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The construction of the transcontinental railroad is considered to
have been the most significant event that has shaped the history of Canada.
Land use patterns, the distribution of settlements, aﬁd the development of
certain industrial towns have their antecedents rooted in railway development.
However, today the pioneering spirit of the railroad is a thing of the past ‘
and its importance as a carr;er of goods and persons has been overtaken by
the airplane, automobile, and truck. The abandonment of certain réilway
tracks (especially in the Prairies) and the drastic reduction in the number
of passengers using trains Sver the last few years reflect a changing trend
in Canadian transportation activities. The owﬁership of a caf, which today is
regarded as a necessity and not a luxury has changed the life styles of
Canadiaﬁs. They are now far more mobile than their forebearers and employ
their cars for a wide variety of uses.

For the less fortunate who do not own cars, their major means of
transportation is by public motor bus. The iast few years have. witnessed an

unprecedented growth of public bus services in Canada. Commuters no longer

~use this service just for the purpose of travelling great distances. The

rescheduling of many routes and the addition of a larger number of inter-
mittent stops on established routes has permitted the traveler to use public
bus systems for a greater variety of functions, The commuter now takes the

bus to work, to shop, and for recreational pleasure.

Air travel is also gaining importance as a travel mode in Cana&a. The
construction of new air fields and airport marinas in many.parfSIOf Northern
Canada has afforded all-year-round accessibility to many Northern settlements.
Recreation and sporting activities have experienced significant increases due
to the consfruction of these airport facilities as well as a marked expansion

in private commercial flying corporations.
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To discuss the transportation systeﬁ of any large region, such as
the Prairies or the province of Québec, would in%olve an enormous taék. Each
travel mode would havé to be analysed in terms of traffic flows, origin and
destination characteristics, the frequency of use, trip services, cost-
benefit analyses, change in travel modes aﬁd detailed énalyseé of those factors
attributed to these changes. Comments on only one of these asPeCts would
in fact entail an extensive amount of research. Because of the. shortage of
time, coupled with the‘fact that the members of the team openly admit a lack
of expertise in the transportation field, priorities had to be established.
The decisions finally reached, comprised‘the.investigation‘of two'genéral
areas. These were;‘l. public transportation services, and 2. acceptability

characteristics.

Method of Approach

An extensive analysis of public transportation services woula include
an examination of the three modes - rdad, rail, and air. Because the present
report is primarily concerned with social and.economic characteristics of the
local inhabitants of certain centres, an ekaminatibn of rail aﬁd air travel
was considered unimportant. This attitude waé.based upon two factors. First,
concerning the movement of people, bus service represents by.far the most

A : 1 ‘
important carrier in terms of total passengers. In addition, bus services.
were used far more frequently than rail or air for everyday functions such
as shopping, work, and recreation. It is fully acknowledged fhat commuter
trains today play an important role in the movement of people for lafger
centres in the Prairie provinces ana the province of Québec. Passenger counts
could therefore serve as a useful indicator in the journey-to-work paftern.

Unfortunately, passenger counts have only been provided by the C.P.R. and even

then, these figures were collected on random surveys for certain routes.

1. According to the-Ministry of Transport, 60 percent of total trips are
generated by persons using bus service. (Tdtal trips refer to public modes)
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Second, when the movements of goods are considered, rail transport was.

initially regarded to represent an important mode. Because the two major

railway companies were reluctant to divulge -information on the volume of goods

shipped, it was decided that annual frgight schedules woﬁld ser&e'as a useful
indicator of shipment activify. The assumﬁtion was thét if the schedules of
goods sefvices to a particﬁlar centre increasea-substantiélly oyer‘fhe last
few years.the commercial and/or industrial activities of that area would
reflect similar rates of grdwtﬁ. ConvePSely, those communities in which
services declined markedly would represent centfes whose economic activity
was also deciining.  It was argued that increases in output of induétfial‘and
commercial products would warrant siﬁilar ihcféases ip transportation~f§cili;

ties to move these goods.

After speaking with officials of the. C.P.R. and C.N.R., it‘ﬁa$‘advised

that, in light of the=preéenfirail pblicy2, scﬁedules in no way reflect the
intensity of shipment of goods. Rather thaﬁ include a map.il;ustrafing the
rail network of the Praifies and the provinée,of-Québec in relation to
selected centres as the only available information on failway franspdrtafion,
it was decided to excludeé the rail component.

' Trucking éervices-represent the other important carrier of goods.
Because of the competitive element, truckingi companies were not Willing‘ to
release information on either trucking routes, or fhe nature, volume, ana'
value éf goods shipped. The only information available involved the number
of trucking companies iocated in each centré. \An inventory of éompaﬁies would
serve little purpose in this report, and it was therefore dedided to exclude
these funcfions. For infprmation on:the number of'truckipg companies;located
in the selective centres the reéder may refér‘to.the Trucking:Directory found
in the bibliography.

Bus service was the oniy sector in the pubiic traﬁsportatibn field
tha% provided sufficient information for a general analysisf> Bus services
therefore have been included as one component in the publig tran3p§rtation

sector. The purpose of including public bus systems was simply to determine -

2, The system of "Block" loading and "Demand" services are two important trans-
portation systems that are widely practiced in the Pralrles. Records of these

activities are not available for public use.

|

l

. . N - 1
o L



517

the levelvaf service offered to each centre. It was argued fhat the
inhabitants of a cgntré‘serviced by a frequent aﬁd efficient bﬁs system woula
enjoy a higher level of access to othef centres than one in which the service
was low. In addition to‘providing a high degree of access to édjacent centres,
an efficient bus serviée would also afford theisurrounding areas greater
mobility to the centre in question. The residents of a centre5therefore,‘in~
which for example 10 Buses arrive (and depért) daily, would be brovided a

far greater degree of éccess than oneiin~which.tﬁere‘wasvénly one affival (or
departure). Becausé bassenger counts were not'availéble,'bus schédules were
used as the.basic source of information. 'Factors affgéting the propensity.
to travel were not included in this section. . The question posed Qas not why
do pedple use buses, bﬁt rather éhéi type of bus facilities exist?

Schgdules of 26 different bus cbmpanies were investigated. Sixteen of
these operated in the Prairies, while the reméining tén,héd routes in- the
province of Québeg. Schedules for overiQOO individual routes serving the
cenlres in the two regions were recordedi The total number of official stops
per week were theﬁ totalled for each centre. -In order'to_determine'which:urban
centres were either "under".served‘or "over' ;erved in termé of frequency of
stops, frequency of seryice was plotted against city'siée. ‘Those centres
ha&ing a random distribution with reépect to fhe general trend wepe‘considered :
"atypical™. The purpose 6f identifying the_atypical centres is to show which.'
urban areas are serviced byia high (or‘low) level of Bus tranéportation. An
examination of causal relationships\(such as travel substitution by other modes)

lies outside the scope of this study.

Whereas‘the previous section disqussed‘accessibility ih terms?of bus
transport, the present section deals with accessibility charactéristics of the
existing highway structufe itself. The contention put forward was that a
coﬁmuniiy séfved by a large number of‘highwéys and expressways would be affofded

a higher level of accessibility (both to and from the centre) than one which

7
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was located on only a secondafy road. Whether or not the local inhabitants
have either fhe desire or financial capability to make use of the exiSting'
facilities is of no concern in_this project. The capacity of the facilities
is the central issue.

For the pﬁrpose of this report, éapacity is defined as "the maximum
number of vehicles per hour without ‘the traffic condensity being éo'great
as to cause unreasonable délay; hazard or resfrictions)to tﬁe drivér's frée?
dom to-manou?re under the prevailing road and traffic-conditions."3  Design
geometrics afe the major factors whicb affect road capacities, and of these
width and surface type are the two most important characteristiqs.‘ Bésed
upon several complex formulae,Athe Highway Capacity Manuél‘furnisﬁes capécity
values for certain road types. Modifiéatioﬁ; 6f fhese values have been
assigned to the highway system'in‘the Prairies and the proviﬁce df Québeci

These are as follows: -

Road Type -~ No. of Lanes Capacity Value

Vehicles/hour
Dual Carriageway -6 4500 9
Divided Highway 4 3500 7
Paved primary 2 1500 3
Paved secondary 2 900 2
Gravel ‘ 2 . 500 1

To -construct a road’capacity mép; the followiﬁg stages were ;ombiefed.
First, the two major regions’wefe divided into a grid cpmpriSed qf individual
cells‘measuring 10 miles square. For the Ppairies'over 2,500 céllstwere
constructed while for the province of Québec, fhe number was 2,300. Second,
for each cell, the length of each type of road’was measqred and fhisAlength
in turn was translatea into a capacity value., For example, a 10-mile section
of paved highway would Ee,assigned a value of 3 wﬁile for a siﬁilaf:seétion of -

a gravel road, the value would be 1. Third, values for the individual road .

3. Traffic Engineering Practice, pp.89
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type were summated and entered in each cell. Fourth, isopleth lines were

+ then constructed from the values.

Result and Analysis

- PRAIRIES

1. Bus Services

The schedules of the following bus,lines*wefe eXamihéd;f—~

Beacon Bus Lines, Ltd. Greyhound Lines West

Cardinal Coach Lines, Ltd. Leader-Climax Bus Lines, Ltd.
Coachways System ’ Manitoba Motor Transit, Ltd.
Crossland Coachways . Moose Mountain Lines’

Grey Goose Bus Lines, Ltd. Safe T Wdys Motor Coach Line
Greyhound Lines of Canada Saskatchewan Transportatiqn‘Co}

MapV.l is based-uponAthe route schedules provided by bus:companies:
listed above. Several features ar%se'from this ﬁaﬁ. ‘First, the immédiafe
area sufrounding Winnipég and the Edmonton—CalgéryAaxis stands‘oﬁt aé the two
prominent areas having fhe highést level of service., Such a'phenpmenon-would
be expected since 5oth the areas coﬁtaiﬁ‘the greatest population‘éonceﬁtrétiops :
in the Prairies. Second, the major bus rqutes Puﬁ in é north—west‘to'south—
east divection and provide relatively little north - soﬁfh acqess.A Third,
bus seérvices to northern settlements arerfér~less freduent than to urban areas
located in the equally sparsely populated centrél plainS;,‘This is especially
true for Northern Manitoba but‘less'so fbf Nortﬁerﬁ Alberta. |

A digcussion of bus services in themse1Vés‘will nét neéeSSarily reveal
any profound phenomena about the public transportation of the Prairies. Buses,
obviously, have to follow thé existing circulation-system,:aﬁa'thérefore ;ﬁe :
would expect to find a distingtive npfthwest ~ southeast trend.- Simiiarly;
large urban areas will demand a gréater‘levei of service\fob‘the movement of
their people than small towns. One would‘agaih, theréfore, expect to find

more frequent bus services being provided to Edmonton,‘Calgafy and Winnipeg
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thaﬁ to small centres. The major issue that arises is to ﬁhat’extent do bus
services actually differ bétween settlements of similar size. To determine

if any trend arises between size and-ser&icé, values of bus frequency were

plotted against settlement size. Table VI.1l outlines these valueé and

Graph 1 shows the distribution of points.

Severallobservations can be made about Graph VI.1. First, for citles
less than 10,000 persqns'nb trend is.seen to ekist between seryice’and size.
(This is evident from the random dispefsion of points below the 10,000
population marks.j Sedond,_for citigs‘gréater than l0,000,.a diséernable
relationship arises. As pépulation increase§ aﬁove thisythreshold, bus
service also increases. Beééuse the points are plofted on semi-logarithmic
graph pager, the relétionship between the two va;iabléS‘can be stated as
follows: - As population increases at a constant rate the ppovision of bus
service increases at é decreasing rate. When a narrow band is drawn bi-
sected by the centre line, more centres are found to fall above thap below
it. These centres therefore falling above caﬁ be coﬁsidered as enjoying a
relatively higher level of service than the average while those below can
be ciassed as underprovided, with respect to the provision of bus services.

The following classes can bé constructed ffom Graph VI.1 and the

values contained in the last coiumn of Téble VI.1.

‘

Centre Level of Bus Service

Neepawa\

Canora

Rosetown _ .
Fort Macleod Very high
Innisfail

Lacombe

Leduc

Dauphin

Portage la Prairie

Swan River ‘

Melville

Brooks '

Claresholm o High
‘Edson ’
Hinton

Pincher Creek

Ponoka
Westlock

Flin Flon

Thompson Low
Prince Albert -

Fort McMurray
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GRAPH VI.1

Graph showing the relationship between Population
and Frequency of Bus Service for Prairie Centres:
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One further factor thgt shoulé be considered when assessing the
level of public transportafion service is tHé configuratidn of routes serv%ng
a particular centre. If a centre is locatea along a major artery linking
two larger centres, it will benefif»directly from the bus serviée that hés
been established between them. In this situation, the local inhabitants of
the intervening centre benefit the most, for it is more likely thaf persons
will travel from the smaller centre to larger metropolitan areas for shopping
and work. functions.rather than the other way around. In general therefore,
bus routes serving small centres situated along lineal routes will be used
more extensively by people travelling from the cehtfe than by*rﬁral residents
commuting to the centre. On the other hand, é centre situated at a major
road. junction would experiencé a different'ér even reverse situation. For
examplg, the configuration of bus routes converging upon the town of Rosetown
would provide the surrounding.settlements a highef‘degrée 5f access to it
than the lineal route system serving the rural residents of thévtown Biggar.
In 1970, both these centrés contained approximately the same ndﬁber of pe?sons,
while the weekly number of buses serving them varied by a factor of 1 to 4
in favor of Rosetown. -

Keeping in mind the effect that configﬁrations of bus foutes have
upon the accessibility of centres, the following comments can be made in
regards to the_classificati;n of bus sérvice levels outlined on the ppevious
page; -

1. Those centres having a very high'or high level of service in relation
to their size attributable to the éonfluence of major bus routes include

the following: -

Manitoba Saskatchewan  Alberta
Dauphin : Canora Fort MacLeod
Neepawa Yorkton : Pincher Creek

Swan River Westlock
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2. Centres having a very high or»high level of service in relation to
size and which can be attributed to the.fact that they are located

between two major urban éreas, included the following: - -

Manitoba o Saskatchewan _ ‘Alberta

Portage la Prairie Melville ' , Brooks

‘ "Claresholm -
Imisfail .
Lacombe =
Leduc
Ponoka

3. Centres having a low level of service in relation to size and which .
can be attributed to the fact that they are terminal stations on bus -

routes include‘the following:~

Manitoba . A Saskatchewan - Alberta:
Flin Flon ' Meadow Lake ‘ Fort McMurray

Thompson | o : ‘ : \

Accessibility characteristics are fepresented by Map VI.2 which
outlineé the highway capacity of the existipg circulation system of the
Prairies. Because‘pf the‘complexity of this map, it would be vefy.éifficult
to include specificléomments on each centre..‘furthermore, fhe,néture of‘the
information is preéented in such a manner tﬁét it does not lendfitself to
making a sigpificant numbepAof generalitiéé. ‘As a resulf; énly three general
observations can be made. fFirst, the EdmontonfCaigary axisVstanas out as
having the highest concentration of road‘cabacify. This of course is attri-
butable to.the presence of tﬁé four;laneifreeway joining the ‘two cities.
Second, other éreas displaying>high'coﬁcentrations are also'fgund around the
remaining metropolitan areas in the Prairies. Winnipeg, Regipa, and Saskatbon,

and to a lesser extent, Lethbridge; are centres located in arveas of high road

capacities. Third, in terms of provincial comparisons, the amount of land
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serviced by all forms of roads is far smaller in Manitoba than it is for the

remaining two provinces,

. QUEBEC

1. Bus Serv1ces

- — —— — — — vaam

The schedules of the following bus companies were examined for the

province of Québec:

Aytobus A. Drolet, Ltd. . Pontiac Bus Lines

Autobus Dupont, Ltd. ‘ . Québec Central Transportation Co.
Autobus  Fournier, Ltd. S.M.T. (Bastern) Ltd.

Autobus Laramée Coach Lines,Ltd. - Voyageur Abitibi Inc.

Carriére and Frére, Ltd. Voyageur Colonial, Ltd.

Eastern Greyhéund Lines Voyageur Provineial Inc.

Map VI3 outlines the frequency of weekly bus routés sefving the
selected centres in the province of Québec, Three generai observations can
be drawn from this map.. First, the Montréal-Québec axié stands out as haviﬁg
the greatest concentration of bus routes in the entire province. In fact,
when including all bus routes running between Montréal and Québec, the number
of buses commuting between these twé cities accounts for ovér»éo% of the total
bus trips made in the entire province.l Second, the city of Montréal and its
immediate environs exﬁérience by far the greatesf level of bus service. ’Béing
the largest city in Canada, one would indeed éxpect'Montréal to obtain the
highest level of bus service. Québec City received the second highest level,
and because of its size in relation to the remaining centrés, it is not
surprising that it also is serviced by a substantially large number of bus
routes. Third, the Gaspé region and the northern extremities of the Clay Belt

are provided the lowest level of service. Even though these regions are the

1. Of the 1044 buses departing weekly from.all Quebec centres, 314 trips were
made between Montréal and Québec.
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most sparsely populated areas belng serVed by pgblic tfanspoffation systems,
they ﬁevértheless received a relativelylow sé?vice in relation to their
prulatioﬁ densities,

In pursuing the same procedﬁre used to analyse the ﬁus service of
the Prairies, 1gv§1 of gépviée was.exaﬁined in terms Qf>§6puiatiqn size for
centrés located in the éioviﬁcé.éf QUébéé-

Graph‘VI;Z illustrates the félationship bétwé@n'frequéncy of bus
trips and size of Q@nfﬁé."Uniige Graph VI.1, only a general freﬁd"gaﬁ>be

majority of péinté, one could
. .

identifiéd,\ By.drawiﬁg a béndkencompassing the
conclude that as pgﬁgl@fi@n gigénincreasgsvgt‘a constant;raté,.the~provision'
of.bus servicés increaéés_atfé-decreasiﬁg rate. (One éhquld recili that a
stfaight iine ﬁrawn on semi—iogarithmie paper indicatgs‘a decréaéiﬁg trend.)
The valdes.aqntained in the last column of Téﬁ;e VI.2 in‘coﬁjuﬁctién.Witﬁ
informafion'prOQidéd by Graph Vi.2,,can'befused to construct fhé.f§lloﬁing

classes of bus services: - -

Centre : Level of Bus Servicé

Beauharnois

Malartic o : o :
Ste-Agathe-des-Monts o Very High
Ste-Thérése-de~Blainville S
Terrebonne

Bécancour
Montmagny

" Mont-Joli _
Rividre-du-Loup -

Baie-Comeau
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Grand ' Mére
Hauterive
Iberville -

- Jonquiére
Magog

.. Shawinigan

Low .

" Referring back to a point made previously concerning the configur-
ation of bus. routes, many centres seem to have either high or low service

values because'of;their‘location on these routes. Those centres therefore
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having either a very high or high level of service in relation to their popula-
tion size, which may be attributed to the confluence of major bus routes,include

the following: -

Baie-Comeau, Chibougamau, Gatineau; Hauterive, Magog.

'Map VI.k-outlipes road capacity valﬁes for centres located in the
province of Québec. As with the discussion of Map VI.2, the‘extremely_cgmplex
nature. of this map does not make it feasible to discuss ever& item covered.
Consequently only generalities can be highlighted. The most prohounced feature
that:stands out is the overwhelming concentration of road capacities in the
St. Lawrence Lowlands. Within this area, Monfféal and Québec appear as fhe two
focal points. A second observation is the noticeable dearth of highWays (and
thus the absence of high éapacities) in'areas immediately north of the Montréal-
Québec axis. In fact, within 40-50 miles to_the north of this axis road,
capacities are less that 100 vehicles/hour. Even though a general road map of
this area might reveal the pfesence of many rﬁrai.roads, their overall capacities
are nonetheless extremely low.

The Gaspé region is another area of Québec having very low. road

. ‘ \
capacities iq spite of the fact that parts of this area contain a modefately
dense network of country roadé. Realizing that multi-lane frgeways (such as
those entering Montréal) have capacities of.ﬁearly ten times those of gravel
roads, it is not surprising.that one fiﬂds many areas of low accessibility in
the Gaspé region.

The low capacity values in the Lac St-Jean area, is a third feature
shown in Map Vi 4. Considering that over 150,000 persons live in this region,
one would have expected to find a highef level of road capacities servicing the
St~Jean region. ?his lack of accessibility‘beéomes even more apparent when one
sees that the capacities surrounding Trois Rivieres and environs which contain

1

approximately half the population of St-Jean region, is far higher.

L

A final observation that can be made from Map VI. is the ribbon-like
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structure that is found in the upper portions of the map. These structures
represent major highways leading to northern settlements. Access therefore
to the settlements is confined to major arterials running in a north-south

direction.

Concluding Remarks

Before one can implement a transportation policy, the first step
that has to be taken should involve what ig known as.the "fact-finding process™.
Information covering a wide variety of activities has to be collected. Data
on both the existing circulation system as well as the people using this
system has to be‘;hal§sed. This part of the report has only considered the
former component and has focused specifically on only one aspect of the public
transportation system and one feature of accessibility. Bus services were
selected as the only component of public transportation. Lack of even the most
fundamental information precluded an examination of otper public modes.

The overall conclusiop drawn from tﬁe part dealing with public hus
services was the extremely Qide variation within the levels of service provided.
In these major regions, a genepal trend was identified between size of centre
and level of service. With several exceptions, iarger centres were served by
a higher level of service. These exceptions, as was pointed out, were attributed
to the configuration of existing bus routes. Examples were included to show
that certain small centres situated between two large metropolitan areas would
directly benefit from the high frequency of service maintained between the
largér cenfres. In other cases in which the nature of bus routes was seen to
affect the level pf service, this section illustrated that centres located at
major road junctions also experienced high levels of service, At the opposite
extreme, centres which Qere terminal stations, regardless of size, experienced
markedly low frequencies of service.

Accessibility characteristics were also covered in this section. The

construction of two maps embodying highway capacity principles were included for
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each major region. In both regions, noticeable features were illustrated.
Because of the grid-like structure of roads, especially in the Prairies, many
small centres which were located in areas having high concentrations of road
systems obtained an extremely large capacity value. Generally speaking,

larger centres in both the Prairie provinces as well as the province of

Québec were surrounded by areas having high capacity figures. Exceptions to
this trend included several fairly large centres which were located in sparsely
populated northe?n regions.

It should be emphasized that the section dealing with transportation
activities, was intended to be descriptive and not analytical. It was included
to familiarize the reader with certain transportation elements that exist in
the Prairies and the province of Québec. The section wds not designed to be
definitive. TFor it to be so would have required.an exhgustive examination of
all aspects of transportation planning. Rather, its purpose was simply to
identify certain features that are unique to the two major regions. Once these
have been identified, and once other aspects of the transportation system have
been fully analysed, it Will then be possible to formulate a transportation
policy. Inventories of transportation facilities would serve as valuable tools
to planners whether it be for developing a recreation policy, for implementing
a conservation programme, for preparing an industrial development scheme, or

for undertaking a high project. This section has provided just two inventories.



