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What We Heard

How long have you lived in Vaughan?

Answered: 395 Skipped: 0

6-2 Years I

| do not live
in Vaughan

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% S0% 0%  100%%

Please indicate the ONE guiding principle that should be given the highest
priority to ensure effective voter representation in Vaughan:

Answered: 141 Skipped: 76

Representation
by population

Current and
future
population...

Geographical
and
topegraphica...

Community of
interests

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% 80% 80% 100%

Which ward do you live in?

Answered: 352 Skipped: 43

I don"t live in Vaughan

I don't know
Ward 1

Ward 5

Ward 4

Ward 2

Ward 3

Of all of the presented options, which is most preferred?

Answered: 103 Skipped: 282

Option 71 .

Option 7-2 -

Option -1 .
]

Dption 8-2
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Existing Wards
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Final Option 1
(Adjusted Preliminary Option 6-2)
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All six wards within the acceptable

population range in 2025 (+25%)
:  Ward 3 grows into optimal parity and
Hognnd remaining Wards within of acceptable
Final Option 1 . .
wart 25% population range in longer term
= |1« Highway 400 used as a dividing line
2 - between East and West aside from
- Ward 3 that crosses
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Population Variance Range Population Variance Range
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(Adjusted Preliminary Option 6-2)

Final Option 1
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Principle

Representation by
Population

Does the Ward
Structure Meet the

Respective Principle?

Largely
Successful

Comment

All wards are within the
acceptable range of variation,
but with sizable disparities
between certain wards. The
population difference between
the largest and smallest is
approximately 20,000 people.

Future Population

Largely Successful

All wards are within the
acceptable range of variation
(£25%) but sizable disparities
forecast between the largest
and smallest wards: close to

Trends 34,000 people.
Communities of Most communities comfortably
Yes . o
Interest contained in single wards.
Geographic Yes Most boundary lines follow
Representation identifiable markers.
This option provides for good
population parity and
comfortably contains most
communities of interest and
Effective Laraely Successful | US€S recognizable boundary
Representation gely markers but is held back from

fully achieving effective
representation by sizable
population disparities between

wards.




Final Option 2
(Adjusted Preliminary Option 8-2)
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Final Option 2
Ward 1
Ward 2
Ward 3
Ward 4
Ward 5
Ward 6

[ wara7

Ward 8

[}

Carrville-Rd

)

z

Four of eight wards within optimal range for
2025, Ward 8 outside of the acceptable
range, and remaining three wards within
25% acceptable range of variance

Ward 6 grows into parity for 2036, Ward 7
grows outside of the acceptable range, and
remaining six wards within 25% range of
variance

2036 2036 2036

Total

2025 2025
Population Optimal

2025
Total

Population Optimal

Population Variance Range Population Variance Range

Ward 1 39,575 0.85 O- 46,254 0.82 O-
Ward 2 45,340 0.98 O 59,376 1.06 O+
Ward 3 45,195 0.98 O 50,341 0.89 O-
Ward 4 46,271 1.00 O 60,363 1.07 O+
Ward 5 46,559 1.01 O 68,745 1.22 O+
Ward 6 51,743 1.12 O+ 58,702 1.04 O
Ward 7 35141 0.76 O- 39,809 | 071 |NORS
Ward 8 60,490 | 131 |NOR®N 66,323 | 1.18 o+
Total 370,300 - - 450,000 - -
Average 46,300 - - 56,250 - -




Final Option 2
(Adjusted Preliminary Option 8-2)

Z
2
: @
: S -
g o S PR I B—
7 I a >
e K
2 C
<
2 ¥ /
&
&
\ Z &Q-
2 )
N o
%0 5
L 45 o, & |
% % Kirby-Rd=Kirby;Rd
S ©
\\ o %
o %,
X /
\ 5]
\ (3
3
\\ 2
o)
\\ :
\\ Nashville:Rd =Nz shville 2 - T
\ (2 E) o
@f'ﬁ g
¢ 0
\ $ :
\ | 3
\\ I
‘ j Kenzie;DY,
\L—/—,@’é Ma]’or Mac
CP-Vaughan \ Kortright
Centre for
z Conservation
2
2 \\
i % <
%- /?O Rutherford;Rd;
<Ore Rd ““‘5 & ’69
o2 ey I 9
S5 % S 5
\\ &3
i Country
j/ Lk Langstaff.Rd l-angstaff Rd,
a 2 =
\& Blvd N ; (=)
) B 3
W« 22 $ ey
5 2 g d 5l
% & S 5 LEges
@o (=) ’I ; \5\\ B
o
2 ;/ E
i o
23 fi
{
=7,
SEE i WXl 7 )
ce™ 2 ,{
o % |
)
% &
%’p &
>
2, o 2

York
University

Final Option 2

Jefferson-Sdrd

Legend

[}

Final Option 2

' Ward 1
Ward 2
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Principle

Representation by
Population

Does the Ward
Structure Meet the
Respective
Principle?

Largely Successful

Comment

Only one ward is outside the
acceptable range of variation;
four are within the optimal
range.

One ward is outside the

Future Population Partially acceptable range of variation;
Trends Successful one is within the optimal
range.
Communities of All wards are reasonable
Yes . e
Interest groupings of communities.
Geographic Y All wards use a recognizable
. es , )
Representation configuration.
This option largely provides
for effective representation
through a combination of
Effective Laraelv Successful clear and recognizable
Representation gely boundary markers, protecting

communities of interest and
providing for reasonable
population parity.




Council’s Authority & Next Steps

Ontario’s Municipal Act, 2001 is silent
on essential features of the municipal
system of representation. The Act
merely authorizes a lower-tier
municipality:

« to determine the “composition of
council” (that is, the size of council);

* to determine how Council (other than
the Mayor) will be elected (“by general
vote or wards™ or by any combination
of general vote and wards”) [s. 217];

to divide or re-divide the municipality
into wards or to dissolve the existing
wards” through a by-law of Council [s.
222]

z

Council can:

 Choose one of the recommended options;

« Ask for changes or revisions to the recommended
options (or choose one of the other options and ask
for changes to it);

 Adopt a by-law to dissolve the wards;

 Take no action.

Should Council choose to implement new ward boundaries, it
would have to pass a by-law. Notice of the by-law would have
to be provided.

Any action respecting ward boundary reconfigurations
(including taking no action, albeit with limitations) could be
appealed to the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT). A new by-law
can be appealed up to 45 days after passage.



z



	City of Vaughan�Ward Boundary Review
	What We Heard
	Existing Wards
	Final Option 1�(Adjusted Preliminary Option 6-2)
	Final Option 1�(Adjusted Preliminary Option 6-2)
	Final Option 2�(Adjusted Preliminary Option 8-2)
	Final Option 2�(Adjusted Preliminary Option 8-2)
	Council’s Authority & Next Steps
	�

