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Intensification Survey Database Variables

Survey Variables

Name Position
SGC Standard Geographic Code 1 
Print Format: F7 
Write Format: F12.2
TYPE Questionnaire Type 2 
Print Format: A5 
Write Format: A5
Value Label
ED English Division 
ESD English Subdivision 
FD French Division 
FSD French Subdivision
ISA Discussed in municipal council 3 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2 ^
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes
ISB Discussed among municipal staff 4 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes
ISC Subject of a public consultation 5 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes
ISD Suggested by outside professionals 
6
Print Format: F4

Write Format: F7.2 
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes
ISE: Discussed by community groups 7 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes
ISF Covered by local media 8 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes
ISG Raised by ratepayers 9 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes
ISH Discussed by others 10 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes
ISI Discussed by others 11 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 No
1 Yes



Write Format: F7.2

Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important
A1B Disappearance of farmland 13 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important
A1C Economic changes 14 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important

A1A Demographic pressures 12
Print Format: F4
Write Format: F7.2

AID Environmental Concerns 15 
Print Format:. F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important
A1E Energy conservation 16 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important
A1F Fiscal concerns 17 
Print Format: F4

Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important
A1G Housing choice and affordability 
18
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important

A1H Traffic congestion 19 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important
All Other factors (1) 20 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important
A1J Other factors (2) 21 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 unimportant
2 moderately important
3 very important
A2PA Developers/builders 22 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
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1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know

Value Label

A2PB Environmental groups 23 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A2PC Financial institutions 24 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A2PD Housing advocates 25 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know

A2PE Local business association 26 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2

1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A2PF Municipal councillors 27 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A2PG Municipal staff 28 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know

Value Label

A2PH Ratepayers 29 
Print Format: F4 
Format: FI0.2
Value Label
1 Strpng support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A2PI Other interest groups (1) 30 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
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1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A2PJ Other interest groups (2) 31 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1.Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate■opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know

A2PK Other interest groups (3) 32 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A2IA Developers/builders 33 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge 
1.Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence
A2IB Environmental groups 34 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A2IC Financial institutions 35
Print Format: F4
Write Format: F10.2

A2ID Housing advocates 36 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence 
.3 Of great influence
A2IE Local business association 37 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence
A2IF Municipal councillors 38 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence
A2IG Municipal staff 39 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A2IH Ratepayers 40
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Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label

10 Provincial-Federal
11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.
12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.

0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence
A2II Other interest groups (1) 41 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge 

.1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence
A2IJ Other interest groups (2) 42 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2

A3GB Government level 45 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.
12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.

Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence
A2IK Other interest groups (3) 43 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A3GA Government level 44 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial

A3GC Government level 46 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.
12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.
A3GD Government level 47 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
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12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.
12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.

A3GE Government level 48 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.
12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.
A3GF Government level 49 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.
12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.

A3GG Government level 50 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.

A3GH Government level 51 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.
12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.
A3GI Government level 52 
Print■Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Mun.-Reg.-Prov.
12 Mun.-Prov.-Fed.
A3PA Government position 53 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A3PB Government position 54 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
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1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know

A3PC Government position 55 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A3PD Government position 56 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A3PE Government position 57 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know

A3PF Government position 58 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label

1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition 
.6 Divided
7 Dont know
A3PG Government position 59 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition ,
6 Divided
7 Dont know
A3PH Government position 60 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know

A3PI Government position 61 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
1 Strong support
2 Moderate support
3 Neutral
4 Moderate opposition
5 Strong opposition
6 Divided
7 Dont know

ASIA Government influence 62 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label c
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
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2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A3IB Government influence 63 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A3IC Government influence 64 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A3ID Government influence 65 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A3IE Government influence 66 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A3IF Government influence 67 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A3IG Government influence 68
Print Format: F4
Write Format: F10.2

A3IH Government influence 69 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

A311 Government influence 70 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Of little influence
2 Of moderate influence
3 Of great influence

B1A Has the municipality adopted any 
policy of intensification? 71 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Yes
1 No
2 Dont know

B1B1 Stage of policy 72 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented
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B1B2 Stage of policy 73 5 Implemented
Print Format: F4
Write Format: F8.2 B1B7 Stage of policy 78

Print Format: F4
Value Label Write Format: F8.2
1 Under study
2 Public consultation .
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B1B3 Stage of policy 74 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B1B4 Stage of policy 75 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8„2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B1B5 Stage of policy 76 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B1B6 Stage of policy 77 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved

Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B2A Has the municipality undertaken 
any project of intensificati 79 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Yes
1 No
2 Dont know

B2B1 Stage of project 80 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B2B2 Stage of project 81 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B2B3 Stage of project 82 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
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4 Approved
5 Implemented

B2B4 Stage of project 83 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B2B5 Stage of project 84 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B2B6 Stage of project 85 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B2B7 Stage of project 86 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B3A Are there any polices or projects 
in effect by higher levels 87 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label

0 Yes
1 No
2 Dont know

B3BGA Level of government 88 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2

Value Label

1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

B3BGB Level of government 89 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2

Value Label

1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

B3BGC Level of government 90 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
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9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

B3BGD Level of government 91 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

B3BGE Level of government 92 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

B3BGF Level of government 93 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial

10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

B3BGG Level of government 94 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

B3BSA Stage of policy or project 95 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI1.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B3BSB Stage of policy or project 96 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI1.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B3BSC Stage of policy or project 97 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI1.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy

13



4 Approved
5 Implemented

B3BSD Stage of policy or project 98 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI1.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented
B3BSE Stage of policy or project 99 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F11.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented
B3BSF Stage of policy or project 100 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F11.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft policy .
4 Approved
5 Implemented

B3BSG Stage of policy or project 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI1.2
Value Label
1 Under study
2 Public consultation
3 Draft.policy
4 Approved
5 Implemented
CIA Are there any policies that 
discourage intensification? 102 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label

0 Yes
1 No
2 Dont know
C1GA Level of government 103 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

ClGB Level of government 104 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

C1GC Level of government 105 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
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11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

ClGD Level of government 106 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

ClGE Level of government 107 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial
10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

ClGF Level of government 108 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label
1 Municipal
2 Regional
3 Provincial
4 Territorial
5 Federal
6 Municipal-Regional
7 Municipal-Provincial
8 Municipal-Federal
9 Regional-Provincial

10 Provincial-Federal
11 Municipal-Regional-Provincial
12 Municipal-Provincial-Federal

C1SA Significance 109 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate signif.
3 Of great significance

C1SB Significance 110
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

CISC Significance 111
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C1SD Significance 112
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C1SE Significance 113
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F10.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance
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114 119C1SF Significance 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: FI0.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2E Lack of successful models 
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2A Consumer preference for large lots 
and single family homes 115 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label

C2F Lack of technical information 
120

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2

0 Yes
1 No
2 Dont know

C2B Development industry reluctance 
due to low rate of return on 116 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2C Lack of knowledge about successful 
models 117

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label

Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2G Public preference for private 
automobile over public transit 121 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2H Reluctance of financial 
institutions to lend money for small 
122

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2

0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2D Lack of infrastructure and service 
capacity 118
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2I Reluctance to change established 
subdivision practices 123 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
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2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2J Resistance of existing residents 
to intensification initiati 124 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2K Other factor (1) 125
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

C2L Other factor (2) 126
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Insignificant
2 Of moderate significance
3 Of great significance

D1A Creates potential for affordable 
housing 127 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

DIB Increases the liveability of urban 
places 128

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label

0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

DIG Preserves farmland 129
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

DID Reduces automobile dependence 
130
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

DIE Uses existing human services more 
efficiently 131 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

DIF Uses transportation services more 
efficiently 132 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

DIG Uses existing infrastructure more 
efficiently 133 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
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0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage

0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

D1H Uses land more efficiently 134
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

Dll Other advantages (1) 135
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

DU Other advantages (2) 136
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not an advantage
2 A minor advantage
3 A major advantage

D2A Attracts undesirable residents to 
the neighbourhood 137 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage

D2B Crowding of residential areas 
138
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label

D2C Decline in public safety 139
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage

D2D Decline in value of residential 
properties 140 

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage

D2E Disappearance of green and open 
space 141

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage

3 A major disadvantage
D2F Disruption of community fabric
142

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage

D2G Increased stress on environment
143

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
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0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage

D2H Increased stress on 
infrastructure 144

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage

D2I Reduces the choice and 
affordability of housing 145

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage

D2J Worsens traffic congestion 
146

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label
0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage

' 2 A minor disadvantage 
3 A major disadvantage

D3A Do you support intensification as 
a policy goal? 149

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label

0 Yes
1 No
2 No position

D4A Do you think intrensification 
is achievable? 150

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2
Value Label

El Guidelines to deal with public
concerns? 151

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F6.2
Value Label

0 Yes
1 No
2 Will be available

E2 Are these guidelines documented?
152

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F6.2
Value Label

D2K Other disadvantages (1) 
147

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F7.2

0 Yes
1 No
2 Will be available

Value Label

D2L
148

0 Unable to judge
1 Not a disadvantage
2 A minor disadvantage
3 A major disadvantage
Other disadvantages (2)

Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2

0 Yes
1 No
2 No position
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Statistics Canada, 1991 CENSUS Variables

PCMANAME
NAME 166
153 Print Format: A25
Print Format: A50 Write Format: A25
Write Format: A50
CMACODE
160 CSDTYPE Jurisdiction Type
Print Format: A3 170
Write Format: A3 Print Format: A3
Missing Values: ' ' Write Format: A3
Value Label Value Label
001 St. John's BOR Borough
205 Halifax C City
310 Saint John CM County
408 Chicoutimi-Jonguiere COM Community
421 Quebec CT Canton
433 Sherbrooke CU Cantons unis
442 Trois-Rivieres DM District municipality
462 Montreal HAM Hamlet
505 Ottawa-Hull ID Improvement district
532 Oshawa IGD Indian government district
535 Toronto LGD Local government district
537 Hamilton LOT Township and royalty
539 St. Catharines-Niagara MD Municipal district
541 Kitchener NH Northern hamlet
555 London NV Northern village
559. Windsor P Paroisse (municipalite de)
580 Sudbury PAR Parish
595 Thunder Bay R Indian reserve
602 Winnipeg RM Rural municipality
705 Regina RV Resort village
725 Saskatoon ■ S-E Indian settlement
825 Calgary SA Special area
835 Edmonton SCM Subdivision of county
933 Vancouver municipality
935 Victoria SD Sans designation (municipalite)

SET Settlement
CMATYPE SRD Subdivision of regional district
161 SUN Subdivision of unorganized

Print Format: Al SV Summer village
Write Format: A1 T Town

TP Township
CMANAME TR Terres reservees
162 UNO Unorganized

Print Format: A24 V Ville
Write Format: A24 VC Village cri

VK Village naskapi
PCMACODE VL Village
165 VN Village nordique

Print Format: A3 
Write Format: A3 CHANGE
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Print Format: F12.2 
Write Format: F12.2
DWELLING
172
Print Format: F12 
Write Format: F12.2

CD
180
Print Format: A4 
Write Format: A4
POPCODE
181
Print Format: F8 
Write Format: F8.2

AREA
173
Print Format: F12.2 
Write Format: F12.2
DENSITY
174
Print Format: F12.2 
Write Format: F12.2
NRANK
175
Print Format: F12 
Write Format: F12.2

Value Label
1 <4,999
2 5,000-9,999
3 10,000-49,999
4 50,000-99,999
5 100,000 <
ISNULL Is Survey Available? 
182
Print Format: F4 
Write Format: F8.2
Value Label

PRANK 1 YES
176Print Format: F12 
Write Format: F12.2
PROVINCE Province Code 
177
Print Format: A2 
Write Format: A2
Value Label
10 NFL
11 PEI
12 NS
13 NB 
24 QUE 
35 ONT
46 MAN
47 SA
48 AL
59 BC
60 YUKON
61 NWT
POPS 6
178
Print Format: Fll 
Write Format: Fll.2
POP91
179
Print Format: Fll 
Write Format: FI1.2
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Tabulation of Survey Variables

Questionnaire Type

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
English Division ED 46 8.8 8.8 8.8
English Subdivision ESD 263 50.3 50.3 59.1
French Division FD 48 9.2 9.2 68.3
French Subdivision FSD 166 31.7 31.7 100.0

Total 523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 523 Missing cases 0
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Introduction: Is Intensification an Issue?

ISA Discussed in municipal council

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

i
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

No 0 232 44.4 44.4 44.4
Yes 1 291 55.6 55.6 100.0

Total 523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 523 Missing cases 0

ISB Discussed among municipal staff

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
No . 0 219 41.9 42.0 42.0
Yes 1 303 57.9 58.0 100.0

■ 1 .2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 522 Missing cases 1

ISC Subject of a public consultation

Value Label
Valid Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
No 391 74.8 74.9 74.9
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Yes 1 131
1 '

25.0
.2

25.1
Missing

100.0

Total 523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 522 Missing cases 1

ISD Suggested by outside professionals

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
No 0 368 70.4 70.5 70.5
Yes 1 154 29.4 29.5 100.0

• 1 .2 Missing
Total . , 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 522 Missing cases 1

ISE Discussed by community groups

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
No 0 404 77.2 77.5 77.5
Yes 1 117 22.4 22.5 100.0

• 2 .4 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 521 Missing cases 2

ISF Covered by local media

Value Label
Valid

Value Frequency Percent Percent
Cum

Percent
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No 0 422 80.7 80.8 80.8
Yes 1- 100 19.1 19.2 100.0

■ 1 .2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 522 Missing cases 1

ISG Raised by ratepayers

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
No 0 422 80.7 80.8 80.8
Yes 1 100 19.1 19.2 100.0

• 1 .2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 522 Missing cases 1

ISH Discussed by others

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
No 0 455 87.0 87.3 87.3
Yes 1 66 12.6 12.7 100.0

• 2 .4 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 521 Missing cases 2

Value Label
No
Yes

Valid cases 520

ISI Discussed by others

Value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

0
1

516
4
3

98.7 99.2 99.2
.8 .8 100.0
.6 Missing

Total 523 100.0 100.0
Missing cases 3
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POPCODE by ISB Discussed among municipal staff

Count 
Row Pet

POPCODE ---
<4,999

5.000- 9,999

10.000- 49,999

50.000- 99,999

100,000 <

1

2

3

4

5

ISB
I| No
I
I 0
+-------
| 102 
| 72.9
+—----
| 30
| 41.7
+-------

I . 73 
| 35.3
+-------| 10 
| 17.2
+-------
I 4
| 8.9
+-------

Page 1 of 1
Yes

Row
| 1 | Total
+--------- +
| 38 | 140
| 27.1 | 26.8
+--------- +
| 42 | 72
| 58.3 | 13.8
------- +

| 134 | 207
| 64.7 | 39.7
+--------- +
| 48 | 58
| 82.8 | 11.1
+--------- +
| 41 | 45
| 91.1 | 8.6
+--------- +

Column 219 303 522
Total 42.0 58.0 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 1

POPCODE by ISA Discussed in municipal council

Count 
Row Pet

POPCODE ---
<4,999

5.000- 9,999

10.000- 49,999

50.000- 99,999

100,000 <

1

2

3

4

5

Column

ISA Page 1 of 1
I
|No Yes
| Row
| 0 | 1 | Total
+--------+--------- +
| 90 | 50 | 140
| 64.3 | 35.7 | 26.8
+-------- +----------+
| 31 | 41 | 72
| 43.1 | 56.9 | 13.8

_j--------- 1----------- 1_
| 84 | 123 | 207
| 40.6 | 59.4 | 39.6
+-------- +----------+
| 19 | 40 | 59
| 32.2 | 67.8 | 11.3
+----------+----------- +
| 8 | 37 | 45
| 17.8 | 82.2 | 8.6
+-------- +----------+

232 291 523
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Total 44.4 55.6 100.0
Number of Missing Observations: 0

POPCODE by ISC Subject of a public consultation

Count 
Row, Pet

ISC
1| No
1
1 o

Page
Yes

1 1

: 1

1■+
1

of 1

Row
Total

1 1 128 1 12 140
<4,999 1 91.4 1 8.6 1 26.8

2
+—
1 61

-+-
1 11

+
1 72

5,000-9,999 1 84.7 1 15.3 1 13.8
3

+—
1 148

-+-
1 59

■+
1 207

10,000-49,999 1 71.5 1 28.5 1 39.7
4

+—
1 37

-+■
1 21

+
1 58

50,000-99,999 1 63.8 1 36.2 1 11.1
5

+—
1 17

-+-
1 28

■+
'l 45

100,000 < .1 37.8 1 62.2 1 8.6
Column
Total

+—
391

74.9
-+-

131
25.1

■+
522

100.0
Number of Missing Observations: 1

POPCODE by ISD Suggested by outside professionals

Count 
Row Pet

POPCODE ---
<4,999

5.000- 9,999

10.000- 49,999

50.000- 99,999

100,000 < .

1

2

3

4

5

ISD Page 1 of 1
I|No Yes
| Row
| 0 | 1 | Total
+----------- -—+--------------------+
| 116 | 24 | 140
| 82.9 | 17.1 | 26.8
+----- ;---+-------- +
| 46 | 26 | 72
| 63.9 | 36.1 1 ■ 13.8
+----------+-------- +
| 155 | 52 | 207
| 74.9 | 25.1 | 39.7
+----------- +---------+
| 34 ]' 24 | 58
| 58.6 | 41.4 | 11.1
+----------+-------- +
| 17 | 28 | 45
| 37.8 | 62.2 | 8.6
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+-------- 1--------- h
Column 368 154 522
Total .70.5 29.5 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 1

POPCODE by ISE Discussed by community groups

ISE Page 1 of 1
Count |

Row Pet |No Yes
. I Row

1 0 1 1 1 Total
1 1 128 1 12 1 140

<4,999 1 91.4 1 8.6 1 26.9
2

+-
1 62

-+-
1 10

-+
1 72

5,000-9,999 1 86.1 1 13.9 1 13.8
3

+-
1 171

-+-
1 36

-+
1 207

10,000-49,999 1 82.6 1 17.4 1 39.7
4

+-
1 31

-+-
1 26

-+
1 57

50,000-99,999 1 54.4 1 45.6 1 10.9
5

+-
1 12

-+-
1 33

-+
1 45

100,000 < 1 26.7 1 73.3 1 8.6
Column
Total

+-
404

77.5
-+-

117
22.5

-+
521

100.0
Number of Missing Observations: 2

POPCODE by ISF Covered by local media

Count 
Row Pet

POPCODE ---
<4,999

5.000- 9,999

10.000- 49,999

1

2

3

4
50,000-99,999

ISF Page 1 of 1
I| No Yes
| Row
| 0 | 1 | Total

133
95.0 1

1
7

5.0
- +

1
1

140
26.8

66
91.7

1
1

6
8.3

1
1

72
13.8

163 
78.7 ' 1

1-+-
44

21.3 1
1-+

207
39.7

| 43 | 15 | 58
| 74.1 | 25.9 | 11.1
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+------- +------- +
5 I 17 I 28 I 45

100,000 < | 37.8 | 62.2 I 8.6
+- -+------ -+

Column 422 100 522
Total 80.8 19.2 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 1

POPCODE BY ISG Raised BY RATEPAYERS

POPCODE
<4,999

ISG Page 1 of 1
Count |

Row Pet |No Yes
| Row
| 0 | 1 | Total

--------+------- +-------- +
1 | 126 | 14 | 140

| 90.0 | 10.0 | 26.8
+--------+--------- +

2 I
5.000- 9,999 |

+
3 I

10.000- 49,999 |
+

4 I
50.000- 99,999 ' |

+
5 I

100,000 < | 
+

Column
Total

62 | 10 | 72
86.1 | 13.9 | 13.8
----- +--------+
173 | 34 | 207

83.6 | 16.4 | 39.7
----- +--------+

43 | 15 | 58
74.1 | 25.9 | 11.1
----- +--------- +

18 | 27 | 45
40.0 | 60.0 | 8.6
----- +--------+
422 100 522

80.8 19.2 100.0
Number of Missing Observations: 1
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Section A: Intensification as an Issue

Reasons why intensification became an Issue

A1A Demographic pressures
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 18' 3.4 5.7 . 5.7
unimportant 1 99 18.9 31.4 37.1
moderately important 2 119 22.8 37.8 74.9
very important 3 79 15.1 25.1 100.0

• 208 39.8 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 315 Missing cases 208

A1B Disappearance of farmland

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 34 6.5 10.8 10.8
unimportant 1 134 25.6 42.5 53.3
moderately important 2 76 14.5 24.1 77.5
very important 3 71 13.6 22.5 100.0

• 208 39.8 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 315 Missing cases 208

A1C Economic changes
Valid Cum

Value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 46 8.8 14.6 14.6
unimportant 1 118 22.6 37.6 52.2
moderately important 2 97 18.5 30.9 83.1
very important 3 53 10.1 16.9 100.0

• 209 40.0 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 314 Missing cases 209
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A1D Environmental Concerns

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge o. 46 8.8 14.4 14.4
unimportant 1 149 28.5 46.7 61.1
moderately important 2 102 19.5 32.0 93.1
very important 3 22 4.2 6.9 100.0

• 204 39.0 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 319 Missing cases 204

A1E Energy conservation

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 22 4.2 6.9 6.9
unimportant 1 92 17.6 28.8 35.7
moderately important 2 122 23.3 38.2 74.0
very important 3 83 15.9 26.0 100.0

■ 204 39.0 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 319 Missing cases 204

A1F Fiscal concerns

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 16 3.1 5.0 5.0
unimportant 1 39 7.5 12.1 17.1
moderately important 2 130 24.9 40.4 57.5
very important 3 137 26.2 42.5 100.0

• 201, 38.4 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 322 Missing cases 201
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A1G Housing choice and affordability

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 18 3.4 5.6 5.6
unimportant 1 69 13.2 21.6 27.2
moderately important 2 100 19.1 31.3 58.4
very important 3 133 25.4 41.6 100.0

• 203 38.8 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 320 Missing cases 203

A1H Traffic congestion

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 33 6.3 10.5 10.5
unimportant 1 138 26.4 44.1 54.6
moderately important 2 98 18.7 31.3 85.9
very important 3 44 8.4 14.1 100.0

• 210 40.2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 313 Missing cases 210

A1I Other factors
Pet of Pet of

Category label Code Count Responses Cases
Unable to judge 0 4 4.8 5.6
unimportant 1 2 2.4 2.8
moderately important 2 18 21.4 25.4
very important 3 60 71.4 84.5

Total responses 84 100.0 118.3
452 missing cases; 71 valid cases

POPCODE by A1F Fiscal concerns
A1F Page 1 of 1

Count 1Row Pet |Unable t unimport moderate very imp
1o j udqe ant ly impor ortant Row
1 o 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Total

POPCODE ------- ■+------ -+------ -+--------+------- +
1 1 1 1 3 1 18 1 27 | 49

<4,999 | 2.0 | 6.1 | 36.7 | 55.1 | 15.2
+------ -+------ -+--------+------- +

7 | 15 | 14 |2 3 39



5,000-9,999 12.1| 7.7 | 17.9 | 38.5 | 35.9 |
+-------- +--- .---+-------- +--------+

3| 6 | 18 | 61 | 59 |
10.000- 49,999 | 4.2 | 12.5 | 42.4 | 41.0 |

+-------- +-------+--- ----- +--------+
4 | | 6 | 20 | 22 ' |

50.000- 99,999 | | 12.5 | 41.7 | 45.8 |
+-------- +-------+—------ +------ -+

5 | 6 | 5| 16 | 15 |
100,000 < | 14.3 | 11.9 I 38.1 | 35.7 |_]----  1--------1---- .----- 1-------- H

Column 16 39 130 137
Total 5.0 12.1 40.4 . 42.5

Number of Missing Observations: 201

POPCODE by A1G Housing choice and affordability
A1G Page

Count [
Row Pet |Unable t unimport moderate very imp

o judge ant 
0 I .

ly impor ortant
POPCODE

I-+-
<4,999

1 1
1

3
6.4 1

1
16

34.0 1
1

16
34.0

1
1

12
25.5

5,000-9,999
2 1

1
2

5.1 1
1

8
20.5 1

1
11

28.2 1
1

18
46.2

10,000-49,999
3 1

1
10

7.0 1
1

35
24.5

1
1

42
29.4

1
1

56
39.2

50,000-99,999
4 1

1
3

6.1 1
1

6
12.2 1

1
16

32.7 1
1

24
49.0

100,000 <
5 1

1
1
1

4
9.5 1

1
15

35.7
1
1

23
54.8

Column
Total

18
5.6

69
21.6

100
31.3

133
41.6

Number of Missing Observations: 203

POPCODE by A1B Disappearance of farmland
A1B Page

Count |
Row Pet |Unable t unimport moderate very imp 

|o judge ant ly impor ortant
I 0| 1| 2 | 3 |

POPCODE --------+--------+--------+------ —+----- -- +
1 | 7 | 13 | 9 | 19 |

<4,999 . | 14.6 | 27.1 | 18.8 | 39.6 |
+-------- +------- +--------+------- +

144
44.7

48
14.9

42
13.0
322

100.0

1 of 1

Row
Total

47
14.7

39
12.2
143

44.7
49

15.3
42

13.1
320

100.0

1 of 1

Row
Total

48
15.2
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2 1 8 1 13' 1 5 1 12 1 38
5,000-9,999 1 21.1 1 34.2 1 13.2 1 31.6 1 12.1