APPENDIX TO TABLES

The following tables were constructed from
sourced included in:

Canadian Bus Guide, Current Bus Schedules

of Canada and Northern United States,
Russell's Guides Inc., Cedar Rapids, 1970
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FREQUENCY AND LEVELS OF BUS SERVICES - 1971

No.of Arrivals

TABLE VI.1

and Departures

per week
Manitoba
Brandon 118
Dauphin 112
Flin Flon iy
Lynn Lake N/A
Morden 28
Neepawa 112
Portage la Prairie 175
Selkirk uosg
Steinbach uosg
Swan River 63
The Pas 14
Thompson 14
Virden 35
Winkler 28
Winnipeg 237
TOTAL l 5016
Saskatchewan
Assiniboia 12
Biggar 12
Canora 56
Esterhazy 7
Estevan 28
Humboldt 28
Kamsack 28
Kindersley. 14
Lloydminster 28
Meadow Lake 7
Melfort 35
Melville 77
Moose Jaw 117
Nipawin 21
Battleford 40
Prince Albert 55
Regina 161
Rosctoun 49
Saskatocon 146
Swift Current 75
: 28
Tisdale
1 28
Veyburn 53
Yorkton
TOTAL 1,108
Alberta
Barrhead 19
Brooks 56
Calgary 205
Camrose 50
Cardston L
Clarcsholm 56
Coaldale 28
Drayton Valley 7.
Drumheller 28

Population - 1970

31,573

‘9,096
9,918
3,266
3,281

. 8,272

12,757
9,298
4,890
3,611
7 4249

18,769
2,927
3,057

499,878

. 622,842

2,603
2,658
2,431
3,301
9,247
3,929
2,696
3,196
3,857
3,408
4,903
5,375
32,051
4,179
12,679
27,487
141,020
2,493
125,598
15,288
2,727
8,525
13,440

433,091

2,718
3,743
385,436
8,892
2,721
3,350
2,541
3,471
. 5,240

3.74
12.31
1.41
N/A
8.53
34.23
13.72
3.01
5.73
17.45
3.31
1.49
12.00
9.16
47

1.63

4,61
4.57
23.04
2.12
3.03
7.13
10.39
4,38
7.26
2.05
7.14
14.33
3.65
5.03
3.16
2.00
1,14
19.66
1.12
4,91
10.27
3.29
4.69

2,56

7.0Q
14.96
.58
5.62
1.47
16.72
11.02
2.02
5.34
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Tot. weekly Arrivals
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. 1,000 Pop.



TABLE VI.1 (contd.)

No.of Arrivals
and Departures

per week
Alberta - (Continued)
Edmonton 256
Edson 56
Ft. Macleod 3y
Ft. McMurray 7
Ft. Saskatchewan 26
Grande Prairie ug
Hanna 28
Hinton 56
Innisfail _ 8y’
Lacombe g1
Leduc 8l
Lethbridge 73
Lloydminster 28
Medicine Hat 70
Olds : 84
Peace River 28
Pincher Creek 56
‘Ponoka 84
Red Deer a8
Rocky Min.House iy
St. Albert 66
St. Paul 14
Stettler 14
Taber 28
Vegreville 28
Vermilion 28
Wainwright 14
Westlock 47
Wetaskiwin 84
Whitecourt 77
TOTAL 2,229

Population - 1970

422,418
‘3,872 .
2,640"
6,132
5,302
12,054
2,539
4,461
2,350
3,228
3,779
39,552
4,318
25,713
3,405
5,384
3,223
4,554
26,907
2,802

10,530
4,051
4,381
4,691
3,776
2,685
3,735
3,103
6.456
2,894

1,049,947

.61
14,46
31.32

1,14
4.90
4,07
11.03
12.55
35.75
28.20
22.23
1.85
6.49
2.72
24,67
5.20
17.38
18.45
3.64
5.00
6.27
3.46
3.20
5.97
7.42
10.43
3.75
15.15
13.01
26,61

2,12
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Tot. weekly Arrivals
and Departures/
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Quebec

Alma

Amos

Arvida

Asbestos

Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bé&cancour
Beloeil
Buckingham
Cap-de-la-Madeleine
Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N,
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau

Granby

Grand 'Mére
Hauterive

Hull

Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lac-Mégantic

La Tuque

Magog

Malartic
Maniwaki

Matane

Mont Joli

Mont Laurier -
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec

Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

TABLE VI.2

FREQUENCY AND LEVELS OF BUS SERVICES - 1971

No. of Arrivals
and Departures
per week

L8
14
54
35
26
60
14
140
110
N/A
14
158
N/A
13
sS4
54
14
30
42
98
N/A
30
40
204
58
21
140
14
120
54
54
28
14
37
21
120

42
35
70
70
154
783
90
68
u7
69
455
80
149

Population - 1970

23,436
7,000
18,321
10,381
7,300
6,400
12,504
9,000
8,883
11,625
7,900
33,000
12,000
9,499
35,105
13,600
8,100
11,560
7,480
- 30,785
8,500
6,411
21,980
34,700
12,267
12,923
63,720
9,504
20,840
33,000
12,500
12,233
6,852
13,600
13,582
6,800

8,000
11,884
6,850
8,642
12,700
2,857,173
11,160
7,154
14,209
9,500
456,815
26,064
13,000
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Tot. weekly Arrivals
and Departures/"
1,000 Pop.

2,05
2.00
2,95
3,37
3.56
9.38 .
1.19
15.56
12,38
N/A
1.77
4,79
N/A
1.37
1.54
3.97
1.73
2.60
5.62
3.18
N/A
4.68
1.82
5.88
4,73
1.63
2.20
1.46
5.76
l.64
4,32
2.29
2.04
2.72
1.55
17.65

5.25
2.95
10.22
8.10
12.13
0.27
8.07
9.51
3.3
7.26
1.00
3.07
11.46
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TABLE VI.2 (contd.)

FREQUENCY AND LEVELS OF BUS SERVICES - 1971

‘No., of Arrivals Population -~ 1970 Tot. weekly Arrivals
and Departures and Departures/
per week 1,000 Pop.

Quebec - (Continued)
Roberval b2 8,872 .73
Rouyn 98 18,827 5.21
Ste-Agathe 161 ' 6,100 26,39
St-Félicien y2 5,016 8.37
St-Georges 42 6,998 6.00
St-Georges 0. b2 5,536 3 7.59
St-Hyacinthe 70 24,226 2.89
St-Jean 11y 36,000 3.17
St-Jérdme 172 30,000 5.73
Ste-Thérdse 172 8,600 ' 20.0
Sept~1les . 1 21,585
Shawinigan 58 30,777 1.88
Shawinigan S. N/A 8,500
Sherbrooke 159 81,881 . 1.94
Sorel 142 20,200 7.03
Terrebonne 146 8,153 17 .91
Thetford Mines 54 21,919 2.46
Tracy 172 12,201 14,10
Trois-Riviéres 221 71,200 3.10
val-d'or 105 : 18,500 5.68
Valleyfield 140 30,865 4,54
Victoriaville 54 23,683 2.28

Windsor 40 6,317 6.33

TOTAL



CHAPTER 7

MUNICTIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE

Introduction

The final section of this report investigates infrastructure charact-
eristics. Although-the term "infrastructure" may cohjure up different
connotations to different people, it has been used here fairly loosely. To
some people, Infrastructure activities comprise those functidns that are
essential to the livelihood of a city. To others, it is considered as represent-
ing the "city serving" or '"non-basic" activities. Many people regard the infra-
structure as being synonymous with the provision of utilities and services while
others consider it as being allied to the "raison d'étre" of a city. Each of
these opinions has certain merits and the issue therefore is definitional. For
the purpose of this report, the definition of infrastructure is taken im its
broadest sense. It includes those activities that will support and maiﬁtain the
urban environment. These activitles may be the responsiblity of municipal

authorities or they may be carried out by private institutions.

Given such a broad definition, infrastructure activities encompass an
exceedingly wide spectrum of activities. They range from health facilities to
recreation activities, or from the building of expressways to the installation
of sewage treatment plants. An investigation of infrastructure activities
would therefore necessitate an enormous amount of research not only in data
selection and presentation, but also in the analysis of this data. Time did
not permit the team to carry out a comprehensive evaluation of infrastructure
activities. Priorities had to be established, and as a result, four general
areas were selected for investigation. These included: 1.) the labour force
involved in infrastructure, 2.) municipal expenditures and assessments, 3.) the
building industry in terms of building permits issued, and 4.) municipal services.

The last category includes recreational facilities, schooling and medical institu-

tions.
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The overall approach adopted for each of the four major areas of
interest consists of several ihterrelated stages. The first is primarily des-
criptive and presents both absolute and relative information. The main emphasis
is upon providing facts on infrastructure activity and includes percent
distributional.charaéteristics, per capita values and rates of change.: The
second stage involves the ranking of the individual activity into a hierarchy
of classes. The results of this stage might show, for example, that of the
smallest population size centres, Assiniboia ranked first in the per capita
values of building permits and last in terms of growth rates of municipal
expenditures. The final stage attempts to introduce an analytical element into
the investigation of the infrastructure. Not designed to be definitive, the
analysis will only consider relationships that arise among the more important

variables.
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INFRASTRUCTURE LABOUR FORCE

Having defined the general points of reference, the first stage in
the examination of the infrastructure should confine itself to labour forcé
characteristics. The questions therefore raised would include the following: ~
"How many people are employed in infrastructural activities? What does this
number represent as a percentage of total labour force, of the total population?
To what extent do these percentages vary with the regional averages? and -

What is the percent distribution of each sector within a given sector?"

PurEose

The purpose of this section is simply to examine the labour force
characteristics of those persons employed in infrastructure activities. Classes
will also be constructed according to certain levels of employment within this
industry. A second objective is to determine the relationship that exists
between size of centre and level of infrastructure activities. Those centres

that do not follow the general trend will be identified.

PRAIRIES

Findings and Observations =

Table VII.1 addended to the end of this chapter gives absolute figures
for the infrastructure labour force according to the three categories - trans-
portation and communications, community services, and public administration.
These three cétegories represent the labour force involved in infrastructure
activities. The results of this table were used to calculate the percent distri-
bution for each sector. These percentages are outlined in Table VII.é from which
several observations can be made. First, in terms of all centres located in the

Prairies, the labour force employed in community services represents the largest
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portion of the infrastructure labour force (42.6%). This is followed by
transportation and communication (32.8%) which in turn is followed by public
administration (24.6%). In terms of provincial values, all three provinces
maintain the same order but the percentages varied quite markedly. Nearly half
the infrastructure labour force (49.2% ) in Alberta is employed in community
services while for Manitoba settlements, the figure was 40%. Tor Saskatchewan
ceﬁtres, the value fell between these two limits and was 45.3%. In all three
provinces, public administration still represented the smallest category of
workers.

A second observation relates to.the ranges within each category
for the individual centres. Wide variations again are commonplace.> In certain
instances administrative activities comprised the greater portion of total
infrastructure labour force,as in Portage la Prairie (40.5%). In other casés,
such as Flin Flon, Selkirk, and Steinbach, over 60% of all infrastructure labour
force is found in community services. Fort McMurray, Whitecourt, and Biggar
are three other centres in‘which over 60% of all labour force is confined to
one sector - the sector this time being transportation and communication.

The wide range of percentages within the three sectors would suggest
that there would be no trend between the percent distribution and size of the
centre. This is found to be the case when one compares population against the
percent values for each sector. Smaller centres do not necessarily contain a

larger portion of the infrastructure labour force in transportation and commun-

ication services, nor do they for that matter have proportionately low numbers.

Similarly, one cannot draw the conclusion that larger centres employ a greater
percentage of persons in public administration than in community services.
However, where one can make certain deductions about the infrastructure labour
force, is in terms of the economic base of centres concerned. For example, a
centre whose primary resource base is rapidly expanding will probably place a
greater emphasis upon the construction of a transportation network than upon
the provision of recreation facilities. An assumption here is that roads are

needed to provide access into those areas in which the primary resources are
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being exploited. On the other hand, an established community which has already
invested large sums of money in the transportation system will devote more
attention towards community services.

Rather than emphatically state that ﬁo trends exist between population
size and the percent distribution of the infrastructure labour force, all that
this section can suggest is that further research is needed concerning the
economic viability of a centre before any concrete conclusions can be drawn.

The number of persons employed in infrastructure activities measured
as a percent of the total labour force is another inaex that can be used to
discuss the infrastructure. Table VII.3 outlines these percentage values.
Similar limitations to those mentioned above can also be raised here. Without
detailed knowledge of both the existing as well as the potential resource base,
one cannot state that there is a relationship between size of settlement and
the relative number employed in maintaining infrastructure activities. Table
VII.3 and Graph VII.1l confirm this point. :That is to say that with the inform-
ation provided it would be erroneous to suggest that larger cities contain a
greater percentag; of the total labour force employed in infrastructure activities.
Conversely, it would be equally incorrect to state that smaller centres have
a greater proportion of persons in infrastructure activities. However, one can
draw a valid conclusion that the two variables size and total absolute number
employed are related. Such a statement is confirmed by Graph VII.2 which plots
size of centre against total number employed in infrastructufe activities.

Graph VII.2 illustrates that as the size of centre increases, the
number of persons employed in infrastructure activities also increases. For
those centres containing less than 50,000 persons, the rate of change is constant.
However, above this value the numbers employed increase at a decreasing rate;
the slope of the line will be concave downwards. The relationship between the
two variables, size and infrastructure labour force, does not provide any
dramatic revelation. One would indeed expect to find a larger number of persons
employed in infrastructure in Edmonton for example, than in Melville. Larger
metropolitan areas would obviously require a greater number of persons to support

and maintain municipal services than small towns. What one therefore needs to
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know is if there are any centres that do not follow the norm. Surprisingly
enough, only one centre can be considered "atypical" and this is the town of
Flin Flon. The reason for Flin Flon's low value is probably due to the fact
that in 1961, this town contained a significantly large number of persons
employed in primary and secondary activities. Fewer persons webe therefore
employed in infrastructure services.

Because of the remarkably close relationship between size and infra-
structure labour force, one could use Graph VII.2 for "predicting" the size
of infrastructure labour force or, for that matter, population projections.
Knowledge therefore about employment estimates would be useful-for establishing
labour policies. Such an exercise lies outside the scope of this section.

In summary, then, the infrastructure labour force of Prairie centres
does not reflect any consistent pattern. In terms of relative Vélue, trends
cannot be identified. When absolute figures are considered, treﬁds do arise
but they represent the obvious and therefore do not impart to the reader any

significant findings.
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QUEBEC

Adopting a similar procedure to that used for the Prairies, the
following comments can be made concerning the infrastructure labour force of
Québec centres.

First, Tables VII.4 and VII.5 outline absolute values and percent
distributions of the various employment sectors respectively. The most
noticeable feature shown in Table VII.5 is the doninance, in the majority of
centres, of the community service sector. The provincial average for this

sector was over 50% and only three centres had values less than 25%. ' These

were Bagotville, Farnham and Sept—fles. Twelve out of the sixty-five centres

examined contained more than 60% of the total labour force employed ih the
infrastructure. A second point shown in Table VII.5 is that employment in
public administration represented in by far the majority of centres, the
smallest percentage value. In fact, of all these centres investigated, only
five did-not place public administration the lowest of the three sectors.

When the labour force in the transportation sector is considered, the tables
show that for the most part this sector received the second highest percent
values. As was the case with Prairie settlements, no trend arose between size
of centre and the percent distributional characteristics of the infrastructure
labour force. A second observation drawn from this section of Québec centres
concerns the percent of the total labour force that is employed in infrastructure
activities. Table VII.6 outlines these values. The percentages range between
the high of 56.9 (Aylmer), and a low of 15.3 (Magog). The average for all
centres fell between 25% and 30%. In order to determine whether any trends
arise between the level of infrastructure employment measured as a percentage of
infrastructure labour/total labour force, and size of centre, Graph VII.3 was
constructed. This graph illustrates that absolutely no concrete relationship
exists between population and percent employed in the infpastructure. That is
to say, large cities do not necessarily contain a correspondingly high percent-

age of the total labour force employed in the infrastructure, and nor for that
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matter do smaller centres have low percentages. Variables other than size

obviously are more important factors which affect the number employed in the
infrastructure. Time and resources have not permitted an investigation into
these factors. Nevertheless, the results presepted show conclusively that the
percentages employed in infrastructure activities vary considerébly. Further

research is therefore needed to determine why such wide variations do exist.

A third and final observation raised from the findings of this section
involves absolute infrastructure employment figures and total population. One
would expect that as a city grows, more personnel will be needed to maintain and
support its infrastructure. Larger cities will therefore have greater numbers
of persons employed in this activity than small towns. To confirm this state-
ment Graph VII.Y4 has been included. With possibly only one exception, (Aylmer),
this graph illustrates that population and total numbers employed in the infra-
structure labour force are directly related. fhe slope of the line further
suggests that as population increases, numbers employed increase but at a
decreasing rate. It should be noted that Graph 4 is plotted on semi-logarithmic
paper and therefore a concave upward line does not always imply an increasing rate.

It is interesting to note from Graph VII.4 that the slope of the line
is nearly hérizontal for centres below 10,000. Above this value, it slopes
upwards. This trend would suggest that size has less bearing upon the infra-
structure labour force for the Smaller Size centres than for Larger Size ones.
One could therefore postulate that there is a certain threshold or "minimum
requirement" of the number of persons required to maintain and support municipal
activities, To quantitatively assess what the minimum value is and to identify

those factors that condition this value further research is needed.

In conclusion this section on the infrastructure has examined only one
aspect - mainly labour force characteristics. Due to the ever-changing technology,
labour-saving devices have significantly reduced the number of persons working
in all forms of industry and service. The labour force of the municipal infra-
structure is only one sector that has experienced the impact of technological
improvements. Other components of the infrastructure that are less vulnerable
to technological change would therefore provide more meaningful results with which

to identify trends. One such component is municipal expenditures and assessments.

The following section examines these two aspects.
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APPENDIX TO TABLES

The sources from which the following tables were constructed
consisted of the following:

1. Statistics Canada, Census of Canada, "Population", Volume 1,

Part 1, 1961, Catalogue No 94-504

2. Statistics Canada, Census of Canada, "Labour Force: Occupations'",
Volume 111, Part 1, Catalogue No 94-504




Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Mocse Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks
Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale

Drayton Valley

Drumheller

NUMBERS EMPLOYED IN INFRASTRUCTURE
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES 1961

Transportation
& Communication

1,474
506
176
N/A

75
135
503
253

87
148
433
N/A

122.

50
26,812

96
276
N/A

35
Byl
180
179
N/A
214
110
187
431

1,889

524
1,084
5,805

121
4,308

623

82

333

477

80

172
12,202
211

70

69
N/A
143
187

TABLE VII.1

Community

Services

1,993
36L
514

132
155
748
671
209
150
309

137
105
27,820

b2
135

50
L18
202
142

342
137
325
243
2,456
178
1,251
1,645
7,261
152
7,686
689
191
996
640

153
182
15,373
654
196
176

137
226

Public
Administration

1,079
210
135

110
65
850
130
37
81
118

36
U
16,156

39
36

117
38
54

69
S

64

56
1,135
16
204
1,010
6,245
T
2,966
384
10
178
260

35
65
9,786
116
62

62

32
77

552

Total

4,546 |
1,080
825 |

317
355
2,101
1,054
333
379
860

295
179
70,788

177
By7S

92
976
420
375

625
301

576

730
5,480
297
1,999
3,739
19,311,
317

, 14,960
1,696
313
1,507
1,377

268
419
37,361
981
328
307

312
430



TABLE VII.1 (contd.)

Transportation Community Public Total
and Communication Services Administration

Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton 14,649 21,819 15,211 51,679
Edson 207 173. 76 456
Ft. Macleod 135 140 77 352
Ft. McMurray 120 us5 29 194
Ft. Saskatchewan 51 93 115 259
Grande Prairie 391 488 183 1,062
Hanna 218 117 57 392
Hinton 87 116 64 . 267
Innisfail 80 133 80 293
Lacombe 123 180 49 352
Leduc 127 89 36 252
Lethbridge 1,573 2,336 1,036 4,9u5
Lloydminster N/A

Medicine Hat 1,044 1,294 620 2,958
0lds 101 158 28 287
Peace River 1u45 161 89 395
Pincher Creek 71 169 43 283
‘Ponoka 105 575 69 749
Red Deer 625 1,623 753 3,001
Rocky Mtn.House 69 91 59 219
St. Albert » 137 301 . 126 565
St. Paul 118 210 52 380
Stettler ' 116 760 54 430
Taber 112 225 87 42y
Vegreville 129 233 56 340
Vermilion 128 150 62 340
Wainwright 110 165 364 638
Westlock 67 169 38 274
Wetaskiwin 199 269 107 575
Whitecourt 62 18 y 84
TOTAL

553



Mauitcba Communication Services
Brandon 32,4 43,8
Dauphin 46,9 .33.7
Flin Flon 21.3 62,3
Lynn Lake N/A
Horden 23.8 41.6
Necpawa . 38,0 43,7
Portage la Prairie 23.9 35.6
Selkirk 21,0 63.7
Steinbach "26.1 62.8
Swan River 39.1 39.6
The- Pas 50.3 35.9
Thompson N/A
Virden B1.4 L6, 4
Winkler 27.9 58.7
Winnipeg 37.9 39.3
TOTAL 37.0 40,0
Saskatchewan
Assiniboia 54,2 23.7
Biggar 61.7 30.2
Canora N/A .
Esterhazy 38.0 54,3
Estevan u5,2 u2.8
Humboldt u2.9 48,1
Kamsack u7.,7 37.9
Kindersley N/A
Lloydminster 34,2 54.7
Meadow Lake 36,5 45,5
Melfort 32.5 56.4
Melville 53,0 33.3
Moose Jaw 34,5 uuy, 8
Nipawin 24,6 59.9
Battleford 26,2 62.6
Prince Albert 29.0 4l .0
Regina 30.1 37.6
Rosetown . 38,2 47.9
Saskatoon 28,8 51.4
Swift Current 36,7 40.6
Tisdale 12.8 61.0
Weyburn 22,1 66.1
Yorkton 34.6 ug,5
TOTAL 31.3 45,3
Alberta
Barrhead 29.9 57.0
Brooks 41,1 43,4
Calgary 32,7 41.1
Camrosc. 21.5 66.7
Cardston 21.3 59.8
Claresholm 22.5 57.3
Coaldale N/A
Drayton Valley 45.8 43.9
Drumheller 38,2 Lue.1

TABLE VII.2

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBERS EMPLOYED IN THE

INFRASTRUCTURE ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES:1961

Transportation & Community

Public
Administration

23,8
19.4
16.4

34.6
18.3
40,5
12.3
11.1
21.3
13.8

12.2

13.4.

22.8

23,0

13.1
15.5
26,2
11.8
18.9
20,2
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Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. Mclurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka

Red Deer
Rocky Mtn.House
St. Albert

St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

TABLE VII.2 (contd.)

