
Community Plan/Citizens Assembly:                                           

Guest speakers: Andrew Pask, Scott Erdman, Kent Munro: City Planning  
Rachel Magnesson, Susanna Haas Lyons, Maas LDP Consultants 
 
Andrew Pask : 

• detailed the chronology of the community plan process to date 
• explained that the Citizens assembly(CA) is like a seminar, with 

participants expected to attend all sessions  
• CA will be based on best practices including assignment of specific 

tasks, good leadership support  insuring it will be independent, 
representative, manageable size, well supported 

• Goal of CA is to produce high level vision of what Grandview-
Woodland will look like in 30 years incorporating values to guide 
change, land use framework indicating areas for growth and change, 
built form direction 

• Stages of CA are learning, listening, deliberating and producing a 
report 

• Recruitment: Goal is to get 48 representative citizens: 
owners/renters, balanced age, gender, location. Strategies: mailout to 
all households, posters etc. Will allow people to apply by phone, 
online or by mail in cards. 

• Timeline: finish TOR, start recruitment end of June, recruit during 
July, 

• Begin sessions in September 
• CA will have access to expert advisers, will listen to public at open 

sessions. 
• All CA recommendations must align with existing city wide policies 
• CA recommendations will be presented to Council and included in G-

W Community Plan if accepted 
Q&A Session summary: 

• Most of Emerging Directions document was well accepted but 
specifics like 36 story towers caused extreme concern, loss of trust. 
Feeling exists in community that this process is designed to move 
plan process past upcoming election. Andrew’s response: There will 



be a ‘curriculum’ for the CA including land use, sub area workshops 
will be opportunity for community to weigh in. T iming of CA process 
reflects the work needed to do it right, not a political agenda. 

• Many residents have passion and have worked hard on this. 
Concerned 
CA‘s lottery system will circumvent these residents who have 
researched CA issues 

• Response: Many residents want an open door on the CA. Many 
people have passion and knowledge on the issue but self-selection 
does not produce a representative group. Research shows it will be 
more white male oriented. Purpose of CA is to get a group that 
reflects the community. They will request recruitment help from 
groups who work with marginalized people. 

• There will be sub area workshops, open houses to give an 
opportunity for those not selected 

• TOR (terms of reference) state CA will reflect current planning 
policies. Andrew Pask (AP) agrees that it will be stated at the outset 
what these policies are. Three community open houses will be held 
during the CA process for public to hear what they are working on 
and CA members to hear public feedback. 

• Questions raised about consultant’s reference to old white men, 
suspicious of reference to broad demographic idea as strategy to 
marginalize residents with clear interest who have already worked on 
this. 

• Response: if you have a wide open call you may get the same people 
every time. Lottery process avoids this. Random selection is seen as 
a fair process. 

• Comment on self-selection vs random selection: Supports proposed 
lottery, feels that people who have devoted time to community plan 
do not deserve an automatic spot on the CA panel. 

• Question on timing: Summer is a bad time for this recruitment. At 
previous workshops, participants were led in a certain direction by 
facilitators. There is a need to allow people to speak about what is 
important to them. 

• Question about participation from people living in basement suites. 



• Response: Using census Canada’s definition of ‘household’. City is 
using their lists plus buying lists from Canada Post, also sending 
unaddressed admail. 

• City hired outside consultants to insure fair and unbiased process. 
• Question: Residents see distinction between city led and community 

led process. Wants to know how CA process can build local capacity. 
Believes there’s a need for funding to build capacity. Wants a subset 
of local organizations involved. 

• AP commented that this is something completely new. CA process 
could revolutionize community planning. Emerging Directions 
document wasn’t a draft plan, it was intended to get ideas out and 
test them 

• Kiwassa Neighbourhood House serves very diverse population. 
Interested in getting these people involved. Kiwassa youth expressed 
reluctance, felt they would be intimidated by larger group. Hastings 
North concerned about density targets, affordable housing. When 
heights go up, zoning and prices go up. Wants clarification on what 
current density is allowed. Asks what are the principles being applied 
to the neighbourhood. Kiwassa wants to share CA recruitment 
information with its diverse community. 

