 2:21 PM

Result: Lost Two-Thirds Required - EX18.2 - Moeser - End debate

Maria Augimeri, Ana Bailäo, Jon Burnside, Christin Carmichael Greb, Shelley

Carroll, Joe Cressy, Justin J. Di Ciano, Sarah Doucette, Mark Grimes, Mike

Yes: 19 Layton, Chin Lee, Pam McConnell, Mary-Margaret McMahon, Joe Mihevc,

Ron Moeser, James Pasternak, Gord Perks, David Shiner, Michael

Thompson

Paul Ainslie, John Campbell, Josh Colle, Gary Crawford, Janet Davis, Glenn

De Baeremaeker, Frank Di Giorgio, John Filion, Michael Ford, Mary

No: 21 Fragedakis, Stephen Holyday, Jim Karygiannis, Norman Kelly, Giorgio

Mammoliti, Josh MaDow, Frances Nunziata (Chair), Cesar Palacio, Anthony

Perruzza, Jaye Robinson, John Tory, Kristyn Wong-Tam

Absent: 4 Vincent Crisanti, Paula Fletcher, Michelle Holland, Denzil Minnan-Wong

Point ofPrivilege by Council/or Michael Ford
Councillor Ford, rising on a Point of Privilege, stated that he wished to clarify an earlier
statement he made when speaking to this Item, that a Councillor chooses who they represent.
His statement was incorrect.

Ruling by 5’peaker Frances Nzinziata
Speaker Nunziata accepted the Point of Privilege and thanked Cotmcillor Ford for his
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comments.

Point of Order by Council/or Mai Fragedakis
Councillor Fragedakis, rising on a Point of Order, stated that Council has three motions on
Option 7 and she wished to know how they would be voted on.

Ruling by Speaker Frances Nz,nziata
Speaker Nunziata accepted the Point of Order and ruled that she would advise Cotmcil when
voting gets underway.

Rulings (City Council)
Ruling by Speaker Frances Nunziata
Speaker Nunziata advised Council that the City’s consultants wished to make a presentation on
this Item. The Speaker ruled that Council would need to decide if it wished to have a
presentation and put the proposal to a vote which carried.

Executive Committee consideration on October 26, 2016

EXI 8.2 ACTION Amended Ward:AII

Follow-up Report on the Toronto Ward Boundary Review

Public Notice Given

Committee Recommendations

The Executive Committee recommends that:

1. City Council adopt Option 1 - Recommended Wards with Refinements (47 Wards) as
described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the City Manager.

2. City Council direct that the composition of City Council be one (1) Councillor per ward
pursuant to the ward boundary structure approved and instruct the City Solicitor to submit a bill

to implement any change to the composition of City Council after either the appeal period has
expired without any appeals, or the appeal process for the ward boundary by-law has
concluded.

3. City Council request the City Solicitor to represent the City’s interests in any legal
proceedings including appeals relating to City Council’s decision.

Decision Advice and Other Information

The Executive Committee:

1. Directed the City Manager, in consultation with the City Clerk, to report directly to City
Council on the financial impacts to all Councillor Office budgets of Option 4 - 44 Wards
(Revised) (44 Wards) as described in Attachment 5 to the report (October 18, 2016) from the

City Manager.
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Origin
(October 18, 2016) Report from the City Manager

Summary

Toronto’s ward boundaries have not been reviewed since 2000 and there are currently
significant population discrepancies in some Toronto wards. In June 2013, City Council
directed that a third-party review Toronto’s ward boundaries, per an approved Terms of
Reference and work plan. The City of Toronto Act, 2006 provides authority to City Council to
make changes to its ward boundaries by by-law.

The Canadian Urban Institute, together with Beate Bowron Etcetera, The Davidson Group and
Thomas Ostler (the “Consultant”), were retained to conduct a third-party review of Toronto’s
ward boundaries.

This report transmits the Consultant’s reports: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Final Report
and Supplementary Report, in response to the May 24, 2016 Executive Committee’s direction
asking the City Manager to request the Consultants for additional information on four (4)
potential additional ward boundary options:

i. 46/47 wards — a review of Recommended Option 1 (47 wards) to determine if effective
representation could be achieved focusing on changes to the city’s current largest wards only;

ii. 44 wards — a review of Option 2 (44 wards) to determine if effective representation could be
achieved by incorporating suggested refinements from the Toronto Ward Boundary Review
process’ Round 2 consultations in 2015;

iii. 25 wards — a review to determine if effective representation could be achieved if the city’s
ward boundaries were made to be consistent with federal and provincial riding boundaries (25

wards); and

iv. 47 wards — a review of the Recommended Option 1 (47 Ward) incorporating any additional
input received from the public and Members of Council during the consultation process
supporting the development of the Consultant’s Supplementary Report.

The Consultants determined that one ward boundary model based on the Executive
Committee’s direction (the Minimal Change — large wards adjustment, 46/47 ward model) was
not viable as it would not meet the established standards of “effective representation” required
of the City’s ward boundary structure. The Consultant provides analysis on the remaining three
(3) ward boundary structure models identified above.

The Consultant continues to recommend a ward structure of 47 wards with an average ward
population of approximately 61,000 to ensure effective representation given population growth
in Toronto over the last 15 years. The Consultant’s final and supplementary reports recommend
a ward boundary structure that applies judicially recognized principles, considers leading
electoral and public policy research and advice, and draws upon the input received through
both a two-step broad engagement and consultation strategy and an additional follow-up
engagement strategy with Members of City Council and the public. The full list of seven (7)
options provided by the Consultant, each of which achieves effective representation (with a
variance of either 10 percent or 15 percent), is attached as Appendix 5 to this report.
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The City of Toronto Act, 2006 provides a period for appeals of ward boundary decisions to the
Ontario Municipal Board (0MB). Appeals to Divisional Court are also possible. Any ward
boundary changes will take effect for the next regular election if the by-law to adopt them has
been enacted and any appeals to the by-law have been concluded prior to December 31, 2017.
Otherwise, a by-law changing ward boundaries would not apply until the 2022 election.

Background Information
(October 12, 2016) Report from the City Manager on follow-up Report on the Toronto Ward
Boundary Review
(p://.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-97280 . p)

Public Notice - Toronto Ward Boundary Review
(hp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-97398

.
p)

Attachment 1 - Final Report - New Wards for Toronto - Toronto Ward Boundary Review
(jp:HwwA’.toronto.caIIegdocsImmis/2Ol 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-974 16. p)

Attachment 2 - Final Report Appendices A to E
(jp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O 1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundffle-974 17. p)

Attachment 3 - Supplementary Report: Toronto Ward Boundary Review
fjtp://www.toronto.oa/Iegdocs/mmis/2O 1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-97418.p)
Attachment 4 - Revised Ward Boundary Implementation Tirneline
(bitp:llwww.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/20 1 6/ex/bgrd/backgrou ndfile-974 19. pf)

Attachment 5 - Input on Options for Ward Boundary Changes
(btpJ/www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O 1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-97480 .p)

(October 26, 2016) Presentation from the Consultants on New Wards for Toronto - Toronto
Ward Boundary Review
(p://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/bgrd/backgrounduile-976 18.p)

Maps - Toronto Ward Boundary Review - Part 1
fhffp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/20 I 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundflle-97791 .p)

Maps - Toronto Ward Boundary Review - Part 2
(fflp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-97792. pdf)

Communications

(October 21, 2016) Memo from the City Clerk, City of Toronto (EX.Supp.EX18.2.1)
(http://www.toronto.ca/iegdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/comm/communicationfiIe-63757.p)

(October 22, 2016) E-mail from Peggy Paterson (EX.Supp.EX18.2.2)

(October 23, 2016) E-mail from Sheila Dunlop, Secretary, South Armour Heights Residents’
Association (EX.Supp.EX18.2.3)
(bjp://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/ex/comm/communicationfile-63759.p)

(October 24, 2016) E-mail from Rick Whitten-Stovati, President, Bay Cloverhill Community
Association, Linda Brett, President, Bloor Street East Neighbourhood Association and Andrew
Horberry President, Church Wellesley Neighbourhood Association (EX. Supp.EX 18.2.4)
(jp://www.toronto.caIIegdocs/mmis/2O1 6/exfcomm/communicationfiIe-6376O.p)

(October 23, 2016) E-mail from Linda Brockington McCarthy (EX.Supp.EXY8.2.5)

(October 23, 2016) E-mail from Gerard C. Ronan (EX.Supp.EXI8.2.6)

(October 24, 2016) Submission from Brian Graff(EX.Supp.EX18.2.7)
(jjp:Ilviww.toronto.caIIegdocsImmis/2Ol 6/ex/comm/communicatEonfiIe-6382O.p)

(October 24, 2016) Submission from Brian Graff (EX.Supp.EXJ 8.2.8)
(http://www.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/comm/comm unicationfUe-6384 1.p)

(October 24, 2016) E-mail from Clare Forshaw (EX.Supp.EX18.2.9)
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(October 24, 2016) E-mail from Mary J. McMahon (EX.Supp.EX18.2.10)

(October 25, 2016) E-mail from Carol Burtin Fripp, Co-President, Leaside Property Owners’
Association Incorporated (EX.Supp.EX 18.2.11)
(jp://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/comm/communicationfile-63838.p)

(October 25, 2016) E-mail from Ilana Kotin (EX.Supp.EX18.2.12)

(October 25, 2016) Letter from Timothy Dobson, Chairman, Lakeshore Planning Council
Corp. (EX.Supp.EX18.2.13)
(hp:llwwwtoronto.caIlegdocsImmisI201 6/ex/comm/communicationfile-63852.p)

(October 25, 2016) Submission from Simon Chamberlain, Secretary, Mount Dennis
Community Association (EX.New.EX1 8.2.14)
(http:llwww.toronto.ca/Iegdocs/mmis/201 6/ex/comm/communicationfile-63865-p_i)

(October 25, 2016) E-mail from Michael Holloway (EX.New.EXY$.2.15)

Speakers

David Harrison, Chair, Annex Residents’ Association
David Worts, Huron Sussex Residents Association
Sue Dexter, Harbord Village Residents’ Association
Miroslav Glavic
Kathryn Holden
Linda Brett, Bloor Street East Neighbourhood Association (BENA)
John Burt, Bloor Street East Neighbourhood Association
Dr. William Rankin, Bloor Street East Neighbourhood Association
Derek Moran
Nicole Dionisio, Toronto Youth Cabinet
Simon Chamberlain, Mount Dennis Community Association
Brian Graff
Councillor Shelley Carroll
Councillor Joe Cressy
Councillor Janet Davis
Councillor Paula Fletcher
Councillor Mary Fragedakis
Councillor Stephen Holyday
Councillor John Filion
Councillor Frances Nunziata
Councillor Vincent Crisanti

Motions
1 - Motion to Amend Item moved by Councillor Michael Thompson (Lost)
That City Council adopt option 4 - 44 Wards (Revised)_(44 Wards), as described in Attachment

5.

Vote (Amend Item)
Oct-26-2016

Result: Lost Majority Required

Michelle Holland, Denzil Minnan-Wong Cesar Palaclo, Jaye Robinson
Yes:6

Michael Thompson, John Tory (Chair)

No: 7 Paul Ainslie, Ana Bailao, Gary Crawford, Frank Di Giorgio, Mary-Margaret
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I McMahon, James Pasternak, David Shiner

Absent: 0

2 - Motion to Amend Item moved by Council/or Gary &a-vforU (Lost)

That:

1. City Council adopt Option 7 - Wards Consistent with Federal Riding Boundaries (
Wards) as described in Attachment 5.

2. City Council direct the City Manager, in consultation with the City Clerk, to report to the

Exectitive Committee on the impacts of Option 7 on Councillor office staffing levels and

compensation which would be reflected in this governance model.

3. City Council direct the City Manager to report to the Executive Committee on the City

governance implications of Option 7.

Vote (Amend Item)
Oct-26-2016

Result: Lost Majority Required

Yes: 3 Gary Crawford, Cesar Palacio, Jaye Robinson

Paul Ainslie, Ana Bailão, Frank Di Giorgio, Michelle Holland, Mary-Margaret

No: 10 McMahon, Denzil Minnan-Wong, James Pasternak, David Shiner, Michael

Thompson, John Tory (Chair)

Absent: 0

3 - Motion to Amend Item (Additional) moved by Cozrncillor Cesar Palacio arried,)

That the Executive Committee direct the City Manager, in consultation with the City Clerk, to

report directly to City Council on the financial impacts to all Councillor Office budgets of

Option 4 - 44 Wards (Revised)_(44 Wards) as described in Attachment 5.

Vote (Amend Item (Additional))
Oct-26-2016

Result: Carried Majority Required

Yes 7
Frank Di Giorgio, Michelle Holland, Denzil Minnan-Wong, Cesar Palacio, Jaye

. Robinson, Michael Thompson, John Tory (Chair)

No 6
Paul Ainslie, Ana Sailäo, Gary Crawford, Mary-Margaret McMahon, James

Pasternak, David Shiner

Absent: 0

4 - Motion to Amend Item moved by Council/or James Pasternak (carried)

That City Council adopt Option I - Recommended Wards with Refinements (47 Wards) as

described in Attachment 5.

Vote (Amend Item)
Oct-26-2016
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Result: Carried Majority Required

Yes
Paul Ainslie, Ana Bailão, Frank Di Giorgio, Michelle Holland, Mary-Margaret

. McMahon, James Pasternak, David Shiner

No 6
Gary Crawford, Denzil Minnan-Wong, Cesar Palacio, Jaye Robinson, Michael

Thompson, John Tory (Chair)

Absent: 0

5 - Motion to Amend Motion moved by Coitneillor PazilAinslie (carried,)

The motion 1 by Councillor Thompson be amended so that the eastern boundary of Ward 243

in Qption 4 - 44 Wards (Revised)_(44 Wards) as described in Attachment 5 be extended

northward along Momingside Avenue from Ellesmere Road to Highway 401.

Vote (Amend Motion)
Oct-26-2016

Result: Carried Majority Required

Paul Ainslie, Ana Bailão, Gary Crawford, Michelle Holland, Mary-Margaret

Yes: 11 McMahon, Denzil Minnan-Wong, Cesar Palacio, James Pasternak, David

Shiner, Michael Thompson, John Tory (Chair)

No: 2 Frank Di Giorgio, Jaye Robinson

Absent: 0

6 - Motion to Adopt Item as Amended moved by Mayor John Toiy ((‘arriect,)

Source: Toronto City Clerk at www.toronto.calcouncil
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EX18.2

fi1TORONIO REPORT FOR ACTION

Follow-up Report on the Toronto Ward Boundary
Review

Date: October 18, 2016
To: Executive Committee
From: City Manager
Wards: All

Public Notice Given

SUMMARY

Toronto’s ward boundaries have not been reviewed since 2000 and there are currently
significant population discrepancies in some Toronto wards. In June 2013, City Council
directed that a third-party review Toronto’s ward boundaries, per an approved Terms of
Reference and work plan. The City of Toronto Act, 2006 provides authority to City
Council to make changes to its ward boundaries by by-law.

The Canadian Urban Institute, together with Beate Bowron Etcetera, The Davidson
Group and Thomas Ostler (the “Consultant”), were retained to conduct a third-party
review of Toronto’s ward boundaries.

This report transmits the Consultant’s reports: Toronto Ward Boundary Review Final
Report and Supplementary Report, in response to the May 24, 2016 Executive
Committee’s direction asking the City Manager to request the Consultants for additional
information on four (4) potential additional ward boundary options:

i) 46147 wards — a review of Recommended Option 1 (47 wards) to determine if
effective representation could be achieved focusing on changes to the city’s current
largest wards only;

ii) 44 wards — a review of Option 2 (44 wards) to determine if effective representation
could be achieved by incorporating suggested refinements from the Toronto Ward
Boundary Review process’ Round 2 consultations in 2015;

iii) 25 wards — a review to determine if effective representation could be achieved if
the city’s ward boundaries were made to be consistent with federal and provincial
riding boundaries (25 wards); and

iv) 47 wards — a review of the Recommended Option 1 (47 Ward) incorporating any
additional input received from the public and Members of Council during the
consultation process supporting the development of the Consultant’s
Supplementary Report.
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The Consultants determined that one ward boundary model based on the Executive
Committee’s direction (the Minimal Change — large wards adjustment, 46/47 ward
model) was not viable as it would not meet the established standards of “effective
representation” required of the City’s ward boundary structure. The Consultant provides
analysis on the remaining three (3) ward boundary structure models identified above.

The Consultant continues to recommend a ward structure of 47 wards with an average
ward population of approximately 61,000 to ensure effective representation given
population growth in Toronto over the last 15 years. The Consultant’s final and
supplementary reports recommend a ward boundary structure that applies judicially
recognized principles, considers leading electoral and public policy research and
advice, and draws upon the input received through both a two-step broad engagement
and consultation strategy and an additional follow-up engagement strategy with
Members of City Council and the public. The full list of seven (7) options provided by
the Consultant, each of which achieves effective representation (with a variance of
either 10% or 15%), is attached as Appendix 5 to this Report.

The City of Toronto Act, 2006 provides a period for appeals of ward boundary decisions
to the Ontario Municipal Board (0MB). Appeals to Divisional Court are also possible.
Any ward boundary changes will take effect for the next regular election if the by-law to
adopt them has been enacted and any appeals to the by-law have been concluded prior
to December 31, 2017. Otherwise, a by-law changing ward boundaries would not apply
until the 2022 election.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The City Manager recommends that:

1. City Council consider the enclosed, Final Report: Toronto Ward Boundary Review
and Supplementary Report: Toronto Ward Boundary Review (Attachments 1 and 3),
approve a ward boundary structure and direct the City Solicitor to submit the bill
designating the wards to City Council.

2. City Council direct that the composition of City Council be one (1) Councillor per
ward pursuant to the ward boundary structure approved and instruct the City Solicitor to
submit a bill to implement any change to the composition of City Council after either the
appeal period has expired without any appeals, or the appeal process for the ward
boundary by-law has concluded.

3. City Council request the City Solicitor to represent the City’s interests in any legal
proceedings including appeals relating to City Council’s decision.
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FINANCIAL IMPACT

The Toronto Ward Boundary Review Final and Supplementary reports from the third-
party Consultant recommends the establishment of three (3) new wards. The annual
operating cost for each Member office is approximately $290,000, or a total annual
estimated operating cost of $870,000 to establish three (3) new wards. An additional
$70,000 per Member, for a total of $210,000 may also be required for one-time start-up
costs to set up City Hall and Constituency Offices.

Costs associated with City Council’s final ward boundary chariges wiN be submitted
through the annual Operating and Capital Budget process as required.

The Deputy City Manager & Chief Financial Officer has reviewed this report and agrees
with the financial impact information.

EQUITY STATEMENT

The principles articulated by the courts in relation to ward boundary reviews support the
City’s equity framework, and equity goals and objectives. The Consultant incorporated
equity considerations in their work plan, throughout the review process and in the
engagement and consultation strategy. As part of the review’s engagement process the
Consultant ensured that American Sign Language (ASL) translation services were
available, provided additional translation services on request and provided for TTY
translation as necessary. The Consultant also worked with the City to identify
Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005 (AODA) compliant sites to hold
public engagement sessions and ensured the Review’s web communications were
compliant with AODA standards.

The Toronto Ward Boundary Review applied the principle of effective representation
throughout the ward boundary assessment, development, consultations, and option
identification. Effective representation aims to achieve representational and voter equity
in the determination of electoral ward boundaries through the balance of voter parity,
geographic communities of interest, natural/physical boundaries, electoral ward history,
population growth, the capacity to represent and the geographic shape and size of
electoral ward boundaries. The principle of effective representation is consistent with
the City’s equity framework, equity goals and objectives, and ensures public input is
independently considered in the determination of ward boundary options provided to
City Council for consideration, and is the legal test that will be applied to any ward
boundary approved by City Council.