+- -+- -+- -+- -+
3 1 13 1 76 1 33 1 22 1 144

10,000-49,999 1 9.0 1 52.8 1 22.9 1 15.3 1 45.7
+- -+- -+- -+- -+

4 1 3 1 19 1 15 1 9 1 46
50,000-99,999 1 6.5 1 41.3 1 32.6 1 19.6 1 14.6

+- -+- -+- -+- -+
5 1 3 1 13 1 14 1 9 1 39

100,000 < 1 7.7 1 33.3 1 35.9 1 23.1 1 12.4
+- -+- -+- -+- -+

Column 34 134 76 71 315
Total 10.8 42.5 24.1 22.5 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 208

POPCODE by AID Environmental Concerns
AID Page 1 of 1

Count |
Row Pet [Unable t unimport moderate very imp

|o judge ant ly impor ortant Row
1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Total

POPCODE -+- -+- -+- -+- -+
1 1 8 1 22 1 13 1 5 1 48

<4,999 1+-
16.7 1-+-

45.8 1-+-
27.1 1-+-

10.4 1-+
15.0

2 1 4 1 18 1 14 1 3 1 39
5,000-9,999 1+-

10.3 1-+-
46.2 1-+-

35.9 1-+-
7.7 1- +

12.2
3 1 17 1 75 1 43 1 8 1 143

10,000-49,999 1+-
11.9 1-+-

52.4 1-+-
30.1 1-+-

5.6 1-+
44.8

4 1 9 1 21 1 15 1 4 1 49
50,000-99,999 1+-

18.4 1-+-
42.9 1-+-

30.6 1
-+-

8.2 1-+
15.4

5 1 8 1 13 1 17 1 2 1 40
100,000 < 1+-

20.0 1-+-
32.5 1-+-

42.5 1-+-
5.0 1-+

12.5
Column 46 149 102 22 319
Total 14.4 46.7 32.0 6.9 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 204
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Position of Interest Groups on Intensification

A2PA Developers/builders

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Strong support 1 102 19.5 31.0 31.0
Moderate support 2 116 22.2 35.3 66.3
Neutral 3 24 4.6 7.3 73.6
Moderate opposition 4 21 4.0 6.4 79.9
Strong opposition 5 9 1.7 2.7 82.7
Divided 6 14 2.7 4.3 86.9
Dont know 7 43 8.2 13.1 100.0

194
Total 523

Valid cases 329 Missing cases 194

A2PB Environmental groups

37.1
100.0

Missing
100.0

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strong support 1 28 5.4 . 8.9 8.9
Moderate support 2 56 10.7 17.7 26.6
Neutral 3 42 8.0 13.3 39.9
Moderate opposition 4 21 4.0 6.6 46.5
Strong opposition 5 21 4.0 6.6 53.2
Divided 6 14 2.7 4.4 57.6
Dont know 7 134 25.6 42.4 100.0

• 207 39.6 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 316 Missing cases 207

A2PC Financial institutions
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
' 0 1 .2 .3 .3

Strong support 1 10 1.9 3.1 3.4
Moderate support 2 21 4.0 6.5 10.0
Neutral 3 87 16.6 27.1 37.1
Moderate opposition 4 3 . 6 .9 38.0
Strong opposition 5 1 .2 .3 38.3
Dont know 7 198 37.9 61.7 100.0

• 202 38.6 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 321 Missing cases 202
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A2PD Housing advocates

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Strong support 1 . 95 18.2 29.4
Moderate support 2 78 14.9 24.1
Neutral 3 42 8.0 13.0
Moderate opposition 4 3 . 6 .9
Strong opposition 5 1 .2 .3
Divided 6 1 .2 .3
Dont know 7 103 19.7 31.9

• 200 38.2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 323 Missing cases 200

A2PE Local business association
Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid
Percent

Strong support 1 21 4.0 6.6
Moderate support 2 52 9.9 16.3
Neutral 3 78 14.9 24.4
Moderate opposition 4 7 1.3 2.2
Strong opposition 5 3 . 6 . .9
Divided 6 4 .8 1.3
Dont know 7 155 29.6 48.4

• 203 38.8 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 320 Missing cases 203

A2PF Municipal councillors
Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid
Percent

Strong support 1 56 10.7 . 16 i 9
Moderate support 2 121 23.1 36.6
Neutral 3 42 8.0 12.7
Moderate opposition 4 36 6.9 10.9
Strong opposition 5 22 4.2 6.6
Divided 6 34 6.5 10.3
Dont know 7 20 3.8 6.0

■ 192 36.7 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 331 Missing cases 192
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Cum
Percent

29.4
53.6
66.6
67.5
67.8
68.1

100.0

Cum
Percent

6.6
22.8
47.2 
49.4
50.3 
51.6

100.0

Cum
Percent

16.9
53.5
66.2
77.0 
.83.7
94.0

100.0



A2PG Municipal staff
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strong support 1 111 21.2 33.5 33.5
Moderate support 2 144 27.5 43.5 77.0
Neutral 3 34 6.5 10.3 87.3
Moderate opposition 4 20 3.8 6.0 93.4
Strong opposition 5 6 1.1 1.8 95.2
Divided 6 9 1.7 2.7 97.9
Dont know, 7 7 1.3 2.1 100.0

• 192 36.7 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 331 Missing cases 192

A2PH Ratepayers
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strong support 1 10 1.9 3.1 3.1
Moderate support 2 46 8.8 14.3 17.4
Neutral 3 58 11.1 18.0 35.4
Moderate opposition 4 64 12.2 19.9 55.3
Strong opposition 5 48 9.2 14.9 70.2
Divided 6 38 7.3 11.8 82.0
Dont know 7 58 11.1 18.0 100.0

• 201 38.4 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 322 Missing cases 201

A2PI Regional Councillors
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strong support 1 9 1.7 13.4 13.4
Moderate support 2 17 3.3 25.4 38.8
Neutral 3 14 2.7 20.9 59.7
Moderate opposition 4 4 .8 6.0 65.7
Strong opposition 5 4 .8 6.0 71.6
Divided 6 6 1.1 9.0 80.6
Dont know 7 13 2.5 19.4 100.0

■ 456 87.2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 67 Missing cases 456
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Other interest groups
Category label Code Count

Pet of 
Responses

Pet of 
Cases

0 1 1.8 2.2
Strong support 1 16 29.1 34.8
Moderate support 2 9 16.4 19.6
Neutral 3 1 1.8 2.2
Moderate opposition 4 9 16.4 19.6
Strong opposition 5 8 14.5 17.4
Divided 6 3 5.5 6.5
Dont know 7 8 14.5 17.4

Total responses 55 100.0 119.6
477 missing cases; 46 valid cases

A2PA Developers/builders by POPCODE
POPCODE Page 1 of 1

Count |
Row Pet |<4,999 5,000-9, 10,000-4 50,000-9 100,000

| 999 9,999 9,999 < Row
1 11 2| 3| 41 5| Total

AZ PA
1

Strong support
1
1

20
19.6 1

1
18

17.6
1
1

40
39.2

1
1

12
11.8

1
1

12
11.8 1

1
102

31.0
2

Moderate support 1
1

16
13.8 1

1
14

12.1
1
!

51
44.0 1

1
20

17.2 1
1

15
12.9 1

1
116

35.3
3

Neutral
1
1

3
12.5

1
I

1
4.2

1
1

12
50.0

1
1

7
29.2

1
1

1
4.2

1
1

24
7.3

4
Moderate opposit 1

1
1
1

3
14.3 1

1
12

57.1
1
1

3
14.3 1

1
3

14.3 1
1

21
6.4

5
Strong oppositio 1

1
2

22.2 1
1

1
1

6
66.7 1

1
1
1

1
11.1 1

1
9

2.7
6

Divided 1
1

1
7.1 1

1
1

7.1 1
1

6
42.9 1

1
2

14.3 1
1

4
28.6 1

1
14

4.3
7

Dont know 1
1

6
14.0 1

1
5

11.6 1
1

20
46.5 1

1
6

14.0 1
1

6
14.0 1

1
43

13.1
Column
Total

48
14.6

42
12.8

147
44.7

50
15.2

42
12.8

329
100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 194
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A2PC Financial institutions by POPCODE

Count 
Row Pet

A2PC
0

1
Strong support

2
Moderate -support 

3
Neutral

POPCODE Page 1 of 1
I
I<4,999 5,000-9, 10,000-4 50,000-9 100,000
I 999 9,999 9,999 < Row
| 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| Total
+---------+--------+-------- +-------- +-------- +

I I |1| | I 1
I I I 100.0 | | I .3
+---------+--------+-------- +-------- +-------- +
I . 1 I 1 I 4| 3 | 1 | 10
| 10.0 | 10.0 | 40.0 | 30.0 | 10.0 | 3.1
+-------+---- :--+-------+------- +------- +
I 4| 6 | 7| 2 | 2 | 21
| 19.0 | 28.6 | 33.3 | 9.5 | 9.5 | 6.5
+---------+--------+-------- +-------- +-------- +

| 12 | 8 | 51 | 8 | 8 | 87
| 13.8 | 9.2 | 58.6 I 9.2 | 9.2 | 27.1
+---------+--------+------- +---------+--------+

4| 1| 1| |1|, | 3
Moderate opposit | 33.3 | 33.3 | | 33.3 | | .9+-------- +------- +-------+-------- +------- +

5| I I I |1|1
Strong oppositio I | I I I 100.0 | .3

H-------- 1-------- 1------ .-- 1---------1---------h
7 I

Dont know |
23 |

11.6 |
25

12.6
1 83 |
1 41.9 |

37
18.7

I 30
I 15.2

| 198
| 61.7

Column 41 41 146 51 42 321
Total 12.8 12.8 45.5 15.9 13.1 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 202

PROVINCE Province Code by A2PA Developers/builders

PROVINCE

NFL

PEI

NS

NB

A2PA Page 1 of 2
Count |

Row Pet |Strong s Moderate Neutral Moderate Strong o
|upport support opposit ppositio Row
| 1 | 2 | 3 | 4| 5| Total

-------- +-------- +-------- +-------- +-------- +-------- +
I 10 | 11 I 8 | 9 | 2| 65
| 15.4 | 16.9 | 12.3 | 13.8 | 3.1 | 19.8
+-------- +--------+------- +--------+-- ,---- +

10 | 1 | 2 | | | I 4
I 25.0 | 50.0 | | I | 1.2+-------- +--------+------- +--------+--------+

' 11 I 2 | | | I I 4
I 50.0 | | | I | 1.2
+-------- +-------- +-------- +-------- +-------- +

12 | 2 | 1 | | I I 4
I 50.0 | 25.0 | | | | 1.2+-------- +--------+------- +--------+--------+

13 | 3| 2| 1| | | 6
I 50.0 | 33.3 | 16.7 | I | 1.8
+---------+-------- +--------+-------- +-------- +
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QUE
24 100

30.4

ONT

MAN

SA

AL

BC

NWT

(Continued)

35

46

47

48

59

61

Column
Total

I 41 | 35 | 4| 5| 7|
| 41.0 | 35.0 | 4.0 | 5.0 | 7.0 |
+--------+---------+-------- +-------- +-------- +
| 18 | 42 | 7 | 4| | 88
| 20.5 | 47.7 | 8.0 | 4.5 | | 26.7
+------------ +--------------+-------------+-------------+--------- —+

I I 1 I I II
I I 100.0 | | | | .
+--------+---------+-------- +-------- +-------- +
111 | 1 | 1 | |
| 25.0 | | 25.0 | 25.0 | | 1.
+--------+---------+-------- +-------- +-------- +
I 8 | 8| 2| 1| I 2
| 38.1 | 38.1 | 9.5 | 4.8 | | 6.+------- +-------- +--------+--------+--------+
I 16 | 13 | 1| 1| I 3
| 51.6 | 41.9 | 3.2 | 3.2 | | 9.
+--------+--------+---------+-------- +-------- +
I |1| | | |
I I 100.0 | | I . I .
+--------+---------+-------- +-------- +-------- +

102 116 24 21 9 329
31.0 35.3 7.3 6.4 2.7 100.0

PROVINCE Province Code by A2PA Developers/builders

PROVINCE

NFL

PEI

NS

NB

QUE

ONT

MAN

SA

Count 
Row Pet

10

11

12

13

24

35

46

47

A2PA
I|Divided
I
I 6 +------- +--------+
1 6 1 19 1 65
1 9.2 1 29.2 1 19.8
+- -+- -+
1 1 1 1 4
1 1 25.0 1 1.2
+- -+- -+

1 1 1 1 1 4
1 25.0 1 25.0 1 1.2
+- -+- -+

1 1 1 1 4
1 1 25.0 1 1.2
+- -+- -+

1 1 1 6
1 1 1 1.8
+- -+- -+
1 2 1 6 1 100
1 2.0 1 6.0 1 30.4
+- -+- -+
1 3 1 14 1 88
1 3.4 1 15.9 1 26.7
+- -+- -+
1 1 1 1
1 1 1 .3
+- -+- -+
1 1 1 1 4
1 25.0 1 1 1.2+------- +--------+

Page 2 of 2
Dont kno 
w Row

7 | Total
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AL

BC

NWT

48 | 1 | 1| 21
| 4.8 | 4.8 | 6.4
+-------- +------- +

59 | | I 31
I I | 9.4+-------- +------- +

61 | | | 1
I I I .3
H----------1------- h

Column 14 43 329
Total 4.3 13.1 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 194

PROVINCE Province Code by A2PC Financial institutions
A2PC Page 1 of 2

PROVINCE

Count 
Row Pet

NFL
10

PEI
11

NS
12

NB
13

QUE
24

ONT
35

MAN
46

SA
47

AL
48

BC
59

NWT
61

Strong s Moderate Neutral Moderate 
upport support opposit Row

0 | 1 | 2| 3 | 4 | Total
---+------- +--------+--------■+--------+

64 
19.9

1
1.1

2
3.1

4
4.3

4
13.3

2
50.0

9
9.6

4
4.5

1
100.0

2
9.5

3
10.0

21
32.8

1
25.0

2
33.3

36
38.3

14
15.7

2
50.0

3
14.3

8
26.7

1
1.6

2
2.1

3
.9
4

1.2
4

1.2

1.
9

29.
8

27.

4
1.2
21

6.5
30

9.3
1

.3

41
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Column 
(Continued) Total

1
.3

10
3.1

21
6.5

-+--------------------------+-

87
27.1

3
,9

321
100.0

PROVINCE Province Code by A2PC Financial institutions
A2PC Page 2 of 2

PROVINCE

NFL

PEI

NS

NB

QUE

ONT

MAN

NWT

Count 
Row Pet

+

+

+

+■

Strong o Dont kno 
ppositio w Row

5 | 7 | Total
----------+----------+

1 | 39 | .64
1.6 | 60.9 | 19.9

--------+--------+
I 3| 3
| 100.0 | .9

----- +--------- +
I 3 | 4
| 75.0 | 1.2

------+----------+
I 2| 4
| 50.0 | 1.2

------+----------+
I 4| 6
| 66.7 | 1.9

----- +---- -----+
| 43 | 94
| 45.7 | 29.3

---- +--------+
| 70 | 89
| 78.7 | 27.7-----+--------+

------ +--------+
I 2 |
| 50.0 |

------ +--------+
I 16 |
I 76.2 |

-------- +----------+
I 15 |
| 50.0 |
I 1 I 
| 100.0 |

+---------+--------- +
Column 1 198
Total .3 61.7

1
.3
4

1.2
21

6.5
30

9.3
1

.3
321

100.0
Number of Missing Observations: 202
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Influence of Interest Groups on Intensification

A2IA Developers/builders
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 24 4.6 7.4 7.4
Of little influence 1 61 11.7 18.9 26.3
Of moderate influenc 2 133 25.'4 41.2 67.5
Of great influence 3 105 20.1 32.5 100.0

• 200 . 38.2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 323 Missing cases 200

A2IB Environmental groups
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 86 16.4 27.3 27.3
Of little influence 1 132 25.2 41.9 69.2
Of moderate influenc 2 66 12.6 21.0 90.2
Of great influence 3 30 5.7 9.5 99.7

4 1 .2 .3 100.0
• 208 39.8 Missing

Total 523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 315 Missing cases 208
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A2IC Financial institutions
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 135 25.8 42.2 42.2
Of little influence 1 148 28.3 46.3 88.4
Of moderate influenc 2 30 5.7 9.4 97.8
Of great influence 3 7 1.3 2.2 100.0

• 203 38.8 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 320 Missing izases 203

A2ID Housing advocates
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 75 14.3 23.2 23.2
Of little influence 1 101 19.3 31.3 54.5
Of moderate influenc 2 97 18.5 30.0 84.5
Of great influence 3 50 9.6 15.5 100.0

• 200 38.2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 323 Missing izases 200

A2IE Local business association
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 102 19.5 32.0 32.0
Of little influence 1 134 25.6 42.0 74.0
Of moderate influenc 2 65 12.4 20.4 94.4
Of great influence 3 17 3.3 5.3 99.7

7 1 .2 .3 100.0
• 204 39.0 Missing

Total 523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 319 Missing <3ases 204

A2IF Municipal councillors
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 17 3.3 5.2 5.2
Of little influence 1 60 11.5 18.4 23.6
Of moderate influenc 2 104 19.9 31.9 55.5
Of great influence 3 145 27.7 44.5 100.0

• 197 37.7 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 326 Missing cases 197
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A2IG Municipal staff
Valid
Percent

Cum
PercentValue Label Value Frequency Percent

Unable to judge 0 8 1.5 2.4 2.4
Of little influence 1 24 4.6 7.3 9.8
Of , moderate influenc 2 162 31.0 49.4 59.1
Of great influence 3 134 25.6 40.9 100.0

• 195 37.3 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 328 Missing cases 195

A2IH Ratepayers
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 35 6.7 10.9 10.9
Of little influence 1 100 19.1 31.1 41.9
Of moderate influenc 2 95 18.2 29.5 71.4
Of great influence 3 91. 17.4 28.3 . 99.7

' 7 1 .2 .3 100.0
. 201 38.4 Missing

Valid cases 322

Other interest groups
Category label
Unable to judge 
Of little influence 
Of moderate influence 
Of great influence

Total
Missing cases

Total

523 100.0 100.0
201

Code Count
0 13
1 22
2 27
3 63

responses 125

Pet of Pet of
Responses Cases

10.4 12.4
17.6 21.0
21.6 25.7
50.4 60.0

100.0 119.0
418 missing cases; 105 valid cases
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Position and influence of higher levels of government

Position & Influence of other Government levels (GLEVEL1 )
Pet of Pet of

Category label Code Count Responses Cases
Regional 2 181 26.7 67.3
Provincial 3 415 61.2 154.3
Federal 5 80 11.8 29.7
Provincial-Federal 10 2 .3 .7

Total responses 678 100.0 252.0
254 missing cases; 269 valid cases

Position of All Government Levels (POSIT )
Pet of Pet of

Category label Code Count Responses Cases
Strong support 1 287 42.0 106.7
Moderate support 2 176 25.8 65.4
Neutral 3 87 12.7 32.3
Moderate opposition 4 24 3.5 8.9
Strong opposition 5 29 4.2 10.8
Divided 6 13 1.9 4.8
Dont know 7 67 9.8 24.9

Total responses 683 100.0 253.9
254 missing cases; 269 valid cases

Influence of All Government Levels (INFLUEN)
Pet of Pet of

Category label Code Count Responses Cases
0 41 6.0 15.1

Strong support 1 154 22.4 56.8
Moderate support 2 244 35.5 90.0
Neutral 3 249 36.2 91.9

Total responses 688 100.0 253.9
252 missing cases; 271 valid cases
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Government Position by Government Level
Page 1 of 2

$POSIT
Count | Strong s Moderate Neutral Moderate Strong o

|upport support 
I

opposit ppositio 
ion n

1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5
V o Jj i!j V lii Jj J.

2
Regional 1

1
214 1

1
148 1

1
82 1

1
17 1

1
32

3
Provincial 1

1
542 1

1
334 1

1
175 1

1
57 1

1
53

5
Federal

1
1

88 1
1

86 1
1

52 1
1

6 1
1

8

10
Provincial-Federal 1

1
0 1

1
1 1

1
1 1

1
0 1

1
0

Column
Total

286
107.1

176
65.9

87
32.6

24
9.0

29
10.9

I
-+

I

Percents and totals based on respondents 
(Continued)
Page 2 of 2

Count

$GLEVEL1 -----
2

Regional
3

Provincial \

5
Federal

10
Provincial-Federal

Column
Total

$POSIT
|Divided Dont know 
| Row
| Total
I 6| 7|
+----------+--------- +
| 16 | 52 | 179
I I | 67.0
+----------+--------- +
| 27 | 131 | 414
I. I I 155.1
+---------- +---------- +
| 5| 58 | 79
| | | 29.6
+----------+--------- +
I 0 | 1| 2
I I I .7
+----------+----- ----+

13 66 267
4.9 24.7 100.0

Percents and totals based on respondents 
267 valid cases; 256 missing cases

Row
Total

179
67.0
414

155.1
79

29.6
2
.7

267
100.0

47



Government Influence by Government Level
$INFLUEN

Count | Strong s Moderate Neutral
| upport support Row
| Total
I 0| 1 | 2| 3|

--+-------+--------+------- +-------+
2 | 45 | 131 | 199 | 191 | 181

I I I I | 67.3
H-------- 1---------- 1-------- 1-------- 1-

3 | 49 | 275 | 489 | 511 | 415
I I I I | 154.3
+--------+---------+-------- +--------+

5 |
Federal |

35 |
1

91 |.
1

92 |
1

89 | 80
I 29.7

10 |
Provincial-Federal |

1 1
1

2 I
1

0 1
1

0 1 2
1 .7

Column
Total

40
14.9

153
56.9

244
90.7

249
92.6

269
100.0

$GLEVEL1
Regional

Provincial

Percents and totals based on respondents 
269 valid cases; 254 missing cases
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Section B: Encouraging Intensification

Municipal Policies

B1A Has the municipality adopted any policy?
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Yes 0 222 42.4 68.7 68.7
No 1 101 19.3 31.3 100.0

.• 200 38.2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 323 Missing cases 200

PSTAGE Stage of Municipal Policy Development

Category label Code Count
Pet of 

Responses
Pet of 
Cases

Under study 1 63 11.7 28.8
Public consultation 2 15 2.8 6.8
Draft policy 3 48 8.9 21.9
Approved 4 140 26.0 63.9
Implemented 5 273 50.6 124.7

Total responses 539 100.0 246.1
304 missing cases; 219 valid cases

Municipal Projects

B2A Has the municipality undertaken any project?
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Yes o ■ 149 28.5 46.3 46.3
No 1 172 32.9 53.4 99.7 .
Dont know 2 1 .2 .3 100.0

■ 201 38.4 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 322 Missing cases 201
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POPCODE by B1A Has the municipality adopted any policy
Page 1 of 1

POPCODE
<4,999

BlA
Count |

Row Pet |Yes No

5.000- 9,999

10.000- 49,999

50.000- 99,999

100,000 <

0 1. 1
26

55.3 1
1

21
44.7

27
65.9 1

1
14

34.1
98

68.1 1
1

46
31.9

40
81.6 1

1
9

18.4
31

73.8 1
1

11
26.2

222
68.7

101
31.3

Row
Total

14,4
44.6

49
15.2

Column
Total

Number of Missing Observations: 200

323
100.0

POPCODE by B2A Has the municipality undertaken any project
B2A Page 1 of 1

Count |
Row Pet |Yes No Dont kno

| w Row
| 0 | 1 I 2 | Total

POPCODE --------+--------+--------+--------+
1| 16 | 33 | | . 49

<4,999 | 32.7 | 67.3 | | 15.2
+----------+---------+-------- +

2 | 18 | 24 | I 42
5.000- 9,999 | 42.9 | 57.1 | | 13.0

+---------+-------- +------- +
3 | 67 | 74 | | 141

10.000- 49,999 | 47.5 | 52.5 | | 43.8+-------- +------- +------- +
4 | 26 | 23 | | 49

50.000- 99,999 | 53.1 | 46.9 | | 15.2
H-------- —I------- 1--— —---- h

5 | 22 | 18 | 1| 41
100,000 < | 53.7 | 43.9 | 2.4 | 12.7

+---------+-------- +------- +
Column 149 172 1 322
Total 46.3 53.4 .3 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 201
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PSTAGEP Stage of Municipal Project Development
Category label Code Count

Pet of 
Responses

Pet of 
Cases

Under study 1 47 15.8 32.4
Public consultation 2 22 7.4 15.2
Draft policy 3 27 9.1 18.6
Approved 4 51 17.1 35.2
Implemented 5 151 50.7 104.1

Total responses 298 100.0 205.5
378 missing cases; 145 valid cases

Policies and Projects by Higher Levels of Government

Policies and Projects

Category label Code Count
Pet of 

Responses
Pet of 
Cases

Municipal 1 32 11.0 22.4
Regional 2 52 17.9 36.4
Provincial 3 175 60.1 122.4
Federal 5 12 4.1 8.4
Municipal-Regional 6 2 .7 1.4
Regional-Provincial 9 5 1.7 3.5
Provincial-Federal 10 13 4.5 9.1

Total responses 291 100.0 203.5
380 missing cases; 143 valid

Stage of Policies and Projects

Category label

cases

Code Count
Pet of 

Responses
Pet of 
Cases

Under study 1 18 6.5 13.2
Public consultation 2 23 8.3 16.9
Draft policy 3 39 14.1 28.7
Approved 4 70 25.4 51.5
Implemented 5 126 45.7 92.6