Transportation &  Community
Communication Services
28.3 u2,2
us. 4 37.9
38.4 39.8
61.9 23.2
19.7 35.9
36.8 46.0
55.6 . 29.8
32.6 43.4
27.3 us5.4
34.9 51.1
50.4 35.3
31.8 47,2
35.3 43,7
35.2 55.1
36.7 40.8
25.1 59.7
14,0. 76.8
20.8 S4.1
31.5 41.6
24,2 53.3
31.1 55.3
27.0 60.5
26.4 53.1
30.9 55.7
37.6 yy,1
17.2 25.7
24,5 61.7
34,6 . 46.8
73.8 21.4
33.4 u4g,2

Administration

Public

29.5
16.7
21.8
4.9
.y
17.2
14.6
24.0
27.3
14.0
14,3
21.0

21.0
09.7
22.5
15.2
09.2
25.1
26.9
22.5
13.6
12.5
20.5
13.4
18.3
57.1
13.8
18.6
0ou4.8

19.4

555

Total

100.00



TABLE VII.3

NUMBERS EMPLOYED IN THE INFRASTRUCTURE MEASURED AS A PERCENT
OF TOTAL LABOUR FORCE: 1961

MANITOBA -

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa
Portage la Prairie
Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

SASKATCHEWAN

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

uly 7
41,4
19.7

N/A
33,2
33.6
50,9
39.3
26.6
35.9
53,3

N/A
33.2
24,8
36.4

21.5
53.7

N/A
28.8
36.2
38.3
1.7

N/A
31.6
35.8
41,1
u7.7
45,2
25.6
46.0
43.3
hl.h
34.3
42,1
37.7
36.1
49,8
38.u

PRAIRIES

ALBERTA

Barrhead
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumhel ler
Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek.
Ponoka

Red Deer

Rock Mtn. House
St. Albert

St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

33.3
39.9
37.6
40.5
37.3
38.6
N/A
22,7
46,1
45,8
38.8
43,9
58.8
27.6
33.8
35.3
0.3
37.2
35.0
33,7
36.8
N/A
34.6
33.6
41,4
26.9
50:6
42,1
27.2
4l 2
41.9
33.2
31.6
42.0
38.4
54.9
42,5
31.6
19.4
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Quebee

Alma 261
Amos 200
Arvida 091
Asbestos 104
Aylmer. 195
Ba%otv1lle 398
Bale-Come?u 190
Beauharnois 3692
Bécancour _
Beloeil 200
Buckingham _
Cap-de-la-Madeleine ¢
Chambly _
Chibougamau -
Chicoutimi 693
Chicoutimi N. 223
Coaticook 124
Cowansville 114
Dolbeau 87
Drummondville 461
Drummondville S. -
Farnham 363
Gatineau 173
Granby 539
Grand 'Mére 303
Hauterive 225
Hull 1432
Iberville 166
Joliette 457
Jonquiére 516
Kénogami 156
Lachute 262
Lag-Mégantic 215
La Tuque 320
Magog iuy
Malartic 1ou
Maniwaki 161
Matane 278 °
Mont Joli 383
Mont Laurier, 128
Montmagny 176
Montréal 88,634
Noranda 243
Plessisville 121
Pointe-Gatineau 152
Port-Alfred 365
Québec 10,976
Rimouski g19
Rivié&re-du-Loup 557

TABLE VII.4

NUMBERS EMPLOYED IN INFRASTRUCTURE
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES: 131961

Transportation
& Communications

QUEBEC

Comm, Public
Servs. Admin.

629 213
554 161
626 168
314 82
335 666
127 243
208 71
264 77
256 138
1026 258
2354 531
326 142
234 90
190 a5
314 87
Q81 263
164 147
290 519
1164 292
501 262
372 41
2584 4961
239 142
1397 298
1007 298
332 73
242 59
215 142
407 136
419 120
131 4o
199 79
406 117
246 ue
353 92
284 167
11,0376 42,050
4y3 140
340 53
236 470
232 197
23,525 17,819
1551 266
663 222

Total

1106
915
1015
500
1196
768
469
703

. 594

1740

3578
691
Ly g
399
488

1705
674
982

1995

1066
638

8977
547

2152

1821
561
563
572
863
683
275
439
801
675

573
627
24,1060
826
514
858
794
52,320

2729
1442

557
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Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-CGeorges

St-Georges 0.

St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thércse
Sept—iles
Shawinigan

Shawinigan S.

Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne

Thetford Mines

Tracy

Trois-Riviéres

Val-d'Or
Valleyfield

Victoriaville

Windsor

TOTAL

558

TABLE VII.4 (contd.)

Quebec - (Continued)

Transport. & Comm.
Communication Serv.

175 711

461 767

211 377

168 149

Lu9 1958

469 1260

489 1094

1083 358

648 1233

280 325

1448 4697

457 797

147 194

370 733

160 179

1661 3221

237 uoy

1066 1142

493

743

Public Total
Admin.
133~ 1019
317 1545
109 697
89 Lo6
294 2701
1772 ‘ 3501
371 1954
172 1613
535 2416
116 721
1311 7456
2149 1503
148 489
217 1320
58 397
qu2 5824
137 798
311 2519
217 1453
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Quebec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham

Cap-de-la-Madeleine

Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S,
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby

Grand 'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lac-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane

Mont Joli
Mont Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec
Rimouski
Riviére-du~Loup

TABLE VII.5

Transportation
& Communication

23.87
21.86
21.77
20.8
16,30
51.82
40.51
51.49
N/A
33.67
N/A
26.70
-N/A
N/A
19.37
32,27
27.68
28,57
17.83
27.04
N/A
53,86
17.62
27,02
28,42
35,27
15.96
30.35
21.23
28,34
27.81
46 .54
37.59
37.08
21.08
37.82
36.67
34.71
56,75
22.34
28,07
36.77
29.42
23.54
17.71
45,97
20,98
33.42
38.62

Community
Services

56.87
60.54
61.68
62.8

28,01
16,54
4l , 35
37.56

43.10

58,97

65.79
47.18
52.23
47.62
64,34
57.54

24,33
29.53
58.35
47.00
58,31
28.78
43.69
64,92
55.30
59,18
42,98
37.59
47.16
61.35
47.6kh
45,33
50.69
36, 4it
61.60
45.30
45,79
53.63

66.15 -

27.51
28,22
4,96
56.83
45,08

THE PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBERS EMPLOYED IN THE
INFRASTRUCTURE ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES: 1961

Public
Administration

19.26
17,60
16.55
16.4

55.69
31.64
15.14
10.95

23.23

14,83

14,84
20.55
20,09
23.81
17.83
15,42

21.81
52.85
14.63
24.58

6.42
55,26
25.96
13.85
16.36
13.01
10.48
24,82
15.76
17.57
14,54
18.00
14,60

6.81
16.06
26.63
17.44
16.95
10,31
54,78
24,81
34,06

9.75
15,40

559

~ Total

100.00



TABLE VII.5 {contd.)

Transportation  Community
& Communication Services

Quebec - (Continued)

Roberval 17,17 69,76
Rouyn 29,84 49,60
Ste-Agathe 30,27 T 54,09
St-Félicien u1,38 36.70
St-Georges N/A

St-Georges 0. N/A

St-Hyacinthe 16.62 72.50
St-Jean 13.40 35,99
St-Jérdme 25.02 55.99
Ste-Thérdse N/A

Sept-1les 67.14 22,20
Shawinigan 26.83 51.03
Shawinigan §S. 38.83 45,08
Sherbrooke 19.42 63.00
Sorel ’ 30.40 : 53.03
Terrebonne 30.06 39.67
Thetford Mines 28,03 55.53
Tracy N 40.30 45,09
Trois~Rivieres 28.52 55,31
Val-d'Or 29,70 53,13
Valleyfield 42,32 45,33
Victoriaville 33.93 51,14
Windsor ’ N/A

TOTAL

Public
Administration

13.05
20.52
15.64
21,92

10.88
50.61
18.99.

10..66
22.14
16.09
17.58
16.57
30.27
16.uYy
14,61
16.17
17.17
12.35
14,93

obu

Total

100.00



NUMBERS EMPLOYED IN THE INFRASTRUCTURE MEASURED AS A PERCENT
OF TOTAL LABOUR FORCE: 1961

QUEBEC

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos

Ay lmer
Bagotville
Baie~Comeau
Beauharnois
Bé cancour
Beloeil
Buckingham
Cap-de-laMadeleine
Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N,
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S,
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby

Grand 'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lac-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic

31.0
41,9
ou,7
16.2
56.9
ug9.1
15.9
ou,1

N/A
30.7

N/A
21.1

N/A

N/A
36.4
24.0
19.1
15.9
27.6
18.0

N/A
31.1
25.0
17.8
23.3
32.5
43,0
23,2
33.8
24y
18.4
22.8
27.2
22.0
15,3
13.5

TABLE VITI.6

Maniwaki
Matane

Mont Joli

Mont Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec
Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup
Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérése
Sept-Tles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

22,6
28.9
37.8
32.0
28.0
29.9
21.4
20.7
33.5
33.7
41.u4
46,1
43,8
4.0
25.7
35.4
27 .4
N/A
N/A
29.5
34,7
23.3
‘N/A
320
2y4.9
2.8
32.3
28' 5
26.2
19.9
18.8
32.0
22.1
28.0
22.0
N/A

561
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MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES AND ASSESSMENTS

Introduction

Before one canvanalyse municipal expenditure characteristics, it is
first necessary to understand what is meant by this term. Every urban centre,
whether a thriving metropolis or a small rural village, may be likened to an
exchange house in which money is received from the inhabitants in the form of
taxes, and is subsequently reinvested in the community in the form of municipal
services, The money that the community receives is known as revenue and the
money that it expends on municipal services is a form of expenditure. Generally
speaking, all forms of revenue balance total expenditures. If a surplus arises
between these two amounts, it becomes a source of revenue for subsequent years.
On the other hand, if a deficit is incurred (when revenues are not sufficient
to meet expenditures) this loss is carried forward to a later year in which it
is compensated by a surplus for that period.

Public expenditure in urban areas may be interpreted as the spending
of money by local authorities, on municipal services. These municipal services
include the following: -

1. General government. These include legislative and administrative

expenditures.

2. Protection to persons and property. These include administration
of justice, fire and police protection.

3. Health. Expenditures in this service comprise public health,
medical and dental services, and hospital care. '

4, Social welfare. These include expenditures on aid to aged and
blind persons, aid to unemployed and unemployables, and child
welfare.

5. Public works.

6. Sanitation and Waste removal.

7. Education.

8. Recreation.

9. Debt charges. These include debentures, and temporary debt
charges.
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The amount of money expended on municipal services usually conditions
the level of services that are provided for the inhabitants of a community.

As a community grows, the residents require a greater number and variety of
municipal services. They desire a higher level of police and fire protection,
more and better roads, increases in the collection of garbage and the cleaning
of streets, a larger amount of open space and parkland, and so on. In addition
to these desires, responsibilitws of local governments have also to be expanded.
Among those activities that ave mandatory under provincial legislation are
social welfare services, health and hospitalization, administration of justice,
and education.

Not only do local governments face the problem of having to maintain
and provide for an increasing level of municipal services for expanding
municipalities, but they also have to contend with many uncontrollable expend-
itures. These problems result from the very narrow limits in which local
governments can either raise or lower the expenditures on certain public services.
Public services such as education, the provision of libraries, and debt charges
represent uncontrollable expenditures. The increasing demands for better
municipal services heavily strain the financiai abilities of many local govern-
ments in the Prairies and the Province of Québec. Those cities that are
exceedingly large or very small tend to suffer the most. This phenomenon is
substantiated by an investigation undertaken by Shapiro who discovered that
towns with populations fewer than 5,000 persons spend larger sums of money per
capita on total expenditures than any other size city.l He attributed this
relationship to diseconomies of small-scale operations.

Apart from the budgetary constraints imposed upon the operations of
municipal services, there are other factors which effect expenditure charact-
eristics., Density of population is one significant factor that conditions the
level of per capita expenditures. Brazer and Brech contended that there was a

direct relationship between per capita expenditures and population density.2

1 Harvey Shapiro, "Economies of Scale and Local Government Finance'", Land
Economics, Volume XLIX 1963, pp. 182.

2 Harvey E.Brazer, "City Expenditures in the United States",Occasional Paper
No. 66, Bureau of Economic Research, 1959.



-buildings, plants, or land; is assessed in real. value and preferential taxation
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Another factor that conditions the level of expenditures is the nature of the
hinterland surrounding the centre. A study undertaken by Scott and Fader
concluded that per capita expenditures were directly related to the economic
and social characteristics of the growing suburban communities surrounding
these central areas.3

Levels of income, age/sex ratios and ethnic compositions are further
variables that affect expenditure characteristics. Residents hgving high
income levels will both require, as well as being able to afford, a higher
level of municipal services. A community in which there is a large number
of young people will obviously need a larger number of schools and teachers
than a centre in which there is a large portion of old and retired persons.

The allocation of funds towards the provision of municipal services
is an extremely complicated procedure and no two communities ad;pt identical
budgetary accounting systems. When discussing therefore, muﬁicipal expendi-
tures, one must keep in mind that there are many factors that directly affect
the allocation of funds. Revenues are the counterpart to expenditures. Although
this component of the municipal infrastructure is not treated specifically in
this report, one indirect aspect is discussed. Assessments play an important
role in municipal affairs and in many cases the funds raised from assessment
taxation represent the major source of municipal revenue. |

As with expenditures, assessments cover a wide range of activities.

In general, most properties are subject to taxation. Each property, whether

rates are applied to them. These rates vary from centre to centre and in
many cases municipalities have exempt certain property types from taxation

altogether. Assessments are carried out for the following urban-oriented
properties: -

Land

Building
Businesses
Railways

0il and gas lines
Special franchises

S N S N N NS

.

D o F oW N
. LI

3 Stanley Scott and E.L. Fader, "Factors Associated with Variations in Municipal
Expenditure Levels", Bureau of Public Administration, University of California,
1957, pp. 58.
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4
A thorough knowledge about the nature of assessable properties is

essential for efficlent municipal management. Municipal officials should have

‘at their disposal information about the evolving trends in land and building

values as well as the. spatlal distribution of these values.

PurEose

The purpose of this section is to examine municipal e*penditures

and assessments for selected centres in the Prairles and the Prévince of Québec.
3

The underlying theme is to ldentify certain trends whether theyloccur in
absolute or relative values. This section therefore attempts to answer four
basic questions. First, how much money is being directed towards maintaining
the various services and what are their relative percentages? Second, what
are the ranges of per capita values and how have they changed over the last
five years? Third, which services have become more important in terms of
absolute expenditures? And four, do any relationships arise between municipal

expenditures and other variables such as .city size, population, or economic

characteristics?

Methodology

To answer these questions the examination on municipal expenditures
is divided into four parts. The first discusses absolute and rélative expend-
iture values for each centre. The percent distribution according to major
activities will be calculated and these values in turn will be used to determine
specialization coefficients. The results will identify those centres which
place a high priority on one or more services. The second stage will examine
per capita values and the third stage will involve trend analysis. The fourth
and final stage will attempt to assess the effects that certain variables have
upon the allocation of municipal expenditures. Included are population size,
age characteristics, migration patterns and assessment values, Assessment values
are examined in terms of: 1. absolute values, 2. per capita valges and 3. rates

of change.
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The time selected was 1966-67 to 1969-70 and was adopted for both
regions. The selection of variables however differed between the two regions.

For the Prairies the following municipal services were selected:

General government and administration.
Protection to persons and property.
Public works.

Sanitation.

Health.

Social Welfare

Education.

Recreation.

IO U EWN

For Québec centres several of the above services were amalgamated into
one activity. Education was not included since municipal expenéitures donated
towards this service represent only a small portion of all educational expenses.
It should be noted that the province of Québec operates a more qomplicated
educational system to that in the Prairies. Private and quasi-private schools
constitute a significant number oflthe total schools in theiprovince. The

number of municipal services therefore examined for Québec, include the

following: -
1. General government and administration.
2. Protection to persons and property.
3. Public works and sanitation.
4, Health and welfare.
5. Recreation.
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Findings and Observations

PRATRTES

1. Municipal Expenditures

—— e o — —— — r— P —— — — —— — — —

Tables VII.7-10 inclusive, appended at the end of this section,
outline absolute and relative values for the years 1966 and 1969. The first
two relate to the former while the last two discuss the latter year. Because
of the large amount of data presented by these tables, it is very difficult
to minimize comments on them. Each centre is unique in that no two distribu-
tions are identical.. However, several general trends emerge. When examining
both years, the following comments can be said of each category. In the case
of education, both Tables VII.8 and VII.1lO showAthat with only one exception,
education services represent by far the greatest portion of total municipal
expenditures. The exception was Brooks, a community which directed ig 1966
only 32.35% of its total budget on education. For both 1966 and 1969, education
expenditures remain surprisingly constant with the average percentage ranging
between 45 and 55 percent.

Expenditures on protection represented the second most important
service for +the majority of centres. They ranged between a high of 23.5%

(for Edmonton in 1966)and a low of 6.74% for Thompson. It is interesting to
note that larger centres tend to expend more money on protection than smaller
ones. In fact, when size of centre is plotted against the amount of funds
assigned for protective services measured as a percent of total expenditures,

a remarkable significant relationship emerges. A possible explanation for this
is that in congested areas the inciden¢e of fire is much higher and that opportun-
ities for indulging in criminal activities is much greater.

General government expenditures represents the third most important

service and the values in both years fall on the average between 8 and 12%.
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The extremes for both the years were 6.2% for Flin Flon in 1966 and 16.58%
for St. Albert for the same year. The small range of values would indicate
that, next to education services, administrative activities represent one of
the more stable expenditure allocations.

Sanitation, health and social welfare are three services which
received a low profile for all centres in both years. In very few cases did
the percent rise above five for the three services. Only two comments can be
made in regards to these three services. First, for a large number of Alberta
centres, expenditures in health services were not made in 1969. The reason
for this was due to the carrying-over effect from a previous year of funds
assigned to this service. Many health services in Alberta centres operate on
a biannum basis. The other feature relates to social welfare expenditures
for two Saskatchewan centres that were allocated in 1969. Both Moose Jaw and
Prince Albert have values of over 16% for expenditures in social welfare.
Without a thorough investigation into the social and economic characteristics
of these two centres, it would not be possible to put forward any valid reasons
for these abnormally high values. However, in passing, one may recall from
previous tables that both these centres have experieﬁced in the last decade
noticeable decreases in population, increases in unemployment, and low growth
rates in manufacturing and retail trade activities. These features therefore
could be factors that caused serious unemployment prdblems, thus necessitating
large allocations of welfare payments.

Public works expenditures represent that service having the most
erratic percentage values between 1966 and 1969. In the former year one centre
might place this service as a high priority while in the following year it
might receive a relatively smaller share of the total budget. TFor example,
in 1966 Flin Flon directed 12.3% of its total budget towards public work activ-
ities while in 1969 this percentage rose to 27.1%. The extreme values of this
service range between 4.09% for Edmonton in 1969 and 29.2% for Fort McMurray
in 1966. Two general observations can be drawn from public works expenditures.

The first is that larger cities tend to direct less towards this service than
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smaller centres. By way of an example, both in 1966 and 1969, Calgary, Edmonton
and Winnipeg, the three largest centres expended less than 7% of their total
budget on public works while the value for the three smallest towns,(Claresholm,
Rocky Mountain House and Whitecourt),the average value was near 15% or double
that of the larger centres.

A second phenomenon which can be seen from Tables VII.8 and VII.1l0
concerning the percentage of public works expenditures is the relative amount
of funds allocatéd in rapidly growing centres. The maps and accompanying
tables dealing with population growth rates (1966-70) show that the following
centres were ranked in the highest category. Lynn Lake (49.1%), Thompson
(105.8%), Claresholm (30.4%), Fort McMurray (134.,6%) and The Pas (u44.1%) were
centres in the Prairies that were in the top ten centres having the highest
population growth rates between 1966 and 1970. Yet, with the exception of
Fort McMurray, all these centres fall within the top six centrés having the
highest percentage of expenditures in public works. When the building industry
was considered, these same centres were again found to rank amongst the top
centres having the highest growth rates in this industry. It standé to reason
that expanding communities will require the construction of roads, the instal-
lation of water and sewer mains, the provision of electricity and other basic
utilities. In established centres, these utilities have already been installed

and expenditures in public works involve mainly the maintenance of these services.

The final municipal service included in Tables VII.7 to VII.10 is
recreation., As was the case with\public works, wide variations arise in this
sector. In general, the percent values for this service increased between 1966
and 1969 thus suggesting that recreation has gained importance and public
support over the last few years. A marked feature of Table VII.8 and VII.1O
is that Alberta centres allocated relatively larger amounts of expenditures to
thig service than the two remaining provinces. The extreme values ranged between
a high of 19.1% for Peace River and a low of 0% for Lynn Lakej both values
occurred in 1969.

There are many factors which have to be considered in attempting to

assess the reasons for the large variations within recreational expenditures.
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One theory that has been substantiated in recreation planning literature is .
that high incomes and recreation demands are related., The argument put forward
is that as persons acquire more disposable income they have a greater propensity
to spend money on leisure time. This argument holds true on a provincial basis
when examining the Prairie centres. (It may be recalled from the section
dealing with income levels that both per capita income values as well as rates
of growth of income were for the most part higher for Alberta centres than those
for Manitoba and Saskatchewan.) But when individual centpes are examined, income
levels are not related to recreational éxpenditures.

When discussing multivariate tables such as the four referred to
above, a major limitation concerns the extentto which one can describe each
item covered. An attempt here has been made to discuss some of the more salient
features that have arisen from the tables. A simple technique, already adopted
in this report, that can succinctly describe a series of data is the coefficient
of specialization. This technique will be included when describing relative
municipal expenditure values. Table VII.1l outlines coefficients for the two
years 1966 and 1969 as well as absolute changes between these two coefficient
values.

Two points can be made concerning coefficient values. First, larger
cities tend to diversify their expenditures over a larger range of municipal
services than smaller centres. This is seen from the fact that the five
metropolitan areas have the lowest coefficient value (and are the mosf diversified
in terms of providing municipal services). For the smaller size centres, this
relationship is less obvious as seen from Graphs VII.5 and VII.6. The second
point relates to the absolute change of coefficient values for the two selected
years. Of those centres located in Manitoba, 50% became more spgcialized; in
Alberta the percentage was 40, and for Saskatchewan centres it was 30%. of
those centres exhibiting the greatest change, Thompson stands out as having the
highest value. Table VII.1l shows that in 1966 the distribution of municipal
services for this town varied the greatest with the Prairie average. As already
mentioned, the economic base of this town during the early.1960's was rapidly
changing. As a result, those services that were essential for supporting rapid

growth, (i.e. public works), would receive first priority. In 1969, after the
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peak had declined, municipal officials in Thompson directed their attention
towards the remaining municipal services. Consequently, the distribution of
services tended in 1969 to resemble that of the Prairie average. This direct-

ion of emphasis would therefore result in a significant decline in specialization

" coefficient values as evident in Table VII.1ll.

Similar analysis could be made for other centres in the Prairies when
examining coefficient values. Only one example has been included here to show
how coefficients can be used for analysing the distribution of municipal expend-

itures.