DECISION HISTORY

Consideration of Consultant’s 714/BR Final Report
On May 24, 2016, Executive Committee considered EX15.2 Final Report - Toronto
Ward Boundary Review and referred the report to the City Manager with the motion that
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the City Manager request the Consultant to review three (3) additional ward boundary
models, consult the public, stakeholders and Members of Council, and provide a follow-
up report to be submitted to the October 26, 2016 of the Executive Committee for
consideration with the Toronto Ward Boundary Review — Final Report.
http://app.toronto.caltmmis/viewAqendaltemHistory.do?item=2016.EX1 5.2
Approval of TWBR Work Plan
On June 10, 2014, City Council approved the EX42.4 Draw the Line: Toronto Ward
Boundary Review Project Work Plan, Civic Engagement and Public Consultation
Strategy submitted by the Canadian Urban Institute.
http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=20 14. EX42 .4

A ward of Contract to Consultants to Undertake T11/BR
On March 5, 2014, following a Request for Proposal process, Bid Committee awarded
the contract for the provision of services to conduct an independent, objective analysis
and review of the City of Toronto’s ward boundaries to the Canadian Urban Institute.
http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=2014.BD1 67.7

Direction to Retain a Consultant to Undertake TI/i/BR
On June 11, 2013, City Council authorized the City Manager to retain a third party
consultant to undertake a Ward Boundary Review consistent with the Terms of
Reference.
http://app.toronto .ca/tm mis/viewAqenda ltemHistory.do?item=20 1 3.EX32.2

Direction to Report on a Process to Review Toronto’s Ward Boundaries
On March 19, 2012, the Executive Committee recommended the City Manager report
on a process to establish a ward boundary review to better reflect effective
representation.
httpJ/ap.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAQendaltemHistorv.do?item=201 2.EX1 8.12

Direction to Report on a Mechanism to Recognize Uneven Population Growth in Wards
& Authorization to provide an additional Constituency Assistant staff for large wards
On April 15, 2010, City Council requested the City Manager and the City Clerk to report
on a mechanism to recognize the uneven population growth in some wards, with
recommendations for the appropriate allocation of resources. Council also authorized
the City Manager to provide one additional staff member at the constituency assistant
level for any ward that exceeds the median by more than 50 percent.
http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=2010.EX42.1,

http ://www.toronto.ca/leqdocs/mmis/20 1 0/cc/bgrb/backqroundtile-29379. pdf

ISSUE BACKGROUND

Toronto is the largest city in Canada, and contains a wide diversity of communities and
interests. A strong and fair foundation for local government is fundamental for the
effective governance of Toronto, and begins with the ward structure. Ward boundaries
are dynamic and should not be considered permanent fixtures as local government
structures must keep pace with population changes and municipal growth. Toronto
ward boundaries do not currently and are not required to align with federal and
provincial riding boundaries.
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The City of Toronto Act provides City Council with authority to make changes to its ward
boundaries. City Council last reviewed Toronto’s ward boundaries in 2000 and since
that time Toronto has experienced significant population growth.

The Supreme Court of Canada has set out guidelines for drawing of electoral
boundaries and has established that governments must respect the principle of
“effecfive representation”. The first condition that courts consider for effective
representation is voter parity, an equal number of voters in every electoral area, but
effective representation rather than voter parity is the goal. The Supreme Court has
recognized that other factors such as geography, communities of interest, community
history, minority representation, and projected population growth justify departure from
voter parity to ensure effective representation. The 0MB has applied the Supreme
Court factors to justify departures from voter parity in decisions related to municipal
ward boundary appeals.

COMMENTS

1. Initiating a Ward Boundary Review for Toronto

City Council initiated a ward boundary review in 2013 to address population growth in
Toronto as a number of wards were exceeding or close to exceeding acceptable
benchmarks for electoral boundaries. To ensure the review was objective and arms-
length, the City Manager retained a third-party Consultant to undertake the review
process following Terms of Reference approved by City Council.

The Terms of Reference established that the consultants would undertake the ward
boundary review pursuant to the following parameters:
• Develop a ward boundary review process, work plan and engagement and

consultation strategy that does not assume a pre-determined number of wards or
specific boundaries of wards for Toronto;

• Apply the principle of “effective representation” as outlined by the Supreme Court of
Canada and applied by the courts and the 0MB in developing ward boundary
options;

• Consider and reflect the principles of geography, community history, minority
representation, communities of interest, physical and natural boundaries in
developing ward boundary options;

• Adhere to requirements set out in relevant 0MB and court decisions about
undertaking municipal ward boundary reviews;

• Consider and accommodate Toronto’s projected growth and population shifts for a
reasonable period of time;

• Build on lessons learned through other ward boundary reviews and leading electoral
and public policy research and advice;

• Consider key City policies in the development of ward boundary options including
the Official Plan and community revitalization plans;

• Include at least two rounds of broad and comprehensive public consultation: the first
to provide information to support informed engagement and solicit feedback on
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existing ward boundaries; and the second to provide information and solicit feedback
on ward boundary options;

• Consider the appropriate number of wards as well as ward boundaries; and

• Work within any additional parameters established by City Council.

2. Overview of the Toronto Ward Boundary Review Process

City Council approved the Consultant’s work plan and outreach and engagement
strategy to undertake a ward boundary review from June 2014 to March 2016.

The Consultant undertook a six-step review process to develop ward boundary options
including a recommended option. The Ward Boundary Review process included:

A. Research (June 2014 to November 2014)

Formed the background information for the first round of public consultation including
the legal context, jurisdictional reviews, analysis of Toronto’s current wards and ward
population projections out to 2030.

B. Civic Engagement (Round One: June 2014 to February 2015 and Round Two: May
2015 to November 2015)

Web-based activities (including social media platforms), communication and outreach to
educate the public about the purpose of the ward boundary review, keep the public
informed about the process and provide a range of opportunities for the public to get
involved.

C. Public and Stakeholder Consultation (Round One: June 2014 to February 2015 and
Round Two: June 2015 November 2015)

Included two rounds of public and stakeholder consultation.

D. Generation of Ward Boundary Options (March 2015 to April 2015)

Following Round One of the public and stakeholder consultation, and building on the
research, a series of ward boundary options were developed for public and stakeholder
input in Round Two.

E. Final Report (February 2016 to March 2016)

Following Round Two of public and stakeholder consultation, the final report was
developed with a recommended ward boundary structure for City Council’s
consideration.

F. Request for Additional Information (May — October 2016)

Following the Executive Committee’s consideration of EX1 5.2 Final Report — Toronto
Ward Boundary Review, the Executive Committee asked the City Manager to request

the Consultants to undertake research, analysis and consultations with the public and
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Members of Council on four (4) identified ward boundary options and report back to the
Executive Committee’s meeting on October 26, 2016. The TWBR Consultants
conducted four (4) public meetings across Toronto (one in each Community Council
District), a six (6) week online survey and one-on-one interviews with Members of
Council in the preparation of their report.

3. City Manager’s Poll on Ward Boundaries

Separate from the work of the Consultants in the development of the Toronto Ward
Boundary Review Supplementary Report, the City Manager undertook an independent
poll of Toronto residents regarding opinions related to changes to the city’s ward
boundaries. The poll was taken over a one week period, from September 27 to October
3, 2016, and comprised a representative sample of 1,000 Toronto residents age 18
years and older, distributed approximately evenly between the City’s four Community
Council Districts.

The City Manager’s poll found that Toronto residents generally prioritized being able to
reach their City Councillor ahead of other factors, while making boundaries align with
federal and provincial riding boundaries was disproportionately more important to
residents aged 55 years and older. Different demographics were found to exhibit a
relative tolerance for a greater level of relative disparity between city wards when given
the choice between having approximately the same number of residents in all city wards
or allowing some wards to be larger and some to be smaller when drawing ward
boundaries (the poll found 30% of residents favoured ward boundaries be changed so
that there would be approximately 70,000 residents per ward versus 31% of residents
indicating that it would be acceptable for wards to have different numbers of residents.)