Total responses 276 100.0 202.9
387 missing cases; 136 valid cases
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Significance of Policies and Projects
Pet of

Category label Code Count Responses
Unable to judge 0 5 1.6
Insignificant 1 82 25.7
Of moderate significance 2 232 72.7

Total responses 319 100.0
362 missing cases; .161 valid cases

Policies and Projects by Government and Stage
$STAGEPP

Count

$GLEVEL2' 
Municipal

Regional

Provincial

Federal

1

2

3

5

6
Municipal-Regional

9
Regional-Provincial 

10
Provincial-Federal

Column
Total

|Under st Public c Draft po Approved Implemen
|udy onsultat licy ted
| ion
1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5

-+-
11 3

-+-
11 1

-+-
11 31

-+-
1I 19

-+-
1j 82

1+-
1 10

1-+-
1 15

1-+-
1 49

1-+-
1 47

1-+-
11 57

l+-
11 29

1-+-
11 50

1-+-
11 66

1-+-
11 130

1-+-
1| 175

1+-
1| 0

1-+-
11 1

1-+-
11 3

1-+-
11 1

1-+-
11 181+- 1-+- 1-+- 1-+- 1-+-

1| 0 11 0 11 4 11 0 1| 0
1+-
11 0

1-+-
1| ' 0

1-+-
1| 6

1-+-
11 13

1-+-
11 5

1+-
11
______ 1-+-

11 3
1-+-
1I 2

1-+-
1| 6

1-+-
1| 23

1+-
17

1-+—
23

1-+-
39

1-+-
69

1-+—
124

12.8 17.3 29.3 51.9 93.2
Percents and totals based on respondents 
133 valid cases; 390 missing cases

Pet of 
Cases

3.1
50.9

144.1
198.1

Row
Total

29
21.8

51
38.3
164

123.3
10

7.5
2

1.5 
5

3.8
13

9.8
133

100.0
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Section C: Constraints and Barriers to Intensification

Government Policies as Barriers

C1A Are there any policies that discourage intensification?
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Yes 0 164 31.4 51.1 51.1
No 1 116 22.2 36.1 87.2
Dont know 2 41 7.8 12.8 100.0

• 202 38.6 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 321 Missing cases 202

Discouraging Policies: Government Level

Category label Code Count
Pet of 

Responses
Pet of 
Cases

Municipal 1 162 49.4 97.0
Regional 2 33 10.1 19.8
Provincial 3 95 29.0 56.9
Territorial 4 1 .3 .6
Federal 5 7 2.1 4.2
Municipal-Regional 6 4 1.2 2.4
Municipal-Provincial 7 5 1.5 3.0
Municipal-Federal 8 2 .6 1.2
Regional-Provincial 9 4 1.2 2.4
Provincial-Federal 10 10 3.0 6.0
Municipal-Regional-Provincial 11 4 1.2 2.4
Municipal-Provincial-Federal 12 1 .3 .6

Total responses 328 100.0 196.4
356 missing cases; 167 valid cases
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Discouraging Policies: Government Level and Significance
$SIGNIF

Count |Unable t Insignif Of moder
|o judge leant ate sign Row 
I ific Total

$GLEVEL3
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2 I
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7 IMunicipal-Provincial |
+■

8 I
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+■

' 9 |
Regional-Provincial |

+
10 |

Provincial-Federal |
+■
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+

12 |
Municipal-Provincial |

+■

Column 
Total 3.1 50.9

Percents and totals based on respondents
161 valid cases; 362 missing cases
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Other Barriers

C2A Consumer preference for large lots
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Yes 0 12 2.3 3.8 3.8
No v 1 31 5.9 9.8 13.6
Dont know 2 90 17.2 28.4 42.0

3 184 35.2 58.0 100.0
• 206 39.4 Missing

Total 523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 317 Missing trases 206

C2B Development industry reluctance
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 105 20.1 33.2 33.2
Insignificant 1 105 20.1 33.2 66.5
Of moderate signific 2 63 12.0 19.9 86.4
Of great significanc 3 43 8.2 13.6 100.0

• 207 39.6 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 316 Missing cases 207

C2C Lack of knowledge about successful models
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 85 16.3 27.1 27.1
Insignificant 1 106 20.3 33.8 60.8
Of moderate signific 2 87 16.6 27.7 88.5
Of great significanc 3 36 6.9 11.5 100.0

• 209 40.0 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 314 Missing cases 209

C2D Lack of infrastructure and service capacity
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 30 5.7 9.5 9.5
Insignificant 1 138 26.4 43.7 53.2
Of moderate signific 2 67 12.8 21.2 74.4
Of great significanc 3 81 . 15.5 25.6 100.0

• 207 39.6 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 316 Missing cases 207
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C2E Lack of successful models
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 68 13.0 21.5 21.5
Insignificant 1 110 21.0 34.8 56.3
Of moderate signific 2 103 19.7 32.6 88.9
Of great significanc 3 35 6.7 • 11.1 100.0

■ 207 39.6 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 316 Missing cases 207

C2F Lack of technical information
, Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 75 14.3 23.9 23.9
Insignificant 1 163 31.2 51.9 75.8
Of moderate signific 2 57 10.9 18.2 93.9
Of great significanc 3 19 3.6 6.1 100.0

• 209 40.0 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 314 Missing cases 209

C2G Public preference for private automobile
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 40 7.6 12.7 12.7
Insignificant 1 71 13.6 22.5 35.1
Of moderate signific 2 62 11.9 19.6 54.7
Of great significanc 3 143 27.3 45.3 100.0

• 207 39.6 Missing
Total 523 100,0 100.0

Valid cases 316 Missing cases 207

C2H Reluctance of financial institutions to lend money
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 188 35.9 59.7 59.7
Insignificant 1 71 13.6 22.5 82.2
Of moderate signific 2 33 6.3 10.5 92.7
Of great significanc 3 23 4.4 7.3 100.0

• 208 39.8 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 315 Missing cases 208
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C2I Reluctance to change established subdivisions
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 45 8.6 14.2 14.2
Insignificant - 1 129 24.7 40.7 54.9
Of moderate' signific 2 104 19.9 32.8 87.7
Of great significanc 3 39 7.5 12.3 100.0

• 206 39.4 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 317 Missing cases 206

C2J Resistance of existing residents to intensification
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 32 6.1 10.0 10.0
Insignificant 1 39 7.5 12.2 22.3
Of moderate signific 2 86 16.4 27.0 49.2
Of great significanc 3 162 31.0 50.8 100.0

. • 204 39.0 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 319 Missing cases 204

Other factors
Category label Code Count

Pet of 
Responses

Pet of 
Cases

Unable to judge 0 5 11.1 12.5
Of moderate significance 2 7 15.6 17.5
Of great significance 3 33 73.3 82.5

Total responses 45 100.0 112.5
483 missing cases; 40 valid cases
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Section D: Respondent’s Views on Intensification

Evaluating Intensification: Advantages

D1A Creates potential for affordable housing
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 46 8.8 9.8 9.8
Not an advantage 1 42 8.0 9.0. 18.8
A minor advantage 2 153 29.3 32.7 51.5
A major advantage 3 227 43.4 48.5 100.0

• 55 10.5 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 468 Missing cases 55

D1B Increases the liveability of urban place
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 87 16.6 . 18.7 18.7
Not an advantage 1 145 27.7 31.2 49.9
A minor advantage 2 146 27.9 31.4 81.3
A major advantage 3 87 16.6 18.7 100.0

• 58 11.1 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 465 Missing cases 58

D1C Preserves farmland
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 50 9.6 10.7 10.7
Not an advantage 1 76 14.5 16.3 27.0
A minor advantage 2 128 24.5 27.4 54.4
A major advantage 3 213 40.7 45.6 100.0

• 56 10.7 Missing
- ' Total 523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 467 Missing cases 56
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D1D Reduces automobile dependence
Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Unable to judge 0 52 9.9 11.2 11.2
Not an advantage 1 86 16.4 18.5 29.6
A minor advantage 2 206 39.4 44.2 73.8
A major advantage 3 122 23.3 26.2 100.0

• 57 10.9 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 466 Missing cases 57

D1E Uses existing human services more efficiently
Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Unable to judge 0 54 10.3 11.5 11.5
Not an advantage 1 47 9.0 10.0 21.6
A minor advantage 2 170 32.5 36.3 57.9
A major advantage 3 197 37.7 42.1 100.0

• 55 10.5 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 468 Missing cases 55

D1F Uses transportation services more efficiently
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 51 9.8 11.0 11.0
Not an advantage 1 58 11.1 12.6 23.6
A minor advantage 2 158 30.2 34.2 57.8
A major advantage 3 195 37.3 42.2 100.0

• 61 11.7 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 462 Missing cases 61

D1G Uses existing infrastructure more efficiently
Value Label Value
Unable to judge 0 
Not an advantage 1 
A minor advantage 2 
A major advantage 3

Total

Valid Cum
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

20 3.8 4.2 4.2
23 4.4 4.9 • 9.1

109 20.8 23.1 32.2
320 61.2 67.8 100.0
51 9.8 Missing

523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 472 Missing cases 51

59



D1H Uses land more efficiently
Cum

Percent
Valid

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 15 2.9 3.2 3.2
Not an advantage 1 25 4.8 5.3 8.5
A minor advantage 2 128 24.5 27.2 35.7
A major advantage 3 302 57.7 64.3 100.0

• 53 10.1 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 470 Missing cases 53

Other advantages
Pet of Pet of

Category label Code Count Responses Cases
Unable to judge 0 7 12.7 14.3
Not an advantage 1 3 5.5 6.1
A minor advantage 2 8 14.5 16.3
A major advantage 3 37 67.3 75.5

Total responses 55 100.0 112.2
474 missing cases; 49 valid cases

Evaluating Intensification: Disadvantages

D2A Attracts undesirable residents to the neighbourhood
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 149 28.5 33.2 33.2
Not a disadvantage 1 128 24.5 28.5 61.7
A minor disadvantage 2 115 22.0 25.6 87.3
A major disadvantage 3 57 10.9 12.7 100.0

• 74 14.1 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 449 Missing cases 74

D2B Crowding of residential areas
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 39 7.5 8.6 8.6
Not a disadvantage 1 110 21.0 24.3 33.0
A minor disadvantage . 2 167 31.9 36.9 69.9
A major disadvantage 3 136 26.0 30.1 100.0

• 71 13.6 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 452 Missing cases 71
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D2C Decline in public safety
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 108 20.7 23.9 23.9
Not a disadvantage 1 137 26.2 . 30.4 54.3
A minor disadvantage 2 133 25.4 29.5 83.8
A major disadvantage 3 73 .14.0 16.2 100.0

• 72 13.8 ■ Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 451 Missing cases 72

D2D Decline in value of residential properties
Value Label Value
Unable to judge 0 
Not a disadvantage 1 
A minor disadvantage 2 
A major disadvantage 3

Total

Valid Cum
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

92 17.6 20.4 20.4
161 30.8 35.6 56.0
124 23.7 27.4 83.4
75 14.3 16.6 100.0
71 13.6 Missing

523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 452 Missing cases 71

D2E Disappearance of green and open space
Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Unable to judge ■ 0 40 7.6 8.9 8.9
Not a disadvantage 1 157 30.0 34.9 43.8
A minor disadvantage 2 88 16.8 19.6 63.3
A major disadvantage 3 165 31.5 36.7 100.0

• 73 14.0 Missing
Total 523 ' 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 450 Missing cases . 73

D2F Disruption of community fabric
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 95 18.2 21.3 21.3
Not a disadvantage 1 124 23.7 27.7 49.0
A minor disadvantage 2 145 27.7 32.4 81.4
A major disadvantage 3 83 15.9 18.6 100.0

• 76 14.5 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 447 Missing cases 76
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D2G Increased stress on environment
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 66 12.6 14.6 14.6
Not a disadvantage 1 145 27.7 32.0 46.6
A minor disadvantage 2 142 27.2 31.3 77.9
A major disadvantage 3 100 19.1 22.1 100.0

• 70 13.4 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 453 Missing cases 70

D2H Increased stress on infrastructure
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 54 10.3 11.9 11.9
Not a disadvantage 1 135 25.8 29.9 41.8
A minor disadvantage 2 168 32.1 37.2 79.0
A major disadvantage 3 95 18.2 21.0 100.0

• 71 13.6 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 452 Missing cases 71

D2I Reduces the choice and affordability of housing
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 101 19.3 22.6 22.6
Not a disadvantage 1 242 46.3 54.3 76.9
A minor disadvantage 2 75 14.3 16.8 93.7
A major disadvantage 3 28 5.4 6.3 100.0

• 77 14.7 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 446 Missing cases 77

D2J Worsens traffic congestion
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Unable to judge 0 52 9.9 11.5 11.5
Not a disadvantage 1 104 19.9 23.0 34.4
A minor disadvantage 2 179 34.2 39.5 74.0
A major disadvantage 3 118 22.6 26.0 100.0

• 70 13.4 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 453 Missing cases 70
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Other disadvantages

Category label Code Count
Pet of 

Responses
Pet of 
Cases

Unable to judge 0 6 18 = 8 19.4
Not a disadvantage 1 2 6.3 6.5
A minor disadvantage 2 6 18.8 19.4
A major disadvantage 3 18 56.3 58.1

Total responses 32 100.0 103.2
492 missing cases; 31 valid cases

D3A Do YOU SUPPORT INTENSIFICATION AS A POLICY?

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Yes 0 300 57.4 65.4 65.4
No 1 64 12.2 13.9 79.3
No position 2 . 95 18.2 20.7 100.0

■ 64 12.2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 459 Missing cases 64

D4A DO YOU THINK INTENSIFICATION IS ACHIEVABLE?

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Yes 0 331 63.3 71.5 71.5
No 1 48 9.2 10.4 81.9
No position 2 84 16.1 18.1 100.0

' 60 11.5 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 463 Missing cases 60
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Section E: Dealing with Public Concern

E1 Guidelines to deal with public concerns?

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Yes 0 84 16.1 25.7 25.7
No 1' 196 37.5 59.9 85.6
Will be available 2 . 46 8.8 14.1 99.7

3 1 .2 .3 100.0
• 196 37.5 Missing

Total 523 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 327 Missing cases 196

E2 Are these guidelines documented?

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Yes 0 61 ■ 11.7 39.1 39.1
No 1 65 12.4 41.7 80.8
Will be available 2 30 5.7 19.2 100.0

• 367 70.2 Missing
Total 523 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 156 Missing cases 367
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Intensification Index

Calculation of Index

The following algorithm was used in SPSS for Windows to calculate the 
intensification index.
COMPUTE issues=isa+isb+isc+isd+ise+isf+isg+ish+isi.

IF (bla = 0) adds1=1.
IF (b2a = 0) adds2=l.
IF (b3a = 0) adds3=l.
IF (cla = 0) adds4=l.

COMPUTE policy=addsl+blbl+blb2+blb3+blb4+blb5+blb6+blb7.
COMPUTE project=adds2+b2bl+b2b2+b2b3+b2b4+b2b5+b2b6+b2b7 .
COMPUTE polpro=adds3t b3bsa+b3bsb+b3bsc+b3bsd+b3bse+b3bsf+b3bsg. 
COMPUTE dispol=adds4+clsa+clsb+clsc+clsd+clse+clsf.

IF (el = 0) adds5=l.
IF (e2 = 0) adds6=l .

COMPUTE address=adds5+adds6.
EXECUTE.
COMPUTE index = SUM(issues,policy,project,polpro,dispol,address) .
EXECUTE .

Multiple Regression Model

Equation Number 1 Dependent Variable.. INDEX
Block Number 1. Method: Enter POP91 DWELLING DENSITY

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number
1.. ' DENSITY
2.. POP91
3.. DWELLING

Multiple R 
R Square
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error

.31909

.10182

.09661
6.21312

Analysis of Variance
DF

Regression 3
Residual 517

Sum of Squares 
2262.47865 
19957.69026

Mean Square 
754.15955 
38.60288

F = 19.53635 Signif F = . 0000
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Variables in the Equation
Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T
DENSITY .001079 2.9511E-04 .165280 3.656 .0003
POP91 3.58204E-05 2.5087E-05 .745552 1.428 .1539
DWELLING -6.54736E-05 6.6979E-05 -.513837 -.978 .3288
(Constant) 2.351534 .322313 7.296 .0000

End Block Number 1 All requested variables entered.

Municipal Rank by Intensification Index

Note: the list includes municipalities with intensification indexes of more 
than 5.
SGC
2454045
3530013
2460
5915022
3554068
3520001
3520019
3524001
2424010
5915015
3524
3530
4811061
5919
3520006
4801003
5917034
4711066
3520
3526028
3526037
5915029
3534018
3530010
3539022
5913018
3526011
3534016
3534026
3506004
3534021
3534024
3520004
2447015
3539034
3520008
2482020

Name
Ville de SAINT-HYACINTHE 
City of Kitchener
Municipalite regionale de comte de
L'ASSOMPTION
City of Vancouver
Town of Kirkland Lake
City of Scarborough
City of Etobicoke
Town of Oakville
Village de PINTENDRE
City of Richmond
Regional Municipality of Halton
Regional Municipality of WATERLOO
City of Edmonton
Regional District of COWICHAN VALLEY 
Borough of East York 
Municipal District of CYPRESS NO. 1 
City of VICTORIA 
City of Saskatoon
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto
Town of PELHAM
City of THOROLD
City of NEW WESTMINSTER
Township of YARMOUTH
City of Cambridge
Town of WESTMINSTER
District Municipality of PITT MEADOWS
City of PORT COLBORNE
Village of BELMONT
Village of PORT STANLEY
Township of CUMBERLAND
City of St. Thomas
Township of SOUTHWOLD
City of TORONTO
Ville de GRANBY
City of London
City of North York
Village de CANTLEY

INDEX
68
43
42
42
41
37
35
35
33
33
31
31
30
30
28
10
10
10
10
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
8
8
8
8 .

8
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1209021 City of Halifax 8
3531011 City of Stratford 8
2466070 Ville de MONT-ROYAL 8
5917021 District Municipality of SAANICH 8
3525018 City of Hamilton 8
2446 Municipalite regionale de comte de 7

BROME-MIS SISQUO!
3537039 City of Windsor 7
3519 Regional Municipality of YORK 7
2496040 Paroisse de RAGUENEAU 7
5915043 City of PORT MOODY 7
3525014 Town of ANCASTER 7
3530016 City of Waterloo 7
3521005 City of Mississauga 7
4811059 Municipal District of STURGEON NO. 90 7
5933042 City of KAMLOOPS 7
1103018 Community of SHERBROOKE 7
5915025 District of Burnaby 7
4806014 Municipal District of ROCKY VIEW NO. 44 7
3558004 City of Thunder Bay 7
5911014 District Municipality of MATSQUI 7
3526043 City of Niagara Falls 7
5915002 City of LANGLEY 7
3526053 City of St. Catharines 7
3519048 Town of Newmarket 7
3518013 City of Oshawa 6
3543031 Town of COLLINGWOOD 6
2437055 Ville de CAP-DE-LA-MADELEINE 6
3543068 Township of TINY 6
3506018 Township of RIDEAU 6
3518005 Town of Ajax 6
3506027 Township of GOULBOURN 6
2494080 Paroisse de LAROUCHE 6
2485 Municipalite regionale de comte de 6

TEMISCAMINGUE
3518001 Town of PICKERING 6
5921007 City of NANAIMO 6
5905 Regional District of KOOTENAY-BOUNDARY 6
5915051 City of NORTH VANCOUVER 6
2458025 Ville de LEMOYNE 6
2472005 Ville de SAINT-EUSTACHE 6
5915039 City of PORT COQUITLAM 6
4811056 City of FORT SASKATCHEWAN 6
2458010 Ville de SAINT-LAMBERT 6
5915011 Municipal District of DELTA 6
4816823 Municipal District of CLEARWATER NO. 99 6
2471075 Village de TERRASSE-VAUDREUIL 6
5907035 District Municipality of Summerland 6
5915004 District Municipality of SURREY 6
5929 Regional District of SUNSHINE COAST 6
2482035 Village de LA PECHE 6
2459005 Ville de BOUCHERVILLE 5
4812008 Town of GRAND CENTRE 5
5915007 City of WHITE ROCK 5
2436050 Ville de SAINT-GEORGES 5
4819012 City of GRANDE PRAIRIE 5
3548044 City of North Bay 5
2431075 Ville de THETFORD MINES 5
3522014 Town of ORANGEVILLE 5
3506014 City of Ottawa 5
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4706027 City of Regina 5
3519028 City of Vaughan 5
2425030 Ville de CHARNY 5
2494050 Ville de CHICOUTIMI 5
2466065 Ville de OUTREMONT 5
4811016' City of LEDUC 5
3519038 Town of Richmond Hill 5
2494040 Ville de LA BAIE 5
3526003 Town of FORT ERIE 5
3543007 Town of ALLISTON, BEETON, TECUMSEH & 5

TOTTENHAM
1209 Municipality of the County of Halifax
2456090 Village de SAINT-ATHANASE
2475 Municipalite regionale de comte de LA

RIVIERE-DU-NORD
3506 Regional Municipality of OTTAWA-CARLETON
2466075 Ville de SAINT-LAURENT
4806021 City of AIRDRIE
1210006 Town of Truro
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Intensification Maps
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WABAMUN

ROCKY VIEW

Alberta

STURGEON

STRATHCONA COUNTY

CYPRESS

Intensification Index

■ 6 to 30 (6)
H 4 to 6 (8)
■ 2 to 4 (5)
11 1 to 2 (3)
□ all others (410)



FREDERICTON (Q-

YORK COUNTY

New Brunswick

GLOUCESTER COUNTY

BATHURST (C)

SAINT JOHN (0) Intensification Index

I 4 to 4 (2)
@3to4 (3)
i! 2to3 . (1)
□ all others (278)



SASKATOON (C)

Intensification Index

■ 2 to 10 (3)
0 1 to 2 (4)
□ all others (935)

REGINA (C)

Southern Saskatchewan WEYBURN (C)
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Background Detail for Case Studies

Halifax, Nova Scotia

Demographic and Economic Context
Halifax has had the steepest population decrease of any provincial capital in 
the country. Between 1971 and 1986, the population decreased by 7 percent from
122,000 to 113,500. In the same period, the population of the Metropolitan 
area increased by 45,000 or 18 percent. However, the rate of population 
decline has steadily decreased since 1971 and it is forecast that this trend 
will continue in the future providing that sufficient opportunities for 
housing remain.
The number of senior in the city is growing, especially those aged 75 or over. 
On the other hand the number of school aged children (5-19) is decreasing 
rapidly, leading to declining school enrollments.
The number of households in the city is growing while the average number of 
person per household continues to decline in Halifax, as more people live 
alone, and families have fewer children on average. Between 1971 and 1986, the 
average number of person per household in the city dropped from 3.4 to 2.4.
In the three year period between 1989 and 1991, Halifax had an average of 
about 850 dwelling unit starts per year. Of these, about 80 per year, or less 
than 10 percent, were of the single family type while the rest were multi
family or apartment. In addition to a decline in the total number of permits 
issued for new dwelling units, the city's share of permits in the metro area 
has declined sine 1986 from about 36 percent to less than 24 percent in 1990. 
Units created through conversions or additions represented 17 percent of all 
new residential units from 1981 to 1986 in the city. The city's apartment 
vacancy rate in 1990 was 2.6 percent, lower than the 3.6 percent rate for the 
Metropolitan area, and less than one-half the City of Dartmouth rate, just 
across the harbour.

In sum, these trends imply a shift in the tax base away from Halifax, a 
less efficient use of existing services and increasing costs, traffic 
congestion because of a separation of place of work from residence, an 
increased need for seniors housing including accessory apartments and granny 
flats; and school closures, which may provide the opportunity for the reuse or 
redevelopment of city-owned facilities.

Policy and Planning Context
Provincial: There are no provincial policies that explicitly encourage 

intensification, although some departments are moderate supporters of the 
concept. The Department of Municipal Affairs, for instance, has established a 
development boundary, which encourages development in already serviced areas, 
although exceptions are allowed. The provincially-created Halifax-Dartmouth 
Regional Development plan encouraged intensification in a minor way but has
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not been updated since 1978 and has had little influence on settlement 
patterns. On the other hand, the Department of Housing indirectly opposes 
intensification by subsidizing low density suburban development.

Regional: There is no regional planning body with significance influence 
over settlement patterns in the Halifax area. The Halifax Metropolitan 
Authority deals only with transportation ,transit and waste management issues.

Municipal: There are several policies that support intensification as a 
municipal objective:
• The City of Halifax Municipal Development Plan contains a general policy to 

encourage residential development on the Peninsula through infill, 
redevelopment and rehabilitation. There are also several detailed area 
plans which promote intensification elsewhere in the city. While most 
zoning designations permit single to multi-family conversions, one 
designation encourages additions to the rear of existing buildings to 
permit up to 14 dwelling units. Other designations encourage mixed use 
projects permitting high density residential development with minor 
commercial uses. Limited use has been made of these opportunities.

• The Task Force on City Traffic Report recommended that land use policies 
focus on increasing the population and density of the inner city.

• Population and Housing, a report to the Halifax Development and Planning 
Department recently recommended that the City consider options for 
residential intensification, new residential development and residential 
redevelopment in certain areas of the city.