—an mnm  v— —

Table VII.12 outlines per capita values for total municipal expend-
itures for 1966 and 1969. These values have been used to construct Map VII.1
and Graph VII.7. In discussing the table, several points can\be made concerning
the range of values for the two years. In 1966, the per capita values ranged
between $153, (for Regina), and $70, (for Portage la Prairie) - a ratio slightly
over 2:1, In terms of provincial comparisons, Alberta and Saskatchewan centres
have approximately the same per capita vaiues, while for Manitoba communities,
they were significantly lower. The general trend ;hown in Table VII.1l2 is that
in 1969 per capita values were substantially higher than the preceding years
and the extremes this time had a factor of over #.l. The high in I
this case was Lloydminster ($345) and the low was Swan River ($78).

1969 values can be used to construct a hierarchy of centres using
population growth rates as the dependent variable. In designing a budget policy,
it would be useful to know which centres falling in the smallest-size population
class experienced the highest (or lowest) per capita values of municipal
expenditures. For example, Table VII.12 shows that the 1969 per capita values
for Lethbridge and Rosetown were very similar ($181 for the former and $180 for
the latter). Yet, in 1969, the populations of these two centres varied markedly.
In fact, the population of Lethbridge was over 15 times th%? of Rosetown. To
overcome the bias of comparing two fotally different size ceﬁtres, the following

table examines per capita municipal expenditures according to population cate-
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gories, and ranks centres having the highest and lowest values (Table VII.13).

A similar ranking procedure could be adopted using a rate of
population growth rather than absolute population values as the dependent
variable, By way of an example, such a ranking would show that the centre
having thé highest per capita expenditures, had the highest-popula—
tion growth rate (greater than 10% growth rate, 1966-70), was Fort gaskatchewan.
This city had a per capita municipal expenditure value of $210 and its population
growth rate over the 1966-70 period was 28.3%."

The only general theme shown by Map VII.1l is the ndticeably low
values for Manitoba centres and high values for centres located in Northern
Alberta. Although this map includes per capita values for two years, it does
not present a growth analysis. Such a consideration, howeveér, is included in
the following sub-section.

Graph VII.7 also confirms the absence of trends. The eratic distri-
bution of points indicates that per capita municipal expenditures are’
not significantly related to size of centre. However, it should be mentioned
here that if one or more other variables were included in the graph, trends
might indeed arrive. For example, if income levels were used as a third variable
which in turn was represented by three categories, (i.e. less than $200 p.c.,
$2-400 p.c., and greater than $400 p.c.), it might be found that three distinct
lines emerge. By gomparing the slopes of these lines, one might be able to
conclude that for a given size population, those centres in which the average per
capita income was high (i.e. greater than $400), expended a higher amount of
municipal funds (measured in terﬁs of per capita municipal expenditures) than
smaller size centres in which income levels were at the lowest. If no trends
arise, manufacturing or retail characteristics could be substituted for income.
One should therefore not discard size completely as a factor regarding municipal
expenditures. Rather, one should consider it as one component which in turn

is related to other variables.

c. Rate of Growth

Rate of growth has been calculated on the basis of absolute and per

capita values. 1966 and 1969 are the two years chosen. Tables VII.12 and VII.1l4
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TABLE VII.13

PER CAPITA MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES FOR CENTRES HAVING THE THREE
HIGHEST AND LOWEST VALUES, ACCORDING TO POPULATION CATEGORIES
FOR PRAIRIE CENTRES: 1969

Centre . Per Capita Values - $

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Highest
1) Rosetown 180
2) Assiniboia 165
3) Kamsack 150
Lowest
1) Morden 96 '
2) Claresholm 98
3) Whitecourt 105
Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)
Highest
1) Lloydminster 345
2) Hinton 275
3) Brooks 183
Lowest
1) Swan River 78
2) Steinbach 102
3) Whitecourt 105
Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)
Highest
1) St. Albert 239
2) Fort Saskatchewan 210
3) Estevan 188
Lowest
1) The Pas 83
2) Dauphin : 87
3) Selkirk 112
Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)
Highest
1) Prince Albert 213
2) Medicine Hat 202
3) Lethbridge 181
Lowest )
1) Portage la Prairie 97
2) Thompson 99
3) Grande Prairie 1u6
Metropolitan Areas
1) Winnipeg 196
2) Regina 190
3) Saskatoon 189
4) Calgary 186
5) Edmonton 185
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found at the end of this -section outline growth rates. The former examines
per capita growth rates while the latter calculates absolute growth rates for
each major sector. Absolute values will be discussed first.

After discussing growth rates for the individual sector, the major
emphasis should highlight the extremes for each population category. One does
not just want to know which centres in the Prairies experienced the highest or
lowest growth rates of expenditures for a particular municipal service. What
is further needed is to identify those extremes within a given p0puiation size
category. It 1s generally agreed that it is far more economically feasible for
a small town to double its expenditures over a five-year period than for a
metropolitan area. A comparison therefore between growth rates of, for example,
Meadow Lake and Winnipeg, would be less meaningful than one between Meadow Lake
and a town having a similar population.

It should be mentioned at this juncture, that population sizé represents
only one of many variables that could be used in a ranking system. For example,
growth rates of municipal expenditures could be ranked according to population
density, per capita values of manufacturing activities, income levels, migrat:on
values, population growth rates, levels of building industry, and so on. Time
only permits the selection of absolute population figures as the variable for
ranking centres. Table VII.15 outlines the centres having the three highest
and iowest growth rates for the individual municipal services according to
population class size.

The results of TableAVII.lS can be further analyzed in terms of the
frequencies with which centres were mentioned. It is interesting to note that
only twelve centres out of the total selected for the Prairies are not referred
to in Table VII.15, That is to say, only twelve centres did not rank in either
the top or bottom three of the selected municipal activities. By applying a

scoring system, the following rank can be constructed. (See Table VII.16)

The results of Table VII.16 can be summarized as follows., First, for
the smallest size centres, three stand out - Winkler, Barrhead and Morden. The
first two had three out of six municipal services that rank in the top three

highest growth rates)while Morden had three services that ranked in the lowest
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TABLE VII.15

GROWTH RATES FOR MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURE CATEGORIES FOR CENTRES
HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND LOWEST VALUES, ACCORDING TO POP-
ULATION CATEGORIES, FOR PRAIRIE CENTRES: 1969

1. General Government

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres Growth Rate
Highest

1) Claresholm 103.65

2) Morden 91.91

3) 0lds _ 90.37
Lowest s

1) Rosetown 0.57

2) Hanna 7.39

3) Virden 16.17

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
1) Ponoka ' 82.68
2) Stettler 75.57
3) Brooks 64 .96
Lowest_
1) Wainwright -2.10
2) Nipawin h.74
3) Meadow Lake 5.81

Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)

Highest
1) Fort McMurray 184.70
2) Fort Saskatchewan 95.10
3) Drumheller 64 .84
Lowest_
1) Flin Flon -15.33
2) St. Albert 3.08
3) Estevan 3.92
Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)
Highest
1) Thompson 646.70
2) Portage La Prairie 73.13
3) Brandon 51.92
Lowest_
1) Red Deer -6.83
2) Lethbridge 8.95
3) Weyburn 24,72
Metropolitan Areas
Highest
1) Regina 47,14
2) Calgary 42,66
3) Saskatoon 29.02
4) Edmonton -5.34
5) Winnipeg -11.36



Table VII.15 cont.d.

2. Protection Services

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres Growth Rate
Highest

1) Barrhead 82.90

2) Whitecourt 80.20

3) 0lds 50.65
Lowest_

1) Morden -11.73

2) Virden -4.09

3) Neepawa -2.95

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
1) Melfort 108.98
2) Meadow Lake 54,64
3) Wainwright 53.02
Lovest_
1) Steinbach -9.07
2) Swan River -9.01
3) Vegreville 11.98

Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)

Highest
1) Fort McMurray 270.62
2) Camrose 121,64
3) Peace River 88.50
Lowest
1) Dauphin ~5.43
2) Selkirk 3.76
3) Wetaskwin 14,04
Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)
Highest
1) Thompson 24u47.90
2) Swift Current 63.37
3) North Battleford 47.31
Lowest
1) Portage La Prairie 2.36
2) Brandon 26.7u4
3) Moose Jaw 29.47
Metropolitan Areas
Highest
1) Edmonton 48.56
2) Calgary 47.46
3) Winnipeg 36.06
4) Saskatoon 35.u48

5) Regina 33.12
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Table VII.1l5 contd.

3. Public Works

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres Growth Rate
Highest

1) Virden 237.33

2) Winkler 159.56

3) Barrhead 119.03
Lowest_

1) Westlock -37.55

2) Esterhazy -30.65

3) Innisfail -18.27

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
1) Swan River
2) Stettler
3) Steinbach

Lowest
1) Drayton Valley
2) Brooks
3) Wainwright

Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)

Highest
1) Flin Flon
2) Fort Saskatchewan
3) The Pas

Lowest_
1) St. Albert
2) Melville
3) Dauphin

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)

Highest
1) Thompson
2) Portage La Prairie
3) Lethbridge

Lowest_
1) Red Deer
2) North Battleford
3) Swift Current

Metropolitan Areas

Highest
1) Regina
2) Winnipeg
3) Calgary
I4) Saskatoon
5) Edmonton

128.38
84.47
69.30

-18.28
-16.82
-15.21

185.76
142,45
50.17

-18.48 -

-15.80
-10.49

1000.00

156.10
105.76

-4.04
b.64
27.09

53.78
27.46
24.39
14.72

8.92
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Tablé VII.15 contd.

4. Social Welfare

Smallest Centres ( less than 3,500)

Centres

Highest
1) Neepawa
2) Barrhead
3) Winkler

Lowest_
1) Whitecourt
2) Claresholm
3) Cardston

Small Centres

1) Winnipeg
2) Edmonton
3) Saskatoon
4) Calgary
5) Regina

Growth Rate

928.31
561.11
61.80

-96.84
-90.77
-89.50

201.57
62.54
30,93

9.80

-65.58

(3,500 - 5,000)

10,000)

Highest
1) St. Paul 327.65
2) Meadow Lake 88.93
3) Taber 45,33

Lowest
;) Stettler ~99.,40
2) Brooks ~96.90
3) Nipawin ~-88.21
Medium Size Centres (5,001 -

Highest
1) Fort McMurray 690.60
2) Peace River 142.93
3) Selkirk 75.46

Lowest
1) Estevan -69.23
2) Wetaskiwin -61.40
3) Dauphin -54.68

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)
" Highest

1) Thompson 505.54
2) Moose Jaw 159.01
3) Grand Prairie 128.70

Lowest_
1) North Battleford -81.98
2) Swift Current ~59.65
3) Yorkton ~54.05

Metropolitan Areas
Highest
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Table VII.1l5 contd.

5. Education

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres Growth Rate
Highest

1) Whitecourt 83.60

2) Canora 82.58

3) Esterhazy . 62.90
Lowest

1) Neepawa 8.45

2) Vermil ion 21,44

3) Norden 26.10

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
1) Brooks 141,74
2) Lloydminster 80.96
3) Melfort 79.10
Lowest_
1) Steinbach ~-1.56
2) Swan River -1.00
3) Wainwright 33.76

Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)

Highest
1) Weyburn 1415,90
2) Fort McMurray 349.84
3) Drumheller 269.38
Lowest
1) Flin Flon 5.00
2) Dauphin 13.77
3) The Pas 19.73
Large Size Centres (10,001 - 30,000)
Highest
1) Thompson 832.85
2) Yorkton 107.26
3) Red Deer 76.92
Lowest
1) Portage La Prairie 3.35
2) Moose Jaw 33.03
3) Brandon 30.10
Metropolitan Areas
Highest
1) Calgary 82.36
2) Edmonton 68.66
3) Saskatoon 67.12
L) Regina 40.13
5) Winnipeg 26.82
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Table VII.1l5 contd.

6. Recreation

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres Growth Rate
Highest

1) Winkler 250.64

2) Westlock 238.00

3) Virden 159.31
Lowest _

1) Whitecourt -39.98

2) Morden -5.84

3) Hanna 1.89

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
1) Steinbach
2) Leduc
3) Drayton Valley

Lowest_
1) Swan River
2) Meadow Lake
3) Stettler

Medium Size Centres

Highest
1) Peace River
2) Fort McMurray
3) Drumheller

Lowest_
1) Flin Flon
2) The Pas
3) Estevan

311.26
153.07
97.97

-28.79
1.51
15.64

(5,001

4uo. 14
3u8.17
292.84

-22.19
-21.98
1.25

- 10,000)

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)

Highest

1) Thompson 2910.69
2) Portage La Prairie 310.18
3) Swift Current 111.85
Lowest_
1) Medicine Hat 5.41
2) North Battleford 17.62
3) Yorkton 20.77
Metropolitan Areas
Highest
1) Edmonton 68.04
2) Calgary 61.99
3) Saskatoon 48.79
4) Regina 36.37
5) Winnipeg 24,11
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TABLE VII.16

FREQUENCIES WITH WHICH CENTRES DISPLAYING EXTREME VALUES
OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES ARE MENTIONED: 1969

Centre Frequency (Max. 6)

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Highest
Winkler
Barrhead
01ds
Whitecourt
Virden

Lowest
Morden
Neepawa
Hanna 2

N NN W

N W

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
Steinbach
Swan River
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Brooks
Stettler
Wainwright

Lowest_
Steinbach
Swan River
Nipawin
Brooks
Wainwright

NRNNNNNDNNDND

N NN NN

Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)

Highest
Fort McMurray
Drumheller
Fort Saskatchewan
Peace River
Loyest_
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Estevan
The Pas
St. Albert
Wetaskiwin

NN

N NON W W

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)

Highest
Thompson 6
Portage la Prairie
Brandon '

Lowest
North Battleford
Brandon
Portage la Prairie
Moose Jaw
Swift Current
Red Deer

N w

N NN
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three growth rates. Second, for small centres, no one particular community

is unique. Table VII.14 shows that nearly half of the total centres in this
category (8 out of 18) contained two services which ranked in either the
highest or lowest three growth rétes. Four of these centres had growth rates
of four municipal services, two of which were placed in the highest three, and
the remaining two in the lowest three. Third, for medium size centres, four
can be identified as having significant growth rates. Of the six municipal
services provided in Fort McMurray, the growth ratesof four of them were amongst
the highest for this population category. At the other extreme, Dauphin is
seen to have an overdeclining growth rate of municipal services. .Of the six
municipal services provided, four in Dauphin reflected growth rates which were
elther the lowest or second lowest for this population category. Flin Flon
and Estevan also exhibited low overall growth rates as seen from the fact that
three out of theilr six services were ranked amongst the lowest three values.
Fourth, of all Prairie centres, Thompson stands out as the one displaying the
highest growth rates. In all six municipal services examined, Thompson
experienced the highest growth rate of centres classed as "Large Siie". Portage
la Prairie ranked secona in this population class having three services whose
growth rates were amongst the highest. North Battleford contained the lowest
overall growth rates in municipal services as seen from the fact that three
out of its services are within the lowest growth rates.

Both Tables VII.15 and VII.l6 provide quick identification of centres
having either high or low municipal expenditure growth rates. The selection
of only three extreme values (high and low) was purely arbitrary. Given time,
the number could have been enlarged to include all centres within each
population class.

Rates of growth of per capita municipal expenditures are also out-
lined in Table VII.12. The last three columns show the percent change, quotient
values using the Prairie region as the base magnitude, and quotient values using
the province as the magnitude. Several observations can be drawn from this

table commencing with generalities and then focusing upon specific case studies.
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First, the extremes ranged between a high of 192.u4i% (Lloydminster)

and a low of -16.00% (Swan River). The average per capita growth rate for the
Prairies as a whole was 35.30% while for the three provinces it was 37.62% -
(Alberta), 34.04% -(Saskatchewan), and 31.54% -(Manitoba). Second, the quot-
ient values also exhibited extreme ranges and varied betwéen -9.45 and 5.45

for the regional quotient, and 0.50 and 5.65 for provincial quotients. In the
case of the former quotient, a value of 2.0 for a particular centre would
signify that this centre's per capita municipal expenditures increased at

twice the provincial rate. Third, only three centres, all located in Manitoba,
experienced negative growth rates. These were Swan River, Thompson, and The Pas.
It is interesting to note that previous comments on Thompson emphasized that
this centre ranked first in terms of absolute.growth rates of municipal expend-
itures. Yet the presenf table indicates that on a per capita basis, Thompson
ranked the second lowest in the entire Prairies. This phenomenon is of course
attributed to the rapid populatiog growth in this centre between 1961 and 1969
which actually exceeded growth rates in municipal éxpenditures.

Similar observations to those raised about Thompson can also be made
about other centres. A comparison between Table VII.12 and VII.1l6 will reveal
many inconsistencies. To include only fwo more, Flin Flon and Esterhazy both
are seen to have relatively low growth rates of municipal expenditures between
1966 and 1969. (It may be recalled from Table VII.1l6 that both the centres
had the lowest growth rates for three out of six municipal services.) In terms
of per capita growth rates, Flin Flon and Esterhazy greatly exceeded the Prairie
average (see the quotient values in the second last column of Table VII.12).

Final comments that can be made concerning growth rates for Prairie
centres relate to spatial distribution characteristics. Maps ViI.Q and VII.3
show growth rates of absolute and per capita values of total municipal expend-
itures respectively. 1In terms of absolute growth rates (Map VII.2), three
general observations can be made. First, centres having the highest growth
rates are concentrated in Alberta, especially around the two largest cities -
Edmonton and Calgary. Second, the most northern settlements in the Prairies
exhibit exceptionally high absolute growth rates. Fort McMurray, Peace River

and Thompson, all are ranked in the highest growth rate category. Third, with
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the exception of Swift Cufrent, Yorkton, Virden and Winkler , the central and
eastern Prairies, are characterized by noticeably low growth rates.

When per capita growth rates are examined (Map VII.3) a différent
picture emerges. First and most apparent, 1s the declining dominance of
Alberta centres. Whereas these centres had high absolute growth rates, their
per capita values were far lower., These relatively lower per capita values
are attributed to greater increases in population growth - a phenomenon as it
may be recalled, that is less evident in Saskatchewan and Manitoba.

A second feature drawn from Map VII.3 is the absence of high growth
rates in northern centres. As was the case for Alberta centres, northern
settlements are also experiepcing rapid population increases, increases it should
be noted which surpass growth rates in municipal expenditures. The overall trend
therefore is that the per capita growth rate$ for Grande Prairie, Peace River,
Fort McMurray and Thompson are far lower than would be expected.

Finally,Saskatchewan and Manitoba centres tend to have more favourable
per‘capita growth rates as opposed to absolute rates. Such a reverse situation
is due more to declining of population rates than to increasing expenditures.
Caution, therefore, must be taken by not overemphasizing either of these rates.
One should not place too much importance on the per capita growth rates by
themselves nor should one, for that matter, consider absolute values as the only

yardstick for measuring growth rates of municipal expenditures.

2. Municipal Assessments

Ideally, an examination of revenues should accompany a discussion of
expenditures. However, such an examinatiop has not been included in this
section for one underlying reason. It is felt that the procedure for raising
revenue in no manner directly reflects the economic or social climate of an urban
area., Rather, from consulting municipal officials, the opinions reached by the
team members was that the sources of revenue reflect astuteness in sophisticated

budgetary exercises. To balance anticipated expenditures, municipal affairs
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departments can raise revenues from two major sources - taxkation and contri-
butions and/or licensing. The latter comprises of licenses and ﬁermits, fines,
contributions and grants, services and interest charges, rents and 'concessions,
and only one activity which involves the malntenance of a municipal service -
mainly revenues from recreation and community services. By examining trends

in these forms of revenue, it would be spurious to conclude that high increases
in fines, licenses and permits reflect a healthy or expanding economic situation.
A discussion of recreation revenues lends itself to such an analysis, but was

not included due to insufficient detail regarding the nature of the revenue.

Taxation represents by far the greatest source of revenue. A dis-
cussion of absolute taxation figures will only reveal how much revenue is
raised from this levy. An increase in the taxation funds does not always assume
an overall increase in the general economj. It could, however, be due to-
increases in assessable structures, thereby generating larger tax levies; or,
and which is more often the case, it could be due to adjustments in the mill rate.
If, for example, a community has anticipated a large expenditure in education
facilities and is unable to raise the necessary revenue by imposing the existing
tax rate, it can resort to raising the school.tax. In a similar fashion,
revenue for public works can be readily provided by raising the general mill
rate. Shrewd budgetary procedﬁreS,Atherefore, play an.important part in
municipal affairs.

It would be erroneous to suggest that increases in taxation funds go
hand in hand with increases in the overall economy of a particular centre.
However, if all mill rates remained constant, increases in this source of
revenue would, to a certain extent, reflect a stable if not prosperous economy.
Assessment, therefore, is the determiﬂant variable. This final section examines
municipal assessment. As will be seen in the following discussion less detail
is placed upon assessments than upon expenditures. The reason for this under-
emphasis is due to the complex issues that surround the procedures for assigning
assessment values.

As the name implies, assessments are dollar values assigned to all

forms of structures. Unlike most expenditures involving support and maintenance
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services, assessments relate to fixed investments. The structure having a very
long life expectancy will be recorded in assessment files for many years.

A centre, therefore, recording a high (absolute or per capita) assessment value
~in 1969 does not always suggest a prosperous state of affairs. This high

value might in fact be due to a "building boom" a decade ago. In the same vein,
a reduction in assessments over a short term period does not automatically
indicate a decline in the economy. A retrenchment programme or the initial
stages of an urban renewal scheme might have caused the demolition of many
buildings thus reducing the number of assessable structures,

Bearing in mind these limitations, only three aspects of assessments
are considered here, These are:l. total assessments, 2. per caplta assess-
ments, and 3. growth rates of absolute and per capita assessments values.
Tables VII.17 and VII.18 appended at the end of this chapter outline these
three aspects. Concerning absolute growth rates, (Table VII.1l7), the following
points can be drawn. First, in terms of provincial comparisons, Manitoba
ranks first (27.0%),followed by Alberta (17.19%), and then Saskatchewan (15.80%).
It is interesting to note that Manitoba centres rank above the remaining two
provinces even though they experienced smaller increases in the issuance of
building permits (see Table VII. ). The large increases in Manitoba assessments
have probably resulted in expansions in the business field and not from fixed
investments. Those centres containing negative growth rates are confined solely
to Alberta. The four communities in this province are Cardston, Drayton Valley,
Hanna, and Vermilionf

Second, on a regional basis, the extremes ranged between a low of
~17.83% for Vermilion and 200.4% for Fort McMurray. The average Prairie growth
rate was 19.66%. To determine regional variations, quotient values can be used.
As exemplified previously, a value of 0.5 for a particular centre indicates a
growth rate half that of the regional average. At the other extreme a value
of 6.0 (such as that for Yorkton) represents a growth rate six times that of
the Prairies as a whole.