In addition, the poll indicated that two out of three residents (71% of those who have
voted previously) were of the opinion that changes to their ward boundary will not
influence their decision to vote in future municipal elections. This opinion was
expressed consistently across all Community Council Districts, with younger residents
(18 — 34 years) the only demographic group to indicate that they are more likely to
believe changes to ward boundaries would influence whether they vote in future
municipal elections.

4. The Consultant’s Recommended Ward Boundary Changes

The Consultant generated five (5) ward boundary options that achieved effective
representation and elicited input on these options during the Round 2 consultation and
engagement process. A further two (2) new ward boundary options were considered by
the Consultant in the TWBR Supplementary Report, along with refinements to two (2) of
the existing ward boundary option models: one presented in the TWBR Final Report—
Recommended Wards (47 wards), and Option 2 (44 wards) contained in the TWBR
Options Report.

Option 1 (minimal change with 47 wards and an average population of 61,000) emerged
as the preferred option based on input from the public, stakeholders and Members of
City Council elicited through the second round of engagement and consultation. The
Consultant’s report notes that Option I achieves effective representation balancing a
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range of factors including voter parity, geographic communities of interest, future
growth, coherent boundaries, ward history and the capacity of Councillors to represent
their constituents. Option 1 was refined twice: once during the Round 2 consultation
and engagement process, and again to incorporate the additional concerns and
refinements heard from Members of Council and the general public following Option l’s
consideration at Executive Committee on May 24, 2016.

Recommended Wards with Refinements (47 ward) — previously Ward Boundary Option
I — seeks to minimally increase the number of current wards from 44 to 47, retains the
current average ward population of 61,000, achieves effective representation in all
wards by 2026, and is designed to last for four (4) municipal elections. It achieves a
population variance to plus or minus 15% of the average ward population in 44 of the 47
proposed wards with two wards slightly above the population variance and one ward
slightly below the population variance. It is anticipated that these three (3) wards will
achieve a population variance to plus or minus 15% by 2026. The revisions to this
option have managed to keep certain communities of interest together such as Regent
Park, the Sentinel community and the Church-Wellesley Village.

This report recommends that the final ward boundary structure maintains the
composition of City Council as one (1) Councillor per ward. Section 135 of the City of
Toronto Act, 2006 authorizes City Council to pass a by-law changing its composition.
This report requests authority to submit a bill to reflect any change in the number of
councillors resulting from a change in the number of wards.

Option 3 (identified in Attachment 5) — Minimal Change, Adjustments to Large Wards
Only (46 or 47 Wards): determined as not a viable ward boundary option

At its May 24, 2016 meeting, the Executive Committee asked that the City Manager
request the TWBR Consultants undertake a review of Option 1 (47 wards) of the
Consultant’s TWBR Final Report, “with a focus on amendments to address wards with
the highest population discrepancies (i.e. Wards 20, 22, 23, 27 and 28), including the
possibility of 46 wards, while ensuring the option would achieve effective
representation.”

After reviewing opportunities to make adjustments only to the largest current Toronto
wards as part of the TWBR Final Report Option 1 (47 wards) ward boundary structure,
the Consultants determined that it was not feasible to implement the required changes
that would maintain an average ward population of 61,000, leave the remainder of
Toronto ward boundaries unaffected and still comply with the required standard of
maintaining “effective representation” in all wards until at least 2026.

In order to achieve the revised 47 ward (or even 46 ward) model identified by the
Executive Committee, the Consultants found that an additional four (4) wards would be
required to address the size disparity of the current four (4) largest wards. However,
population disparities in three (3) other large current wards would need to be addressed
and 14 currently smaller population wards would need to be enlarged to achieve the
requited standards for effective representation. As such, the Consultants deemed this
Option not to be viable for further consideration.
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5. Key Implementation Activities and Timelines to Adjust Toronto’s Ward
Boundaries

The following implementation activities will commence when City Council adopts a final
ward boundary structure.

A. Ward Boundary By-law (Spring 2077)

Under the City of Toronto Act, 2006, City Council has authority to make changes to its
ward boundaries through the passage of a by-law. The by-law will need to provide
detailed descriptions of the ward boundaries. Once Council selects a ward boundary
structure, the required land survey work will begin for inclusion in the bill to adjust
Toronto’s ward boundaries. It is anticipated that the City Solicitor will bring forward the
bill to adjust Toronto’s wards in spring 2017.

B. Time for Appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board (April 2017 to January 2018)

The passage of changes to Toronto ward boundaries is governed by the City of Toronto
Act, 2006, Section 128. In addition to providing that City Council may change the City’s
ward boundaries, s. 128 provides for an appeal of City Council’s decision. Within 45
days after the by-law is passed, a member of the public, agency or a Minister may
appeal the Toronto ward boundaries by-law to the Ontario Municipal Board. The Board
will subsequently hear the appeal and may make an order affirming, amending or
repealing the Toronto ward boundary by-law.

The length of time that an appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board will take cannot be
predicted with any certainty; however, the City should expect an appeal would take at
least eight (8) to ten (10) months to conclude.

An appeal to Divisional Court is also possible and may take approximately a year to
conclude if leave to appeal is granted. Appeals will make it highly unlikely that the ward
boundary changes can be implemented in time for the 2018 municipal election as they
would have to conclude before the deadline of December 31, 2017.

C. Implementation of Ward Boundary Changes (January 2078 to June 2078)

The ward boundary by-law must be in place by December 31, 2017 in order for the ward
boundary changes to take effect for the 2018 election.

After the period for appeals has concluded, implementation of the final ward boundary
changes will commence, including the following key activities:
• Develop and implement a communications strategy to inform the public and

stakeholders of the new ward boundaries;
• Redraw Toronto’s ward maps, as required;
• Create new geographic representation of ward boundaries from the adopted

municipal by-law and integrate into the City’s geospatial platform;
• Review and redraw all voting subdivisions based on new ward boundaries;
• Notify the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) and the school

boards of the ward boundary changes; and
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• Provide final voting subdivisions to MPAC (must be done by Match 31, 2018).

The revised timeline for the implementation of the ward boundary changes in time for
the 2018 municipal election presents a number of challenges for the City.
Implementation of any changes to ward boundaries will be highly dependent on the
length of time any appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board require and whether the ward
boundary changes are further appealed to Divisional Court. Additionally, the City will
only have a limited amount of time to implement the ward boundary changes in
preparation for the 2018 municipal election once all appeals and challenges have been
settled. Any additional delays to the revised key timelines and implementation activities
detailed in Attachment 4 will severely compromise the City’s ability to implement any
changes to ward boundaries in time for the 2018 municipal election.

The City Manager will report further as required with respect to the time line for
implementing the new ward boundaries.

6. Governance Implications of Ward Boundary Changes

Any changes to Toronto’s ward boundaries will have implications for the number and
boundaries of Community Councils. City staff will assess these implications and report
back to Executive Committee with any recommended changes once Toronto’s ward
boundary changes are final.