Kitchener, Ontario

Demographic and Economic Context
While the population of Kitchener and other Ontario cities has been increasing 
over the last few years, the number of households in Kitchener and other 
cities has been going up much more quickly. More and more people are living by 
themselves, there are more single-parent families, more childless families, 
and more seniors living on their own than there were ten and twenty years ago. 
In 1986, for example, nearly a quarter of all households in Kitchener were 
people living alone - double the proportion of single person households in 
1971. This has added dramatically to the need for new housing, especially for 
smaller houses and apartments.

Meanwhile, rising housing prices and high real interest rates have 
affected people's ability to pay for new housing. During the 1980's, housing 
prices tripled in the Region of Waterloo. In 1985, the City of Kitchener's 
first Municipal Housing Statement reported that just over half (55%) of all 
households in the City would be able to afford to buy the average house. The 
1988 Regional Housing Statement reported that less than a third (31%) of all 
households in 1988 could afford the average house. If house prices continue to 
increase more quickly than incomes, as they have been doing since about 1985, 
then the number of people able to afford to buy a home (and particularly a 
first home) will continue to drop.

The cost of rental housing has not risen as quickly as the cost of 
buying a house. However, rental vacancy rates have been running well below one 
per cent for the last ten years in Kitchener. Any new rental housing being 
produced (and with the exception of non-profit housing, there has not been 
much) has tended to be much more expensive than older rental housing, in part 
because rising land and building costs make it necessary to charge high rents 
to make the investment in rental housing worthwhile.

Residential development in Kitchener is gradually becoming more dense. 
Most (about 60%) of the homes built in Kitchener over the last decade have 
been townhouses and apartments. Thirty years ago, almost 70% of housing was in
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the form of single-detached houses; in 1991, that number had fallen to less 
than 50%.

Policy and Planning Context
Provincial: Intensification is supported at the provincial level by 

several Ministries including the Ministry of Housing and the Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs. In 1989, the Province of Ontario issued a housing policy 
statement under the Planning Act requiring municipalities to identify 
opportunities for intensification. The Ministry of Housing has also released 
its new policy on . secondary apartments in existing houses, giving property 
owners the right to construct a second unit in their homes. Because this 
policy overrides whatever reservations local Councils may have, it has been 
perceived in Kitchener, as in many other municipalities in the province, as an 
unwelcome trespass on local jurisdiction. Also recently released was the 
Ministry of Municipal Affairs' Growth and Settlement Guidelines encouraging 
municipalities to pursue more compact settlement patterns. The province's 
Commission on Planning and Development Reform is also urging the province to 
amend its Planning Act so as to encourage a compact urban form and a policy of 
intensification under certain circumstances.

Regional: The Regional Municipality of Waterloo strongly supports 
housing intensification and has a Regional Housing Statement that contains 
intensification policies. Its Regional Official Policies Plan also contains 
policies about controlled growth, conservation and intensification.

Municipal: The City of Kitchener has consistently promoted the concept 
of intensification since through its secondary planning and has sought to 
accommodate infill housing and multiple housing conversions. Some specific 
policies:
• Housing Policies in the Official Plan: The draft Official Plan encourages 

forms of intensification including infill, conversion, mixed use 
development, and minimum densities. For instance, the plan states that:
"The City of Kitchener promotes the concept of a compact urban form, the 
preservation of agricultural land and the efficient use of resources. The 
policies of this Plan will place -emphasis on maximizing the use of existing 
serviced lands. In doing so, higher overall densities will be encouraged in 
developing areas of the municipality. Where appropriate, infill development 
and intensification of land and buildings suitable for residential use will 
be encouraged. Further, subject to the provision of adequate servicing and 
infrastructure, infilling and intensification of residential, commercial 
and industrial areas will also be encouraged."

• Secondary Plans: New directions in the Official Plan have been set out 
through the development of Inner City Secondary Plans, which establish land 
use policies on a neighbourhoood-by-neighbourhood basis. These plans now 
incorporate a designation called "Low Density Conservation," which is 
specifically intended to allow existing single detached houses to be 
converted to duplexes or triplexes, while conserving the existing stock.
The new designation will not permit high density multiple housing such as 
high rise apartments.

• Accessory Apartment Official Plan Amendment: Permits secondary units as of 
right in 50% of all single detached dwellings in new subdivisions.

• Municipal Housing Statement (1992) : Encourages a greater mix of unit types 
and densities throughout the City to optimize choice.

• Mandate of Kitchener Housing Inc.: Kitchener Housing is a municipal non
profit housing program. The corporate mandate requires that it "give 
consideration to the development of underutilized or inappropriately zoned 
Inner City lands with the objective of neighbourhood revitalization." The 
mandate also encourages the corporation to locate infill projects in 
catchment areas of schools experiencing below capacity enrollments in order 
to make better use of existing services.
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Regina, Saskatchewan

Demographic and Economic Context
Regina's population has grown slowly but steadily over the last 30 years, 
going from about 115,000 in 1961 to about 185,000 in 1991. This rate of growth 
is expected to fall off in the 1990's and household size is expected to 
stabilize. In 1986, Regina had the fourth youngest population of Canada's 25 
major metropolitan areas. However, the City's population will age as the baby 
boom generation grows older, lower birth rates continue, and the longevity of 
the older age groups is maintained or increases. It has been estimated that 
about 14% of the City's population in 1986 was of Native ancestry, with over 
half this group being of 19 years old or less.
Most new residential development in Regina has taken place in the suburban 
neighbourhoods located on the periphery of the built up area of the City. 
Seventy percent of homes are single-detached in Regina. The lower density 
development of these suburbs gives them a spacious and open environment, but 
makes them more expensive to service. Escalating transportation infrastructure 
costs and traffic impacts associated with these suburban developments are 
beginning to pose constraints on further suburbanization.

Policy and Planning Context
Provincial: Most provincial ministries appear to be neutral on this 

issue of residential intensification: the Department of Community Services 
Housing Division, the Department of Social Services, and the Department of 
Economic Development Cooperatives Secretariat. While some senior government 
resistance has declined in recent months, but a more favourable policy 
position has been offset by program cuts or eliminations. The result has been 
less support for intensification. The Provincial Innovative Housing Program 
provides some funding for special residential projects, usually of higher 
density.

Regional: Regina is a one-tier municipal administration. Since its 
incorporation in 1903, it has annexed land on a regular basis, keeping ahead 
of development so that in 1991, 93% of its CMA was still within the city 
boundaries.

Municipal: The 1991 Regina Development Plan clearly encourages 
intensification. A review of its policy check list reveals the following 
supports:
• A compact urban form should be achieved by: reducing the proportion of land 

dedicated to roads through efficient subdivision design; discouraging 
leapfrog development; favouring the continued development of new areas with 
higher densities; promoting infill redevelopment and rehabilitation.

• Higher density development should be encouraged along public transit 
routes.

• Development should be continuous along both sides of a bus route. Long 
stretches of undeveloped land, which do not generate transit demand, should 
be avoided.

• That building code standards should be reviewed in that they affect 
rehabilitation and new infill development.

• That future development shall only be permitted in areas that area already 
serviced, or in areas where planing will allow for the economic extension 
of service infrastructure.

• That the City should consider permitting converted residential dwellings in 
residential areas of the City.
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• That the City should study various means of decreasing the number of vacant 
residential lots within 'the City.

• That the City should encourage developers of new residential subdivisions 
to locate higher density development in a manner which will reduce high 
servicing costs, preserve prime agricultural land and support both public 
transit and neighbourhood school populations.

• That the City shall establish criteria to facilitate residential 
intensification along and adjacent to selected major arterial streets in 
the City.

• That the City should consider appropriate incentives to encourage new high 
density, affordable residential development in the Downtown.

• That the City shall encourage infill development to minimize the need for 
annexing additional land on the periphery of the City.

• In general, the Plan allows for the accommodation of suburban development 
on the periphery, but the redevelopment of established areas (e.g.,.Inner 
City) will be actively encouraged through City initiatives.

/
In support of several of these goals the City is proposing an Inner City 
Housing Simulation Strategy, a tax incentive program to promote infill 
development on vacant residential lots. The Downtown Area Residential 
Development, approved in July 1989, has removed some of the regulatory 
barriers to intensification, including density restrictions, as a means of 
promoting development in the downtown.

Richmond, British Columbia

Demographic and Economic Context
The Garden City of Richmond has developed over the last thirty years from a 
traditional base of farming and fishing into a balanced community with a mix: 
of urban and rural uses. Growth has been particularly rapid in the last 
decade: the city has experienced a population increase of 31.7% between 1981 
and 1991, and an employment increase at twice the regional rate. The rate of 
immigration from Asian countries is second only to Vancouver in the Lower 
Mainland. The number of households increased at a more rapid rate than 
population, reflecting the general reduction in household size.
Strong population growth is expected to continue over the 1990's. Between now 
and the next century, Richmond is expected to accommodate approximately 50,000 
new residents, or almost a 40% increase over its current population of 
126,624. This will present a major challenge to the City in its delivery of 
services and management of growth.
The largest proportion of existing housing in Richmond is of the single family 
type: almost 60% of the 50,446 dwelling Units in the city. In 1991, Richmond 
had almost a thousand housing starts. The City acknowledges that it will soon 
run out of land four housing at existing densities.

Policy and Planning Context
Provincial:

• The Agricultural Land Commission of BC strongly supports the notion of 
intensification as a means of reducing development pressure on farmlands. 
The Commission designates land that cannot be subdivide or used for non
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farm purposes without its approval . This has had a major influence in 
promoting the issue of intensification in Richmond.

• The Ministry of the Environment provides incentive for intensification by 
restricting development near environmentally sensitive areas , hazard 
lands, water bodies, and so on.

• The Municipal Act has been amended to require that each municipality 
include an affordable housing strategy in its official community plan. 
Housing policy planning grants are available to facilitate this process.

• General funding constraints have reduced provincial funding of 
infrastructure such as sewer and water mains. This has resulted in greater 
attention paid to getting more dwelling units per "metre of pipe".

• The BC Roundtable has been advising the provincial government on matters 
related to sustainable development and growth management.

Regional: Richmond is located in the Greater Vancouver Regional 
District, an intermunicipal federation that performs a strategic/facilitation 
function among its 20 municipal members. The GVRD is co-ordinating a growth 
management strategy for the area entitled The Livable Region Strategic Plan. 
The draft plan calls for the containment of urban sprawl by directing 
development to already urbanized land. This will be accomplished by setting up 
a system of regional Green Zones, including agricultural lands to be 
preserved. A preliminary map shows that about 40% of Richmond's surface area 
is included in the Green Zone system. The Plan also calls for a renewed 
concept of higher density regional town centres and regional cities linked by 
high capacity transit service.
Municipal:
• Richmond Official Community Plan: Making the best use of the decreasing 

supply of available residential land is an overriding priority in Richmond. 
Therefore, Richmond's Official Community Plan contains policy statements 
that directly promote the infill and redevelopment of already serviced 
land. The Plan provides dwelling unit targets for each area of the 
municipality, encouraging multiple unit dwellings near parks, shopping 
centres, arterial roads and along transit routes.

• Issue Papers: As part of a plan review process, the Richmond Planning 
Department is releasing a series of Issue Papers that reflect the regional 
vision being elaborated by the GVRD, including its transportation and land 
use implications for Richmond. The City Structure Issue Paper recommends 
that parking lots be redeveloped to new uses, including street-fronting 
retail, offices and residential uses with rooftop parking. The Growth 
Management Issue Paper recommends the preservation of farmland 
environmentally sensitive areas and suggests that the majority of 
population growth over the next twenty years should occur through 
densification of the urbanized area.

• Town Centre Official Community Plan: The redevelopment polices for the Town 
Centre Area are aimed at creating a high amenity centralized core 
commercial area for Richmond, surrounded by mixed commercial, industrial, 
and service uses and by medium and high density residential uses.

• Housing Policy: Encourages provision of a broad range of housing forms and 
options, including high density developments in order to encourage 
affordably.

• Affordable Housing Statutory Reserve Fund: Fund set up to receive gift 
contributions to support affordable housing from developers who are 
developing large scale multi-family housing.

• Transit: Council has taken a strong position to encourage provision of a 
rapid transit link to Vancouver and to specify the type and route that 
complements future intensification of the Town Centre.

Saint-Hyaciimthe, Quebec
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Demographic and Economic Context
A small city on the outer edges of the greater Montreal urban agglomeration, 
the current population of Saint-Hyacinthe is 39,292. The population of is 
aging while the birth rate in the area is very low, leading to dramatic 
reductions in the number of people per household. The local market requires 
about 200 new housing units per year.

St.-Hyacinthe is an agricultural capital of Quebec. It is situated in 
the heart of a large and rich agricultural area and it is committed to 
preserving the distinction between urban and farm areas and to protecting 
farmland from urban sprawl.

Policy and Planning Context
Provincial: The Ministry of Municipal Affairs, the Quebec Housing 

Society, the Ministry of Transportation, the Ministry of Energy and Resources, 
the Quebec School Commission, the Ministry of the Environment, and the 
Ministry of Tourism each provide support for intensification policies and 
projects in Quebec. The Commission for the Protection of Agricultural Lands, 
for instance, restricts the spread of urban areas onto farmlands by 
negotiating the establishment of urban boundaries throughout the province.

Regional: The Planning Act of 1978 created 95 regional municipalities in 
Quebec. The regional plan fixes the limits of urbanization and the pattern of 
development in the region. One of the principal purposes of the regional plan 
is to increase the efficiency and reduce the costs of infrastructure provision 
to communities. Development restrictions outlined in the regional plan must be 
respected by the development plans of the area municipalities.

Municipal: The 1991 Official Plan adopted several basic principles that 
would encourage intensification: the optimal use of existing infrastructure 
and services; encouragement of higher residential densities; encouraging the 
introduction of alternative housing types in already built up areas; and to 
ensure the preservation of agricultural lands. In particular, the plan calls 
for "residential developments of high density in the downtown area and other 
areas identified in the municipal plan." More detailed area plans (Programmes 
particulare d'urbanisme) have been established for five areas of the city. At 
least two of these plans designate, residential areas to be developed at higher 
densities. Finally, the transportation plan for the city involves the 
extension of certain boulevards which are intended to restrain urban expansion 
by directing it to certain well serviced areas.

St. John’s, Newfoundland

Demographic and Economic Context
During the period 1971 to 1981, the City of St. John's declined in population 
by 3.3%. Since 1981, two major boundary expansions have occurred. Despite 
these expansions, the population of the city still decreased slightly between 
1981 and 1986. Since 1986, the population of the city has been more or less 
constant. Unlike the city, the Census Metropolitan Area experienced growth 
over the same period due to the outward migration to new subdivisions. Between 
1981 and 1990, the CMA outside of St. John's grew by over 20% despite the 
smaller area due to annexations. Nonetheless, population is still 
overwhelmingly concentrated in the City of St. John's, although the percentage 
has fallen from 62.2% in 1981 to 57% in 1990. Population projections for the
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CMA until 2000 estimate a 12% growth in the CMA and less than 1% growth in the 
City of St. John's.
As in other areas of Canada, the most dramatic change in the age structure of 
the city is the drastic reduction in the percentage of population in the 0-14 
age category, reflecting the declining birth rate throughout the country. But 
relative to other municipalities in the CMA, St. John's has the lowest 
proportion of people in this age group, while having the third highest 
proportion of seniors.
The bulk of the current stock of housing in St. John's is of the multi-family 
type of less five units (53.9%), while the single detached type is the next 
largest category (43.3%). Apartment building of moire than 5 units make up only 
1.9% of the housing stock in the city. However, between 1985 and 1990, single 
detached housing starts outnumbered all other types of housing starts by two 
to one. From 1951 to 1986, average household size fell from 4.8 to 3.1, but 
still above the Canadian average of 2.8. The average family income in St. 
John's was $38,132 in 1986, just above the national average of $37,827

Policy and Planning Context
Provincial: The Newfoundland and Labrador Housing Corporation has been 

very much involved in the development of infill housing in St. John's. Housing 
infill and the restriction of new development to already serviced areas has 
been generally supported by the Provincial/Municipal planning and budgeting 
process. The Urban and Rural Planning Division of the Department of Municipal 
Affairs has developed a St. John's Urban and Regional Plan which encourages a 
concentrated approach to urban development throughout the region. Limits to 
the extension of services has forced infill development within the city in 
recent years, as can be seen in the number of new infill units and reduced lot 
subdivisions that have been approved by the City. However, the Plan's 
provisions to discourage ribbon and leap-frog development have not been 
effective.

Regional: Although the he Municipalities Act of 1979 provided for 
regional governments with strong upper tier powers, this provision has not 
been used in Newfoundland. Under a recent municipal re-organization in the St. 
John's area, the provincial government is empowered to create committees 
responsible for the delivery of regional services such as water, sewage, storm 
drainage, solid waste, public transportation, and other services. Because 
these committees are under the voting control of the City of St. John's they 
may influence settlement patterns towards a more compact form. However, only 
the fire and water committees have been designated to date.

Municipal:
• Municipal Plan: in 1990, St. John's adopted a municipal plan that included 

policies to promote energy conservation in the city. The objectives include 
creating a more compact urban form and developing a land use pattern that 
reduces automobile dependence. Towards these ends, the Plan calls for 
increased densities in residential areas, encouraging conservation, compact 
renewal and infill in the older parts of the city, and minimizing sprawl by 
encouraging large-scale integrated developments in all expansion areas. 
Elsewhere, the Plan directs the City to encourage infill, redevelopment and 
rehabilitation of housing in order to maintain the supply of housing and to 
promote the intensive use of existing services. In expansion areas, the 
Plan discourages development unless areas are adequately serviced with 
municipal road, water and sewer systems, and electrical distribution 
systems.

• Infill Programme: In 1982, the St. John's Municipal Council introduced its . 
infill housing programme. The programme was designed to encourage the 
development of vacant lots within the built-up area of the City and

84



facilitate the rehabilitation of the existing housing stock. To implement 
the programme, increased density is allowed as a bonus to make it viable 
for developers to build on vacant lots and to rehabilitate existing stock 
through conversions. The programme has been used by the City for non-profit 
housing, by Newfoundland and Labrador Housing Corporation for public 
housing and by private developers.
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List of Municipalities Surveyed

List of Municipalities responded to Survey

SGC Province Name POP91 ANSWER
4806021 AL City of AIRDRIE 12456 3
4810011 AL City of CAMROSE 13420 . 1
4811061 AL City of Edmonton 616741 3
4816048 AL City of FORT MCMURRAY 34706 2
4811056 AL City of FORT SASKATCHEWAN 12078 3
4819012 AL City of GRANDE PRAIRIE 28271 3
4811016 AL City of LEDUC 13970 3
4802012 AL City of Lethbridge 60974 3
4717029 AL City of LLOYDMINSTER (SA) 7241 2
4801006 AL City of Medicine Hat 43625 2
4808011 AL City of RED DEER 58134 3
4811049 AL City of Spruce Grove 12884 3
4811062 AL City of St. Albert 42146 3
4811052 AL County of STRATHCONA NO. 20 56573 3
4812004 AL Municipal District of BONNYVILLE NO. 87 10269 2
4816823 AL Municipal District of CLEARWATER NO. 99 0 3
4801003 AL Municipal District of CYPRESS NO. 1 4962 3
4806014 AL Municipal District of ROCKY VIEW NO. 44 19888 3
4811059 AL Municipal District of STURGEON NO. 90 15465 3
4811034 AL Parkland County 22550 3
4811046 AL Summer Village of EDMONTON BEACH 352 2
4811044 AL Summer Village of KAPASIWIN 3 0
4811038 AL Summer Village of SEBA BEACH 118 1
4811020 AL -Summer Village of SUNDANCE BEACH 15 3
4811013 AL Town of BEAUMONT 5042 2
4811066 AL Town of BON ACCORD 1460 3
4811019 AL Town of CALMAR 1225 2
4811018 AL Town of DEVON 4082 3
4811064 AL Town of GIBBONS 2639 3
4812008 AL Town of GRAND CENTRE 3877 3
4816032 AL Town of LAC LA BICHE 2549 2
4811065 AL Town of REDWATER 2090 2
4811048 AL Town of STONY PLAIN 7226 3
4806024 AL Village of BEISEKER 605 2
5925010 BC City of COURTENAY 11652 2
5901022 BC City of Cranbrook 16447 2
5955014 BC City of DAWSON CREEK 10981 2
5955034 BC City of FORT ST. JOHN 14156 2
5933042 BC City of KAMLOOPS 67057 3
5915002 BC City of LANGLEY 19765 3
5921007 BC City of NANAIMO 60129 3
5915029 BC City of NEW WESTMINSTER 43585 3
5915051 BC City of NORTH VANCOUVER 38436 3
5915039 BC City of PORT COQUITLAM 36773 3
5915043 BC City of PORT MOODY 17712 3
5947012 BC City of PRINCE RUPERT 16620 2
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5915015 BC City of Richmond 126624
5949011 BC City of TERRACE 11433
5915022 BC City of Vancouver 471844
5937014 BC City of VERNON 23514
5917034 BC City of VICTORIA 71228
5915007 BC City of WHITE ROCK 16314
5941009 BC City of WILLIAMS LAKE 10385
5911012 BC District Municipality of ABBOTSFORD 18864
5909020 BC District Municipality of CHILLIWACK 49531
5937010 BC District Municipality of COLDSTREAM 7999
5915034 BC District Municipality of COQUITLAM 84021
5909032 BC District Municipality of KENT 4322
5949005 BC District Municipality of KITIMAT . 11305
5915001 BC District Municipality of LANGLEY 66040
5911014 . BC District Municipality of MATSQUI 68064
5917042 BC District Municipality of METCHOSIN 4232
5913005 BC District Municipality of MISSION 26202
5919008 BC District Municipality of NORTH COWICHAN 21373
5917005 BC District Municipality of NORTH SAANICH 9645
5913018 BC District Municipality of PITT MEADOWS 11147
5927008 BC District Municipality of POWELL RIVER 12991
5917021 BC District Municipality of SAANICH 95577
5907035 BC District Municipality of Summerland 9253
5915004 BC District Municipality of SURREY 245173
5915025 BC District of Burnaby 158858
5915055 BC District of West Vancouver 38783
5915011 BC Municipal District of DELTA 88978
5915046 BC Municipal District of NORTH VANCOUVER 75157
5923 BC Regional District of ALBERNI-CLAYOQUOT 31224
5939 BC Regional District of COLUMBIA-SHUSWAP 41665
5919 BC Regional District of COWICHAN VALLEY 60560
5913 BC Regional District of DEWDNEY-ALOUETTE 89968
5901 BC Regional District of EAST KOOTENAY 52368
5905 BC Regional District of KOOTENAY-BOUNDARY 31194
5943 BC Regional District of MOUNT WADDINGTON 13896
5921 BC Regional District of NANAIMO 101736
5907 BC Regional District of OKANAGAN- 

SIMILKAMEEN
66701.