• Question about artists being represented since there are many artist 
spaces and studios in the neighbourhood but  artists are being 
displaced from art spaces in G-W 

• Response: artists are not specifically addressed in the criteria. But 
renters vs owners is a criteria. Hope expressed that artists will apply 
to participate in the CA. 

• Comment that language used by planners and consultants is “touchy 
feely’’: learnings, curriculum etc. Feels this is just an exercise in 
turning out paper. This meeting and the CA is happening because the 
planners failed to develop a community plan that was truly 
representative. Resident is deeply sceptical of this process. Wants 
funding going to Maas LDP Consultants to go to GWAC, OCOP and 
other local groups to develop a CA and a plan. Feels this is just a 
legitimizing process. Many poor people and students can’t afford to 
attend Saturday sessions. With large amounts paid to consultants, 



speaker feels it is wrong to say City can’t afford translation. Feel that 
this is “a containment assembly.” 

• AP disagrees, feels we have a good process, wants to allow 
participation, not containment. $275K has been allocated for this. 
Contract given to Maas LDP so the process will be arms’ length from 
the City. City is not going to fund multiple groups to develop multiple 
assemblies. They are doing what Council has mandated them to do. 

• Comment that the Emerging Directions document did not include any 
amenities for G-W in return for increased density. 

• Response: Yes, community amenities are part of the community plan. 
• Other comments: 5% of G-W population is ESL, no money available 

for translation. No funding has been allocated for transportation. 
• Response: This is a design issue for G-W and the CA will figure out 

whether they can resolve this with focus groups or meetings. 
• Question: Is any of the $275K that was allocated left? 
• Response: $100K remains for the CA. Maas contract is $150K, 

money will be added from other sources(used for salaries, room 
bookings, meeting expenses etc) 

• Question on whether CA curriculum and information on the 
neighbourhood can be shared with the wider community. 

• Response: it is all open source and available to everyone 
• Response: CA will be as broad based as possible, but individuals 

chosen must try to represent everyone, not just their personal views. 
• Concern expressed that this will turn into a kind of jury selection 

process and that plain language needs to be used in this exercise. 
• Comment from someone who has been involved in other CAs, 

suggests that it must be approached with open mind, and that time 
must be spent on values clarification 

• Question on whether business owners are being weeded out of CA 
applicants 

• Question on whether OCOP(Our Community, Our Plan)group will act 
as watchdogs on the final selection. 

• Response: the first step in the process will be random. The second 
step, final selection, will be done by a computer in Toronto at the 
main office of Maas LDP. 



• Vocal reaction to this statement resulted in a consultant commenting 
that they understand they need to build trust with the community. 

• Comment that existing City policies for the Cityplan process included 
a TOR that allowed for open door for participants …this worked well. 
Assemblies are issues based, suggests we work like CityPlan. Does 
not agree with current process, s ees it as data mining. 

• AP states that he has already talked about these issues with the 
resident. 

• Comment that this appears to be a top down process, not a 
collaborative process. Does not feel G-W residents contributed to 
this. 

• Question raised whether work done by OCOP will be incorporated in 
this. 

• Response: questions were adjusted due to input from residents. We 
live in an elected democracy. Council of elected representatives 
mandated that we have a CA, that is why this is being developed. CA 
design team will contact OCOP as well as other groups for input. Will 
also look for opportunities for capacity building for local groups. 

• Question about information sharing: will those who have been 
engaged have an impact if not selected? Will CA discussions be 
available as podcasts? 

• Response: Looking into technologies, want CA materials to be part of 
public record. Documents like regional growth strategy are  important, 
but they are not broken down into neighbourhoods 

• Question related to Transportation 2040 document which suggests 
that all transit hubs will be densified. Suggests part of ‘curriculum’ 
should be an experiment to leave Commercial Drive alone and let 
planners decide in 30 years whether the experiment was a success, if 
residents are happier. 

• Response: In Community Plan, Commercial Drive has been left 
alone. 

• Consultants’ final comments: Suggests residents continue energy 
and passion outside formal CA process, make contributions to the 
discussion throughout the process. Hopes trust will be earned as 
process proceeds. 



 