Additionally, the Consultant included a number of comments and suggestions identified
through the ward boundary review engagement process that were outside the scope of
this review. These include matters related to governance (for example, structure and
operation of City Council, expanded role for Community Councils), staff and resources
for Councillor Offices, naming of Toronto wards, and school zone boundaries.

The City Manager’s Office will review and consider these comments and suggestions in
future related reports.

CONCLUSION

This report responds to the Executive Committee’s referral motion asking the City
Manager to request the third-party Toronto Ward Boundary Review Consultant provide
information on four (4) additional ward boundary options. This report transmits the
Consultant’s reports Final Report: Toronto Ward Boundary Review and Supplementary
Report: Toronto Ward Boundary Review for City Council’s consideration, including a
recommended ward structure to ensure effective representation.

In the event there is an appeal to Divisional Court or the Ontario Municipal Board, the
City Solicitor will represent the City’s interests in the proceedings and will inform City
Council of them.
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EX1$.2

PUBLIC NOTICE

Potential Changes to Toronto’s Ward Boundaries

Notice is hereby given that Toronto City Council will consider new ward boundaries for
Toronto.

At its meeting to be held in Committee Room I in Toronto City Hall on October 26,
2016, at 9:30 a.m., or as soon as possible thereafter, the Executive Committee of
Toronto City Council will hear in person or by his or her counsel, agent or solicitor, any
person who wishes to speak to the matter.

Background

Toronto is the largest city in Canada, and contains a wide diversity of communities and
interests. A strong and fair foundation for local government is fundamental for the
effective governance of Toronto, and begins with the ward structure.

City Council last reviewed Toronto’s ward boundaries in 2000. In 2013, City Council
initiated a Ward Boundary Review to ensure effective representation across Toronto, as
there are significant discrepancies in ward populations. To ensure the review was
objective and at arm’s length from the City, third-party consultants were retained to
undertake the review process following Terms of Reference approved by City Council.

Toronto Ward Boundary Review Process

The third party consultants undertook a five-step review process that included:

• Research (June 2014 to November 2014) - that formed the background
information for the first round of public consultation including the legal context,
jurisdictional reviews, analysis of Toronto’s current wards and ward population
projections out to 2030.

• Civic Engagement (Round One: July 2014 to February 2015 and Round Two:
August 2015 to November 2015) - web-based activities (including social media
platforms), communication and outreach to educate the public about the purpose of
the ward boundary review, keep the public informed about the process and provide a
range of opportunities for the public to get involved, including two online surveys.

• Public and Stakeholder Consultation (Round One: July 2014 to February 2015
and Round Two: August 2015 November 2015) — included 24 public meetings.

• Generation of Ward Boundary Options (March 2015 to July 2015) —following
Round One of the public and stakeholder consultation, and building on the research,
a series of ward boundary options were developed for public and stakeholder input
in Round Two.

1
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• Final Report (February 2016 to April 2016)— following Round Two of public and
stakeholder consultation, the final report was developed including a recommendation
for new wards for Toronto for City Council’s consideration.

Follow-up Report to the Toronto Ward Boundary Review:

At the City’s Executive Committee’s meeting on May 24, 2016, EX15.2 Final Report -

Toronto Ward Boundary Review was referred to the City Manager who requested that

the Consultants review three additional potential ward boundary options. The
Consultants were asked to conduct an analysis of these additional ward boundary
options, including public consultations, and report back with a Consultant’s Toronto
Ward Boundary Review Supplementary Report to the Executive Committee, at its
meeting on October 26, 2016.

The additional ward boundary options contained in the Consultant’s Toronto Ward
Boundary Review Supplementary Report and the ward boundary options discussed in
EXI5.2 Final Report - Toronto Ward Boundaiy Review on May 24, 2016 will be
considered together by the Executive Committee at its meeting on October 26, 2016.

Further information about Toronto’s Ward Boundary Review can be found at:
www.drawthelines.ca.

Executive Committee and City Council Consideration

Executive Committee will consider recommended changes to Toronto’s ward
boundaries at its meeting on October 26, 2016. City Council will consider
recommended changes to Toronto’s ward boundaries at its meeting on November 8 and
9, 2016.

The Executive Committee may change the recommendationsrelated to Toronto’s ward

boundaries for City Council’s consideration. City Council may also make changes. If
City Council decides to establish new ward boundaries, it will pass a by-law reflecting
the detailed changes at a subsequent Council meeting.

Sharing your ideas about the proposed Toronto ward boundary changes:

To view copies of the report outlining and explaining the proposed amendments you
may view the Executive Committee Agenda as of October 19, 2016:

http://app .toronto.ca/tmmis/decision BodyProfile .do?function=doPrepare&decisionBodyl
d=966#Meeting-201 6.EX1 8

2
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To obtain copies of the report at no cost, or to submit comments or register to speak in
person to the Executive Committee, please contact the following office no later than
4:30 p.m. on Tuesday, October 25, 2016.

Executive Committee
City Clerk’s Office
Toronto City Hall, 100 Queen Street West
10th Floor, West Tower
Toronto ON M5H 2N2

Telephone: 416-392-4666
Fax: 416-392-1879
Email: exctoronto.ca

Any comments received after the Committee meeting will be processed to City Council.

If this matter is deferred at the Committee meeting or Council meeting or considered at

a subsequent Committee or Council meeting, no additional notice will be provided other

than the information on the subsequent Committee or Council agenda. Please contact
the above City officials if you require notice in these cases.

To ask questions regarding the content of the report, respecting the above items,

contact:

Fiona Murray
Director, Corporate Intergovernmental and Agency Relations
Telephone: 416-397-5214
Email: fmurray(toronto.ca

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Notice to People Writing to Committee:

The City of Toronto Act, 2006 and the City of Toronto Municipal Code authorize the City

of Toronto to collect any personal information in your communication or presentation to

City Council or its committees. The City collects this information to enable it to make
informed decisions on the relevant issue(s). If you are submitting letters, faxes, e-mails,

presentations or other communications to the City, you should be aware that your name

and the fact that you communicated with the City will become part of the public record

and will appear on the City’s website. The City will also make your communication and

any personal information in it — such as your postal address, telephone number or e
mail address — available to the public, unless you expressly request the City to remove
it.

3
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The City videotapes committee and community councU meetings. If you make a
presentation to a committee or community council, the City will be videotaping you and
City staff may make the video tapes available to the public.

If you want to learn more about why and how the City collects your information, write to
the City Clerk’s Office, City Hall, 100 Queen Street West, Toronto ON M5H 2N2 or call
41 6392-4666.

Closed Meeting Requirements: If the Committee wants to meet in closed session
(privately), a Committee member must make a motion to do so and give the reason why
the Committee has to meet privately (City of Toronto Act, 2006).

This Notice is dated this October 14, 2016.