5955 BC Regional District of PEACE RIVER 53317
5927 BC Regional District of POWELL RIVER 18477
5947 BC Regional District of SKEENA-QUEEN 

CHARLOTTE
23769

5929 BC Regional District of SUNSHINE COAST 20785
5925005 BC Town of COMOX 8253
5909027 BC Village of HARRISON HOT SPRINGS 655
5941005 BC Village of HUNDRED MILE HOUSE 1866
5937005 BC Village of LUMBY 1265
4612047 MB Rural Municipality of Springfield 11102
4607062 MB City of Brandon 38567
4609029 MB City of PORTAGE LA PRAIRIE 13186
4622026 MB City of THOMPSON 14977
4611040 MB City of Winnipeg 616790
4811805 MB Local Government District of ALEXANDER 634
4613047 MB Town of SELKIRK 9815
1315011 NB City of BATHURST 14409
1314014 NB City of CAMPBELLTON 8699
1313029 NB City of Edmunston 10835
1310032 NB City of FREDERICTON 46466
1301006 NB City of Saint John 74969
1315015 NB Town of BERESFORD 4367
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1305012 NB Town of GRAND BAY 3613
1305056 NB Town of QUISPAMSIS 8446
1305007 NB Village of HAMPTON 3590
1315037 NB Village of NIGADOO 950
1315013 NB Village of POINTS VERTE 1193
1307028 NB Village of SALISBURY 1805
1001542 NF City of MOUNT PEARL 23689
1001519 NF City of St. John's 95770
1005015 NF Community of GILLAMS 496
1005017 NF Community of MASSEY DRIVE 619
1006019 NF ■ Town of BISHOP'S FALLS 4232
1006022 NF Town of BOTWOOD 3663
1006009 NF Town of GANDER 10339
1005033 NF Town of MOUNT MORIAH 726
1006015 NF Town of NORTHERN ARM 391
1001551 NF Town of PETTY HARBOUR-MADDOX COVE 974
1001509 NF Town of TORBAY 4707
1209022 NS City of Dartmouth 67798
1209021 NS City of Halifax 114455
1217014 NS City of Sydney 26063
1210 NS Municipality of the County of

Colchester
47683

1211 NS Municipality of the County of
Cumberland

34284
1209 NS Municipality of the County of Halifax 330846
1207 NS Municipality of the County of Kings 56317
1204 NS Municipality of the County of Queens 12923
1213 NS Municipality of the District of 

Guysborough
11724

1208 NS Municipality of the District of Hants 
East

37843
1206 NS Municipality of the District of 

Lunenburg
47634

1201 NS Municipality of the District of
Shelburne

17343
1207012 NS Town of Kentville 5506
1212016 NS Town of Trenton 2957
1210006 NS Town of Truro 11683
6106023 NT City of Yellowknife 15179
3520006 ON Borough of East York 102696
3512008 ON City of BELLEVILLE 37243
3529006 ON City of Brantford 81997
3507015 ON City of BROCKVILLE 21582
3530010 ON City of Cambridge 92772
3501012 ON City of CORNWALL 47137
3557041 ON City of ELLIOT LAKE 14089
3520019 ON City of Etobicoke 309993
3525018 ON City of Hamilton 318499
3530013 ON City of Kitchener 168282
3539034 ON City of London 5877
3521005 ON City of Mississauga 463388
3506012 ON City of Nepean 107627
3526043 ON City of Niagara Falls 75399
3548044 ON City of North Bay 55405
3520008 ON City of North York 562564
3518013 ON City of Oshawa 129344
3506014 ON City of Ottawa 313987
3542059 ON City of OWEN SOUND 21674
3547064 ON City of Pembroke 13997
3515014 ON City of Peterborough 68371
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3526011 ON City of PORT COLBORNE 18766
3538030 ON City of Sarnia-Clearwater 74376
3557061 ON City of Sault Ste. Marie 81476
3520001 ON City of Scarborough 524598
3526053 ON City of St. Catharines 129300
3534021 ON City of St. Thomas 29990
3525003 ON City of STONEY CREEK 49968
3531011 ON City of Stratford 27666
3526037 ON City of THOROLD . 17542
3558004 ON City of Thunder Bay 113946
3556027 ON City of Timmins 47461
3520004 ON City of TORONTO 635395
3512012 ON City of Trenton 16908
3506009 ON City of VANIER 18150
3519028 ON City of Vaughan 111359
3530016 ON City of Waterloo 71181
3526032 ON City of WELLAND 47914
3537039 ON . City of Windsor 191435
3522 ON County of DUFFERIN 39897
3534 ON County of ELGIN 75423
3542 ON County of GREY 84071
3546 ON County of HALTBURTON 14421
3512 ON County of HASTINGS 116434
3536 ON County of KENT 109943
3511 ON ' County of LENNOX & ADDINGTON 37243
3514 ON County of NORTHUMBERLAND 78224
3532 ON County of OXFORD 92888
3515 ON County of PETERBOROUGH 119992
3543 ON County of SIMCOE 288684
1218 ON County of VICTORIA 8708
3510009 ON Kingston Township 39791
3520 ON Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto 227577

1
4090703518 ON Regional Municipality of DURHAM

3528 ON Regional Municipality of HALDIMAND- 
NORFOLK

98707
3524 ON Regional Municipality of Halton 313136
3526 ON Regional Municipality of NIAGARA 393936
3506 ON Regional Municipality of OTTAWA- 

CARLETON
678147

3521 ON Regional Municipality of PEEL 732798
3553 ON Regional Municipality of SUDBURY 161210
3530 ON Regional Municipality of WATERLOO 377762
3519 ON Regional Municipality of YORK 504981
3518005 ON Town of Ajax 57350
3543007 ON Town of ALLISTON, BEETON, TECUMSEH & 

TOTTENHAM
20239

3525014 ON Town of ANCASTER 21988
3514021 ON Town of COBOURG 15079
3543031 ON Town of COLLINGWOOD 13505
3525030 ON Town of FLAMBOROUGH1 29616
3526003 ON Town of FORT ERIE 26006
3526065 ON Town of GRIMSBY 18520
3554012 ON Town of HAILEYBURY 4962
3502008 ON Town of HAWKESBURY 9706
3543017 ON Town of INNISFIL 21667
3560014 ON Town of JAFFRAY & MELICK 4069
3554068 ON Town of Kirkland Lake 10440
3526057 ON Town of LINCOLN 17149
3543074 ON Town of MIDLAND 13865
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3524009 ON Town of Milton 32075 3
3554018 ON Town of NEW LISKEARD 5431 3
3518017 ON Town of NEWCASTLE (ON) 49479 3
3519048 ' ON Town of Newmarket 45474 3
3524001 ON Town of Oakville 114670 3
3522014 ON Town of ORANGEVILLE 17921 3
3529018 ON Town of PARIS 8600 3
3549 ON Town of PARRY SOUND 38423 3
3526028 ON Town of PELHAM 13328 3
3543072 ON Town of PENETANGUISHENE 6643 3
3518001 ON Town of PICKERING 68631 3
3553024 ON Town of RAYSIDE-BALFOUR 15039 3
3519038 ON Town of Richmond Hill 80142 3
3502039 ON Town of ROCKLAND 6771 3
3537044 ON Town of TECUMSEH 10495 2
3553028 ON Town of VALLEY EAST 21939 0
3536044 ON Town of WALLACEBURG 11846 3
3539022 ON Town of WESTMINSTER 6826 3
3518009 ON Town of Whitby 61281 3
3519044 ON Town of WHITCHURCH-STOUFFVILLE 18357 3
3513028 ON Township of AMELIASBURGH 5357 2
3511001 ON Township of AMHERST ISLAND 401 1
3502037 ON Township of CLARENCE 8982 3
3537018 ON Township of COLCHESTER NORTH 3751 3
3554001 ON Township of COLEMAN 470 2
3506004 ON Township of CUMBERLAND 40697 3
3515026 ON Township of DUMMER 2746 3
3554016 ON Township of DYMOND 1270 2
3548034 ON Township of EAST FERRIS 4028 3
3507012 ON Township of ELIZABETHTOWN 7439 3
3523011 ON Township of ERAMOSA 5949 2
3511004 ON Township of ERNESTOWN 12229 3
3507017 ON Township of Front of Yonge 2357 2
3537009 ON Township of GOSFIELD SOUTH 7380 3
3506027 ON Township of GOULBOURN 16151 3
3523006 ON Township of GUELPH 3288 2
3539036 ON Township of London 303165 3
3537004 ON Township of MERSEA 8514 2
3538023 ON Township of MOORE 10664 3
3514001 ON Township of MURRAY 6921 2
3558001 ON Township of NEEBING 889 2
3530004 ON Township of NORTH DUMFRIES 6821 3
3515011 ON Township of NORTH MONAGHAN 1176 2
3558016 ON Township of 0'CONNOR 687 2
3543051 ON Township of ORILLIA 8142 2
3506001 ON Township of OSGOODE 13976 2
3515006 ON Township of OTONABEE 5368 3
3558008 ON Township of PAIPOONGE 2972 2
3510022 ON Township of PORTLAND 4734 2
3506018 ON Township of RIDEAU 11778 3
3537058 ON Township of ROCHESTER 4460 2
3537046 ON Township of SANDWICH SOUTH 5349 2
3515018 ON Township of SMITH 8997 2
3534024 ON Township of SOUTHWOLD 4526 3
3543068 ON Township of TINY 9035 3
3518029 ON Township of UXBRIDGE 14092 3
3526014 ON Township of WAINFLEET 6203 2
3506042 ON Township of WEST CARLETON 14647 3
3539031 ON Township of WEST NISSOURI 3538 3
3510001 ON Township of WOLFE ISLAND 1097 2
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3534018 ON Township of YARMOUTH 7987
3502 ON United Counties of Prescott & Russell 67183
3534016 ON Village of BELMONT 1364
3543076 ON Village of PORT MCNICOLL 1786
3534026 ON Village of PORT STANLEY 2223
3512018 ON Village of STIRLING (ON) 2140
1102022 PE ,City of Charlottetown 15396
1102048 PE Community of BRACKLEY 327
1102017 PE Community of HILLSBOROUGH PARK 1489
1103018 PE Community of SHERBROOKE 613
1102019 PE Community of SHERWOOD 6006
1102070 PE Community of WARREN GROVE 296
1102021 PE Town of Parkdale 2198
1103021 PE Town of Summerside 7474
2484075 QUE Canton de L'ISLE-AUX-ALLUMETTES--PARTIE- 443

EST
2445075 QUE Canton de MAGOG 4541
2466055 QUE Cite de COTE-SAINT-LUC 28700
2466085 QUE Cite de DORVAL 17249
2488 QUE Municipalite regionale 

ABITIBI
de comte de 25334

2487 QUE Municipalite regionale 
ABITIBI-QUEST

de comte de 24109
2448 QUE Municipalite regionale 

ACTON
de comte de 14613

2479 QUE Municipalite regionale 
ANTOINE-LABELLE

de comte de 32019
2470 QUE Municipalite regionale 

BEAUHARNOIS- SALABERRY
de comte de 59785

2438 QUE Municipalite regionale 
BEICANCOUR

de comte de 19175
2419 QUE Municipalite regionale 

BELLECHASSE
de comte de 29475

2405 QUE Municipalite regionale 
BONAVENTURE

de comte de 19848
2446 QUE Municipalite regionale 

BROME-MISSISQUOI
de comte de 45257

2416 QUE Municipalite regionale 
CHARLEVOIX

de comte de 13547
2444 QUE Municipalite regionale 

COATICOOK
de comte de 15758

2452 QUE Municipalite regionale 
D'AUTRAY

de comte de 35727
2424 QUE Municipalite regionale 

DESJARDINS
de comte de 49076

2437 QUE Municipalite regionale 
FRANCHEVILLE

de comte de 137458
2461 QUE Municipalite regionale 

JOLIETTE
de comte de 48303

2460 QUE Municipalite regionale 
L'ASSOMPTION

de comte de 91537
2432 QUE Municipalite regionale 

L'ERABLE
de comte de 24680

2403 QUE Municipalite regionale 
COTE-DE-GASPE

de comte de LA 20903
2407 QUE Municipalite regionale 

MATAPEDIA
de comte de LA 20930

2475 QUE Municipalite regionale de comte de LA 73896
RIVIERE-DU-NORD
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2459
2436
2469
2490
2411
2425
2428
2478
2454
2464
2477
2496
2451
2408
2435
2445
2498
2418
2480
2434
2410
2412
2427
2455
2486
2443
2485
2413

2
3
3
2
3
0
3
0
2
3
3
3
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
3
2
0
3

QUE Municipalite regionale 
LAJEMMERAIS

de Comte de 85720
QUE Municipalite regionale 

CENTRE-DE-LA-MAURICIE
de comte de LE 67379

QUE Municipalite regionale 
HAUT-SAINT-LAURENT

de comte de LE 21864
QUE Municipalite regionale 

HAUT-SAINT-MAURICE
de comte de LE 16272

QUE Municipalite regionale 
BASQUES

de comte de LES ' 10325
QUE Municipalite regionale 

CHUTES-DE-LA-CHAUDIERE
de comte de LES 67479

QUE Municipalite regionale 
ETCHEMINS

de comte de LES 18668
QUE Municipalite regionale 

LAURENTIDES
de comte de LES 31580

QUE Municipalite regionale 
MAS KOUTAINS

de comte de LES 76828
QUE Municipalite regionale 

MOULINS
de comte de LES 91156

QUE Municipalite regionale 
PAYS-D'EN-HAUT

de comte de LES 23088
QUE Municipalite regionale 

MANICOUAGAN
de comte de 36108

QUE Municipalite regionale 
maskinong£

de comte de 23802
QUE Municipalite regionale 

MATANE
de comte de 24334

QUE Municipalite regionale 
MEKINAC

de comte de 13629
QUE Municipalite regionale 

MEMPHREMAGOG
de comte de 35984

QUE Municipalite regionale 
MINGANIE

de comte de 12845
QUE Municipalite regionale 

MONTMAGNY
de comte de 23667

QUE Municipalite regionale 
PAPINEAU

de comte de 19526
QUE Municipalite regionale 

PORTNEUF
de comte de 43179

QUE Municipalite regionale 
RIMOUSKI-NEIGETTE

de comte de 51290
QUE Municipalite regionale 

RIVIERE-DU-LOUP
de comte de 31485

QUE Municipalite regionale 
ROBERT-CLICHE

de comte de 18586
QUE Municipalite regionale 

ROUVILLE
de comte de 31370

QUE Municipalite regionale 
ROUYN-NORANDA

de comte de 42033
QUE Municipalite regionale 

SHERBROOKE
de comte de 127224

QUE Municipalite regionale 
TEMISCAMINGUE

de comte de 17381
QUE
QUE
QUE
QUE
QUE

Municipalite regionale de comte 
TEMISCOUATA
Paroisse de BELLEFEUILLE 
Paroisse de HfiROUXVILLE
Paroisse de L'ANGE-GARDIEN 
Paroisse de LA PLAINS

de 23348
11005
1253
2819
10576
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2494080 QUE Paroisse de LAROUCHE 1004
2471065 QUE Paroisse de NOTRE-DAME-DE-L'ILE-PERROT 5372
2461030 QUE Paroisse de NOTRE-DAME-DES-PRAIRIES 6465
2412080 QUE Paroisse de NOTRE-DAME-DU-PORTAGE 1163
2496040 QUE Paroisse de RAGUENEAU 1722
2439085 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-ALBERT-DE-WARWICK 1306
2410030 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-ANACLET-DE-LESSARD 2468
2412015 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-ANTONIN 3268
2423070 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-AUGUSTIN-DE-DESMAURES 12680
2443040 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-ELIE-D'ORFORD 4856
2436065 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-JEAN-DES-PILES 587
2472025 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-JOSEPH-DU-LAC 4312
2425005 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-LAMBERT-DE-LAUZON 4146
2420020 QUE Paroisse 'de SAINT-LAURENT 1551
2471105 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-LAZARE (A) 9057
2437060 QUE Paroisse de SAINT^LOUIS-DE-FRANCE 6747
2456075 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-LUC (A) 15008
2457045 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-MATHIEU-DE-BELOEIL 1947
2437045 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-MAURICE 2195
2410015 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-NARCISSE-DE-RIMOUSKI 1002
2467010 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-PHILIPPE 3572
2453060 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-PIERRE-DE-SOREL 5467
2466150 QUE Paroisse de.SAINT-RAPHAEL-DE-L'ILE- 11352

BIZARD
2429050 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-REN6 522
2453020 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-ROBERT 1848
2460020 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-SULPICE 2549
2454040 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-THOMAS-D’AQUIN 3573
2453065 QUE Paroisse de SAINTE-ANNE-DE-SOREL 2868
2410055 QUE Paroisse de SAINTE-BLANDINE 1938
2420010 QUE Paroisse de SAINTE-FAMILLE 942
2425015 QUE Paroisse de SAINTE-H6LENE-DE- 2998

BREAKEYVILLE
2454085 QUE Paroisse de SAINTE-ROSALIE 1578
2439070 QUE Paroisse de SAINTE-VICTOIRE- 7313

D'ARTHABASKA
2443015 QUE Village.<de ASCOT 9085
2425040 QUE Village ide BERNIERES 6831
2482020 QUE Village ide CANTLEY 4424
2482025 QUE Village ide CHELSEA 5091
2496035 QUE Village 'de CHUTE-AUX-OUTARDES 2162
2493050 QUE Village ide DELISLE 4281
2486080 QUE Village ide DEBTOR 421
2486035 QUE Village ide EVAIN 3668
2470050 QUE Village ide GRANDE-ILE 4171
2449055 QUE Village 'de GRANTHAM 7709
2490015 QUE Village ide LA BOSTONNAIS 473
2482035 QUE Village ide LA PECHE 5854
2436045 QUE Village ide LAC-A-LA-TORTUE 2854
2486070 QUE Village ide LAC-DUFAULT 748
2423040 QUE Village cde LAC-SAINT-CHARLES 7520
2475035 QUE Village ide LAFONTAINE 7365
2410065 QUE Village ide LE BIC 3041
2470060 QUE Village <de MELOCHEVILLE 2292
2424010 QUE Village ide PINTENDRE 5028
2496030 QUE Village ide POINTE-AUX-OUTARDES 1109
2437075 QUE Village ide POINTE-DU-LAC 5720
2431115 QUE Village ide ROBERTSONVILLE 1832
2459015 QUE Village ide SAINT-AMABLE 5804
2456090 QUE Village <de SAINT-ATHANASE 6411
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2461035 QUE Village de SAINT-CHARLES-BORROMEE 9658 2
2449065 QUE Village de SAINT-CHARLES-DE-DRUMMOND 4274 2
2423035 QUE Village de SAINT-I5MILE 6921 3
2425010 QUE Village de SAINT-fiTIENNE-DE-LAUZON 7256 2
2494035 QUE Village de SAINT-FULGENCE 2170 2
2429075 QUE Village de SAINT-GEORGES 19583 3
2494060 QUE Village de SAINT-HONORE (A) 3789 2
2461020 QUE Village de SAINT-PIERRE 358 0
2470055 QUE Village de SAINT-TIMOTHEE 8292 2
2422045 QUE Village de SAINTE-BRIGITTE-DE-LAVAL 2833 3
2437050 QUE Village de SAINTE-MARTHE-DU-CAP-DE-LA- 5798 3

MADELEINE
2454080 QUE Village de SAINTE-ROSALIE 3740 3
2466125 QUE Village de SENNEVILLE 961 2
2422020 QUE Village de SHANNON 3535 3
2489025 QUE Village de SULLIVAN 3045 2
2471075 QUE Village de TERRASSE-VAUDREUIL 1744 3
2482015 QUE Village de VAL-DES-MONTS 5551 2
2489035 QUE Village de VAL-SENNEVILLE 2141 3
2489030 QUE Village de VASSAN 1013 2
2466010 QUE Ville de ANJOU 37210 3
2439055 QUE Ville de ARTHABASKA 7584 2
2481025 QUE Ville de AYLMER 32244 3
2496020 QUE Ville de BAIE-COMEAU 26012 3
2466105 QUE Ville de BEACONSFIELD 19616 2
2470025 QUE Ville de BEAUHARNOIS 6449 2
2431085 QUE Ville de BLACK LAKE 4449 2
2473015 QUE Ville de BLAINVILLE 22679 3
2473030 QUE Ville de BOIS—DES-FILION 6337 3
2473005 QUE Ville de BOISBRIAND 21124 2
2459005 QUE Ville de BOUCHERVILLE 33796 3
2458005 QUE Ville de BROS SARD 64793 3
2481005 QUE Ville de BUCKINGHAM 10548 3
2437055 QUE Ville de CAP-DE-LA-MADELEINE 33716 3
2425030 QUE Ville de CHARNY 10239 3
2421035 QUE Ville de CHATEAU-RICHER 3690 2
2494050 QUE Ville de CHICOUTIMI 62670 3
2446080 QUE Ville de COWANSVILLE 11982 3
2467025 QUE Ville de DELSON 6063 3
2472010 QUE Ville de DEUX-MONTAGNES 13035 3
2466140 QUE Ville de DOLLARD-DES-ORMEAUX 46922 3
2471080 QUE Ville de DORION 5920 2
2422010 QUE Ville de FOSSAMBAULT-SUR-LE-LAC 817 3
2481015 QUE Ville de GATINEAU 92284 3
2447015 QUE Ville de GRANBY 42804 3
2458015 QUE Ville de GREENFIELD PARK 17652 2
2481020 QUE Ville de HULL 60707 3
2494070 QUE Ville de JONQUIERE 57933 3
2423055 QUE Ville de L'ANCIENNE-LORETTE 15242 3
2494040 QUE Ville de LA BAIE 20995 3
2467015 QUE Ville de LA PRAIRIE 14938 2
2490010 QUE Ville de LA TUQUE 10003 2
2476020 QUE Ville de LACHUTE 11730 3
2466040 QUE Ville de LASALLE ■ 73804 3
2494045 QUE Ville de LATERRIERE 4690 2
2465005 QUE Ville de LAVAL 314398 3
2458025 QUE Ville de LEMOYNE 5412 3
2443010 QUE Ville de LENNOXVILLE 4046 1
2445070 QUE Ville de MAGOG 14034 3
2470020 QUE Ville de MAPLE GROVE 2431 2

94



2408055 QUE Ville de MATANE 12756 3
2467045 QUE Ville de MERCIER 8227 3
2474005 QUE Ville de MIRABEL 17971 2
2466070 QUE Ville de MONT-ROYAL 18212 3
2466045 QUE Ville de MONTREAL-OUEST 5180 2
2466065 QUE Ville de OUTREMONT 22935 3
2410035 QUE Ville de POINTE-AU-PERE 4001 2
2466095 QUE Ville de POINTE-CLAIRE 27647 3
2423025 QUE Ville de QUEBEC 167517 3
2412070 QUE Ville de RIVIERE-DU-LOUP 14017 3
2443030 QUE Ville de ROCK FOREST 14551 3
2473020 QUE Ville de ROSEMERE 11198 3
2475020 QUE Ville de SAINT-ANTOINE 10232 3
2457020 QUE Ville de SAINT-BASILE-LE-GRAND 10127 2
2467035 QUE Ville de SAINT-CONSTANT . 18423 3
2472005 QUE Ville de SAINT-EUSTACHE 37278 3
2436050 QUE Ville de SAINT-GEORGES 3933 3
2458020 QUE Ville de SAINT-HUBERT 74027 3
2454045 QUE Ville de SAINT-HYACINTHE 39292 3
2425020 QUE Ville de SAINT-JEAN-CHRYSOSTOME 12717 2
2458010 QUE Ville de SAINT-LAMBERT 20976 3
2466075 QUE Ville de SAINT-LAURENT 72402 3
2466015 QUE Ville de SAINT-LfiONARD 73120 3
2425045 QUE Ville de SAINT-NICOLAS 7600 3
2425035 QUE Ville de SAINT-REDEMPTEUR 5862 2
2473035 QUE Ville de SAINTE-ANNE-DES-PLAINES 10787 3
2467030 QUE Ville de SAINTE-CATHERINE 9805 3
2459010 QUE Ville de SAINTE-JULIE 20632 3
2472015 QUE Ville de SAINTE-MARTHE-SUR-LE-LAC 7410 3
2473010 QUE Ville de' SAINTE-THERESE 24158 3
2470045 QUE Ville de SALABERRY-DE-VALLEYFIELD 27598 3
2497010 QUE Ville de SEPT-ILES 24848 0
2443025 QUE Ville de SHERBROOKE 76429 3
2423020 QUE Ville de SILLERY 12519 3
2431075 QUE Ville de THETFORD MINES 17273 3
2453045 QUE Ville de TRACY 13181 2
24370,65 QUE Ville de TROIS-RIVIERES 49426 2
2423010 QUE Ville de VANIER 10833 0
2459020 QUE Ville de VARENNES 14758 3
2466035 QUE Ville de VERDUN 61307 3
2439065 QUE Ville de VICTORIAVILLE 21495 3
2466030 QUE Ville de WESTMOUNT 20239 2
4716029 SK City of NORTH BATTLEFORD 14350 2
4715066' SK City (Df PRINCE ALBERT 34181 3
4706027 SK City <d f Regina 179178 3
4711066 SK City <Df Saskatoon 186058 3
4702047 SK City (Df WEYBURN , 9673 3
4715094 SK Rural Municipality of BUCKLAND NO. 491 3556 2
4707038 SK Rural Municipality of MOOSE JAW NO. 161 1959 2
4706021 SK Rural Municipality of PENSE NO. 160 559 0
4715064 SK Rural Municipality of PRINCE ALBERT NO. 3340 2

461
4706026 SK Rural Municipality of SHERWOOD NO. 159 1098 0
4712054 SK Rural Municipality of VANSCOY NO. 345 2308 2
4712059 SK Town (Df ASQUITH 525 0
4712079 SK Town <Df BATTLEFORD 4107 2
4712056 SK Town (Df DELISLE 874 2
4711067 SK Town cDf LANGHAM 1185 2
4711070 SK Town <Df MARTENSVILLE 3310 2
4706031 SK Town <Df PILOT BUTTE 1450 2
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4706058 SK Town of REGINA BEACH 921 2
4709016 SK Town of SPRINGSIDE 591 2
4706028 SK Village of GRAND COULEE 276 0
3557011 SK Village of LAIRD 997 2

List of Municipalities that did not respond

SGC Province Name POP91
4806016 AL City of Calgary 710677
4810039 AL City of LLOYDMINSTER (AL) 10042
4811002 AL City of WETASKIWIN 10634
4811012 AL County of Leduc 11503
4801018 AL Municipal Corporation of the Town of 3768