To make urban comparisons more meaningful, and to avoid equating

growth rates for metropolitan areas with small towns, a final feature that can



be provided by Table VII.1l7 involves construéting a hierarchy based upon
populafion classes. Table VII.19 outlinés,aSSessment gfowtﬂ rates acéqrding'

to five population categories for centres having extreme.vaiues§ vfhesé extremes
include centres with the highest three and iowest three érowth’rafes.‘

The ﬁsefﬁ;ness of Table VII.iQ lieé in one being able‘fé‘quickly
identify the'extreme“valués for a given éiie population category. For example,
on cities classed as "small-sized" Lloydminstér stands out aé hayiﬁg the highest.
rate of gréwth while Edson hés the loﬁest. waéver, on a regional comparison,‘
Lloydminster ranked 5th out of the 70 selected éehfres in the_PyaiPies,Awhile
Edson ranked 7th frpm fhe bottom,

Per capita rates of growth preéent a slightly Aiffereﬁt stfucture
tO'absdlute values. Tagle‘VII.l8 appended at %he end of this éhapter, outlines
these values.  Wide variations are again evident fdr both years. In 1966,
per‘capita vélues rangeduﬁetﬁeen $3,500 for Lloydminster and $102 for.Yorkton -
a factor'of-S:i. in‘1970? leydminster agéin had the éigheét per caﬁita value,
($4,101), and The Eaé the lowest ($959). In terms of growth'fates, Aiberta
communities'reflected the lowest rates while‘Manitoba centrés had the highest
values, .Because the .former centres experieﬁced'relatively lower growth rates;
cogpled with the fact that‘éopulation increases are the highest for the
province, one wouldlindeed expeét that per capita values wéuld be low. Such
an éxpectatian is.c¢nfirmed.fpom Table VII.l8'whén one observés.that twelve
out of thirteen centres having a negative growth rate are located in Alberta.
Extreme growth rate valhés ranée between a ﬁigh.of lO6g7&% - (Yorktén) and
a loonf -10.22% - (Vermilion). Regionai quotients have‘been included in
Table VII.18 from which one can compére growth rates of one city with another.

The most effective way to discusé growth rates is to group centres
having a common denoﬁinatdr. In'maintaining consistency, population categories
represent the common dehomiﬁatpr. Tables VII.20 and VII.21 rank‘aécordiné to
population class,per capita»assessment.yalges for the most recent year (1970)
and péfcent changes of.per capita assessment values (1966—?0).-A‘

Both Tab;es‘VII;QO and VII.21 show that population gétegories are not

related to either per. capita assessment values or per capita growth:rates.




594

TABLE VII.1S9

GROWTH RATES FOR TOTAL MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENTS FOR CENTRES
HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND LOWEST VALUES, ACCORDING TO
POPULATION CATEGORIES, FOR PRAIRIE CENTRES: 1966-1969.

Centre Growth Rate - %

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Highest
1) Morden 17,80
2) Barrhead 30.69
3) Esterhazy 29.21
Lowest__
1) Cardston ~17.83
2) Vermilion . -10.23
3) Hanna : ~5.77
Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)
Highest
1) Lloydminster _ 36.81
2) Nipawin 3u.16
3) Vegreville 25.73
Lowest_
1) Drayton Valley -4.36
2) Hinton .26
3) Edson 3.07
Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)
Highest :
1) Fort McMurray 200.40
2) Peace River 30.33
3) Drumheller 30.19
Lowest .
1) Fiin Flon 5.2u4
2) Melville 7.58
3) Estevan 11.20
Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)
Highest
1) Yorkton 120,59
2) Brandon 29.0u
3) Grande Prairie 16.43
Lowest
1) Red Deer , .49
2) Moose Jaw : 5.16
3) Medicine Hat 8.11
Metropolitan Areas
1) Saskatchewan 46.29
2) Winnipeg 30.78
3) Edmonton 20.10
4) Calgary 18.55
5) Regina : 15.41
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TABLE VII.Z20

PER CAPITA ASSESSMENT VALUES FOR CENTRES HAVING THE THREE
HIGHEST AND LOWEST VALUES, ACCORDING TO POPULATION CATEGORIES
FOR PRAIRIE CENTRES: 1966-69 incl.

Centre Per Capita Assessments - $

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Highest

1) Kindersley : 2155

2) Barrhead . 2119

3) Innisfail 1971
Lowest

1) Claresholm 1012

2) Cardston 1276

3) Coaldale 1279

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest

1) Lloyminster 4101
‘2) Hinton 2666

3) Taber 2147
Lowest

1) Drayton Valley 1256

2) Swan River 1407

3) Humboldt 1534

Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)

Highest

1) Fort Saskatchewan 3339

2) Camrose 2076

3) Wetaskiwin . 1817
Lowest_ A |

1) The Pas 959

2) Flin Flon : 1100

3) Fort McMurray 1335

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)

Highest

1) Lethbridge 2163

2) Yorkton 2124

3) Red Deer 1876
Lowest

1) Moose Jaw 118y

2) Portage la Prairie 142y

3) Brandon 1543

Metropolitan Area

1) Calgary 2262

2) Saskatoon 2176

3) Winnipeg 2124

4) Edmonton 194y

5) Regina 1469
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TABLE VII.21 "

GROWTH RATES OF PER CAPITA ASSESSMENTS FOR CENTRES HAVING THE
THREE HIGHEST AND LOWEST VALUES, ACCORDING TO POPULATION "
CATEGORIES, FOR PRAIRIE CENTRES : 1966 - 1969.

Centre Growth Rate - %

Smallest Centres(less than 3,500)

Highest

1) Morden 39.49

2) Kindersley 31.56

3) Canora 27.67
Lowest_

1) Claresholm -19.91

2) Cardston _ , -17.83

3) Pincher Creek : -6-. 24

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest

1) Nipawin 27.22

2) Vegreville 19.80

3) Humboldt 18.62
Lowest :

1) Leduc -16.69

2) Drayton Valley ~7.64

3) Hinton -3.19

Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)

Highest

1) Fort McMurray 28.05
2) Flin Flon 26.67

3) Weyburn 22.16
Lowest

1) The Pas -18.21
2) Drumheller -7.11
3) Camrose 2.53

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)

Highest

1) Yorkton 106.74
2) Brandon 22.53
3) Portage la Prairie 18.64
Lowest

1) Red Deer 1.63
2) Lethbridge 5.05
3) North Battleford 6.74
; Metropolitan Areas

1) Saskatoon 34.98
2) Winnipeg 23.12
3) Edmonton 14.10
4) Regina - 7.31
5) Calgary 1.67
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That is to say, one cannot assume that smaller centres have higher per capita
values than larger centres, Nor for that matter, do the figures suggest that
large centres reflect greater per capita growfh rates than smaller ones,
Variableé other than size are obviously related to assessment values. The
final section of this chapter will atfempt to determine if there are any
relationships between expenditures and assessments as well as between these
two variables.and others.

It should be emphasized that the following discussion is not intended
to be definitive. Rather, it has been included as representing one of several
ways tbat may be pursued in analysing basic information on municipal eﬁpendi—
tures and assessments. The procedure adopted is straightforward in that only
three variables are investigated simultaneously. The two dependent variables
are population and expenditures while the independent variable is some other
economic or social characferistic such as assessment values, changes in build-
ing fermits and age characteristics. The basiccgraph used plofs total size
against absolute municipal expeﬁditures. (See Graph VII.8). Graph VII.S
shows that, with the exception of one centre (01lds), a direct relationship
exists between the total population and total municipal expenditures. Such
a trend is not the least surprising since one would expect a large mctropolitan
area to spend a greéter amount of funds on municipal serviccs than a small town.
When size and expenditures are examined, according-to other variables, bcth
significant as well as insignificant trends arise. Graphs VI9-=14 have been
included as examples examining these variables. The foliowing conclusions can
be drawn from these graphs.

First, commercial activities in terms of per capita retail sales, do
not affect expenditures. Since commercial activities represent an effective
indicator of the overall economy, it was thought that the former might be
related to the distribution of municipal expenditures. Graph VII.9 negates the
existence of any positive relationship.

Second, age characteristics in no way were related to absolute
expenditure values. It was felt that a community having a potentially large
labour force (i.e. a relatively large number of persons in the 25-64 year

old category), would demand a different level of expenditures than a centre



GRAPH VII.8
1 Graph showing the relationship between Total
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1 for Prairie Centres: 1966
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GRAPH VII.9
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GRAPH VII.1O

Graph showing the relationship between Population,
Total Municipal Expenditures, and the Potential
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GRAPH VII.1l
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. Graph showing relationships between Population, v
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GRAPH VII.12

Graph showing the relationships between Population,
Total Municipal Expenditures, and Migration values
4 measured in terms of net migration< 1961 population,
1 for Prairie Centres: 1966 ’
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GRAPH VII.13
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GRAPH VII.14

Graph showing the relationships between Population,
o ‘ Total Municipal Expenditures, and Per Capita Assess-
o ' : ment values, for Prairie Centres: 1970
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in whiéh this potential was alone. It was further poStulatéd that a_predomiﬁ—
antly "older" community would require different municipal services than one
in wﬁich there was a large number of young peéple. Thg eratic distribution
of points contained in Graphs VII.1l0 and VII.1ll indicate that age characteristics
had no bearing upon expenditures. Third, migration had little bearing on
expenditures. Graph VII.12 shows that for a given size community those expef—
iencing extremely high positive migration valﬁes, (greater than 10%), did not
receive greater municipal expenditures than centres having negative migration
rates. Fourth, a strong trend arises when building permits are included as
an independent variable. Graph VII.13 shows that centres in which the issuance
of building permits greatly increased between 1966 and 1970, expended lower
amounts of funds on municipal services than centres having negative rates of
bhange. Such a trend is contrary to what one would have expected since one’
normally associates high levels of services and utilities withxcentres exper-
iencing rapid growth in the building industry. The distribution of points shown
in Graphl3 might appear on first examination coincidental. However, even when
the variable growth of building permits is broken down into more than two
categories, a more pronounced'trend arises. Obviously, therefore, more research
is needed in this area. Fifth, when assessments are included as an independent
variable, positive trgnds arise. Graph VII.14 confirms that per capita assess-
ments are directly related to municipal expenditures. Of two similar sgze
centres, the one having high per capita assessments also e#pends greater amounts
of funds for municipal services. Such an observation warrants little comment,
for centres possessing great amounts of investment capital, whether in building
or plans, will automatically require a higher level of municipal service,
especially in public works and protecfion than a centre having a lower level
of assessments.

The last six graphs represent a mere fraction of the total number
that can be constructed whern énalysing municipal expenditures. Each dependent

variable can be further broken down and their components analyzed separately.

Combinations of these components would be almost infinite and therefore




priorities have to be selected. Once selécted, it would then be pdésible
to'idenfify and subsequently comment upon those "atypical centres which fell
outside the general trend. Furfher analyses on municipal ekpenditures. and

assessments could follow these lines.
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QUEBEC

‘1. Municipal Expenditures

Tables VII.22 to VII.25 inclusive, appended at the end of this:
section, outline absolute and relative values for the years 1966 and 1969.
Absolute values refer to total dollar value of expenditures for each major
category while relative value is compfised of the percent:distributién accord-
iﬁg to the individual catégory. Because of the large amount of information
contained in these tables, it would be virtually impossibie to.COmment on .each
item covered. Therefore, to avoid a lengthy discussion, only the exfremes
for each sector will be highiighted.‘

In qrder of priority, the public works sector displays, for the most
part, the highest values for both years alfﬁough\the 1969 percentages tend to-
be lower. (See Tables VII.23 and VII.24) Only five centres ‘directed more than
50% of total municipal expenditures in public works during 1966 and 1969.
These were Bécancour, Hauterive, St—Georéess and Valleyfield‘(in~1966) and
Maniwaki, (1969). At the opposite extreme, oﬁly three centres had values less.
than iO%. These were Mont-Joli and Hull (1966) and Magog‘tiQGQ). Apért from
these. extremes, the méjority of centres, (60 out of 72), had percentages which
ranged between 20 and 45 - a factor of approximatély 1:2. Proteétion serviceées
reéreSenfed the second:most important category in terms of total municipal
expenéitures. With the exceptions of Bécancour (1970) and Terreboﬁhe (19665,
the percentages for protection services for all remaining centres exceeded lS%
of total municipal expenditures. Only one centre expended more.than 50% of
its tétal budget éﬁ protection services‘aﬁd this was Farnham, (57.60% in>196§).
Next to administration, protection services represent a fairly ubiquitous
service in that all communities expend apéroximately one-quarter to one-third

of their budget on this service. The notion that large metropolitan areas

need a higher level of protection due to allegedly higher incidence of crime
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and underworld warfare, holds little merit when one examines Tables VII.?23
and VII.24. Both Québec and Montréal, (the latter sometimes being referred
to as the Chicégo of Canada!), expend average amounts of funds on protection
services. It is the small size centre which is.directing proportionately
greater amounts of funds towards this sector.

When considering administration services, only one centre stands
out. This is Hull and as seen from Table VII.25 nearly three quarters of its
total budget (74.u4%) is spent on government and administration services.
Such an abnormally high &alue is of course attributed to the setting up in
the recent years, of federal government departments in this city. WMaintenance
and support staff are required to operate these departments and it is these
activities which require large amounts of funds. In general, most centres in
Québec expend.between 20 and 35% of their total budget on administration services.

Public health and welfare contributions represent the least important
service from the point of view of funds allocated. Of the five major categories
examined, health and welfare expenditures were the lowest for all 72 centres.
In general, most centres direct between one and five percent of their total
budget towards this field. In 1966, the percentages tend to be higher than in
1969. Only two centres expend more than 1l0% of total funds in any sector:
Cap-de-la-Madeleine and Val-d'Or, (both in 1966).

Recreation represents the most inconsistant service examined. The
extremes also exhibit the widest range, from 0% to over 20%. In general, 1969
percentages tend to be higher than the 1966 values thus reflecting the gaining
importance that municipalities are placing upon leisure and recreation.
Ten centrés, (three in 1966 and seven in 1969), expended over 20% of their
total budget in this service, the highest being Malartic in which the percent-
age was 27.54. It is interesting to note that municipal authorities in Malartic
placed a greater priority on recreation than on administration, protection,
and health and welfare services. Even expenditures in public works activities
only exceeded recreation expenditures by a very small margin.

In order to - succinctly expresg the values contained in Tables VII.23

and VII.25, coefficients of specialization values have been computed. Re&mphasising
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this technique, one may recall that a large value indicates a high level of
specialization in one of the five categories, while values approaching zero
denote diversification. A centre therefore having a coefficient value of

.02 would suggest that its distribution of municipal expenditures @pproximates
that of the province. Table VII.26 outlines coefficient values for 1966 and
1969 as well as the absolute change between these two coefficients.

Several comments can be made from Table VII.26. First, the tendency
is for more communities to become more specialized in the allocation of funds
for municipal services. This is seen from the fact that 29 centres became
more diversified while the remaining ones became more specialized. (The
second last colﬁmn in the above table shows the absolute difference between
the two years. A positive sign signifies an increment in specialization while
a negative sign indicates a trend towards diversification.) Second, larger
cities are seen to diversify their municipal.expenditures while small centres
tend to specialize their functions. Graphs VII.15 and VII.16 illustrate that
a fairly significant relationship arises between size and coefficient values.
In 1966, the trend is more apparent. Montréal, Québec, Sherbrooke, and Trois-
Riviéres, the four largest centres in the province of Québec, are seen to have
the lowest coefficient values. This impliesthat these cities do not place
any municipal service as a top priority - each is considered as an essential
function. Small communities on the other hand, such as Bagotville, Mont-Joli
and Plessisville, are amongst the top five centres having the highest degree
of specialization.

A final observation that can be seen from Table VII.26 relates to
thé last column of figureé. This column shows the composite percentage change
of the two years. To calculate this value, the absolute change was divided
by the sum of the quotient values for the two years. The reason for including
the values for both years in the denominator was to include the relative
component of both negative and positive values. For example, the percentage
change from a value of..O to .20 would be 100%. (This would represent a case

in which a centre is becoming more specialized.) But a percentage change from
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.20 to .10 would be -50%. (This would represent a centre that.is becoming.
more diversified.) Yet, in both cases, each centre had similar absolute
differences, (Plus .10 in the former and ﬁégative .iO in the«later)}"That‘is
to say, one became "more specialized" by the same degree aé the éther became
"moré diversified". By including those annual values in calculating the
rélat;ve change, each centre would obtain the same numericai value, their
diffe;ence lying in the sign. Returning then to the final_éolumn'in Table -

VII.26, the following list was constructed which outlines the five highest

centres which have changed most markedly.

Centres becoming more _ Centres becoming more
Specialized Diversified
Centre : % Change " Centre - _% Change
Sorel 80.0 Valleyfield : 50.0
Shawinigan 63.6 Bagotville ‘ 8.4
Farnham » . 44,8 Buckingham 40.7
Drummondville - 36.0 Dolbeau : 36.0
Thetford Mines 35.5 Mont-Joli 85,0

The above list shows for exémple that of all céntres located in
Québec, the one that became moslt specialized in terms of all§cating funds
towards municipal services Qas Sorel. At the other extreme, Valleyfield‘is
seen to be the centre which became most diversified between 1966 and 1969.

The inclusion of specialization values is intended to provide an
easy identification of changing trends with.respect to the allocation of
municipal funds. One knows that no two municipalities alloéated exactly the
same proportion of fqnds for municipal expenditures. One further is aware
that:changes in municipal funds can vary markedly between centres over a
relatively short period. What therefore would be most useful to persons
involved in municipal accounting would be to develop a yardstick for inter-

municipal comparisons. Composite percent changes of coefficient values repre-

sent such a yardstick.
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Table VII.27 presents per capita values for total municipal expend-
itures for 1966 and 1969. The figures contained in this table have been
used to construct Map VII.4 and Graph VII.17. Before commenting upon the
diagrams, the table will be discussed first. Concerning the range of per
capita values for 1966, Hull is seen to have the lowest value, ($1.28), while
Trois-Rividres has the highest,($258.90). The average for Québec in
1966 was $56.04, and, with the exception of the above two and possibly Beau-
harnois, the range for the remaining centres represented e ratio of less than
3:1, 1In 1961, the extrenes were less pronounced and ranged between $143,
(Québec), and a low $29, (Roberval). For the province as a whole, the per
capita value increased by nearly $QO over the four-year period.

The values contalned 1n Tabl IIfgchen also benusedsto eonstruct
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ratios are calculated‘betweennthe highegt’end-lgweet‘germqapita values, the
smaller classes tend to have the ;Qner'rqpies;‘,Qhat;is:tolsay,;the.extremes
for the smaller centres are less Prononneeg:;hanAfork;ergep;pities. - The ratio
high/low for the former was 1.74, nhile fgrjemallxcentreeiend medium size -
centres, it was 2.04 and 3.04 respeetiyelyib,r_

The results of Tables VII.27 andPYI;‘QS would suggest. that per capita
values tended te be greater for‘larger cengres. When the two variables, size
and per capita values for total municipal expenditures are plotted, a fairly.
generel trend does indeed arise. Graph Y%§517‘shqws for the majority of
centres that as size increases, per capita expenditures'also increase: However,

the wide dispersion of points would suggePtﬁtnat‘other factors, equally as
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TABLE VII.28

TABLE OUTLINING PER CAPITA EXPENDITURE VALUES FOR CENTRES
HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND THREE LOWEST VALUES
ACCORDING TO POPULATION CATEGORIES: 1969

Smallest Centres (5,000-7,500)

Centres Per Capita Value -$
Highest

1) St-Georges 70.78

2) Windsor 65.78

3) Dolbeau 60.88
Lowest_

1) Mont -Laurier . 37.27

2) Bagotville - 37.41

3) Maniwaki 38.84

Small Centres (7,501-10,000)

Highest
1) Terrebonne 64.60
2) Port~Alfred 60.08
3) Buckingham 56.42
Lowest
1) Bécancour 28.49
2) Roberval 29.22
3) Drummondville S. 30.88
Medium Size Centres (10,001-25,000)
Highest
1) Baie-Comeau 114,13
2) Sept-Isles 90.54
3) St-Hyacinthe - 8u4.u8
Lowest <
1) Shawinigan S. 27.05
2) Chicoutimi N. 32.29
3)Pointe-Gatineau - 36.42
Large Centres (25,001-50,000)
Highest
1) Granby 6l4.77
2) Drummondville 64.36
3) St-Jean ) 61.18
Lowest_ .
1) Jonquiére 40,92
2) Cap-de-la-Madeleine u6.52
3) Valleyfield 47,52
Metropolitan Centres
1) Québec ' ' ' 143.48
2) Montréal 136.80
3) Sherbrooke 86.51
4) Trois-Riviéres 75.27
5) Hull 73.07
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important as size, are also related to the allocation of municipal expenditures.
Further research may reveal that rapidly expanding centres ﬁecessitate a
higher amount of municipél funds than well-established communities. In the
former group, it may be further discovered that the public works sector plays
a dominant role while recreation facilities may represent tﬁe major concern for
the latter group of centres. To draw any conclusions therefore, one must
not only fully understand the economic and social environment of the centre
in question, but also the actual breakdown of municipal expenditures.

The spatial distribution of per capita expenditure values for the
two years 1966 and 1969 iS5 shown in Map VII.4. Rather than discuss in depth
each centre, only guidelines will be made for the major regions. VThe regions
having below-average pér capita values for both years include the Clay Belt
area, the western sector of Lac-St-Jean region, southwestern Québec with the
exception of Hull and Gatineau, and the southern portion of the St. Lawrence
Lowlands. This latter region comprises those centres falling in the Drummond-
ville - Valleyfield - Coaticook triangle. Those areas having above-average
values include the Lac-St-Jean region with the exception of the above-mentioned
western sector and Chicoutimi North, centres located along the lower reaches
are of the St. Lawrence River, (Sept~fles, Baie-Comeau, Hauterive, Matane,
Mont-Joli and Rimouski), and the two metropolitan areas Québec and Montréal.
It is interesting to note that of all the centres of Québec, two stand out as
being highly atypical. These are Beauharnois and Trois-Riviéres, both of which

are seen to have exceptionally high per capita values in 1966.