Ulli S. Watkiss City Clerk
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EXl 8.2 Attachment 4 Ward Boundary Implementation Timeline

Key Date Key Activity

Oct 26, 2016 Executive Committee Consideration of the Final Report, Toronto Ward
meeting Boundary Review find. Supplementary Report)

November 8 & 9, 2016 City Consideration of the Final Report, Toronto Ward
Council meeting Boundary Review and selection of option

November 2016 to February 2017 Develop detailed description of ward boundaries
for inclusion in by-law

March 28,29 & 30, 2017 City Passing of the by-law
Council meeting*

Third week of May 2017 Appeal Period
Within 45 days after the by-law is passed, the
Minister or any other person or agency may
appeal to the Ontario Municipal (s. 128(4)
COTA)

Last week of May 2017 Within 15 days after the last day for filing a
notice of appeal, the City must forward any
notices of appeal to the Ontario Municipal
Board. (s. 128 (5) COTA)

June 2017 to January 2018** Time for 0MB Hearing
If expedited, possibly 8 to 10 months

January 2018 to June 2018*** Develop and implement communication strategy
to inform public and stakeholders of new ward
boundaries

Redraw ward maps, if required
Create geographic representation of new ward
boundaries and integrate into the City’s
geospatial platform (8 weeks)

Review and redraw all voting subdivisions based
on new ward boundaries (12 — 16 weeks)

December 31, 2017 Deadline for passing by-law (including all
appeals) in order for new boundaries to be in
effect for 2018 election (s. 128 (8) COTA)

Any ward boundary changes will take effect for
the next regular election if the by-law to adopt
them has been enacted and any appeals to the
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Ward Boundary Implementation Timeline

Key Date Key Activity

by-law have been concluded prior to January 1,
2018.

Last day to notify MPAC of ward boundary
changes (s. 128 (10) COTA)

Match 31, 2018 Last day for Clerk to provide final voting
subdivision boundaries to MPAC (S. 18, MEA)

April 3, 2018 Last day for school boards to provide the Clerk
with the report on determination and distribution
of trustees (e.g. school board wards) (s. 58
Educ. Act, 0. Reg. 412/00, as amended)

* Targeted time line
** Appeals to Divisional Court are also possible and if leave is granted may take approximately

one year to conclude.
*** Only where all appeals are dispensed with by Dec. 31 will these activities take place.

Deadline for submitting ward boundaries to MPAC is March 31, 2018.
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O111IORONIO REPORT FOR ACTION

Supplementary Report - Follow up Report on the
Toronto Ward Boundary Review

Date: November 4, 2016
To: City Council
From: City Manager and City Clerk
Wards: All

SUMMARY

In considering the Follow up Report on the Toronto Ward Boundary Review at its
meeting on October 26, 2016, Executive Committee directed the City Manager, in
consultation with the City Clerk, to report directly to City Council on the financial impact
to Councillor Office budgets with respect to Option 4-44 Wards.

The existing City Council policy authorizes an additional Constituency Assistant for
wards which exceed the median in both the number of households and population by
50%, funded from the Council General Expense Budget. Currently, 4 wards meet this
criteria.

Under all seven (7) ward boundary review options being considered by City Council, the
population and number of households amongst all wards would be within the 50 percent
threshold discussed above. As a result, no ward would meet the policy criteria and
funding for an additional Constituency Assistants will no longer be required.

The financial impact is a savings of approximately $360,000 in the General Expenses
Budget in the City Council operating budget. This savings will apply to Option 4-44
Wards. For the other ward boundary options included in Attachment 5 to the report, this
savings may be higher or lower, depending on the proposed number of Councillors.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The City Manager and the City Clerk recommend that:

1. City Council receive this report for information.

Supplementary Report - Toronto Ward Boundary Review Page 1 of 3
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FINANCIAL IMPACT

All ward boundary options included in Attachment 5 to the Follow up Report on the
Toronto Ward Boundary Review, including Option 4 - 44 Wards would result in a cost
savings of approximately $360,000 in the General Expenses Budget of the City Council
annual operating budget, as four Wards, would no longer qualify for an additional
constituency assistant. However, the net savings for each option may be higher or
lower, depending on the option and number of proposed wards.

DECISION HISTORY

In considering the Follow up Report on the Toronto Ward Boundary Review, the
Executive Committee directed the City Manager, in consultation with the City Clerk, to
report directly to City Council on the financial impacts to all Councillor Office budgets of
Option 4 - 44 Wards (revised) (44 Wards).
http :1/app .toronto .ca/tmmis/viewApenda ItemHistory.do?item=2016. EXI 8.2

As part of the 2010 budget process, City Council directed that Councillors be provided
with an additional staff at the Constituency Assistant level if the number of households
and the population in their ward exceeds the median by 50 percent or more.

Council decision:
http:/Iapp.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewApendaltemHistorv.do?item=201 0.EX42.1

Supplementary report from the City Manager and the City Clerk:
http://www.toronto.ca/lepdocslmmis/20 1 0/cc/bqrdIbackcroundfiIe-29379.pdf

COMMENTS

As part of the 2010 annual operating budget process, to respond to discrepancies in
ward populations, City Council authorized one additional staff member at the
constituency assistant level for any ward which exceeds the median by more than 50
percent in both population and households, to be funded through the Council General
Expenses Budget. In 2010, one ward met this criteria.

With the 2011 census and developments in the City, currently four (4) Councillors
qualify for this additional position in wards 20, 23, 27 and 28.

The intent of the Toronto Ward Boundary Review is to address population discrepancies
across Toronto’s wards, and proposes an estimated population of 70,000 for each of the
44 wards. All seven options address population discrepancies amongst Toronto’s
wards and under each scenario, no ward will exceed the median by 50% or more in
either households or population.

Therefore, all ward boundary options included in Attachment 5 to the Follow up Report
on the Toronto Ward Boundary Review, including Ward Boundary Option 4-44 Wards

Supplementary Report - Toronto Ward Boundary Review Page 2 of 3
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would result in a cost savings of approximately $360,000 in the General Expenses
Budget of the City Council annual operating budget. However, the net savings for each
option may be higher or lower, depending on the option and number of proposed wards.

All ward boundary options, including Option 4-44 wards, will have no impact on
individual Councillor Constituency Services and Office Budgets unless the option
proposes an increase in the number of wards.

If City Council wishes to include a review of the resources provided to each Councillor
under the approved ward boundary option, including the Constituency Services and
Office Budget, the Staffing Budget and the General Expenses Budget, the City Clerk
can undertake a review and report to Council prior to the implementation of the new
ward boundary model.

CONTACT

Peter Notaro, Executive Director, Strategic & Corporate Policy, City Manager’s Office,
Peter.Notaro(toronto.ca, 416-392-8066

Winnie Li, Deputy City Clerk, City Clerk’s Office, Winnie.Li(toronto.ca, 416-392-8676

SIGNATURE

Ulli S. Watkiss
City Clerk

Peter Wallace
City Manager

Supplementary Report - Toronto Ward Boundary Review Page 3 of 3
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CITATION: Natale v. City of Toronto, 2018 ONSC 1475 
DIVISIONAL COURT FILE NO.: 41118 

DATE: 20180306 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE - ONTARIO 
DIVISIONAL COURT 

RE: ANTHONY NATALE and JUSTIN DI CIANO, Moving Parties 

BEFORE: 

AND 

CITY OF TORONTO, KEVIN WIENER, BRIAN GRAFF, GIORGIO 
MAMMOLITI, JAMES GORDON SMITH and LAKESHORE PLANNING 
COUNCIL CORPORATION, Responding Parties 

Swinton J. 