Redcliff
4811039 AL Summer Village of BETULA BEACH 4
4812011 AL Summer Village of BONNYVILLE BEACH 55
4806017 AL Summer Village of CHESTERMERE LAKE 918
4811023 AL Summer Village of GOLDEN DAYS 53
4811022 AL Summer Village of ITASKA BEACH 3
4811042 AL Summer Village of LAKEVIEW 27
4812009 AL Town of BONNYVILLE 5132
4806019 AL Town of COCHRANE (AB) 5265
4812006 AL Town of COLD LAKE 3878
4806026 AL Town of CROSSFIELD 1739
4801004 AL Town of IRVINE 326
4811068 AL Town of MORINVILLE 6104
4811036 AL Village of ENTWISTLE 460
4812012 AL Village of GLENDON 403
4806022 AL Village of IRRICANA 812
4811069 AL Village of LEGAL 973
4811021 AL Village of THORSBY 708
4811045 AL Village of WABAMUN 600
4811024 AL Village of WARBURG 513
5917041 BC City of COLWOOD 13468
5919012 BC City of DUNCAN 4301
5935010 BC City of KELOWNA 75950
5907041 BC City of PENTICTON 27258
5923008 BC City of PORT ALBERNI 18403
5953023 BC City of PRINCE GEORGE 69653
5941013 BC City of QUESNEL 8179
5917015 BC District Municipality of CENTRAL SAANICH 13684
5917040 BC District Municipality of ESQUIMALT 16192
1308 BC District Municipality of KENT 31694
5913011 BC District Municipality of MAPLE RIDGE 48422
5917030 BC District Municipality of OAK BAY 17815
5935018 BC District Municipality of PEACHLAND 3459
5931 BC District Municipality of SQUAMISH 23421
5951 BC Regional District of BULKLEY-NECHAKO 38343
5917 BC Regional District of CAPITAL 299550
5941 BC Regional District of CARIBOO 61059
5945 BC Regional District of CENTRAL COAST 3482
5911 BC Regional District of CENTRAL FRASER VALLEY 87360
5903 BC Regional District of CENTRAL KOOTENAY 51073
5935 BC Regional District of CENTRAL OKANAGAN 111846
5925 BC Regional District of COMOX-STRATHCONA 82729
5959 BC Regional District of FORT NELSON-LIARD 5038
5909 BC Regional District of FRASER-CHEAM 68681
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5953 BC Regional District of FRASER-FORT GEORGE 90739
5915 BC Regional District of GREATER VANCOUVER 1542744
5949 BC Regional District of KITIMAT-STIKINE 42053
5937 BC Regional District of NORTH OKANAGAN 61744
5907045 BC Regional District of OKANAGAN-SIMILKAMEEN 7657
5927014 BC Regional District of POWELL RIVER 5461
5917010 BC Town of SIDNEY 10082
5917047 BC Town of VIEW ROYAL 5925
5915038 BC Village of ANMORE 741
5915036 BC Village of BELCARRA 586
5925014 BC Village of CUMBERLAND 2220
5915065 BC Village of LIONS BAY 1328
5947007 BC Village of PORT EDWARD 739
5925039 BC Village of SAYWARD 406
4622017 MB Local Government District of MYSTERY LAKE 69
4613032 MB Rural Municipality of EAST ST. PAUL 5820
4614015 MB Rural Municipality of ROSSER 1364
4602069 MB Rural.Municipality of TACHE 7576
1307022 NB City of MONCTON 57010
1307,045 NB Town of Dieppe 10463
1306020 NB Town of RIVERVIEW 16270
1305009 NB Town of ROTHESAY 1647
1314013 NB Village of ATHOLVILLE 1474
1315034 NB Village of BELLEDUNE 488
1307012 NB Village of DORCHESTER 848
1305051 NB Village of EAST RIVERSIDE-KINGSHURST 1049
1305053 NB Village of FAIRVALE 5041
1305058 NB Village of GONDOLA POINT 4218
1306025 NB Village of HILLSBOROUGH 1239
1315014 NB Village of PETIT-ROCHER 1988
1305010 NB Village of RENFORTH 1474
1313019 NB Village of SAINT-BASILE 3332
1313024 NB Village of SAINT-JACQUES 1648
1313022 NB Village of SAINT-JOSEPH 1692
1313033 NB Village of ST. HILAIRE 273
1301002 NB Village of ST. MARTINS 411
1314015 NB Village of TIDE HEAD 1156
1305011 NB Village of Westfield 2149
1005018 NF City of CORNER BROOK 22410
1005028 NF Community of HUGHES BROOK 166
1005030 NF Community of IRISHTOWN 1560
1005022 NF Community of MCIVERS 725
1005025 NF Community of MEADOWS 719
1005011 NF Community of STEADY BROOK 421
1006011 NF Town of APPLETON 526
1006026 NF Town of BADGER 1073
1001512 NF Town of BAULINE 386
1001557 NF Town of BAY BULLS 1065
1001485 NF Town of CONCEPTION BAY SOUTH 17590
1001507 NF Town of FLATROCK 1044
1006017 NF Town of GRAND FALLS (NF) 14693
1005020 NF Town of HALFWAY POINT - BENOIT'S COVE - 

JOHN'S BEACH - FRENCHMAN'S COVE
2104

1010032 NF Town of LABRADOR CITY 9061
1001511 NF Town of LOGY BAY-MIDDLE COVE-OUTER COVE 1882
1005012 NF Town of PASADENA 3428
1006021 NF Town of PETERVIEW 1011
1001502 NF Town of PORTUGAL COVE - ST. PHILLIPS - 

HOGAN'S POND
2726

1001505 NF Town of POUCH COVE 1976
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1010034 NF Town of WABUSH 2331
1001559 NF Town of WITLESS BAY 1064
1001545 NF Town of Goulds 6162
1205 NS Municipality of the County of Annapolis 23641
1214 NS Municipality of the County of Antigonish 19226
1217 NS Municipality of the County of Cape Breton 120098
1215 NS Municipality of the County of Inverness 21620
1212 NS Municipality of the County of Pictou 49651
1216 NS Municipality of the County of Richmond 11260
1202 NS Municipality of the District of Yarmouth 27891
1209024 NS Town of Bedford 11618
1217011 NS Town of Dominion 2517
1217009 NS Town of Glace Bay 19501
1212014 NS Town of New Glasgow 9905
1217012 NS Town of New Waterford 7695
1217018 NS Town of North Sydney 7260
1212009 NS Town of Stellarton 5237
1210002 NS Town of Stewiacke 1306
1217019 NS Town of Sydney Mines 7551
1212008 NS Town of Westville 4228
3543042 ON City of Barrie 62728
3521010 ON City of Brampton 234445
3524002 ON City of Burlington 129575
3536042 ON City of CHATHAM 43557
3506006 ON City of Gloucester 101677
3523008 ON City of Guelph 87976
3506030 ON City of Kanata 37344
3510011 ON City of Kingston 56597
3543052 ON City of ORILLIA 25925
3553007 ON City of Sudbury 92884
3532042 ON City of WOODSTOCK 30075
3520014 ON City of YORK 140525
3529 ON County of BRANT 110806
3541 ON County of BRUCE 65268
3537 ON County of ESSEX 327365
3510 ON County of FRONTENAC 129089
3540 ON County of HURON 59065
3538 ON County of Lambton 128943
3509 ON County of LANARK 54803
3539 ON County of MIDDLESEX 372274
3531 ON County of PERTH 69976
3513 ON County of PRINCE EDWARD 23763
3547 ON County of RENFREW 91685
3523 ON County of WELLINGTON 159609
3519049 ON King Township 18121
1313 ON Local Services Board of MADAWASKA 36554
3525 ON Regional Municipality of HAMILTON- 

WENTWORTH
451665

3519046 ON Town of AURORA 29454
3537059 ON Town of BELLE RIVER 4298
3543014 ON Town of BRADFORD-WEST GWILLIMBURY 17702
3521024 ON Town of CALEDON 34965
3554008 ON Town of COBALT 1470
3525026 ON Town of Dundas 21868
3519054 ON Town of EAST GWILLIMBURY 18367
3537054 ON Town of ESSEX 6759
3519070 ON Town of GEORGINA 29746
3524015 ON Town of HALTON HILLS 36816
3560012 ON Town of KEEWATIN 2059
3560016 ON Town of Kenora 9782
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3537034 ON Town of Lasalle 16628
3554006 ON Town of LATCHFORD 345
3537006 ON Town of LEAMINGTON 14182
3516009 ON Town of LINDSAY 16696
3519036 ON Town of Markham 153811
3526047 ON Town of NIAGARA-ON-THE-LAKE 12945
3553001 ON Town of Nickel Centre 12332
3553019 ON Town of ONAPING FALLS 5402
3514025 ON Town of PORT HOPE 11505
3528040 ON Town of SIMCOE 15539
3532004 ON Town of TILLSONBURG 12019
3553012 ON Town of WALDEN 9805
3547074 ON Township of ALICE and FRASER 3854
3537031 ON Township of ANDERDON 5502
3507006 ON Township of AUGUSTA 7176
3529004 ON Township of BRANTFORD 6509
3558019 ON Township of CONMEE 651
3501010 ON Township of CORNWALL 6408
.3539019 ON Township of DELAWARE 2632
3542054 ON Township of DERBY 2818
3515022 ON Township of DOURO 3523
3515016 ON Township of ENNISMORE 4284
3525009 ON Township of GLANBROOK 9726
3554014 ON Township of HARRIS 558
3510004 ON Township of HOWE ISLAND 419
3554021 ON Township of HUDSON 488
3539039 ON Township of LOBO 5529
3510018 ON Township of LOUGHBOROUGH 4489
3557051 ON Township of MACDONALD, MEREDITH &

ABERDEEN, ADDITIONAL
1548

3537051 ON Township of MAIDSTONE 9922
3539026 ON Township of NORTH DORCHESTER 7865
3549066 ON Township of NORTH HIMSWORTH 2993
3558024 ON Township of OLIVER 2462
3516006 ON Township of OPS 4027
3547062 ON Township of PEMBROKE 1761
3510006 ON Township of PITTSBURGH 11447
3557066 ON Township of PRINCE 987
3542058 ON Township of SARAWAK 2803
3558028 ON Township of SHUNIAH . 2182
3512011 ON Township of SIDNEY 16702
3547066 ON Township of Stafford 2778
3510014 ON Township of Storrington 3940
3542051 ON Township of Sydenham 2991
3543071 ON Township of TAY 7017
3512,006 ON Township of THURLOW 7615
3543041 ON Township of VESPRA 7770
3530035 ON Township of WOOLWICH 17365
3507 ON United Counties of Leeds & Grenville 90235
3501 ON United Counties of Stormont, Dundas & 

Glengarry
107841

3511008 ON Village of BATH (ON) 1257
3512014 ON Village of FRANKFORD 2114
3538031 ON Village of POINT EDWARD 2336
3506011 ON Village of ROCKCLIFFE PARK 2113
3537052 ON Village of ST. CLAIR BEACH 3476
3543078 ON Village of VICTORIA HARBOUR 1553
1102016 PE Community of BUNBURY 1251
1102037 PE Community of CLYDE RIVER 554
1102011 PE Community of CROSS ROADS 1849
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1102020 PE Community of EAST ROYALTY 2052
1102035 PE Community of ELIOT RIVER 434
1102013 PE Community of KEPPOCH-KINLOCK-LANGLEY 567
1103023 PE Community of LINKLETTER 289
1102033 PE Community of MEADOWBANK 306
1102040 PE Community of MILTONVALE PARK 1106
1103024 PE Community of MISCOUCHE 672
1102027 PE Community of NORTH RIVER (PEI) 1581
1102046 PE Community of NORTH RUSTICO 614
3557040 PE Community of NORTH SHORE 729
1102015 PE Community of SOUTHPORT 1665
1103022 PE Community of ST. ELEANORS 3514
1102050 PE Community of UNION ROAD 197
1102023 PE Community of WEST ROYALTY 3142
1103020 PE Community of WILMOT 2176
1102047 PE Community of WINSLOE 1105
1102065 PE Community of WINSLOE SOUTH 197
2442015 QUE Canton de BROMPTON 2046
2447020 QUE Canton de GRANBY 10623
2445055 QUE Canton de HATLEY 720
2442005 QUE Canton de STOKE 2287
2422035 QUE Canton de STONEHAM-ET-TEWKESBURY 4384
2431080 QUE Canton de THETFORD-PARTIE--SUD 3084
2494055 QUE Canton de TREMBLAY 3535
2481 QUE Communaute Regionale de L 'Outaouais 201536
2466 QUE Communaute Urbaine de Montreal 1775871
2423 QUE Communaute Urbaine de Quebec 490271
2476 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

ARGENTEUIL
comte de 27232

2439 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
ARTHABASKA

comte de 60257
2440 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

ASBESTOS
comte de 15381

2406 QUE Municipalite regionale de comte de AVIGNON 15494
2429 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

SARTIGAN
comte de BEAUCE- 44218

2458 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
CHAMPLAIN

comte de 312734
2415 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

CHARLEVOIX-EST
comte de 17413

2404 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
RIVERIN

comte de DENIS- 14019
2472 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

MONTAGNES
comte de DEUX- 71218

2449 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
DRUMMOND

comte de 79654
2414 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

KAMOURASKA
comte de 23268

2431 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
L'AMIANTE

comte de 45851
2420 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

D'ORLEANS
comte de L'lLE- 6938

2417 QUE Municipalite regionale de comte de L'ISLET 19938
2421 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

COTE-DE-BEAUPRE
comte de LA 21214

2495 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
HAUTE-COTE-NORD

comte de LA 13541
2447 QUE Municipalite regionale de comte de LA 73351

HAUTE-YAMASKA
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232822422 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
JACQUES-CARTIER

comte de LA
2409 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

MITIS
comte de LA

2426 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
NOUVELLE-BEAUCE

comte de LA
2483 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

VALL£e-DE-LA-GATINEAU
comte de LA

2457 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
VALLEE-DU-RICHELIEU

comte de LA
2493 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

SAINT-JEAN-EST
comte de LAC-

2465 QUE Municipalite regionale de comte de LAVAL
2453 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

RICHELIEU .
comte de LE BAS

2491 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
DOMAINE-DU-ROY

comte de LE
2494 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

FJORD-DU-SAGUENAY
comte de LE

2430 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
GRANIT

comte de LE
2456 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

HAUT-RICHELIEU
comte de LE

2441 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
HAUT-SAINT-FRANQOIS

comte de LE
2442 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

SAINT-FRANQOIS
comte de LE VAL

2468 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
JARDINS-DE-NAPIERVILLE

comte de LES .
2433 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

Lotbiniere
comte de

2492 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
CHAPDELAINE

comte de MARIA-
2462 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

MATAWINIE
comte de

2474 QUE Municipalite regionale de comte de MIRABEL
2463 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

MONTCALM
comte de

2450 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
NICOLET-YAMASKA

comte de
2402 QUE Municipalite regionale de comte de PABOK
2484 QUE Municipalite regionale de comte de PONTIAC
2467 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

ROUSSILLON
comte de

2497 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
RIVIERES

comte de SEPT-
2473 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

THfiRESE-DE BLAINVILLE
comte de

2489 QUE Municipalite regionale de 
DE-L'OR

comte de VALLEE-
2471 QUE Municipalite regionale de 

VAUDREUIL-SOULANGES
comte de

2454050 QUE Paroisse de NOTRE-DAME-DE- SAINT-■HYACINTHE
2472035 QUE Paroisse de OKA
2447010 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-ALPHONSE
2439060 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-CHRISTOPHE-D'ARTHABASKA
2442025 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-DENIS-DEl-BROMPTON
2419105 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-ETIENNE-DE-BEAUMONT
2429070 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-GEORGES-EST
2436060 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-G^RARD-DES-LAURENTIDES

20157
24362
18706

105032
51963

314398
53909
33239
172793
20993
92889
20769
32304
21977
26633
28164
35253
17971
32872
23897
21713
15111

118355
40730
104693
43121
84503

860
1656
2575
2128
2112
2011
2990
2060
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2454055 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-HYACINTHE-LE-CONFESSEUR 1150
2467040 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-ISIDORE (A) 2247
2420015 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-JEAN 832
2424015 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-JOSEPH-DE-LA-POINTS-DE

LEVY
710

2449095 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-MAJORIQUE-DE-GRANTHAM 872
2455065 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-MATHIAS-SUR-RICHELIEU 3553
2467005 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-MATHIEU (A) 1754
2412075 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-PATRICE^DE-LA-RIVIERE- 

DU-LOUP
3193

2420025 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-PIERRE 1992
2472045 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-PLACIDE 1023
2410060 QUE Paroisse de SAINT-VAL&RIEN 801
2410050 QUE Paroisse de SAINTE-ODILE-SUR-RIMOUSKI 1233
2453025 QUE Paroisse de SAINTE-VICTOIRE-DE-SOREL 2146
2441055 QUE Village de ASCOT CORNER 2248
2436025 QUE Village de BAIE-DE-SHAWINIGAN 297
2486025 QUE Village de BEAUDRY 1096
2486005 QUE Village de BELLECOMBE 753
2437030 QUE Village de CHAMPLAIN 1610
2486075 QUE Village de D'ALEMBERT 768
2443035 QUE Village de DEAUVILLE 2193
2446085 QUE Village de EAST FARNHAM 528
2443020 QUE Village de FLEURIMONT 14727
2476055 QUE Village de GRENVILLE 1362
2490005 QUE Village de HAUTE-MAURICIE 2574
2422040 QUE Village de LAC-BEAUPORT 4462
2494075 QUE Village de LAC-KENOGAMI 1374
2457025 QUE Village de MCMASTERVILLE 3689
2486050 QUE Village de MCWATTERS 1743
2410020 QUE Village de MONT-LEBEL 320
2445050 QUE Village de NORTH HATLEY 704
2455060 QUE Village de NOTRE-DAME-DE-BON-SECOURS 1384
2472030 QUE Village de OKA ' 1658
2445065 QUE Village de OMERVILLE 1851
2406030 QUE Village de POINTE-A-LA-CROIX 1755
2472020 QUE Village de POINTS-CALUMET 4482
2471055 QUE Village de POINTE-DES-CASCADES 691
2496025 QUE Village de POINTE-LEBEL 1818
2431110 QUE Village de PONTBRIAND 892
2482030 QUE Village de PONTIAC 4501
2410040 QUE Village de RIMOUSKI-EST 2141
2431090 QUE Village de RIVIERE-BLANCHE 978
2436020 QUE Village de SAINT-BONIFACE-DE-SHAWINIGAN 3813
2449070 QUE Village de SAINT-CYRILLE-DE-WENDOVER 3682
2422025 QUE Village de SAINT-GABRIEL-DE-VALCARTIER 2754
2412055 QUE Village de SAINT-GEORGES-DE-CACOUNA 1139
2486045 QUE Village de SAINT-GUILLAUME-DE-GRANADA 2573
2421045 QUE Village de SAINT-JEAN-DE-BOISCHATEL 3878
■2486065 QUE Village de SAINT-JOSEPH-DE-CLERICY 521
2431045 QUE Village de SAINT-JOSEPH-DE-COLERAINE 1771
2436015 QUE Village de SAINT-MATHIEU 1073
2449035 QUE Village de SAINT-NICSPHORE 8093
2461005 QUE Village de SAINT-PAUL 3648
2472040 QUE Village de SAINT-PLACIDE 364
2422005 QUE Village de SAINTE-CATHERINE-DE-LA-JACQUES- 

CARTIER
4011

2420030 QUE Village de SAINTE-PETRONILLE 1128
2494065 QUE Village de SHIPSHAW 2768
2471090 QUE Village de VAUDREUIL-SUR-LE-LAC 876
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2493040 QUE Ville de ALMA. 25910
2466110 QUE Ville de BAIE-D'URFE 3849
2423005 QUE Ville de BEAUFORT 69158
2438010 QUE Ville de BECANCOUR 10911
2457040 QUE Ville de BELOEIL 18516
2447005 QUE Ville de BROMONT 3408
2442010 QUE Ville de BROMPTONVILLE 3190
2467020 QUE Ville de CANDIAC 11064
2423065 QUE Ville de CAP-ROUGE 14105
2457010 QUE Ville de CARIGNAN 5386
2457005 QUE Ville de CHAMBLY 15893
2460005 QUE Ville de CHARLEMAGNE 5598
2423030 QUE Ville de CHARLESBOURG 70788
2467050 QUE Ville de CHATEAUGUAY 39833
2492025 QUE Ville de DOLBEAU 8181
2449060 QUE Ville de DRUMMONDVILLE 35462
2436055 QUE Ville de GRAND-MERE 14287
2466060 QUE Ville de HAMPSTEAD 8645
2471100 QUE Ville de HUDSON 4829
2456085 QUE Ville de IBERVILLE 9352
2461025 QUE Ville de JOLIETTE 17396
2466100 QUE Ville de KIRKLAND 17495
2471095 QUE Ville de L'lLE-CADIEUX 140
2466090 QUE Ville de L'ILE-DORVAL 3
2471060 QUE Ville de L'ILE-PERROT 8064
2422030 QUE Ville de LAC-DELAGE 338
2422015 QUE Ville de LAC-SAINT-JOSEPH 140
2464005 QUE Ville de LACHENAIE 15074
2466080 QUE Ville de LACHINE 35266
2460010 QUE Ville de LE GARDEUR 13814
2467055 QUE Ville de LERY 2429
2424020 QUE Ville de LEVIS-LAUZON 39452
2458030 QUE Ville de LONGUEUIL 129874
2423045 QUE Ville de LORETTEVILLE 14219
2473025 QUE Ville de LORRAINE 8410
2464015 QUE Ville de MASCOUCHE 25828
2481010 QUE Ville de MASSON 5753
2492020 QUE Ville de MISTASSINI 6842
2497005 QUE Ville de MOISIE 776
2457035 QUE Ville de MONT - S AI NT- HI LAI RE 12341
2466025 QUE Ville de MONTREAL 1017666
2466005 QUE Ville de MONTREAL-EST 3767
2466020 QUE Ville de MONTREAL-NORD 85516
2457030 QUE Ville de OTTERBURN PARK 6046
2466130 QUE Ville de PIERREFONDS 48735
2471070 QUE Ville de PINCOURT 9639
2460015 QUE Ville de REPENTIGNY 49630
2455055 QUE Ville de RICHELIEU 2843
2410045 QUE Ville de RIMOUSKI 30873
2486040 QUE Ville de ROUYN-NORANDA 26448
2466145 QUE Ville de ROXBORO 5879
2457015 QUE Ville de SAINT-BRUNO-DE-MONTARVILLE 23849
2456080 QUE Ville de SAINT-JEAN-SUR-RICHELIEU 37607
2475015 QUE Ville de Saint-Jerome 23384
2453050 QUE Ville de SAINT-JOSEPH-DE-SOREL 2069
2408045 QUE Ville de SAINT-LUC 913
2466050 QUE Ville de SAINT-PIERRE . 4967
2425025 QUE Ville de SAINT-ROMUALD 9830
2466115 QUE Ville de SAINTE-ANNE-DE-BELLEWE 4030
2423060 QUE Ville de SAINTE-FOY 71133
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2466135 QUE Ville de SAINTE-GENEVIEVE 3197
2436030 QUE . Ville de SHAWINIGAN 19931
2436035 QUE Ville de SHAWINIGAN-SUD 11584
2453055 QUE Ville de SOREL 18786
2464010 QUE Ville de TERREBONNE 39678
2437070 QUE Ville de TROIS-RIVIERES-OUEST 20076
2423050 QUE Ville de VAL-BELAIR 17181
2489005 QUE Ville de VAL-D'OR 23842
2471085 QUE Ville de VAUDREUIL 11187
4701024 SK City of ESTEVAN 10240
4707039 SK City of MOOSE JAW 33593
4708004 SK City of SWIFT CURRENT 14815
4709012 SK City of YORKTON r 15315
4812013 SK Northern Village of PELICAN NARROWS 98
4706057 SK Resort Village of LUMSDEN BEACH 0
4711064 SK Resort Village of SHIELDS 35
4711060 SK Resort Village of THODE 68
4711069 SK Rural Municipality of BLUCHER NO. 343 1225
4711065 SK Rural Municipality of CORMAN PARK NO. 344 6809
4711061 SK Rural Municipality of DUNDURN NO. 314 569
4706029 SK Rural Municipality of EDENWOLD NO . 158 2349
4701022 SK Rural Municipality of ESTEVAN NO. 5 1139
4706053 SK Rural Municipality of LUMSDEN NO. 189 1279
4709011 SK Rural Municipality of ORKNEY NO. :244 1899
4711072 SK Town of ALLAN 765
4706032 SK Town' of BALGONIE ' 1096
4711073 SK Town of DALMENY 1436
4711063 SK Town of DUNDURN 496
4706056 SK Town of LUMSDEN (SK) 1477
4711075 SK Town of OSLER 634
4711068 SK Town of WARMAN 2644
4706022 SK Village of BELLE PLAINE 80
4711071 SK Village of BRADWELL 148
4706055 SK Village of BUENA VISTA 276
4711077 SK Village of CLAVET 359
4706054 SK Village of DISLEY 60
4709014 SK Village of EBENEZER 182
4706033 SK Village of EDENWOLD 175
4711074 SK Village of ELSTOW 104
4706023 SK Village of PENSE 556
4712058 SK Village of VANSCOY 331
4706030 SK " Village of WHITE CITY ■ 862
4709018 SK Village of WILLOWBROOK 36
6001009 YT City of Whitehorse 17925
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CMHC ^ SCHL
Helping to Question habitation,

house Canadians comptez sur nous

National Office Bureau National

700 Montreal Road 
Ottawa, Ontario 

K1A0P7

700 chemin Montreal 
Ottawa (Ontario)
K1A 0P7

January 8, 1993

Dear Respondent:

The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation is conducting a study on housing 
intensification in Canada. Engin Isin of York University and Ray Tomalty of the 
University of Waterloo have been contracted to carry out this study on behalf of CMHC. 
The researchers have been asked to survey Canadian municipalities in order to draw a 
national profile on the importance of intensification, to gauge attitudes towards the issue, 
and to get an overview of the various intensification initiatives. On the basis of the 
information collected in this survey, and in conjunction with the officials concerned, 
several intensification initiatives will be selected as case studies for detailed examination.

Housing intensification is a policy of increasing the density of land use in a given area. 
Although intensification initiatives may occur in commercial, institutional or industrial 
areas, the focus of this study is on housing intensification whether this be in new 
developments or in mature neighbourhoods. In the case of new developments, 
intensification means creating housing at greater densities than would normally be the 
case. In already built-up areas, intensification includes the infill of vacant land, 
conversion of lower density or non-residential use to higher density residential use, or the 
redevelopment of existing sites.