2. Rates of Growth

Two aspects of growth rates have been considered. The first deals
with relative changes according to the major municipal activities selected,
the results of which are found in Table VII.29., The second examines the rates
of change of total éxpenditures in terms of absolute as well as pef cépita
values. These latter figures are contained in Tables VII.27 and VII,.29 (last
column). Absolute values will be discussed first,

Table VII.29 emphasizes that municipal growth rates do not follow any
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consistant pattern on an inter-urban basis. Extreme variations charactérize
municipal sector and general comment can be summarized as follows: First,
when examining total expenditures one observes that only six qenfres éctually
experienced negative growth pates. In drder of magnitude these were Val-d'Or,
Beauharnois, Trois-Riviéres, Gatineau, éhawinigan South; and Roberval. The
extremesvranged between a low of ~83,09%, (Val-d'or), and a high of 13,109.00%
(Hull). Second, the public protection sector was the one contéinihgjﬁy far
the smallest number of centres having negative growth rates. Only four out of
seventy-two centres experienced declining expenditure rates in this barticular-
sector. The fact that the‘majority of centres in Québec contained large
positive growth rates in public protéction services would éuggest that the
provision of this service represents one of the most eséentiél basic services.
The City of Hull again is seen to have the highesf growth rate in this service
while Beauha?nois scored the lowest. Third, the administrative sector in general
reflects a fairly stable service as seen from the fact that only eleven centres
contained negative growth rates. Hull, and to lesser extents Val-d'Or and
Terrebonne, stand out as having the highest positive values. Of communities
having negative values, Beauharnois is placed in a class of its own. Fourth,
thé public works sector displays the most erratic values. ‘Sixteen out of the
total selected centres contained negative vélues,-the highést‘beingvMagog
with a value of -91.64%. Because of the considerable number of centrés having
declining rates of change in this sector, plus the fact that many of these
rates are markedly high, the overall provincial average growth fate for public
works was by far the lowest of all municipal services. Between 1966 and 1969,
the average percent increase for this sector was only 2.29%. Fifth, health
and welfare gxpenditurés reflected an overailndeclining situatioﬁ. 67% of
all centres, (48 out of 72), experienced negative growth rates between 1966
and 1969- In spite of this large number, the errall provincial growth rate
was nevertheless 10.85%u The reason for this anomgly is due to the fact that

the larger centres, (Montréal, Québec &nd Sherbrooke amoﬁgst them), exper-
ienced positive grqwth, and that the absolute volume of expenditgres in health_

and welfave services of these three centres alone, accounted in 1969 for over

88% of the-provincial total. Because larger numbers of welfare cases tend
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to be concentrated in the bigger cities, one would expect to find proportion-
ately greater amounts of welfare payments:being allocated in these centres.
Finally, the sixth general»observation drawn from Tablg VII.29 concerns growth
rates in the recreatlon sector. It is interesting té note that the overall
prdvincial rate in this sector was the second highest of all municipal services.
This would suggest that the provision of recreation facilities is gaining
increasing importance in the majority of Québec centres. In fact, only ten
communities experienced declines in this service between 1966 and 1969, where-
as over three times this number had growth rates which exceeded 100%. In
terms of extreme volumes, Hull again stands out as having the highest and
Gatineau the lowest. The exceedingly large value for Hull, (over 26,000%),

is of course due to an abﬁormally low total for 1966 and an average total for
1969.

When discussing the growth for individual municipal services, there
is a tendency for one to compare values of one centre with another indis-
criminétely. Growth rates fof the major cities, such as Québec and Montréal,
would therefore be ranked against those for Alma and Mont-Joli. Because the
latter two are seen to have greater percent changes, one would automatically
assume that they are providing a higher level of municipal service than
larger cities. However, one must not forget that it is far more difficult
for large municipalities to double their expenditures than it is for an
extremely small centre. Therefore, to make any valid comparison, one must
examine centres having similar populations. Table VII.30 outlines those centres
having the three highest and three lowest growth rates for each of the five
municipal services according to population class size.

The results of Table VII.30 can be summarized in terms of the
frequencies with which the centres were mentioned. For the smallest size
category, no centre stands out as continually displaying high positive growth

rates. St-Félicien is probably the most outstanding centre in this class

since in three out of five services, it is ranked amongst the lowest three

centres. When small centres are examined, three communities can be identified

as having extreme growth rates. Beauharnois and Roberval invariably scored low
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GROWTH RATES FOR MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURE' CATEGORIES FQR-CENTRES
HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND LOWEST VALUES, ACCORDING TO
POPULATION CATEGORIES, FOR QUEBEC CENTRES: 1969

1. Administration

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres

Highest
1) St- Georges 0,
2) Windsor
3) Mont-Laurier

Lowest
1) Amos
2) Bagotville
3) Dolbeau

Growth Rate

179,73
1127.77

121.57

-28.95
-1.82
2.48

Small Centres(3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
1) Terrebonne
2) Coaticook
3) Chibougamau

Lowest_
1) Beauharnois
2) Roberval
3) Drummondville

633.81
129.93
108.74

-74.,51
-24,56
~8.70

Medium Size Centres(5,001 - 10,000)

Highest
1) Ste-Thérése
2) Alma
3) Noranda

Lowest
1) Shawinigan S
2) Matane
3) Cowansville

499.02
288.38
207.24

-27.81
-18.45
-3.45

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)

Highest
1) Valleyfield
2) Jonquifre
3) Cap-de-la-Madeleine

Lowest
1) Drummondville
2) St-Jérdme
3) Chicoutimi

2985.67

139.73
128.99

26,12
26 .40
27.18

Metropolitan Areas

Highest
1) Hull
2) Montréal
3) Québec
4) Sherbrooke
5) Trois-Riviéres

4785,00

92.22
58.35
57.89
-75,07



TABLE VII.30 contd.

2. Protection

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres Growth Rate
Highest

1) Amos 153.30

2) Aylmer 73.15

3) Plessisville 72.33
lgqugp_ .

1) Malartic 12.03

2) St-Félicien 12.85

3) Dolbeau , 20.27

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest

1) Terrebonne 4372.99

2) Roberval 1849.21

3) Port-Alfred 51.76
Lowest

1) Beauharnois -72.32

2) Coaticook 13.73

3) Chibougamau 40.59

Medium Size Centres(5,001 - 10,000)

Highest

1) Ste-Thérése 420.08

2) Val-d'Or 111.35

3) Pointe~Gatineau 69.1U
Lowest_

1) Sorel -87.87

2) Gatineau -1.24

3) Alma 6.29

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)

Highest

1) Valleyfield 4910.38

2) St-Jérdme 68.68

3) Cap-de-la-Madeleine 58.54L
Lowest

1) Drummondville 21.75

2) Granby , 33.13

3) Jonguidre 3h. 4y

Metropolitan Areas

Highest

1) Hull 11,507.19

2) Québec 35.49

3) Sherbrooke 27.64

4) Montréal _ 19.92

5) Trois-Riviéres -52.47

622



TABLE VII.30 contd.

3. Public Works

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres ' Growth Rate
Highest

1) Mont-Joli . 1087.64

2) Maniwaki 148.u8

3) Aylmer 62.54
Lowest

1) St-Georges " -45,00

2) Lac-Mégantic -28.17

3) Windsor -19.u49

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
1) Terrebonne 457.50
2) Chibougamau 31.71
3) Port-Alfred - 25.30
" Lowest
1) Beauharnois ~-76.69
2) Roberval -15.48
3) Coaticook 12.97

Medium Size Centres (5,001 - 10,000)

Highest
1) Ste-Thérése 1295.57
2) Matane 110.96
3) Thetford Mines 62,2u
Lowest_
1) Magog ’ -91.64
2) Shawinigan S -49,81
3) Gatineau -47.09
Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)
Highest
1) Valleyfield 1267 .42
2) Chicoutimi N ‘ 70.04
3) Drummondville 60.20
Lowest_
1) Jonquire -25,91
2) Granby -22.88
3) St-Jean ‘ 11.92
Metropolitan Areas
Highest
1) Hull . . 2066.32
2) Québec 26.41
3) Montréal 4,87
4) Sherbrooke .87
5) TroiswRiviéres ~75.31
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TABLE VII.30 contd.

4, Health and Welfare

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres Growth Rate
Highest

1) Mont-Laurier 208.1Y4

2) Malartic 12.62

3) St-Georges O ~-6.30
Lowest_

1) Amos -100.00

2) St-Félicien ~100.00

3) Plessisville -100.00

4) Maniwaki -100.00

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

Highest
1) Bécancour : 1137.50
2) Coaticook 215.34
3) Port-Alfred 65.59
Loest_
1) Roberval ~100.00
2) Beauharnois -98.26
3) Drummondville S -59.90
Medium Size Centres (5,001 ~ 10,000)
Highest
1) Ste-Thérése 270.26
2) Matane . 175.15
3) Arvida 153.55
Lowest
1) Beloeil -100.00
2) Rimouski -97.80
3) Tracy -93.61
Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)
Highest
1) Valleyfield : 1465.82
2) St-Jean . -1.32
3) Granby ~7.64
Lowest '
‘1) Chicoutimi ~70.52
2) Drummondville -59,39
3) Cap-de-la-Madeleine -50.33
Metropolitan Areas
Highest
1) Hull 8236.58
2) Montréal 21.49
3) Sherbrooke . 11.25
4) Québec 7.51
5) Trois-Riviéres -92.,17




TABLE VII.30 contd.

5. Recreation

Smallest Centres (less than 3,500)

Centres Growth Rate
Highest

1) Bagotville 2051.28

2) Plessisville 574,25

3) Amos 403.01
Lowest

1) Maniwaki -100.00

2) St-Félicien -100.00

3) St-Georges -60.33

Small Centres (3,500 - 5,000)

10,000)

Highest
1) Terrebonne 5650.00
2) Iberville 417.78
3) Buckingham 259.00
Lowest | }
1) Beauharnois -68.69
2) Roberval -10.99
3) Drummondville S 17.92
Medium Size Centres (5,001 -

Highest
1) Ste-Thérése 3207.33
?2) Hauterive ' 2362.65
3) Cowansville 1109.35

Lowest
1) Alma -86.47
2) Asbestos -40.30
3) Riviére~du-Loup 2.43

Large Centres (10,001 - 30,000)

Highest
1) Granby 112.91
2) Valleyfield 100.00
3) Chicoutimi 96.05

Lowest_
1) St-Jérdme .41
2) Jonquiére 9.52
3) Drummondville 19.29

Metropolitan Areas

Highest
" 1) Hull 26,037.27
2) Québec u73.15
3) Montréal u7.34
4) Sherbrooke A 34,19
5) Trois-Riviéres ~56.19
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growth rates - the former being placed amongst the lowest three for all five
municipal services, and the latter being placed in four of these services.
Terrebonne is characterized by abnormally high growth rates as seen from the
fact that it had the highest percent changes in its population class for four
out of five services. Only one centre stands out in the medium size category
and this is Ste-Thérése. Next to Hull, this centre is the most unique of

the entire province in terms of municipal expenditures. Of the five services,
Ste-Thérése ranked first by a large margin. For centres classed as "large'
Valleyfield and Drummondville are the two outstanding cities. The former
ranked first in four services and was placed highest in the remainiqg one, while
the latter was ranked in the lowest three of four services. When the last
population sized category was considered, Hull was assumed to stand in a class
of its own. Apart from scoring the highest raté of growth for all municipal
services, the lead it had over its closest rival made the growth fates of the
remaining centres seem trivial.

Table VII.30 provides quick identification of centres having either
abnormally high or low municipal expenditure growth rates according to
individual sectors. Rates of change for per capita municipal expenditures,
(as opposed to gbsolute values), are outlined in Table VII.27. The last two
columns of this table show the percent change values from 1966-1969 and
quotient values. Referring to statements made previously while discussing

quotient values, these figures compare the city's growth with that of the

. province. The exceeding high value of Hull, for example, (166.00), means

that the growth rate of this city was 166 times that for the province of Québec

Rather than discuss separately the values contained in Table VII,27,
a more useful contribution of this table lies in comparing it with aﬁsolute
rates shown in Table VII.29. The results from the former table shows six
centres experienced negative growth rates for per capita values while the
latter table confirms that there were only five having negative rates of total
expenditures. The only centre having different signs for per capita and
absolute values was Rimouski. Table VII.29~shows'that for absolute expend-

itures this centre had a positive growth rate even though it was only one-
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gighfh the provincial average. In terms of per capita values on the other
hand it experienced a marked decline.(—lB,SQ%),'aé seen in the second last
column of Table VII.27. These two opposing growth rates would suggest that
the population growth rate of Rimoﬁski actually iﬁcreaséd during tﬁe 1966-
1970 period. Such a trend is‘indeed confirmed from Table II 33, contained in
Chapter 2 which shows that population change for this ceﬁtre was é8.2% or
over doubie'the provincial average.

Another centre displaying marked differences between per capifa
values and absolute growth rates is Val—d'Or. Tﬁis centre is seen to have a

relatively low per capita value, (approximately one-third that of the province)

and a significantly absolute growth rate, (over three times the provincial rate).

Such a situation would strongly suggest that the population of.Val—d’Or was
rapidly increasing. Table II33 again illustrates that the population grow%h
of Val-d'Or was exceptidnally high. In fact, it may be noted that this rate
was the highest for the entire pro?ince of Québec.

Montréal(along'with Drummondville South)represents twé centres having
a reverse trend to that of Val-d'Or. Results éf Tables-VIi;Qf.and VII.29
show that for both these centres, the<pep”capita growth rates were higher than
absolgte rates thus indicating that the populations have declinéd over the
1966-1969 period. Table II1.33 further substantiétes this assumption in that it
shows both these centres‘to have negative_population growth values (-2.6% for
Drummondville South and -3.1% for Nofanda).( Shawinigaﬁ South is yet another
centre which reflects a similar trend to thét.of Val-d'Or. Its large negafive
per capita rate and its small negative absolute rate would infer that its

population grew fairly substantially during the 1966-1969 period. A lafge

population growth rate of 30.6%, (incidently, the second largest in the province)

for Shawinigan South indeed reconfirms sﬁch an inference.

To avoid a lengthy discussion involving comparisons between absolﬁte
and per capita values of municipal expenditures for each centre in Québec,
Maﬁs VIi.S and VII.GQhéVe been inclgded to show the spatial distribution of
growth rate values. The firsf of these maps show absolute growth rates while
the secénd outlines per capita changes. Ih terms of absolu%e growth rgtes,

several trends arise, first with the exception of Port-Alfred, the Lac-St-Jean
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region is characterized by relatively low grqwth‘rates. The Centrés.in |
this area are seen to fail within the fwo.low growth rate cétegories.‘:Second,',
thé far western portion of the provinéé.in genéral'has high growth rateé,
the exceptions being Buckingham and Gatineau. 'Third, the Clay Belt region
contains two centres with about average percentages and three that are below
avérage. Fourth, the two most eastern centres ibcated in the Gaspé Bay region,
(Mont-Joli and Mafane), and their neighbours across the St. Lawrence, (Baie—_..‘
Comeau and Hauterive), experignced fairly large.growth_ratés.‘ Fifth, when
the inset map-is examined the majority of centres, (33 out of 3§), fell within
the three lowest growth rate categories. The six centres wﬁicﬁ are not
ingluded, aﬁd which incidently are ranked in thé high category, are Valleyfiéld;
Ste-Thérése, Beloeil, Terrebonne, Moﬁtmagny and ét—Georges Ouest. Because 6f |
the predominance of centres having a low average growth rate, one could conclude
that no diécernable trend arises.

Per capita growth rates follow a similar pattern to absolute &élues.
Map VII.6 again shows that the .Lac—St—J'ean reglon reflects the iow average
values while the sbuthWestérﬁ portion‘of the .province andveastern sections
of the Gaspé and neighbouring enviréns are seep.still to'retain high’pér capita
growfh rates. The major differences that arise between Maps VII.S5 ahdAVII,G
relate to the insetvdiagfams, and more specially, to the central areas‘of these
insets. Of the six centres having high absolute rates, five are again seen -
to have large per capita values; Thé centre which does nbtifoliow this trend
is Québec. However, cities situated along the St. Maurice Riven, (Trois;
Riviéres, Cap—de—la—Madeieine, Shawinigan, Shawinigan Soutﬁ and Grand—Méfe)
retain identical ranks in both maps. There is also little change between ceﬁtres
locatgd in the immediate vicintiy of_Montréal. Likewise,.the fivé most eastern
centres,( Montmagny, St-Georges, St-Georges Ouest, Thetford Mines and Lac-Mégantic)
display, with one exception, identical ranks. (%he exception is St—Georées
which had a slightly lower per capita rate thereby indicating'a population
increasé for this centre).

Where changes between per capita values and absolute valués are
manifest involve those centres located in the‘ébuth—to-centre portioﬁ of the

St.Lawrence Lowlands. For example, Plessisville, Drummondvilie, Drummondville
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South, Asbestos, Windsor, Sherbfooke, Magog, Cowansville, Farnham,'Gfanby;
and St-Hyacinthe, are centres whose fanks in per capita values differed from
those involving absolute rates of growth. Unstable migrétion treﬁdé, high-
lighted in Chapter 2, are reflected in the erratic nature of per capita

municipal expenditure values.

2. Municipal Assessments

- As was the case with-fhe Prairies, an examiﬁatibn of asseSsmentél
for Québec centres will be less detailed than the previous diécuééion on
expenditures. Only thrée_aspeéts of assessmentslare considered.  These are:
1. total assessments,.2. per capita éséesémeﬁfs,:gnd 3. growth‘ratesTof
absolute ana per capita assesémentSu. Tables"VII;S% and VII.32 appenaed at the
end of this chapter, outline figures for these three aspecfs. Concerning~
absolute growth rates, (Tqble VII.31), the‘foliowiﬁg points caﬁ be dfawnf
First, only two centres écfually ekperiencéd negative grbwth~rétes. .The;é were
Trois—Riviéres and Mégog - the latter)bare;y being identifiable as having a:
negative percent change. (It»may be- noted thatithé~rate of growth fof Magog
was -.96%;) ‘Second, eight centres experienced poéitive growth'rétes that.
exceeded 100%, the.highest beiﬁg Cowansville with a value of 231.30%;-while‘:)
dohbie thié‘numbef (16) had positive-growth ratés that were less than lO%._:A‘
The average for the province of Québec was 21.§8%. Third, when regional
quotieﬁts are examined,~Bécéﬁcour and Cowansville are the t&é centres which
stand out. Both these.communities ha§e quotient valuesvwhiéh exceed 10; that

is to say, their assessment growth rates were ten times the provincial average.

To make urban comparisons more meaningful and to avoid gquéting
growth rateé for metropolitan areas with small téwns, the results of(Tablei~
VII.31 can be used to construct a ranking sysﬁem using\populafionﬁas.é baéis.
Table VII.33, included in the.text; outlines absolute assessment growth rates
acéording'to:five population categories for centres which_exhibit extreme
values.: Centres which are coﬁsidered-éxtremé are thos thch rank either amongst

the highest or lowest three within each population. category.
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The usefulness of Table VII.33 is fhat it provides an easy and quick
identification of extreme values according to a given size population éategéry.
For example, for citiesvclasses as “iargeﬁ,'Jénquiére.stands out as.having the -
highest rate‘while'Valleyfield'haS the lowest. It is interesting to note that
on a provincial comparison there were 31 éenfreé which had iéwer growth rates.
than Valleyfield, and there was only one centre thch had\a highef growth réte,
than Jonquiére.

When per capita ratés of grdwth ére examined, a totally different
picture emerges. Beéause, as has been poinfed/put in Chapter II, population
trends vary markediy‘between centres in Québec; one wéuld.alsq expect to find
gdually erratic pér capita values of total‘mﬁnicipal assessments. Table-VII.Sé,
appended at the end of this section, showsithat‘Wide~va#iatiops ériée in peg.
capita values. In-1966,>the.extremes ranged between a high of $6,225 —(Alma)
and.a low of $1,128 ~(Québec). In'19695 Alma still rétained the highest value
($5,Q75) aﬁd Bécancour scored the lowest ($710). In terms of growth rate,
Table VII.32 illustrates that eight=¢entrés are seen to have negative growth
rates for absolute values (2). Such a contrast would suggesf that populations
were increasing for those six centres having ﬁegative per capita growth rates.
fhe six centres are Bagotville, Buckingham, Maniwaki, Mont—Laurier,:Riviére—
du-Loup, and Sept—ileé; Tables contained in Chapter II confirm that the
populétions of these centres increased between 1966 and 1970. In‘fact, thé
average population grdwtp rate for‘the_sik centres was one and a half  times
that of the province.

One could apply a similar»analysisAfpr'assessment as was done for

growth rates of municipal expenditures. Variations between per capita and

‘absolute values could be attributed to the wide variations of population trends.

However, such an analysis has not been included here since a more effective

way to>discuss growth rates would be to rank them according to a common base.

In maintaining consistency,:population categofies can be constrﬁcted so that
growth ra#es can be examined for cgﬁtres.of edﬁal size. 'Tables VII.34% and VII.35

rank per cépita assessment values for the most recent year (1969), and percent

change of per capita assessment values (1966-1969) respectively.
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TABLE VII.33

TABLE . OUTLINING TOTAL ASSESSMENT GROWTH RATES
FOR CENTRES HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND THREE
LOWEST VALUES ACCORDING TO POPULATION CATEGORIES - 1969

Smallest Centres (5,000 - 7,500)

Centre

Highest
1) Farnham
2) Aylmer
3) Plessisville

Lowest _ ,
1) Windsor
2) Bagotville
3) St-Félicien

Growth Rate -%

L5.61
38.97
35.09

1.27
2.65
-5,82

Small Centres (7,501 - 10,000)

Highest
1) Coaticook
2) Terrebonne
3) Chibougamau

Lowest_
1) Bécancour
2) Port-Alfred
3) Buckingham

. 99.15
33.51
23.60

Medium Size Centres (10,001-25,000)

Highest
1) Cowansville
2) Baie-Comeau
3) Kénogami

Lowest -~
1) Magog
2) Noranda
3) Shawinigan

231.30
180.70
173.09

~.96
3.18
4,17

Large Centres (25,001-50,000)

Highest
1) Jonquidre
'2) St-Jean
3) Granby

Lowest i
1) Valleyfield
2) Chicoutimi
3) St-Jérdme

:183.u1f
46,00
16.55

- 25.31
25.42.

Metropolitan Centres

1) Québec
2) Montréal

3) Sherbrooke
4) Trois-Rividres

30.09
21.22
17.48
" -5.54
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TABLE VII.S34

TABLE OUTLINING PER CAPITA ASSESSMENTS FOR CENTRES
HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND THREE LOWEST VALUES ACCORDING
TO POPULATION VALUES - 1969

Centre _ Per Capita Value-$

Smallest Centres (5,000 - 7,500)

3) Coaticook 1883

Highest -
1) Plessisville 3293
2) Windsof .' ' 3117
3) Dolbeau =~ 3090
Lowest
1) Maniwaki 1337
2) Bagotville 1637
3) Malartic 1881
Small Centres (7,501 - 10,000)
Highest |
1) Port-Alfred 34397
2) Buckingham 3228
3) Terrebonne 2821
Lowest_ |
1) Drummondville S. © 1609 ‘
2) Beauharnois 1788

 Medium Size Centres (10,001-25,000)

Highest

1) Baie-Comeau 8382
2) Alma B 6225
3) Shawinigan . 5785
Lowest
1) Grand'Mére ' 1533
2) Riviére-du-Loup 1538
3) Rouyn . 1661
Large Centres (25,001-50,000)
Highest
1) Chicoutimi 3364
2) St-Jean 2778
3) Drummondville . 2651
Lowest '
1) Valleyfield 1595
2) Jonquiére 1990
2) St-Jéréme 2350
Metropolitan Centres
1) Trois<Riviéres 2601
2) Sherbrooke Co21m
3) Montréal 2125
4) Québec 1128




TABLE VII.35 637

TABLE OUTLINING GROWTH RATES OF PER CAPITA )
ASSESSMENTS FOR CENTRES HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND THREE -
LOWEST VALUES ACCORDING TO POPULATION CLASSES: 1966-1969

Centre % Change

Smallest Centres (5,000-7,500)

Highest

1) Farnham 53.36

2) Aylmer , 37.66

3) Plessisville 37.52
Lowest .