COUNSEL: Bruce Engell and Sylvain Rouleau, for the Moving Parties 

Glenn K.L. Chu, Diana Dimmer, Brendan 0 'Callaghan and Matt Schuman, for the 
City of Toronto, Responding Party 

Kevin Wiener, self-represented, Responding Party 

HEARD at Toronto: March 2, 2018 

ENDORSEMENT 

[1] The moving parties Anthony Natale and Justin Di Ciano seek leave to appeal the decision 
of the Ontario Municipal Board (the "Board") dated December 15,2017 that approved By-laws 
267-2017 and 464-2017 of the City of Toronto with one slight change. These by-laws approved a 
47 ward system for municipal elections and are intended by the City for use in the October 22, 
2018 election and elections in 2022,2026 and possibly 2030. 

[2] For the reasons that follow, I would dismiss the motion for leave to appeal. Accordingly, 
I need not address the City's alternative argument that no appeal lies to the Divisional Court 
pursuant to s. 96(1) of the Ontario Municipal Board Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 0.28 ("OMB Act" ) with 
respect to a decision relating to ward boundaries. 

[3] This motion for leave to appeal was heard at the same time as an application brought by 
the City for certain declarations. That application is a separate proceeding, in which I am sitting 
as a Superior Court judge rather than as a judge of the Divisional Court. The reasons in that 
application will be issued separately and at a later date. 
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[4] An appealJies to the Divisional Court from a decision of the Board only with leave and 
only on a question of law (s. 96(1), OMB Act). In determining whether to grant leave, the first 
question to be asked is whether there is some reason to doubt the correctness of the Board's 
decision on a question of law - in other words, is the decision open to serious debate (Vaughan 
(City) v. Rizmi Holdings Ltd., 2003 CarswellOnt 2907 at para. 8)? While some leave decisions 
consider the impact of the standard of reasonableness in answering that question, I need not enter 
into a consideration of whether the Board's decision would ultimately be reviewed on a 
reasonableness or correctness standard. In my view, there is no good reason to doubt the 
correctness of the Board's decision on what the moving parties described as the "conventional 
legal issues". 

[5] The moving parties concede that the Board enunciated the correct legal test to be applied 
in determining ward boundaries. The Board set out the principles from the Supreme Court of 
Canada's decision in Reference re Provincial Electoral Boundaries (Sask.), [1991]2 S.C.R. 158 
(referred to as Carter). The primary consideration in drawing electoral boundaries is "effective 
representation", which requires consideration of relative parity of voting power as well as other 
factors, such as geography, communities of interest, and capacity to represent (Carter, pp. 183-
85). 

[6] The Board also cited its past jurisprudence holding that there should be deference to the 
decision of a City Council on ward boundaries, and the Board should intervene only if there are 
clear and compelling reasons to do so - for example, because the City Council acted unfairly or 
unreasonably. While the moving parties suggested in oral argument that there should be no 
deference, the Board's approach is consistent with that of the Supreme Court in Carter, where the 
majority stated that there should not be intervention with respect to an electoral map adopted by 
the legislature unless the boundaries are unreasonable (at p. 189). 

[7] The moving parties argue that the Board erred in the application of these legal principles. 
They submit that voter parity is the primary consideration in drawing ward boundaries, and the 
Board should depart from voter parity only if it can point to another factor, such as preservation 
of communities. They argue that the Board did not justifY departing from voter parity in its reasons, 
and it therefore erred when it approved the new 47 ward by-law rather than their preferred option, 
using the 25 federal electoral ridings. 

[8] In this case, the City adopted their consultants' proposed ward size of 61,000, with a 
variance of +/- 15% deemed acceptable. The moving parties take the position that the ward 
boundaries should reflect the 25 federal riding boundaries, because this provides better voter parity 
for the 2018 election than the 47 wards that were approved. The 47 ward proposal, they submit, 
does not achieve voter parity until 2026. 

[9] I see no reason to doubt the correctness of the Board's application of the governing legal 
principles. The moving parties and the dissenting opinion in the Board decision see voter parity 
as the primary factor in setting ward boundaries. However, the Supreme Court of Canada in 
Carter emphasized that primary concern is "effective representation" (at p. 183). Relative parity 
is important, but so, too, are factors such as "geography, community history, community interests 
and minority representation", as well as other factors (at p. 184). The Supreme Court also held 
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that growth projection can be a relevant factor, and boundaries may be drawn with a view to 
population growth in the future, even if that results in a departure from parity at the outset (at p. 
195). 

[10] Setting electoral boundaries is an exercise that requires a weighing of many policy 
considerations. The Board heard from a number of expert witnesses over the course of a seven 
day hearing. It considered relative voter parity as well as other factors. It concluded that 
communities of interest are best respected in a 47 ward structure (at para. 36). It also noted that a 
25 ward structure could increase voter population in the wards "resulting in a significant impact 
on the capacity to represent" (at para. 36). The Board considered the evidence respecting voter 
parity and "finds that the difference between the FEDS and the 47 -ward structure is not significant 
and will not result in an unfair election in 2018", particularly taking into account all the Carter 
criteria, including the protection of communities of interest (at para. 39). The Board found that 
the 47 ward structure achieves the goal of effective representation (at para. 40). It also found that 
the City's consultants engaged in adequate public consultation. 

[11] The moving parties have failed to show any arguable legal error by the Board. The moving 
parties are really taking issue with the Board's findings of fact, its preference for certain evidence 
and its weighing of the various factors that go into a finding with respect to "effective 
representation." There is no basis for intervention by the Divisional Court with respect to the 
Board's decision to approve the by-laws. 

[12] The moving parties also asked for leave to appeal a "novel" question. They submit that 
the Board erred in law in putting in place a 47 ward structure in time to take effect in the 2018 
election without ensuring that City Council passed a corresponding by-law to change the 
composition of Council from the present 44 councillors to 47. 

[13] No party asked the Board to deal with this issue. Indeed, in an appeal pursuant to s. 128 
of the City of Toronto Act, S.O. 2006, c. 11, Sch. A ("COT A"), the Board's task is to determine 
the acceptability of ward boundaries. It does not have jurisdiction to determine the composition 
of council. That is the task of council itself in accordance with s. 135 ofCOTA. 

[14] My task, on this leave motion, is to determine whether there is reason to doubt the 
correctness of the Board's decision on a question of law. There is no basis to intervene on the 
"novel" issue, where the Board was not asked to deal with this question. 

[15] Accordingly, the motion for leave to appeal is dismissed. The parties have agreed that 
there will be no order as to costs. 

StonJ. 

Date: March 6,2018 
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