In Canada and other Western countries, intensification is increasingly perceived as a 
means of coping with issues such as traffic congestion, environmental degradation, 
excess energy consumption, depopulation of urban cores, loss of farmland, and 
inefficiency in service delivery. On the other hand, some see intensification as an 
unwarranted and unworkable attempt to interfere with market forces and consumer 
choices, or as a violation of the community fabric.

Given the importance and controversy often associated with the issue, it is surprising how 
little basic information is available in Canada on questions relating to intensification:
How is this issue perceived by officials involved in planning and municipal management? 
What are the perceived advantages and disadvantages of intensification? What is being 
done that promotes or discourages intensification in urban municipalities across the 
country? What are the major barriers to intensification projects? Which projects have 
been the most successful and instructive for officials in other municipalities?

TEL: (613) 748-2000
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation Societe canadienne d’hypotheques et de logement

Canada RECYCLED PAPER 
PAPIER RECYCLE



The enclosed questionnaire is designed to help close this information gap. This national 
survey is being conducted by administering a questionnaire to selected planning and 
management officials in urban municipalities of all sizes across Canada. We ask that you 
take the time to fill it out carefully. The final report of the study, which will contain the 
survey results, will be made available to every participating municipality and therefore 
will be of direct benefit to the respondents. The report will include: statistical 
information about housing intensification projects, maps showing the prevalence of 
concern with this issue in urban municipalities across the country, along with concrete 
case studies of some of the most interesting initiatives.

The information provided in your responses will be of great significance in drawing a 
national profile of this issue. Participating in this study will allow you to highlight local 
accomplishments and share views and experiences with other municipal officials. 
Responses will be kept in the strictest confidence and identities of the respondents will 
under no circumstances be published without prior approval.

I would like to thank you in advance for your willingness to participate in this important 
study. Your responses would be most useful to us if mailed before February 19,1993. 
After March 12, we will not be able to incorporate your responses into the survey results. 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call either Engin Isin at (416) 588- 
7498 or Ray Tomalty at (416) 964-7748.

Sincerely,

Debra Darke 
Director,
Research Division

L'ENSEMBLE DE CETTE INFORMATION EST AUSSIDISPONIBLE EN 
FRANCAIS. VEUILLEZ TELEPHONER AU (416) 964-7748.



CMHC^SCHL
Helping to 

house Canadians
Question habitation, 
comptez sur nous

Residential Intensification Survey

Questionnaire for Officials Responsible for Planning 
in Area Municipalities (Census Subdivisions)

INSTRUCTIONS
• This questionnaire is intended for the senior official responsible for planning in 

your municipality. We have made every effort to identify that person by name 
and department. If the addressee is not the senior official responsible for 
planning in your municipality, please ensure that this questionnaire is brought 
to his or her attention.

• Fill out the acknowledgement card and mail as soon as possible.
• Complete the questionnaire, using the blank side of the page where neces-

• Your responses would be most useful to us if mailed before February 19, 
1993. Responses mailed after March 12 will not be included with the national

• If intensification (as defined in the cover letter) is not an issue in your munici
pality, complete only the Introduction and Section D of the questionnaire.

• If you are unable to fill out the questionnaire for whatever reason, please 
return the blank form to us as soon as possible.

• Thank you for your cooperation! The national results will be mailed to you in 
the Summer of 1993.

■MX
Please return your questionnaire to: 

Residential Intensification Survey 
P.O. Box 188, Station "P" 

Toronto, Ont. MSS 2S7

CE QUESTIONNAIRE EST AUSSIDISPONIBLE EN FRANCAIS. 
VEUILLEZ TELEPHONER AU (416) 964-7748.
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Introduction
This first question is meant to establish whether intensification has been an issue in your 
municipality.

Has the issue of intensification been (you may check more than one):
Q discussed in your municipal Council?
Q discussed among municipal staff (e.g., planning, public health, public works officials)?
Q the subject of a public consultation by a department in your municipal government?
Q suggested by outside professionals (e.g., private planning consultants, architects)?
Q discussed by community groups (e.g., farmers, environmental groups, housing advocates)?
Q covered by local media?
Q raised by rate payers?
Q discussed by others? Please specify:_____________________________________________________

□ ---------------------
if you checked any of the above, please go on to Section A. If you did not check any of the 
above, please go directly to Section D of this questionnaire.

A. Intensification as an Issue
This section is designed to identify the various factors giving rise to intensification as an 
issue in your municipality. First, we ask you to consider social, economic, and environ
mental factors that may be important in this respect. Secondly, you are asked to assess 
the role of local interest groups and municipal government in raising intensification as an 
issue and, thirdly, the role of higher-level governments.

A.l. Social, Economic, and Environmental Factors
How would you rate the importance of the following factors (arranged in alphabetical order here) in 
bringing the issue of intensification to the attention of your municipality? Please place a number 
(from 0 to 3) in the box provided beside each factor according to the following key.

■mmmmmm
Wmm
mm 111mm Kevp mpo■1■■■■ ■i 11■

0=unibidUillo iudmm ge, ||lim|Dortar
iiillit,ii■mmIlli1 f1S

, 3=V(SIy,riij*
iliii

n,

FI Demographic pressures (e.g., population growth)
| | Disappearance of farm land
Q Economic changes (e.g., growth of service industry)
| | Energy conservation
| | Environmental concerns (e.g., air and water pollution, waste disposal)
[~1 Fiscal concerns (e.g., efficiency of service delivery)
| | Housing choice and affordability
| | Traffic congestion

Other. Please specify:___________________________________________

□ -----------------
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A.2. Local Interest Groups and Municipal Government 

Position
Please indicate the position for or against intensification among the following groups (arranged in 
alphabetical order here) in your municipality. Use the key to choose a number that corresponds most 
closely to the group's position and place the number in the box provided beside each group.

Q Developers/builders
| | Environmental groups (e.g., urban wilderness groups)
| | Financial institutions (e.g., banks, insurance companies) 
| | Housing advocates (e.g., affordable housing advocates) 
FI Local business association FI Municipal Councillors
| | Municipal staff (e.g., planning, public health officials)
| | Rate payers
| | Others. Please specify: _____________________________

□ ------------
Influence
How would you rate the influence of the following groups (arranged in alphabetical order here) in 
bringing intensification to the attention of your municipality? Use the key to choose the appropriate 
degree of influence and place the corresponding number in the box provided beside each group.

| | Developers/builders
| | Environmental groups (e.g., urban wilderness groups)
| | Financial institutions (e.g., banks, insurance companies) 
FI Housing advocates (e.g., affordable housing advocates) 
D Local business association 
FI Municipal Councillors
| | Municipal staff (e.g., planning, public health officials) 
H Rate payers
[ | Others. Please specify:_____________________________

□ ------------------------

CMHcrtsCHL 3



A.3. Higher Levels of Government - Position and Influence
Please indicate the position for or against intensification you have encountered among higher-level 
government departments and agencies as well as their influence in bringing intensification to the 
attention of your municipality. Higher-level governments include regional (region, county, district, 
etc.), provincial or territorial, and federal. List the name of the department or agency and use the keys 
to indicate the level of government, the position for or against intensification, and the influence each 
has had in bringing intensification to the attention of your municipality.

111 Key: Governmenl*1 II iaaai*HI
R= Regior

mmmmik
taKreg ,on.caunty district, etc.), P=Rrovmt:lal,

■■'‘or al,it1der■al
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ilili lllll Key: Influence wm mm 111 ■SSS ■ * Ill Illllill
0=u,.able to judge,■If Httle „tfluence, 2=of moder11 mfl11'V* 3=5PreahrII3 nee

Department or Agency Name
Govern

ment Position Influence
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B. Encouraging Intensification
In this section, you are asked to provide information about municipal, provincial, and federal 
policies and projects that promote intensification. Policies include official plans, regula
tions, codes, guidelines and other government statements. Examples of policies that may be 
relevant.here include housing policy statements, minimum density requirements, restrictions 
on infrastructure extension, transit-supportive land use guidelines, affordable housing re
quirements, taxation policy, and so on. Projects might include innovative municipal subdivi
sion designs, new towns, urban infill, redevelopment, conversion, and so on.

B.l. Municipal Policies
Has your municipality considered or adopted any policies designed to promote intensification?

Q Yes Q No

If yes, please use the table below to specify the policies adopted or considered in your municipality. 
Include the policy title, a brief description of the policy and indicate the stage of approval each has 
currently reached using the following key.

illill! iillllliliiiiii K,ay: Stage CApprova! iwi 111 liiiiii
1=uHi!iinii 2=pub„c:00ns,illation,lilsili' 3=draft policyiiII■tpproif,=inill■1liled

Policy Title Policy Description Stage

CMHcft SCHL 5



B.2. Municipal Projects
Has your municipality considered or undertaken any projects designed to implement intensification?

Q Yes Q No

If yes, please use the table below to specify such projects and indicate which stage of implementation 
each has currently reached. Include the project title, a brief description of the project and indicate the 
stage of implementation it has reached using the following key.

Kej
1=under study, 2=public consi

Stage of implementetion
illation, 3=draft plan, 4=approved, 5dmplemented/built

Project Title Project Description Stage

CMHcrtsCHL 6



B.3. Higher Levels of Government - Policies and Projects
Are there any policies or projects put in place by higher levels of government that promote 
intensification in your municipality?

1 1 Yes Q No Q Don’t know

If yes, please use the table below to specify such policies or projects and indicate which stage of 
implementation each has currently reached. For each item, give the title and a brief description. Use 
the following keys to indicate the level of government concerned and the stage of implementation 
reached for each policy or project.

■HHUHIIIIHH Key: Government
1 R=Regional (region, county, district, etc.), Provincial, T.TentMal. F=Federal

111II mwmm
l=under study, 2=f

Itev 'tUr.o af lim.ljmonUlii .il
u ihlir rnnenhatinn ^-rlrnftnlan d-annmvoH tilt’ P ■ “ PP ’ “ P

Tide Description Govern
ment Stage
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C. Constraints and Barriers to Intensification
intensification.
)th direct and 
>, zoning regu- 
erty taxation or

it discourage

ition of the 
; significance of

In this section we focus on policies and other factors that serve as barriers to 
We are interested in hearing about policies at all levels of government, with be 
indirect impacts on housing densities. Barriers may include minimum lot sizes 
lations, open space requirements, development charges, building codes, prop 
methods of infrastructure funding.

C.l. All Levels of Government - Policies
Are there any municipal, regional, provincial/territorial, or federal policies in place the 
intensification in your municipality?

Q Yes Q No Q Don’t Know

If yes, please use the table below to list such policies. Give the title and a brief descri 
policy. Use the following keys to indicate the appropriate level of government and th< 
each policy in discouraging intensification.

II
Il
l

m
m

m
m

ii
li
l

ill
!

i iil
il

Ii
li
l

Key: Significance
) judge, 1=of moderate significance, 2=of great significaince

Title „ . .. GovenDescription ment
i- Signific

ance
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C.2. Other Factors
Please state the significance of the following factors (arranged in alphabetical order here) as barriers 
to intensification in your municipality. Use the key to choose the appropriate number and place it in 
the box provided beside each factor.

D Consumer preference for large lots and single family homes 
| | Development industry reluctance due to low rate of return on investment 
| | Lack of knowledge about successful projects 
| | Lack of infrastructure and service capacity 
| | Lack of successful models

Lack of technical information (e.g., architectural, engineering, etc.)
| | Public preference for private automobile over public transit 
| | Reluctance of financial institutions to lend money for small-scale developments 
| | Reluctance to change established subdivision building practices 
| | Resistance of existing residents to intensification initiatives
H Other. Please specify:_____________________________________________________________

□ --------------------------
D. Respondent's Views on Intensification
In this section, we solicit your views on intensification as a professional responsible for 
urban planning. For respondents in whose municipalities intensification is not an issue, 
please complete only this portion of the questionnaire.

D.l. Evaluating Intensification
What do you judge to be the advantages of intensification as a policy goal? Use the key to indicate 
the significance of each item in this respect.

■ iiiiili msmmmmm
Wmrnmmmrn Key: Advantages■ ■mi tojud.je, 1=not an advantage, 2=a minor advantage, 3=a major advantage

| | Creates potential for affordable housing
| | Increases the liveability of urban places
| | Preserves farmland
| j Reduces automobile dependence
FI Uses existing human services more efficiently 
| | Uses existing transportation services more efficiently
| | Uses existing infrastructure more efficiently
| \ Uses land more efficiently
| | Other. Please specify:____________________________

□ -----------------------
CMHcrt SCHL 9



What do you judge to be the disadvantages of intensification as a policy goal? Use the key to indicate 
the significance of each item in this respect.

□□□□□□□□□□□□

Attracts undesirable residents to the neighbourhood
Crowding of residential areas
Decline in public safety
Decline in value of residential properties
Disappearance of green and open space
Disruption of community fabric
Increased stress on environment
Increased stress on infrastructure
Reduces the choice and affordability of housing
Worsens traffic congestion
Other. Please specify:_________________________

Do you support intensification as a policy goal?

Q Yes □ No Q No position

Do you think intensification is achievable?

□ Yes □ No Q No position

E. Dealing with Public Concern
Has your municipality developed strategies or guidelines to deal with public concerns over intensifi
cation?

Q Yes Q No Q In progress

If yes, are these strategies or guidelines available in document form?

Q Yes Q No Q Will be available by__________________________

If so, please give the title of the document and the name of the department or office where it is avail
able.

CMHcrt SCHL 10



F. Additional Comments
Please use this page to add your comments about any of the questions raised in this survey. Comments 
on the design and content of the questionnaire are also welcome.

CMHcrtsCHL 11



G. Publications
Please use this page to list documents on the topic of intensification available from your municipality. 
Also list relevant documents you are aware of produced by other levels of government. Attach 
additional sheets if required.

CMHcftsCHL 12



H. Respondent Information
Here is the respondent information we have on file. If this information is incorrect or incomplete, or if 
some one other than the addressee filled out the questionnaire, please make the necessary changes in 
the appropriate space below.

Name: ____

Position:__

Department: 

Address:__

Telephone: Fax:

CMHctfjSCHL
Helping to 

house Canadians
Question habitation, 
comptez sur nous

CMHcrtsCHL 13



CMHC SCHL
Helping to Question habitation,

house Canadians comptez sur nous

National Office Bureau National

700 Montreal Road 
Ottawa, Ontario 

K1A0P7

700 chemin Montreal 
Ottawa (Ontario)
K1A 0P7

Le 8 janvier 1993

Cher repondant(e),

La Societe canadienne d'hypotheque et de logement (SCHL) a entrepris une etude sur la 
densification residentielle au Canada. Engin Isin de I'Universite York et Ray Tomalty de 
TUniversite de Waterloo ont ete mandates pour mener cette etude pour le compte de la 
SCHL. La SCHL a demande a ces chercheurs de realiser cette etude dans les 
municipalites canadiennes afin de dresser un profil national sur rimportance de la 
densification, afin de mieux comprendre les attitudes entourant cette question et de 
realiser un survol des differentes initiatives de densification. L’examen detaille d'etudes 
de cas d' initiatives de densification sera realise en utilisant I'information recueillie ou 
cours de cette enquete et en tenant compte des preoccupations des fonctionnaires 
concemes.

La densification residentielle est une politique qui vise le developpement d'une propriete 
ou d'un site en fonction d'une densite plus elevee que celle prevue. Bien que les initiatives 
de densification puissent etre entreprises dans des zones commerciales, institutionnelles 
ou industrielles, cette etude porte principalement sur la densification residentielle, soit 
dans les nouveaux developpements, soit dans les zones deja baties. Dans le cas de 
nouveaux developpements, la densification equivaut simplement a une politique qui vise 
a creer des logements a une densite plus elevee que la normale. Dans les zones deja 
baties, la densification inclut des politiques pour 1'edification sur terrain intercalate, le 
developpement sur des lots vacants ou sous-developpes d'une zone batie, la conversion, 
ou le changement dans 1'utilisation d'une structure existante ou de 1'utilisation du sol, 
comme d'une utilisation industrielle a residentielle ou encore le redeveloppement de sites 
deja exi slants.

Au Canada ainsi que dans d'autres pays occidentaux, la densification est de plus en plus 
per§ue comme un moyen pour faire face aux problemes de congestion dus a la 
circulation, a la degradation de I'environnement, aux exces de consommation de 1'energie, 
a la depopulation des centres urbains, a la perte des terres agricoles et a I'inefficacite dans 
la provision de services. D'autre part, la densification n'a pas que des adherents. Certaines 
personnes y voient une tentative injustifiee et peu pratique qui interfere avec les forces du 
marche, les choix des consommateurs et des consommatrices, ou encore comme une 
perturbation du tissu urbain de la collectivite.

TEL: (613) 748-2000
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation Societe canadienne d’hypotheques et de logement

Canada RECYCLED PAPER 
PAPIER RECYCLE



Etant donne rimportance et la controverse souvent associees a cette question, il est 
surprenant de constater combien I'information que nous avons sur la densification 
residentielle au Canada est elementaire. Par exemple, comment cette question est-elle 
per?ue par les fonctionnaires qui sont implique(e)s dans I'amenagement et la gestion 
municipale? Quels sont les avantages ainsi que les desavantages per$us relativement a la 
densification residentielle? Quelles initiatives ont ete entreprises qui peuvent encourager 
ou decourager la densification dans les municipalites urbaines a travers le pays? Quels 
sont les obstacles majeurs aux projets de densification? Quels projets ont connu le plus de 
succes et ont ete les plus instructifs pour les fonctionnaires de d'autres municipalites?

Le questionnaire con9U pour cette etude vise a combler notre manque d'information sur 
cette question. Cette enquete nationale est realisee en administrant ce questionnaire a des 
fonctionnaires responsables de I'amenagement ou de la gestion dans des municipalites 
urbaines a travers le Canada. Nous vous demandons de prendre le temps de remplir ce 
questionnaire avec soin. Le rapport final de cette etude, qui contiendra les resultats de 
cette enquete nationale sera distribue a toutes les municipalites ayant repondu a ce 
questionnaire. Le rapport final incluera des informations statistiques au sujet de projets de 
densification residentielle, des cartes montrant la predominance de cette question dans les 
municipalites urbaines a travers le Canada, ainsi que des etudes de cas concretes de 
quelques-unes des initiatives les plus interessantes.

L'information que vous foumirez par vos reponses sera d'une grande importance pour 
1'elaboration du profil national sur cette question. En participant a cette etude, vous serez 
en mesure de mettre en lumiere les accomplissements de votre municipalite et de partager 
vos vues et experiences avec d'autres fonctionnaires qui oeuvrent au niveau municipal. 
Les reponses resteront confidentielles et 1'identite des repondant(e)s ne sera publiee en 
aucune circonstance sans une approbation preliminaire.

J'aimerais vous remercier a 1'avance de votre volonte a participer a cette importante etude. 
Vos reponses seront plus utiles si elles nous parviennent avant le 19fevrier. Apres le 12 
mars, nous ne pourrons pas incorporer vos reponses a cette etude.

Si vous avez des questions, nliesitez pas a contacter Ray Tomalty au (416) 964-7748.

Sincerement,

Debra Darke 
Directrice
Division de la recherche

THIS PACKAGE IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN ENGUSH. 
PLEASE CALL (416) 588-7498.
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Residential Intensification Survey

Questionnaire for Officials Responsible for Planning 
in Regional Municipalities (Regions, Counties, Districts, etc.)

INSTRUCTIONS
• This questionnaire is intended for the senior official responsible for planning in 

your jurisdiction. We have made every effort to identify that person by name 
and department. If the addressee is not the senior official responsible for

.
planning in your jurisdiction, please ensure that this questionnaire is broughr 
to his or her attention.
Fill out the acknowledgement card and mail as soon as possible.
Complete the questionnaire, using the blank side of the page where neces
sary.

• Your responses would be most useful to us if mailed before February 19, 
1993. Responses mailed after March 12 will not be included with the national

• If intensification (as defined in the cover letter) is not an issue in your jurisdic
tion, complete only the Introduction and Section D of the questionnaire.

• If you are unable to fill out the questionnaire for whatever reason, please 
return the blank form to us as soon as possible.

• Thank you for your cooperation! The national results will be mailed to you in 
the Summer of 1993.

W&

Please return your questionnaire to: 
Residential Intensification Survey 

P.O. Box 188, Station "P" 
Toronto, Ont. MSS 2S7

CE QUESTIONNAIRE EST AUSSIDISPONIBLE EN FRANCAIS. 
VEUILLEZ TELEPHONER AU (416) 964-7748.
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Introduction
This first question is meant to establish whether intensification has been an issue in your 
jurisdiction.

Has the issue of intensification been (you may check more than one):
Q discussed in your Council?
Q discussed among your staff (e.g., planning, public health, public works officials)?
Q the subject of a public consultation by a department in your government?
Q suggested by outside professionals (e.g., private planning consultants, architects)?
Q discussed by community groups (e.g., farmers, environmental groups, housing advocates)?
Q covered by local media?
Q raised by rate payers?
Q discussed by others? Please specify:____________________________________________________

□ --------------------------------------------

If you checked any of the above, please go on to Section A. If you did not check any of the 
above, please go directly to Section D of this questionnaire.

A. Intensification as ah Issue
This section is designed to identify the various factors giving rise to intensification as an 
issue in your jurisdiction. First, we ask you to consider social, economic, and environ
mental factors that may be important in this respect. Secondly, you are asked to assess 
the role of local interest groups and municipal government in raising intensification as an 
issue and, thirdly, the role of higher-level governments.

A.l. Social, Economic, and Environmental Factors
How would you rate the importance of the following factors (arranged in alphabetical order here) in 
bringing the issue of intensification to the attention of your government? Please place a number 
(from 0 to 3) in the box provided beside each factor according to the following key.

FI Demographic pressures (e.g., population growth)
| | Disappearance of farm land
Q Economic changes (e.g., growth of service industry)
| | Energy conservationFI Environmental concerns (e.g., air and water pollution, waste disposal) 
| | Fiscal concerns (e.g., efficiency of service delivery)
| | Housing choice and affordability
| | Traffic congestion
| | Other. Please specifv:___________________________________________

□ '-----------------

II
III

IIillliiiii
is
:SSS5if

iiiiiiiiiii
M

liiiiliitf::;:#:***.. Key: importance m■ ■ w*
judge. 1=unimportant, 2=modera.ely Important,

:i mmMmmmssssssssssssssssss;
3=very important
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A.2. Local Interest Groups and Municipal Government 

Position
Please indicate the position for or against intensification among the following groups (arranged in 
alphabetical order here) in your jurisdiction. Use the key to choose a number that corresponds most 
closely to the group's position and place the number in the box provided beside each group.

| | Developers/builders
| | Environmental groups (e.g., urban wilderness groups)
| | Financial institutions (e.g., banks, insurance companies)
| | Housing advocates (e.g., affordable housing advocates)
Q Local business association
1 1 Municipal Councils (specify)______________________________

□ -------------------------
Q Municipal/Regional staff (e.g., planning, public health officials)
FI Rate payers
| | Regional (region, county, district, etc.) Councillors 
| | Others. Please specify:____________________________________

□ ---------------
Influence
How would you rate the influence of the following groups (arranged in alphabetical order here) in 
bringing intensification to the attention of your government? Use the key to choose the appropriate 
degree of influence and place the corresponding number in the box provided beside each group.

| j Developers/builders
I j Environmental groups (e.g., urban wilderness groups)
| | Financial institutions (e.g., banks, insurance companies)
PI Housing advocates (e.g., affordable housing advocates)
| | Local business association
I | Municipal Councils (specify)_______________________________

□ -------------------------
Q Municipal/Regional staff (e.g., planning, public health officials)
| | Rate payers
I j Regional (region, county, district, etc.) Councillors
Q Others. Please specify:____________________________________

□ ---------------
CMHcrt SCHL 3



A.3. Higher Levels of Government - Position and Influence
Please indicate the position for or against intensification you have encountered among higher levels of 
government as well as their influence in bringing intensification to the attention of your own govern
ment. Higher levels of government include provincial or territorial, and federal. List the name of the 
department or agency concerned and use the keys to indicate the level of government, the position for 
or against intensification, and the influence each has had in bringing intensification to the attention of 
your government.

■

111 Key: Government

111 ■islli!*8 ovincial, T-Territorial, F-F=ederat

1= strongs,ill
sr

in

SS SI
iilix-x:::;::'-::
111
rou|

Key: Position

^3“,htTss?
erateo 
,e7 = d

x:x:::::::x:x:::::x:x'

^^stmngoppo-

Ini1111
HI

Key: Influence liiiii
0=unable toj,■l1*

Irttle in' uence, 2=of moderate ntluenoe,3=c f great influence

Department or Agency Name Govern
ment Position Influence
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B. Encouraging Intensification
In this section, you are asked to provide information about policies and projects at all 
government levels that promote intensification. Policies include official plans, regulations, 
codes, guidelines and other government statements. Examples of policies that may be 
relevant here include housing policy statements, minimum density requirements, restrictions 
on infrastructure extension, transit-supportive land use guidelines, affordable housing re
quirements, taxation policy, and so on. Projects might include innovative municipal subdivi
sion designs, new towns, urban infill, redevelopment, conversion, and so on.

B.l. Regional Policies
Has your regional government (region, county, district, etc.) considered or adopted any policies 
designed to promote intensification?

Q Yes Q No

If yes, please use the table below to specify the policies adopted or considered. Include the policy 
title, a brief description of the policy and indicate the stage of approval each has currently reached 
using the following key.