1) Mont<Laurier , ~12.76

2) Maniwaki A - -9.93

3) Bagotville ' -5.75

Small Centres (7,501 -~ 10,000)

-Highest -
1) Bécancour 200,92
2) Coaticook : . 71.71
3) Terrebonne 22.49

Lowest_ |
1) Buckingham . -2.00
2) Port-Alfred C 5.23

3) Beauharnois 5,48

Medium Size Centres (10,001-25,000)

Highest
1) Cowansville 206 .42
2) Baie-Comeau . 174.68
3) Kénogami 151.99
Lowest
1) Sept-Isles ~7.22
2) Val-d'Or -1.04

3) Riviére-du-Loup : . ~.38

Large: Centres (25,001-50,000)

Highest

- 1) Jonquiére 154.75
2) St-Jean . . 57.56
3) Granby 4l 52

Lowest -
1) Valleyfield: £ 9.92
2) St-Jérdme 10.83
3) Drummondville 11.93

Metropolitan Aveas

1) Québec . S 17.72°
2) Sherbrooke . 8.60
3) Montréal 3.39
4) Trois-Riviére - =23.66
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The results of Tables VII.34 and VII.35 wouldlindicate that growth

rates:of’both per capits assessments as well as percént changes of these
values are in no way related to size of centre, Tables containing exﬁend—
itures figures also indicate that.size was not a significant factqrvwith
respect to the allocation of municipal funds. Obviously, other variables play
important roles, and the question that is invariably raised is ﬁwhat factors_
are related to the muniéipal infrastructure?" The final part of this section
will attempt to determine what variables sondition exﬁehdituve and assessment
values. It should be reemphasized-that the following ssmments_are not
intended to be all—endompsssing. Rsther,-they have been;inclﬁded purely as
an exercise thaf shou;d bs further devélqped when assessing the municipal
infrsstructure. The procedure adopted‘theréfore'involves examining three

variables simultaneously. The two dependént variables are size and total

expenditures while the independent variables includes assessment values, changes

in the building industry, and demographic characteristics, The basic graph
constructed plots size against expenditures (sse Graph VII.18) and into this

structure the independent variables are inserted.

With the exception of five centres, Graph VII.18 shows that municipal

expenditures are directly related to populstisn.' That-is,.iabger cenitres tend
to expend greater amounts of funds on the maintenancevand support of municipal
services than smaller‘ones. The sxceptions to this rule are Amos,:Beauharnois,
Lachute, Rimouski, and Trbis—Riviéres. Each 'of these fi?e ceﬁtres:are seen to
receive proportionately greater amounts bf.expenditures than 6ther Québec

centres of similar size. The reasons for these abnofmally high values could

.be attributed to many fadtors., The identification of which lies outside the

scope of this study. However, in«passihg,.it is interesting to note‘that the
five centres difected by far the'greaﬁesf proportion of their municipal_
expenditures towards fhe public works sector.

~ When other variables are examined in the felationship: -'size and .
expenditures, distinct trends arise in soms sectors while no relatioﬁships can
be identified in others. Demographic characteristics in terms of age composi-
tions, and migration movements are seen to have very little effect upon

expenditure values. Graphs VII.19 to VII.21 confirm that those levéls'of.



GRAPH VII.18

I - Graph.showing the relationship between Total .
1 -~ Population and Total Municipal Expenditures, .
’ for Québec Centres: 1966
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GRAPH VII.1S

: . ' Graph showing the relationship between Population,
] : " Total Municipal Expenditures, and the Potential v
Labour Force measured in terms of percent of total
1 population in the 25-64 age category, for Québec ' . S . . v
- . Centres: 1966 - : : ,
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GRAPH VII.20

] . Graph showing the relationship between Population,
| 1.Total Municipal Expenditures, and number of persons
| older than 65, measured as a percentage of Total _ A
Population, for Québec Centres: 1966 ‘
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GRAPH VII.21

-
1 -Graph showing the relationships between Population,
Total Municipal Expenditures, and Migration values ‘ v ‘ v
i measured in terms of net migration<+ 1961 population, A
4 o - for. Québec Centres: 1966
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_TOTAL - POPULATION (thousands) 1970

" - Graph showing the relationship between Population,

~ment Values, for Québec Centres: 1970
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GRAPH VII.22

Total Municipal Expenditures,and per capita Assess-

Assessment Categories
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migration as well as the percent distribution of.certain‘population categories
have no bearing upon municipal expenditure alldcations. For‘example, Graph
VII.19 shows that for given size centres, those in which the labour force
potential is high de not necessarily receive either greater or lower amounts
of expenditures. LikeﬁiSe, Graph VII.20 illustrates that "Oider"commuﬁities’
are not characterized by.a certain level of expenditures. That is to say, -
for a group of centres having approximateiy the same number of persons, those
displaying a predominance of senior citizene do not always.receive greater or
lesser amounts of expenditures than commuhities»in which there is a large |
ﬁroportion of young.peopie.

Migration values also have little bearing upon the allocation of

' municipal expenditures. Graph VII.21 emphasizes this point. One would have

thought that centres experiencing large 'in' migration would require a iarger
input of munieipal services to support the. increasing populations. Coversely,
it would seem that centres in which maﬁY?ﬁersons were 1eaviné_et a.high rate
would warrant corresbondingly lower 1e§eis’of-ser§ice. However, such hypotheses
areynet substantiated from ﬁhe findings qf Graph.VII.21 indicetiﬁg that ether.
variables or combinations‘of them, are more éignificant;. Further reseerch is
obviously neededzin the field of migration and munieipal expehditures.

The final variable iﬁeluded is_hunicipalnassessments, and the
three-way relationship between it and size and‘expendituresvis shown in Graph
VII.22. A definite frend;is seeﬁ to emerge from this graph. For eommunitiee
in which assessment levels are high, a éreater amount is expended in munieiﬁal
services than in smaller centres. Conversely; centres heving low‘levels of
assessment direct proportionately lowef amounts for the provieion of municipal
services.

A word of caUtioﬁ should be introduced concerning tﬂe results of
Graﬁh VII.22. - Although a trend is indeed seen to arise, the ‘actual configur-
ation of points is not due to assessment values themselvesrbut,rather'to other
elements of which assessments are a direct‘functiena Coﬁmercial and industrial
enterprises are activities which affect the level of assessménts. The more

extensive these activities the greater is a need to provide buildings, plants,
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and machinery- (assets) to maintain them. To construct yardsticks for quantify-
ing the commercial and industrial base of centres poses .many problems which,
due to the time constraints, have not been researched in this report. Future

analyses could be directed in this field.




APPENDIX TO TABLES

The sources from which the following tables were constructed
consisted of the following:

1. Province of Alberta, Municipal-Statisticé the
Department of Municipal Affairs, Edmonton, Alberta, -
for the years 1966 to 1970 1nc1u51ve »

2. Province of Manitoba, Statistical Informatlon the
Department of Municipal Affairs, Winnipeg, Manltoba
for the years ‘1966 to 1970 inclusive '

3. Province of Saskatchewan, Annual Répprt the
Department of Municipal Affairs, Regina, Saskatchewan,
for the years 1966 to 1970 1nc1u51ve ~

B6U6.




Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy

~ Estevan

Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks
Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale

Drayton Valley.

Drumheller

TABLE VII.?7

TOTAL- MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORY IN 1966 - $

General Protection - Public
Government . Works
312,281 . 601,759 234,077
61,961 - 121,903 104,693 -
97,791 | 130,961 . 125,908
N/A »
23,901 29,188. . 30,922
42,807 © 49,448 27,908
103,878 . 202,599 74,165
97,470 135,629 © 138,261
50,113 53,055 © . 42,333
31,038 45,265 40,906
RRTUIS FTS B 73,773 67,199
18,823 - 11,258 - 44,035
34,836 39,561 20,923
28,374 © . 22,894 31,152
1,983,933 8,439,550 2,323,148
28,130 . 27,898 - 50,391
022,910 28,579 - - 33,311
31,731 © 27,566 . 41,741
30,250 © 37,305 . 62,886
105,557 148,908 . 108,125
39,446 38,638, ' 58 ;820
31,758 46,551 54,604
N/A o
81,598 116,035 98,767
30,355 35,414 55,236
32,657 45,790 . 50,409
65,907 74,977 70,873
286,192 724,113 - 226,519
39,830 55,519 ‘51,812
151,485 225,283 108,537
267,405 561,458 239,671
899,561 3,839,853 1,565,053
24,483 27,642 " 49,650
1,292,329 3,425,235 797,388
117,468 260,192 123,044
23,307 . 27,574 . 49,335
47,293 148,867 99,380
115,206 197,117 80,543
17,668 ° 29,501 23,055
33,461 39,445 148,145
3,287,590 9,739,713 2,984,671
89,264 163,231 145,513 -
30,000 32,681 ’ 37,963
23,421 22,421 39,374
N/A . o
35,308 50,506 59,431
58,086 6l4 ,249 6l4 ,942

_ Sanitation

120,394
28,612
28,754

5,74
11,727
22,998
18,107
16,704
10,253
17,209
. 6,060

3,982

1,748,148

9,839
5,895
5,544

8,674
47,891
5,812
12,675

44,495
1,165
10,502
49,340
260,311
16,381
81,373
135,900
1,202,285
7,127
838,898
132,613
49,007
49,007
80,564

8,804
28,085
2,628,885
69,393
19,753
6,340

18,893
19,358



Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
Olds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka

Red Deer
Rocky Mtn. House
St. Albert

St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

General
Government

4,045,364
44,389
36,533
26,704
36,576
155,754
31,319
40,061
29,033
26,336
25,343
387,958
- N/A
318,913
33,328
35,912
23,623
30,252
515,882
18,254
159,034
22,465
29,710

55,681

27,229
22,250
36,116
16,611
80,187
19,416

TABLE VII.7 contd.

Protection

11,959,023
62,786
41,606
27,416
65,088
160,400
27,519

6l , ol
36,869
43,905
37,427

1,040,491

582,784
34,953
54,561
32,116
46,433

731,650

39,296
121,538

36,542

60,722

71,701

50,609
29,036
38,579
29,072
83,783
30,714

Public
Works

2,942,669
76,076

39,922

68,799
50,809
142,271
63,121
61,965
50,625
. 85,711
34,629
291,109

. 269,784

66,243

73,308
25,815
61,830
332,u67
33,371
106,259
65,702
72,234
56,850
4u4,511
24,662
76,564
35,964
118,407
27,375

_Sanitation

2,743,905
21,007
7,418
15,683
31,704
47,658
11,011
28,384
17,071
26,650
17,078
400,557

258,393
10,799
40,248

. 21,057

230,862
22,690
43,605

8,472
24,314
42,638 .

9,402

18,257
18,362
12,271

43,654

12,719
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Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Praifie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina.
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

* Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

TABLE VII.7 contd.

TOTAL MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES

ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORY .IN 1966 - $

Health

3,331

13,037
11,087
N/A
273
u,821
20,503

14,921

14,276
5,163
4,251

160
6,085
619
921,176

17,694
7,864
9,034
1,827
12,296
16,279
3,925
N/A .
38,722
16,838
10,099
17,107
98,002
9,167
57,322
119,937
548,399
15,634
376,948

68,327

" 11,031

21,875
46,313

572,860
500

Social
Welfdre

2,321
4,817
24,827

4,883
1,946
16,935
22,6149
7,778
4,661
6,215
1,136
6,215
2,686

1,291,315

6,672

1O, 447

20,807
11,419
68,082
17,016
33,081

14,293
4,612
39,748
35,697
384,552
62,352
139,576
737,154

1,303,029

14,61
252,523
79,324
4,000
31,974
62,185

9,000
3,974
1,970,862
9,381
11,473
5,292

6,908
4,923

‘Education

97,799
334,217
. 555,111

142,381
138,462
454,195
365,769
253,015

- 168,037

. 210,252
87,973

- .210,252
. 133,851

159,932
110,816
109,581
133,549
605,910
192,691
132,643

360,945
116,520
233,865
230,112
1,936,340
167,496
740,123
1,664,487
' 8,863,760
161,811
7,490,655
813,186
130,799
459,797
704,073

126,803
137,826
18,946,165
414,735
92,715
80,69t

102,998
' 178,283

Recreation

3,491
25,966
51,666

12,343
19,163
17,304

63,163
5,239

2,3

1

18,7u8

37,291 .

3,515
37,291

7,061

87,369

25,673 .

13,821
10,384
15,157
ol , 346
4l 456
12,784

78,702

. 10,434

40,364

.38,972

3

1
2
1,8

1,4
1

57,359
24,898
90,810
39,2140
88,655
51,413
53,318
24,713
14,989

145,884

3,9

86,694

16,054 .

34,999
68,501

93,500 " .
20,024

23,153

31,733
29,753
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TABLE VII.7 contd.

Health o Social Eduéétion Recreafion
* Welfare ' '

Alberta - (Cdntinued)

Edmonton 1,598,517 - 2,261,731 . ° 20,474,505 4,919,029
Edson 415 . 3,804 175,411 . '38,188 "
Ft, Macleod - 4,079 98,864 - 41,502
Ft. McMurray 5,909 1,853 75,839 ' 10,309
g;;n223§::§:§2a“ - 1,155 367,766 78,146
- . 25,183 612,935 97,735
Hanna o .~ & . 5,68 - 113,522 36,963
Hinton 120 1,698 417,324 314,822
Innisfail - 6,250 108,519 27,099
Lacombe - “ 2,210 157,957 42,516
Leduc 300 14,003 139,956 23,304
Eithgr}dgz © 12,437 - . 112,759 2,080,492 617,179
oydminster N/A o ) _ I
Medicine Hat © 800 - 128,908 1,445,628 565,163
Olds 1,200 1,445 153,688 - 31,978
Peace River - 4,810 192,268 . 77,214
Pincher Creek | 200 14,626 112,327 . 29,845
Ponoka L. ~ 7,481 203,779 51,081
Red Deer : 1,500 . . 57,698 1,097,808 86,613
Rocky Mtn.. House - , 2,509 - 95,099 36,613
St. Albert : 1,509 ° 30,795 417,086 S 79,141
St. Paul , us . 2,264 148,463 _ 23,536
Stettler ' - . .0 3,002 - 214,695 - 68,958
Taber o - .. 6,309 256,665 . 45,561
Vegreville : - . 887 19,184 . 33,608
Vermilion . - 2,860 143,462 H1,143
Wainwright ' - . 4,602 156,612 S 27,771
Westlock _ - 1,739 126,504 . 12,884
Wetaskiwin 297 © . 6,140 298,058 56,404
Whitecourt _ - - 2,375 79,463 26,314

TOTAL
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" TABLE VIT.S

MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR CATEGORIES - 1966

Peércent Distribution of Total Expenditures

GENERAL

GOVERN -
MENT
¥anitoba
Brandon 11.68
Dauphin 8.84
Flin Flon 9.538
Lynn Lake N/A
Morden 9.57
Neepawa ~ o lb.uy
Portage la Prairie 11.88
Selkirk 11.38
Steinbach S11.32
Swan River. 9.57
The Pas 9.58
Thompson 11.27
Virden 14.45
Winkler 212.30
Winnipeg - 5.25
TOTAL
Saskatchewan
Assiniboia - 8,63
Biggar " 8.69
Canora 12.38
Esterhazy 10.05
Estevan 8.79
Humboldt 9,55 .
Kamsack 9.68
Kindersley N/A
Lloydminster . 9,79
Meadow Lake -10.78
Melfort 7.05
Melville 11.31
Moose Jaw 6.70
Nipawin - 9.54
Battleford 8.94"
Prince Albert 6.74
Regina b.u7
Rosetowm 6.95
Saskatoon 8.11
Swift Currcnt. 6.83
Tisdale 8.60
Weyburn 9.23
Yorkton 8.39
TOTAL
Alberta
Barrhead .7.95
Rrooks . 7.85
Calgary 7.u45
Canrose 9.05
Cardston 12.96
Clarcsholm 11.67
Coaldale N/A
Drayton Valley 11.54
Dirumheller 13.84

' PROTEC-

TION

12225

17.54

12.76

11.69
16.68
22,27
15.84
11.98
13.96
16.02
6.74

. 16,42

9.92
22.36

8.55 .

lo.84
10.75
12.39
12.40

. 9.85
14,19

- 13.92

l2.58
9.88
12.86
16.94
13.30
13,29
14,16
19.09.
7.84

91,51

15,14
10.17
14,12
14.36

13.29
9.25
22.08 |
16.56
13.36
11.17

©16.51
- 15.31

PUBLIC
WORKS

8'70
15.07
12.27

12,38
Q.41
8.12

16.15
9.56

12,62

14.59

26.38 .

8.68
13.50

6.15 °

15,45
12,64
16,28
20.89
9.00
14,24
16.65

-11.85
19.62

10.88
12.18
5.30

10.02°

.41
6.04

7.78 . .

14.09
5,01
7.16

18.¢0
9.43

5'87 v

10.38
34,77
6.76

© 14,76
15,51 .
19.61

19.43
15,47

SANI

- 14,50

4.11

2.80

2.30
3.95

2,52

2.11
3.77
3.16
3.73

NE
2.51
1.72
4.63

3.02
2.22
‘2.16 -

'2.88

3.99

lonl

3.86

4,34
T4l
S 2.27
8.46
6.09
3.92.
4.80
3.43
5.98
2.02
- 5.27
7.72
3.72
4.65
5.87

5,96
6.59
5.96

7.04-

8.07

18.15

5.42
2.98
3.52

.61
1.02
3.94
1.20

L.65.
5.98

2.18 -

2.93
2.29
2.20

. 3.38

3.02
2,73
boyy -
2.37

- 3.98 .

4.07
2,08
3.37

NE

NE

1.29
.05

NE -

' NE
_ NE

© SOCIAL
TATION  HEALTH WELFARE -

2.17
.69
2,41

1.95

.65
-1.85

2.64

1.75

- 1.43

1.35
.68

1.62

1.16
3.42

2,05

15.34

8,12

3.79
5.67
4,12
10,09

1.71

1.99
.8.58

- 6.12

9.00
14,94
8.24

18,59 -
6.48"

L.15

' 1.58
. h.Bl

"1.48
3,083
4.53

651

EDUCA
TION

43,40

 48.10

54.09

57.03
46,73
49.77

42,73 .

57.17
51.85

45.67°

52.71

47.13
58,03
49,40

49,02
42,04
42,75
44, 36
50.45
46,64

L4o.ub

43,30

‘44,93

50,46
39.47
45,31
40,12
43,68

h1.98
Lu,07

45,92

47.03
b7.31
hg,24
43,62

51.39

57.12

32,85

42,96
42,08
37.90
40.20
33.68
42,49

RECREA-
TION

5.61
3.73
5.03

NI
6,46
1.89
7.37
1.18
5.78
8.10
2.10

'6.63
3.06

" .6.32

7,87
5.24
.ol
5.03
8.69
10.76
3.90

9.ukb
3.71
8.71
6.68
8.36
5.96
11.26
6.03
9.39
14,59 .
9.12
7.26
5.53

‘13.84

6.32

7.23
8,21
8.99.
9.48
8.18

11.53

10.37
7.09




852
TABLE VII.8 contd.
GENERAL o ‘ - S S
, GOVERN-  PROTEC- PUBLIC "SANI-, SOCIAL  EDUCA-- RECREA-
MENT “TION *~  WORKS  TATION . HEALTH WELFARE TION - TION ‘
Alberta - (Continued) - S - S S ~ R o 3
Edmonton 0 7.98 23,47 5.77 5,38 3,18 4,43 40,18 9.65 j
Edson : 10,51 " 14,87 18,02 . "'4,97:.  ,09 - ,90 41,58 9,0h
Ft. Macleod 13.53 15.41 14,78 © 2.7 - NE . 1.51  86.62 15.87 |
Ft. McMurray 11,34  11.63.  29.20  6.65 2,50  2.06. 82.1- 4.37
Ft. Saskatchewan . .5.8% ~ 10.89 . 8,11 . 5,06 ~NE _ ,18 - 58,72 11.67
Grande Prairie 12,54 12.91 11,45 3.83 NE  2:02 49,35 7.86
Hanna 10.83 - . 9.51 21.83 38,50  NE ' 1.96 39.26 12.78
Hintoh 6.7 8.92 ° 9,65 - 14,37 .01 .26 64.32 .. 5,36
Innisfail . 10.53 . -13.38 18,37 6.19 = NE® ¢2.26. 39,39 9.83
Lacombe 7.85 118,09 10,65 7.94 . NE' .65 47,11 12.68
Leduc 8.67 12,81 © - 1l1.85 5,84 .10 4,79 47.92  7.97
Lethbridge 7.92 - 21,26 5.94. 8,18 .25 2,30 - u4l,49 12,61
Lloydminster N/ 3 T - s
Medicine Hat . 8.94 16.34 - 7.56 7.24% - .01 : 3,47 ° 40,55 15,85
0lds 10.02 10.51 19.92 3.24 NE - .43 - 46.22. 9.6l
Peace River 7.50  11.40 15.82 8.4l “NE 1,00 40.19 16.1u4
Pincher Creek: - - 9.46 12,86 10,34 8.43 .07 © 1.85 - 45,00 11.95
“Ponoka 7,02 10.78 14,36 6.86 - NE ©1.72 47,35 11.86
Red Deer 15.68 22,23 . 10.10 7.01 .04 - 1,75 © 33i36 9.78
Rocky Mtn.House =~ 7.86 . 15,85 13,46  © 9.15 NE = 1,01 = 88.87 14.77
St. Albert " 16.58 12,67 11,08 | w54 - ,15° 3,21 43,49 ° 8,25
St. Paul . ©7.30 . 11.88 21,36 2,75 . . .0L .78 98,28 7.65
Stettler o 6.27° 12,82 7 15,25 5.18. NE' - .63 45,82 1u.55
Taberp : 10,89 18.89 . 10.61 7.96 °  NE :  1.17  47.93 8,50
Vegreville 7.55 - 14,04  12.85 2,60  NE .24 53.87 9.82
Vermilion 7.90 - 10.80 8.75 6,48 ~ NE . 1,01 50,93 14,60
Wainuright 10,07  10.7% - 21,85  5.12 NE 1.28 48,67 7.74
Westlock 7.06 - 12,87 15.30 - 5,22 NE . .73 53.83 5.u48°
Wetaskiwin 11.67 112,19 17.23 . 6.85 .Ou - . .83 43,89 8,21
Whitecourt 10.68 - '16.90 15.06 ©  6.99 NE. . '1.80. 43,72 5.32
TOTAL
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TABLE VII.9

TOTAL MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR CATEGORY: 1969 - $

Mimnitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
L'ynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk -
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

§}bcrta

Barrhead
Brooks
Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale

Drayton Valley

Drumheller

GENERAL

GOVERN~

MENT

By, 42k
83,346
82,793

48,640 -
45,869

59.,486

179,854 -

115,737

65,761 °

39,069
50,730
140,553

Bo ,u71.

36,489

1,758,504

3,221,726

41,396
34,507
40,392
45,416

109,697.

49,585

. 52,897

44,593
112,702

32,119 -

51,761
97,533

373,797

41,721
197,767
428,470

1,323,695

24,625

1,667,459
163,299

32,267
129,389
143,690

5,238,777

2l 565
55,199
4,690,387

134,653

35,633
47,698
30,714

39,946.-

95,753

PROTEC«

TION

762,694
115,276
172,489
22,829
25,764
47,986

207,388 .