1

-̂nderstudy,i
i „ II

UbhC
■ II ill

,u,ibuuduuii, puuuy, approved, o^mp.eme.ueu5=implemented

II

Policy Title Policy Description Stage
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B.2. Regional Projects
Has your regional government (region, county, district, etc.) considered or undertaken any projects 
designed to implement intensification?

Q Yes Q No

If yes, please use the table below to specify such projects and indicate which stage of implementation 
each has currently reached. Include the project title, a brief description of the project and indicate the 
stage of implementation it has reached using the following key.

1=under study, 2=pub
Km,- Ctannof Imnlomontatinn

lie consultation, 3=draft plan, 4=approved, 5=implerrlented/built

Project Title Project Description Stage

CMHcrtsCHL 6



B.3. Other Levels of Government - Policies and Projects
Are there any policies or projects put in place by other levels of government that promote 
intensification in your jurisdiction?

Q Yes Q No Q Don’t know

If yes, please use the table below to specify such policies or projects and indicate which stage of 
implementation each has currently reached. For each item, give the title and a brief description. Use 
the following keys to indicate the level of government concerned and the stage of implementation 
reached for each policy or project.

■■■■■■■■I Key: Government wmmmmmmmmm ■1
M=Municipal (please specify), P=Provincial, ^Territorial F= Federal

illil

■1=under study, 2=public consuitation^-draft ^arf "-approved 3=implemented/bu
Illill

i„

Tide Description
Govern-

+ Stajment
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C. Constraints and Barriers to Intensification
In this section we focus on policies and other factors that serve as barriers to intensification. 
We are interested in hearing about policies at all levels of government, with both direct and 
indirect impacts on housing densities. Barriers may include minimum lot sizes, zoning regu
lations, open space requirements, development charges, building codes, property taxation or 
methods of infrastructure funding.

C.l. Policies
Are there any municipal, regional, provincial/territorial, or federal policies in place that discourage 
intensification in your jurisdiction?

Q Yes Q No Q Don’t Know

If yes, please use the table below to list such policies. Give the title and a brief description of the 
policy. Use the following keys to indicate the appropriate level of government and the significance of 
each policy in discouraging intensification._____________________________________________________

«!
/ill
■

iiii
icipai

llllilll

■*s
1
rovl

Ke^GOTemmen*

ffisssssre
m
or
m

m

II
1111111:
ounty
ral

dfctrirt

lliiil ili

11111

Iiii)

iiiiiiil
llllilll
judge, 1-ssssss.

i
ml

ilillll

iifieat significance

Title Description Govern
ment

Signific
ance
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C.2. Other Factors
Please state the significance of the following factors (arranged in alphabetical order here) as barriers 
to intensification in your jurisdiction. Use the key to choose the appropriate number and place it in 
the box provided beside each factor.

111 ill in Key: Significanee

0■ >jiie' i=.rSignificant, 2=ofmoderats significance, 3=o« great significance

| | Consumer preference for large lots and single family homes 
| | Development industry reluctance due to low rate of return on investment 
Q Lack of knowledge about successful projects 
| \ Lack of infrastructure and service capacity 
FI Lack of successful models
Q Lack of technical information (e.g., architectural, engineering, etc.)
D Public preference for private automobile over public transit 
| | Reluctance of financial institutions to lend money for small-scale developments 
Q Reluctance to change established subdivision building practices 
Q Resistance of existing residents to intensification initiatives
| | Other. Please specify:____________________________________________________________

□ --------------------------------------------------

D. Respondent's Views on Intensification
In this section, we solicit your views on intensification as a professional responsible for 
urban planning. For respondents in whose jurisdictions intensification is not an issue, 
please complete only this portion of the questionnaire.

D.l. Evaluating Intensification
What do you judge to be the advantages of intensification as a policy goal? Use the key to indicate 
the significance of each item in this respect.

III i III i
III

Key: Advantages mrnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

0=unsible tiiiiljud■
A _
li

not an advantag e, 2=a minor advantage, 3=a major advantage

| | Creates potential for affordable housing
FI Increases the liveability of urban places
H Preserves farmland
Q Reduces automobile dependence
Q Uses existing human services more efficiently
| | Uses existing transportation services more efficiently 
| | Uses existing infrastructure more efficiently 
D Uses land more efficiently
| | Other. Please specify:___________________________

□ ----------------------------
CMHcftsCHL 9



What do you judge to be the disadvantages of intensification as a policy goal? Use the key to indicate 
the significance of each item in this respect.

lllllliliIII II Koy niaarfvantflgoe ill
0=unat 'etoiud■111tacksadvantage, 2=a minor disad111age, 3= amajc)r disadvantage

| | Attracts undesirable residents to the neighbourhood 
FI Crowding of residential areas
| | Decline in public safety
Q Decline in value of residential properties 
I | Disappearance of green and open space
| j Disruption of community fabric
D Increased stress on environment
| \ Increased stress on infrastructure
| | Reduces the choice and affordability of housing 
| | Worsens traffic congestion
Q Other. Please specify:_________________________

□ ----------------------

Do you support intensification as a policy goal?

□ Yes □ No Q No position

Do you think intensification is achievable?

□ Yes □ No Q No position

E. Dealina with Public Concern
Has your jurisdiction developed strategies o: 
tion?

r guidelines to deal with public concerns over intensifica-

□ Yes □ No Q In progress

If yes, are these strategies or guidelines available in document form?

Q Yes Q No Q Will be available by__________________________

If so, please give the title of the document and the name of the department or office where it is avail
able.

CMHcrtsCHL 10



F. Additional Comments
Please use this page to add your comments about any of the questions raised in this survey. Comments 
on the design and content of the questionnaire are also welcome.
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G. Publications
Please use this page to list documents available from your regional government on the topic of inten
sification. Also list relevant documents you are aware of produced by other levels of government. 
Attach separate sheets if required.
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H. Respondent Information
Here is the respondent information we have on file. If this information is incorrect or incomplete, or if 
some one other than the addressee filled out the questionnaire, please make the necessary changes in 
the appropriate space below.

Name:

Position:

Department 

Address:___

Telephone: Fax:

CMHcftsCHL
Helping to 

house Canadians
Question habitation, 
comptez sur nous
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ENQUETE SUR LA DENSIFICATION RESIDENTIELLE

QUESTIONNAIRE POUR LES HAUTS FONCTIONNAIRES DES MUNICIPALITES 
REGIONALES (DE COMTE, DISTRICTS, ETC.)

il: DIRECTIVES
• (’e questionnaire s’adresse au\ hauls fonclionnaircs responsahles de 1’ amenagement dans 

votre municipalitc rcgionalc. Nous avons fail tous les efforts possibles afin d' identifier le 
nom el 1c depaitcment de la personne la mieu\ placec pour repondre a ee questionnaire. Si 
cette personne n'est pas la ic fonctiomiairc eadic le.sponsable de 1’amenagement dans votre 
municipalitc rcgionalc, veuillc/ s.v.p. vous assurer que ce questionnaire soil remis a la 
bonne personne. >xy#x:::x::vx:x.:x::%::::;x:::xy::x:::x:x;::::^

• Rcmplissc/ la carte de I’aecusc de reception et poslc/-la 1c plus tot possible.
• Complete/, cc questionnaire cn utihsant 1c cote blanc de la page si vous manque/,

• Vos rcponscs nous scraicnt plus utiles si cllcs nous parvenaienl a\ anl le 19 Jcvricr 
1993. Les rcponscs postccs apres le 12 mars nc scront pas incluscs avec les rcsultats

• Si la dcnsification rcsidcnticllc (comme del'inic dans la lellrc d’introduction) n’est pas 
tine question qui prdoccupe votre municipalitc rcgionalc, veuillc/. s.v.p. completer 
sculcment PIntroduction ct la section D de cc questionnaire.

• Si vous ctes dans Pimpossibililc dc remplir ce questionnaire pour quelquc raison que 
ce soft, veuillez s.v.p. nous retourner ce formulaire non complete

aussitot que possible.
• Mcrci dc votre cooperation! Les rcsultats nalionaux vous scront postes au cours dc 

Pdte 1993.

Ill Veuillez retourner ce questionnaire a: 
Enquete sur la dcnsification residentielle 

B.P. 188, Succursale“P*’ 
Toronto, Out. MSS 2S7

111

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN ENGLISH. 
PLEASE PHONE (416) 588-7498.
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Introduction
Par cette premiere question, nous cherchons a etablir si la densification residentielle a ete une preoccupation 
dans la zone delimitee par votre municipalite regionale.

Est-ce que la question de la der sification residentielle a ete (vous pouvez cocher plus d’un item):

□□□□

□□□□

discutee par les membres de votre conseil municipal?
discutee par les membres du personnel (ex.: urbanisme, sante publique)?
sujette a des audiences publiques par votre administration municipale?
suggeree par des professionnel(le)s de I’exterieur (ex.: des conseillers et des conseilleres de firmes 
privees d’urbanisme, des architectes)?
discutee par des groupes communautaires (ex.: des cultivateurs, des groupes environnementaux, des 
groupes de pression pour les logements abordables )? 
couverte par les medias? 
soulevee par les contribuables?
discutee par d’autres personnes? Veuillez specifier s.v.p.:_______________________________________

Si vous avez repondu oui d I’un des choix ci-haut, veuillez s.vp. continuer avec la section A. Si vous n’avez 
cache aucun des choix ci-dessus, veuillez s.v.p. aller directement a la section D de ce questionnaire.

A. La densification residentielle comme une question qui preoccupe votre municipalite
Cette section est congue de fagon a identifier les differents facteurs qui contribuent a faire de la densification 
une question qui preoccupe votre municipalite. Nous vous demandons de considerer premierement les facteurs 
sociaux, economiques et environnementaux qui sont importants d cet egard. Deuxiemement, on vous de- 
mande d’evaluer quel rote les groupes locaux d’interet et les gouvernements municipaux ont joue pour 
mettre la question de la densification residentielle sur Vagenda de votre municipalite et, troisiemement, quel a 
ete te rdle des paliers superieurs de gouvernement.

A.l. Facteurs sociaux, economique et environnementaux
Comment classeriez-vous 1’ influence des facteurs suivants (organises ici par ordre alphabetique) a porter la 
question de la densification residentielle a F attention de votre municipalite? En vous guidant sur la legende ci- 
dessous, veuillez s.v.p. choisir un numero (de 0 a 3) et le placer dans la boite a gauche de chaque facteur.

Q Changements economiques (ex.: developpement du secteur tertiaire)
Q Disparition des terres agricoles 
Q Choix et abordabilite de logement 
Q Congestion due a la circulation 
| | Conservation de Fenergie
| j Preoccupations environnementales (ex.: pollution de F air et de F eau, elimination de dechets) 
Q Preoccupations monetaires (efficacite a donner les services)
Q Pressions demographiques (ex.: croissance de la population)
| | Questions de transport et d’ energie
Q Autres. Veuillez s.v.p. specifier:______________________________________________________

□ ---------------------------------------------
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A.2. Groupes locaux d’interets et gouvernements municipaux 

Position
Veuillez s.v.p. indiquer la position “pour” ou “contre” la densification residentielle parmi les groupes suivants 
dans la zone delimitee par votre municipalite regionale (organises ici par ordre alphabetique). Utilisez la 
legende pour choisir le numero qui represente le mieux la position du groupe et placez ce numero dans la 
boite & gauche de chacun des groupes.

Q Associations locales de gens d’ affaires 
Q Conseil municipaux (specifier) ______

Q Conseillers et conseilleres regionaux 
Q Contribuables
Q Groupes environnementaux (ex.: groupes de conservation de la nature)
Q Groupes de pression pour les logements a prix abordable 
Q Institutions financieres (ex.: banques, compagnies d’assurance)
Q Personnel municipal (ex.: urbanisme, fonctionnaires de la sante publique)
Q Promoteurs
Q Autres. Veuillez specifier s.v.p.:_____________________________________________________________

□ ---------------------------------------------------

Influence
Comment classeriez-vous 1’influence des groupes suivants (organises ici par ordre alphabetique) a porter la 
question de la densification a 1’attention de votre municipalite regionale? Utilisez la legende pour choisir le 
degre d’ influence approprie et placez le numero correspondant dans la boite prevu a gauche du groupe.

Q Associations locales de gens d’ affaires 
Q Conseil municipaux (specifier) ______

Q Conseillers et conseilleres regionaux 
Q Contribuables
Q Groupes environnementaux (ex.: groupes de conservation de la nature) 
Q Groupes de pression pour les logements a prix abordable 
Q Institutions financieres (ex.: banques, compagnies d’assurance)
Q Personnel municipal (ex.: urbanisme, fonctionnaires de la sante publique) 
Q Promoteurs
Q Autres. Veuillez specifier s.v.p.:_____________________________________

□ ------------------------------
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A. 3. Paliers superieurs de gouvernement- Position et influence
Veuillez s.v.p. indiquer la position “pour” on “centre” la densification que vous avez rencontree parmi les /r 
departements et les agences de palier superieur de gouvernement ainsi que leur influence a porter cette ques-; 
tion a 1’ attention de votre municipality regionale. Les paliers superieurs de gouvernement incluent les gouver- 
nements provincial ou territorial et federal. Donnez la liste des departements et des agences et utilisez les 
legendes ci-dessous pour indiquer le niveau de gouvernement, la position pour ou contre la densification, et 
1’ influence de ceux-ci a amener la densification a 1’ attention de votre municipality regionale.

i Legende: Gouvernement
11

111111iiiilii p=fProvincial, T=Territor1al, F=Fed6rai

llplp!.port marque
111111

o
jparte

---------- ----—-,*■

W.m llllli SWSiSHiSSSiSSiS Legende: Influence
■ ^incapable de luger liiiliii" d'influence’ moderee, 3=de grande influence

Nom du departement ou de 1'agence Gouveme-
ment Position Influence
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i oui, veuillez s.v.p. utiliser la tab 
onsiderees par votre municipalite 
t indiquez le stade d’ approbation

tion
de de donner de Vinformation au sujet des politiques et projeti 
ix etfederaux qui encouragent la densification residentielle. L 
reglements, les codes du b&timent, les directives et autres eno 

xemples de politiques qui peuvent etre appropriees pour cette 
sur le logement, les exigences minimum pour la densite, les re 

les directives d’amenagement du territoire qui supportent Vu 
s pour les logements a prix abordable ou les politiques d’impo 
aux innovatifs de lotissement, de nouvelles villes, le developpei 
a conversion, etc.

onale a considere ou adopte des politiques en vue de promouv

Q Oui Q Non

le ci-dessous afin de specifier quelles politiques ont ete adopte 
regionale. Donnez le nom de la politique, une breve descriptit 
que chacune a refu jusqu’ a maintenant en utilisant la legende s

,es politiqm 
nces de 
etude
strictions s 
tilisation d 
sition. Les 
Tient urbaii

oir la

es ou
an de celle- 
uivante.

3S

ir
u

i

ci

Lenende* Stade d’annrnhatinn...  _1=en coups d etude, 2=consultcton du public, 3=ebauche de politique, ^appiouvfe, 5=mbe etn oeuvre 1
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B.2. Projets regionaux
Est-ce que votre municipalite a considere ou entrepris des projets particuliers pour mettre en oeuvre la >
densification residentielle?

Q Oui Q Non

Si oui, veuillez s.v.p. utiliser la table ci-dessous afin de specifier quels sont ces projets et indiquez le stade de 
mise en oeuvre que chacun de ceux-ci a atteintjusqu’a maintenant. Donnez le nom du projet, une breve 
description de celui-ci et indiquez le stade de mise en oeuvre que celui-ci a atteint en utilisant la legende 
suivante.

llllill
4
waasssBa-...

■

Nom du projet Description du projet Stade
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B.3. Autres paliers de gouvernement-Politiques et projets
Dans la zone delimitee par votre municipalite regionale, existe-t-il des politiques et des projets mis en place 
par d’ autres paliers de gouvemements qui encouragent la densification residentielle?

Q Oui Q Non Q Ne sais pas

Si oui, veuillez s.v.p. utiliser la table ci-dessous afin de specifier quelles politiques ou quels projets et 
indiquez quel stade de mise en oeuvre chacun a atteint jusqu’a maintenant. Pour chaque item, donnez le nom 
ainsi qu’une breve description de la politique ou du projet. Utilisez les legendes suivantes afin d’indiquer le 
niveau approprie de gouvernement et le stade de mise en oeuvre atteint pour chaque politique ou projet.

11■&<< 1
ixlx':::!:-
1111 111 III LegeI

_
e: Gouverr•ement III •.v.v.*.'.Ill 11111; 11111:1

1®
ii 1■ vXlXv::ix:::::iia

M=l\/I.loipall1 loo,11 :veu,llez sp62lfler s.v.p.), .3“Provir1011T=Temt(Dnal F
’
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ill

Ill1111

.-.Ji
...MM..
■f_
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mm.8

■
ssssss*?

Legende: Stade de mise en oeuvre
d'eti ■ " - - 'i-i - - ■ . .. Ill

iiillll

11111111 ill111ill
ill 111
llllll

Nom Description
Gouveme-

ment
Stade
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C. Obstacles aui se oosent a la densification
Dans cette section, nous portons notre attention sur les politiques et les autres facteurs qui constituent des 
obstacles d la densification. Nous sommes interesses a obtenir de Vinformation au sujet des politiques de 
tous les niveaux de gouvernement, qui ont un impact soit direct, soit indirect sur les densites de logement. Les 
obstacles peuvent inclure les grandeurs minimums pour les terrains, les reglements de zonage, les 
reglements concernant les espcces libres, les redevances relatives a Vamenagernent de bien-fonds, les codes 
du bdtiment, les impots fanciers ou les methodes de financement pour les infrastructures.

C.l. Tous les niveaux de gouvernement - Politiques
Existe-t-il des politiques municipales, regionales, provinciales/territoriales ou federates en place qui 
decouragent la densification dans votre municipality regionale?

| Oui Q Non Q Ne sais pas

Si oui, veuillez s.v.p. utiliser la table ci-dessous pour donner la liste de telles politiques. Donnez le nom de la 
politique ainsi qu’ une breve description de celle-ci. Utilisez les legendes suivantes pour indiquer le niveau 
approprie de gouvernement et 1’importance que chacune des politiques a pour decourager la densification.

Legende: Gouvernement
M=Municipal, A=Administration municipale de 

P=Provincial, T=Territorial, F=Fed
paliersuperieur,
eral

Legende: Importance
0=incapable de juger, 1=d’importance moderee, 2= de grande importance

Nom Description
Gouveme-

ment
Impor

tance
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C.2. Autres facteurs
Veuillez s.v.p. evaluer dans quelle mesure les facteurs suivants (organises par ordre alphabetique) ont 
represente des obstacles significatifs a la densification dans la zone delimitee par votre municipality 
regionale. Utilisez la legende pour choisir le numero approprie et placez-le dans 1’ espace prevu a cette fin.

Q Dependance envers 1’ automobile
| \ L’ Industrie de la construction trouve que les profits realises avec des developpements a densite plus

elevee apportent de maigres profits 
| | Manque de connaissances au sujet des projets ayant reussi 
Q Manque de connaissances techniques (architecture, genie)
| \ Manque de dispositions favorables de la part de 1’ Industrie de la construction a changer ses politiques 

etablies pour le lotissement
Q Manque de modeles ayant fait leurs preuves dans ce domaine
| | Manque de dispositions favorables de la part des institutions financieres a preter de 1’ argent pour des 

developpements a petite echelle
| | Manque d’infrastructures et de services (education, sante, etc.)
Q Preferences des consommateurs pour les grands terrains et les maisons unifamiliales 
| | Preference du public pour 1’ automobile au lieu du transport en commun 
Q Resistance de la part des resident(e)s existant(e)s aux initiatives de densification 
| | Autres. Veuillez specifier s.v.p.:_______________________________________________________________

□ -----------------------------------------------------

D. Opinions des repondant(e)s envers la densification
Dans cette section, nous vous demandons vos perceptions sur la densification du point de vue d’un(e) 
professionnel(le) implique(e) dans I’amenagement urbain. Pour les repondants et les repondantes pous qui la 
densification n’est pas unepreoccupation dans leur municipalite regionale, veuillez s.v.p. completer 
seulement cette partie du questionnaire.

Parmi les facteurs suivants, lesquels jugez-vous etre des avantages crees par une politique de densification? 
Utilisez la legende pour indiquer rimportance de chacun des items a encourager la densification residentielle.

| | Accroissement de la qualite de vie dans les milieux urbaines 
FI Creation de possibilites pour les logements a prix abordable 
Q Preservation des terres agricoles 
D Reduction de la dependance envers 1’ automobile 
| | Utilisation plus efficace des infrastructures
H Utilisation plus efficace de services existants (education, sante, etc.) pour les humains 
| | Utilisation plus efficace des services de transport existants
| | Utilisation plus efficace du territoire
[~1 Autres. Veuillez specifier s.v.p.:_______________________________________________
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Quels desavantages voyez-vous a une politique qui fait de la densification un objectif a atteindre? En utilisant 
la legende suivante, veuillez s.v.p. donner un ordre de priorite a chacun des items suivants qui apparaissent ici 
en ordre alphabetique.

| | Attraction de residents et des residentes indesirables pour le quartier 
FI Augmentation du stress sur 1’ environnement 
| | Augmentation du stress sur les infrastructures 
| | Declin de la securite publique 
H Declin de la valeur des proprietes residentielles 
D Disparition des espaces libres et des espaces verts 
| | Empire la congestion due a la circulation automobile 
| | Perturbation du tissu urbain de la collectivite 
H Reduction de la disponibilite et de 1’abordabilite des logements 
| | Surpeuplement des aires residentielles 
H Autres. Veuillez specifier s.v.p.

Est-ce que vous appuyez une politique ayant la densification residentielle comme objectif?

Q Oui Q Non Q Pas de position

Croyez-vous que la densification soit un objectif atteignable?

Q Oui Q Non Q Pas de position

E. Preoccupation du public envers la densification
Est-ce que votre municipalite regionale a developpe des strategies ou des directives pour rencontrer les 
preoccupations du public au sujet de la densification?

| | Oui Q Non Q En cours

Si oui, est-ce que ces strategies ou ces directives sont disponibles sous une forme ecrite?

| | Oui Q Non Q Sera disponible vers______________________________

Si oui, veuillez s.v.p. donner le litre de ce document ainsi que le nom du departement ou du bureau ou celui-ci 
est actuellement disponible.

CMHCrtsCHL 10



F. Commentaires additionnels
Veuillez s.v.p. utiliser cette page pour ajouter tout commentaire au sujet de n’importe laquelle des questions 
qui out ete soulevees au cours de cette enquete. Vos commentaires sur la conception ainsi que sur le contenu 
de ce questionnaire sont egalement les bienvenus.
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G. Publications
Veuillez s.v.p. utiliser cette page pour donner la liste des documents disponibles soit de votre municipalite 
regionale, soit d'autres paliers de gouvemement sur le sujet de la densification residentielle. Vous pouvez 
joindre des pages supplementaires si necessaire.
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H. Information sur le/la repondantfe)
Void T information que nous avons sur votre organisation dans nos filieres. Si cette information est incorrecte 
ou incomplete, on si une personne autre que celle indiquee ici a repondu it ce questionnaire, veuillez s.v.p. 
faire les changements necessaires aux espaces prevus a cette fin.

Nom:

Fonction:

Departement:

Adresse:

Telephone:____________________ Telecopieur:

CMHC ft SCHL
Helping to Question habitation,

house Canadians comptez sur nous
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CMHcrtsCHL
Helping to Question habitation,

house Canadians comptez sur nous

ENQUETE SUR LA DENSIFICATION RESIDENTIELLE

QUESTIONNAIRE POUR LES HAUTS FONCTIONNAIRES MUNICIPAUX DES
MUNI CIP ALITES LOCALES 

(SUBDIVISIONS DE RECENSEMENT)

siiiiis DIRECTIVES
• Ce questionnaire s’adresse aux hauls i'onctionnaires responsahles de I'amenagement dans 

votre municipalite. Nous avons fait tous les efforts possibles afm d’ identifier le nom et le 
dgpartement de la personae la mieux placec pour repondre h ce questionnaire. Si cette per- 
sonne n’est pas la/le fonctionnaire cadre responsable de ramenagement dans votre municipa
lite, veuillez s.v.p. vous assurer que ce questionnaire soil remis a la bonne personne.

• Remplissez la carte de I’accusc dc reception ct postc/-la le plus tot possible.
• Complete/ ce questionnaire cn utilisant le cote blane dc la page si vous manque/, 
d’espace.

• Vos reponses nous seraient plus utiles si elles nous parvenaient avant le 19 fevrier 
1993. Les reponses postccs apr&s le 12 mars ne seront pas incluses avec les resultats 
nationaux.

• Si la densification residentielle (comme definie dans la lettre d’introduction) n’est pas 
une question qui preoccupe votre municipalite, veuillez s.v.p. completer seulement 
rintroduction ct la section D dc ce questionnaire.

• Si vous clcs dans rimpossibihtc dc remplir ce questionnaire pourquclquc raison que 
ce soil, veuillez s.v.p. nous rctourncr cc formulairc non complete

aussilbt que possible.
• Mcrei dc votre cooperation! Les resultats nationaux vous seront posies au cours dc 

I’etc 1993.

ill Veuillez retourner ce questionnaire a: 
Enquete sur la densification residentielle 

B.P. 188, Succursale“PM 
Toronto, Ont. M5S 2S7

iiill III

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS ALSO AVAILABLE INENGUSH. 
PLEASE PHONE (416) 588-7498.
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