140,730
18,239

41,186

96,709
286,843
37,939
26,454

10,977,015

18,009,539

36,328
40,066

36,480

44,520
190,122

52,253

46,979
59,237
175,672
54,765
95,696
104,080
'937,517
66,092
331,882
784,605
5,111,869

139,940 -

4,640,552
425,091
38,461
191,807
276,350

13,780 ,36U

53,958
58,718
14,363,070
361,786
38,978
33,565

. 35,493
61,981
119,557

PUBLIC
WORKS. .-

477,530
93,708
359,796
49,170
42,666
. 46,685
189,943
158,740
71,670
93,423
100,919
457,098
70,611
80,861

2,961,285

5,254,105

56,059
40,377
32,907
43,607

136,098
52,494
64,920
70,279

113,655
81,810
50,154
59,673

327,800

. :60,581
113,577
351,318

2,406,866

73,467

914,798

156,379
62,204

130,113

128,232

5,527,368

50,498
123,218

3,712,771

186,776
37,918
* 75,930
42,377
48,564
103,335

‘SANI-
TATION"

144,409

38,200
43,813
18,637
- 8,137
12,045
40,589

22,410

20,125
12,038
33,216
© 28,162

7,579

8,353 -

2,437,106

1,860,154

14,791-

8,704
12,803
12,025

69,461

13,037
11,994
27,559

18,686

1,954
13,966
35,173

289,583

16,2U5
98,253
196,663
1,704,200

8,197 .

1,006,320
159,766
13,434
65,020
119,612

3,942,696

17,345

43,482
4,706,657
97,017
24,020
15,026
10,360
16,229
35,217

653

HEALTH

52,137
21,785
16,954

L 22,126
2,582
22,541

© 39,718
13,625
122,891
. 12,550
12,980
13,263
4,599
9,910
‘1,612,493

4,329,266

16,005
15,872
11,576
- 3,517
23,495
19,287
9,785
25,780
77,383
138,157
14,985
18,005
142,459
8,058
83,383
150,790
849,116
19,287
448,298
72,337
13,234
26,383
50,506

2,112,698

1,252
988,228
711




Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfall
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka

Red Deer
Rocky Mtn.House
St. Albert
St. Paul,
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

GENERAL-

GOVERN -~
MENT .

Alberta - (Continued)

3,829,180
56,729
47,449

76,028
71,362
195,802
35,635
50,912
35,529
30,939

36,937

422,691

413,809
63,448
53,583
40,983

55,265

480,607
34,351
163,941
31,699
52,162
89,422
38,690

26,187 .
35,354

19,723
87,655
28,852

11,759,472

TABLE VII.9 contd.

PROTEC-
TION

17,767,276

80,425 -

59,375
101,610
91,031
224,674
31,706

78,675
46,333
56,391 -

55,658
1,421,144

766,189

52,658 .

102,851
146,902
63,970

1,007,385
55,908

173,422 -

51,739

73,192

103,451
© 56,674
42,096
59,037

40,575 -

95,549

/55,348

37,991,350

PUBLIC
WORKS

3,205,350 -

76,571
53,817
73,738
123,187
203,748
61,236
62,980
41,374

38,203

42,971
598,994

466,894

87,824

100,366
42,243

65,152
319,029
U6 ;245

86,619
81,313 .

133,255
‘81,347
58,076
29,941
64,912
22,456
124,635
33,856

10,807,719

SANT-
TATION.

1,102,212
© 28,555 -

26,126
63,276
30,967
41,575
13,576
30,082
28,435
. 24,452

19,371
459,274

357,788
21,599

" 57,115

25,983

43,122

226,599
14,486

63,912 .
17,178

31,109
46,405
18,734

19,376 -

34,868
16,134
51,921
24,218

10,903,801

654

HEALTH

2,904,275

7,703

25

3,915,566 °




Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa
Portage la Prairie
Selkirk
Steinbach-
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia .
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn -
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

TABLE VII.9 contd..

. SOCIAL
. WELFARE

269,451
2,183
129,025
1,388
10,281
35,596
39,742

4,126

5,594
25,591
6,879

804
4,3u6
3,894,260

14,329,266

1,856

5,341
8,924

10,882
20,94l

6,865

4,898
12,783

16,688

10,603
7,487

996 ,0L0- .

7,350
25,141
1,047,546
B4 ,u3L
6,689

330,384 .

32,004

5,309
18,407
28,568

3,070,081

595
. 135
2,164,160
14,750
1,204

ngs-

4,756
3,760
4,671

EDUCA-
TION

1,581,317

380,258

586,883
117,059
179,5u6
150,166
469,447
477,750
249,064
166,345
251,735
820,661
199,304
191,002
23,647,138

29,163,675

222,241
157,757

© 200,079

217,554
1,081,049
263,613
192,669
263,078
653,179
204,170
412,147

2,576,106

279,060
1,024,226
2,584,066

12,421,407
210,402
12,518,563
1,388,940

194,883

697,088
1,459,317

39,612,306

183,471

333,192
34,551,492

578,800

123,669
121,961
140,179
161,434
173,853

RECREA- " - -

TION

251,445
56,352

140,200

11,621
21,00k
70,978
74,1450

21,5u46

13,350
29,091
105,826
41,457

2,759
2,963,195

3,728,274

38,971

18,305
14,025
20,105
105,652
54,228
21,694

60,659

131,763
10,592

.50,319 -

462,958
36,530
224,443
334,573
2,575,745
65,909
2,162,502
264,214
15,342
187,791
104,706

7,023,036

39,900
68,513
6,428,894
174,575
32,802
36,397
17,359
62,822
116,884

655

TOTAL

4,013,407
791,108
1,327,953
- 258,u461
317,573
373,194
1,233,513

1,043,188

503,422
383,555
600,971
1,859,285
402,764
382,174
50,250,996

. 64,975,077

430,647
320,929
357,186
397,626
1,736,518 -
511,362
105,836
563,968

1,329,678

409,170
696,495 -
6,106,260
515,637

© 2,098,672

5,842,031

26,841,332

448,816

' 23,688,876

2,662,030

375,134
1,445,998
2,305,981

80,286,618

370,335
683,709
71,605,659
1,549,068
294,224
331,065
281,238
394,736
949,270




Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek

‘Ponoka .

Red Deer
Rocky Mtn.House
St. Albert
St. Paul .
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

TABLE VII.S contd.

SOCIAL
WELFARE

3,676,293
1,183
3,390
38,368

808 -

57,594
2,861
1,077

1,716
1,172
5,271

155,729

129,780 -

1,488
11,238
2,019

2,751

106,732

999
45,221

4,682
18

9,169 -

233
1,733

2,264 -

171 -
2,370 "
75

6,465,924

EDUCA-
TION

34,532,364 -

268,479
144,718
341,155
662,923

868,670

152,487

624,400

176,341
246,106
194,736
3,252,129

2,472,660

233,544

353,357

162,312

331,832
1,942,265
14445501
806,440
212,872

295,112 -

432,470
326,084

174,226

209,486

187,016
431,774 -

145,900

86,994,413

RECREA~
TION

8,266,083
55,879

43,508
46,202
134,010
170,193
37,663
42,451
45,562
49,941

58,976
850,734 .

595,766

76,292
161,207
58,211
74,171
463,532
45,162

117,914

32,504
© 79,749

58,829

40,211
60,858
49,743
43,556
88,741
15,793

18,841,587

TOTAL

78,283,033
567,821
378,383 -
748,080

1,114,288
1,762,256
335,164

© 1,225,741

375,290
hy7,204

414,290

7,167,003

5,203,497 -
537,753
839,717

+ 380,266
636,263
4,548,549
341,652
1,458,639
439,987

" 664,597
/821,093
538,702
354,417
455,689
329,631
882,6L5

- 304,042

188,014,976



GENERAL
GOVERN .
MEMT ‘
Mnitoba
Brandon 11,82
Dauphin 1 10.53
Flin Flon 6.23
Lynn Lake 18.81
Morden 14, 4L
Neepawa 15.93
Portage la Prairie 14,58
Selkirvk 11.09
Steinbach 13.05
Swan River 10.18
The Pas 8.4k
Thompso@ 7.55
Virden 10.04
Winkler - 9.54
¥innipeg 3.49
TOTAL
Saskatchewan
Assiniboia 9.61
Biggar '10.75
Canora 11.30
Esterhazy 11.42
Estevan ' 6.31
Humboldt - 9.89
Kensach 13.03. -
Kindersley - 7.90
Lloydminster - 8.47
Meadow Lake 7.8&
Melfort 7.43
Melville 12.48
Moose Jaw 6.12
Nipawin - 8.09
Battleford 9.42
Prince Albert 7.33
Regita : 4.93
Rosetown ) 5.u8
Saskatoon 7.08
Swift Current 6.13
Tisdale 8.60
Weyburu 8.94
Yorkton 6.23
TOTAL
Alberta
Barrhoead 6.63 .
Brooks 8.07
Calgary 6.55°
Camrosnc 8.69
Cardston 12.11
Claresholm 14,40
Coaldale 10.92
Drayton Valley 10.11
10.08

Drunhel ler

MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR CATEGORIES - 1969

Percent Distribution of Total Expenditures

TABLE VII.10

~ PROTEC-
.TION -

19.00
14,57

12,98

8.83
8.11
12.85
16.81

13.49

9.58
10.73

© 16.09

15.92

9.41

6.92
21.84

8,43
12.48

1-.21.

11.19

10.94
- 16.21

11.57

. 10.50

13.21
13.38

13.73 .

13,36

18.35-

12.81
15.81

13.43
© 19,04
" 8.89

19.58
15.96
10.25
13.26
11.98

14,59

8.58
20.05
23.35

C13.2W

10.13
12.62
15.70

. 12,54

PUBLIC. SANT

WORKS TATION
11.89 ° ~ 3.59°
11.84 4,82
27.09 3,29
19.02 7.20
13.43 2.56
12.50 3.22
15.39 3.29
15.22 2.75
14,23 3,99
24,35 3,13
16.79 5.52
24,58 1.57
17.53 1.88
21.15 2.18
5,89 4,84y
13.01  3.43°
12.58 2.71
9.21 3.58
10.96 3.02
7.83 4,00
16.26 U 2.54
15.99 2.95
12.46 ‘4,88
8.5 3.65 .-
19.99 0.47
7.2 2.00
7.63 4.50
5.36 4,74
11.24 3.15
- 5,41 4,68
"6.01 3.36
8.96 6.34
16.36 1.89
3.86 4, 2u
5.87 6.0
16.58 3,58
8.99 - 4,49
5.56 4,97
13.63 4,68
18.02 6.35
5.18 6.57
-12.05 6.16
12.88 8.16
22.93 4,53
15.06 3.68
12.30 4,11
10.88 3.70

1,24

2,75
1.27

0.82

0.81"

6.0
3.21
1.31
4,54
3.27
2.15

0.71 .

1.14
2.59
3.20

3.71
4.9k
3.24

0.88

1.35

3.77.

2.41

4,57

5.81
3.21
2.15
2.30
2.33
1.56
3.97
2.58
3.16

1.89
2.71

3.52

1.62
2.19

0.00
.18
1.38

S oL

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

HEALTH SOCIAL
WELFARE

6.71

- 0.27.

2.18
0
U3

2.75

2.88
3.81
.81

1.45
4,25
0.36
0.19

1.13-
7.74%°

1,32

1,66
T 2.49
2.73
1.20

1,34

1.20

2.26°

©1.25
2.59
1.07

- 1.78
-16.31
1.42

- 1.19
17.93
1.67
1.49

1.39.

1.2
1.41

1.27.

1.23

.16
01
3.02

- .95
4o

PR R
1.69
.95
49
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EDUCA RECREA-

TION TION
39.40  6.26
48,06 7.12
43,89 3,02
45,29 0
56.53 3.65
40.23  6.u43
38.05 5,75
45,30 7.14
49,47, 4,27
43,36  3.48
41.88 4,84
b4,13 5,59
49,48 10.29
49.97  6.u47

53,26 ° 5.89

51,60 9.04
49,15 50.70 .
56.01 3.92
5”—.71 5.05
62.25 6,08
51.55 10.00
W7.,47 5,34
46.64 10.75
49,12  9.90.
49.89 2.58
59.17 7.22
50.02 7.93
42,18 7.58

- 54,11 7.08
48.80 10.69
44,23 5,72
46.27 9.57
46.87 14.68

52,84 9,12

52,17  9.92
51.95 4,08
48,20 * 12.98
63.28 - u4.54
49,54 10,77
48.73 10.02..
48,25 8.97
37.36 11.26
42,03. 11.1u
36.83 10.99
49,84 6.17
40.89 15.91
49,91

12,31




Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray

Ft. Saskatchewan .

Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek

‘Ponoka

Red Deer
Rocky . Mtn.House
St. Albert
St. Paul
Stettler®
Taber
Vegreville
Veriiilion
Wainwright
Weatlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

GENERAL
- GOVERN -
MENT

Alberta —'(Continued)

4.89
9.99

12.53
10.16

6.40
11.11

. 10.63 -

4,15

" L.46

6.91
8.91

5.89 .
N/A

7.95.
4,79
6.38

10.77

8.68
10.56
10.05

- 11.23

7.20
7.84

10.89

7.18
7.38
7.75
5.98

- 8,93

9.u8

" TABLE VII.1O0 contd.

PROTEC

TION

22,89
14,16
15.69

113,58

8.16
12.74
9.45
6.41

"12.34
- 12,60

13.43

19.82 .

14,72
.9.79
12.24
12.33
10.05
22,14
16.36
11.88
12.44
11.01
12,59
10.52
11.87
12.95
12.30
10.82

18,20

PUBLIC
WORKS

4,09 -

13.48

14,22

9.85
11.05
11.56
18.27

5.13
11.02

8.54
10.37

8.35

'8.97
16.33.
11.95

'11.10

10.23
7.01
13.53
5.93
18.48
20.05
9,90

10-.78
8. Lk
14,24
6.81
14,12

11.13

SANT
TATION

5.24

. 5.02
6.90

8.45
2.77
2.35
4,05
2.45
7.57
5.46
4,67

"6.40

6.87.
4,01
' 6.80
6.83.

6.77

.98

4,23

438
3.9,

4.68

' 5.65.

3.47
5.46

7.85

4,89
5.88
7.96

3.7Q
0.00
0.00
1.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

.08
.08

0Y

0.16
0.00
0.42

0.00.

0.05
0.00
.08

.0.00 -

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

- 0.00
0.00

HEALTH SOCIAL
WELFARE

4,69

.20
.89
5.12
.07
3.26

.85
.08 .

A5
.26

1.27
© 2,17

2.49
'0.27
-1.335
"0.53

0.43
2.34
.29

. 3.1
2,20
0.00

1.11
0L

. 0.48

.49

0.05

.16
.02

658

EDUCA
TION

4,11
47.28
38.24
45,6
59.49
49,29
45.49
50.94
47.78

55.03.

47.00
45.37

47.51
43.42
42.08

42.68 -

52,15
42,7
42.29

55.28

48,38
4.3

. 52,87

60,53
49.15

S 45,97

56.73
48.91

47.98

RECREA-
TION

10.55
9.84
11.49
6.17
12.02
© 9,65
11.23
3.46
12.14
11.16
14.23
11.87

11.44
14.18
19.19
15.30
11.65
10.19
13.21
8.08
7.38
11.99
7.16

7.46
17.17
10.91
13.21
10.05:

5.19




TABLE VII.1l1

COEFFICIENT OF SPECIALIZATICN'VALUES_FOR MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES

Lznitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swifl Current
Tisdale
Veyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta
Barrhead
Brooks
Calgavy
Camrosco
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale

Drayton Valley

Druwheller

1966

.08.
.13
.17
N/A
.20
.12
.12
.13
.20
.15.

SW1l

.31

.12

.25
.08

.18
.19
.19
.16
L1
.15
.17

.10
.20
J1b
A
.06
.15
.09
.15
.ou
.17
.05
.07
.18
.09
.09

.16
.28
.02
.11
.15
.19

© .18

)

1969

.13
11

.20

W27
.24

. .19

.18
.13
.19
.22
.12
.19
.18
.21
.06

15

.15
17
.19
.16
L1
.16
A1
.10
.18

s b

.10
.12
.14

4'08.

LY

'OLI‘ ‘
17 -

.06
007
.18
.10
.16

LAl

A7

.03

15

1
.26

.16

.16
14

Absolute
. change

.05
.02
.03
.0k
.07

.06

"0

9

0l

.07

.01

W12
.06
.0l

.02

©,083
. Ol

.02
.03
.05
.01

.01

.05
11
.01
.0l
.02
.07

.02
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Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna . :
Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
Olds

Peace River
Pincher Creek

‘Ponoka

Red Deer _
Rocky Mtn.House

-8t. Albert

St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Verwilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Vetaskivin
thitecourt

TOTAL

1966

.Q5

.1

.20

.27

.18

AU

.22
.17
.15
.13
.10
.07
N/A
.10

.18

.18

12

.15
.15

.15
.13

.18
.15
.12
.15
.15
.16
.18
.14
.12

TABLE VII. 11 contd.

- 1969

.06
.12
.18

112

.20
.13
.18 .
.17
.13
.13
.12
.06 "

.08
.20
17
w15
15
.08
.15
.18
S1h
.18
14
.18
.13
.13
.14
.15
W12

~Absolute
change

- .01

- = .02
= .02
« 1B
.02

-~ .01
L
A
.= .02

;02

- .61

- 02

.02

- .01

~ .03

.0 .

- - .07
0

0 .

- .04

.02
.03

- .02

~.:08

- .04
.01
0

.03 -
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~ TABLE VII.12 661

TOTAL MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES:
PER CAPITA VALUE%;FOR 1966. AND 1969

city % acity .

Manitoba P. C. E.- P. C. E. ‘%AChange | % _
—_— 1966 1969 1966 to 1969 % aPrairie % aProvince’
Brandon . | 89.14 127.11 42,59 1.02 1.35
Dauphin . 80.27 86.79 . 8.12 0.23 075
Flin Flon . 71.81 133.89 86.45 2.4l 2,74
Lynn Lake - ' N/A : .

Morden 80.61 96.79 20.07 0.56 . 0.63
Neepawa ‘ . 91.76 114.06 - 24,30 0.63 0.77
Portage la Prairie 70.13 96.68 37.85 1.07 1.20
Selkirk 43.48 112.30 '20.13 0.57 0.63
Steinbach 95.21 ©102.95 . 8.12 0.23 0.25
Swan River ' 93.39 - 78.44 - - 16.00° -0.45 -0.50
The Pas 91.50 82.90 - 9.39 - -0.26 -0.29
Thompson 109.66 98,05 - 9,67 -0.27 -0.30
Virden 82.14 132.60 - 61.43 1.74 1.94
Winkler - 89.74  125.02 39.31 1.11 1.24
Winnipeg 146.84  194.42 132,40 0.91 1.02
TOTAL 77.52 ©101.97 - 31.54 .- ' - -
Saskatchewan

Assiniboia 113.59 °  165.44  45.64 . 1.29  1.34
Biggar o 95.68 120.74 26.19 . 0.74. . 0.76
Canora E 93.05 -  -146.93 57.30 1.6 1.70
Esterhazy 94.38 - 126.46 - 27.63 0.78 0.81 -
Estevan 132.54  187.79 - .141.68 -1.18 ©1.22
Humboldt 103.83 - . 130.15 125.34 0.71 S 0.74
Kamsack ' 110.00 .. 150.53 36.8L 1.04 " - 1.08
Kindersley : N/A o : :

Lloydminster 117.88 34k, 74 192.44 -~ 5,45 - . 5,85
Meadow ‘Lake . _ N/A L C : ' .
Melfort ' 105.67 142,05 34,42 0.97 1.01
Melville 102,46 145.32 41.83 . 1.18 1.22
Moose Jaw 127.88 190.52 48,98 1.38 . 1.43
Nipawin 105.3% . 123,38 . 17.13 0.48 0450
Battleford 138.19 164,73 119,20 0.54 - 0.56
Prince Albert 150,95 =~ 212.54 40.80 1.15 1.19
Regina : : 153.37 190.34 24,10 10.68 0.70
Rosetown 132.57 180.03 35.79 101 1.05
Saskatoon - 137.43 188.61 . '37.24 1.05 1.09
Swift Current 118.67 174.13 46.73 1.32 1.37
Tisdale 93,04 137.56 . 47.85 1.35 1.40
Weyburn - 117.12 © 169.62 4y, 82 1.26 1.31
Yorkton 108.56 . 171.58 58,05 1.6u 1.70
TOTAL 138.32 185,40 34,04 - - - -
Alberta

Barrhead 85. 6t 136.25 59.09  1.67 1.57
Brooks 127.01 182,66 43.81 1.24 1.16
Calgary 133.40 185.78 . 39.26 1.11 1.04
Camrose 117.86 179.27 52.10 1.47 1.38
Cardston 89.90 108.13 20,27 0.57 0.53
Claresholm * 78.12 98. 83 © 26.51 0.75 0.70
Coaldale N/A : o ' » ' '
Drayton Valley 91.22  113.72 . 2u4.66 0.69 0.65

Drumheller o 117.39  181.16 54,32 1.53 1.4h



Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson.

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka

Red Deer

Rocky Mtn. House
St. Albert

St. Paul
Stettler

Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

TABLE VII.12 contd.

P. C. E.

1966

135.16
114,42
99,64
90.11
150.83
108.27
109.81
150.64
108.84
110.47
102.25
131.58
N/A -

139.140

110.85
117.03

86.61 -
97 ;._3”‘.

125,70
101.32

98.51-
86.79.
'118.47

116.80

100.16

104,91 .
92,72 -
87.52

114,33
79.74

130,00

P. C. E.

1969

185.32.
- 146.65
| 143,33
122.00
. 210.16

146.20
132.01
274.77
159.70
138.54

109.63
181.20

202.37

157.93

-155.97

117.99

139.72 .
169.05

121.92
238,52
108.61
151.70

. 175.04
142,66
132.00.

122.01
106.73

136,72
105.06

178,90

% Change.
1966 to 1969 % Prairie

37.11
28.16

© 43,84

35.39
39.33
35.03
20.21
82.U0

46,72
25.40

7.1

137,71

S 45,17
42,47
33.27
36,23

43,50

34,48

20.33

‘Lo,61
- 25,14

28.04

49.86
42,43
75.82
31.58 -

21.37
19.58
31.75

- 37.62

% . City
Prov.

1.05 0.98"
0.79 0.74
1.24 1.16
1.00 0.94
1.11 1.04
0.99 0.93
0.57 0.53
2.33 2.19
1.32 1.24
0.71 0.67
0.:20 0.19
1.06 1.06
1.27 1,20
1.20° 1.12
0,9y 0.88
1.02 0.96
1,23 1.15
0.97 0.91
0.57 0.5
1.15 1.07
0.71 0.66
0.79 0.74
1.41 1.32
1.20 1.12
0.73 0.68
0.:89 0.83
0.60 0.56
0.55 0.52
0.84
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Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

TABLE VII.1lh

PER CENT CHANGE OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES. BY MAJOR
1866 . - '

SECTOR:

GENERAL
~ GOVERN-
MENT

51.92
35.60
- 15.33

91.91
38,96
73.13
18.74
31.22
25.91 -
14,92

6146 .70
16,17
28.60

-11.36

7.57

47,15 .
50.61
27.29
50.13 .
3.92
25.70
66.56

38.11
5.81
58.49
47..98.
- 30.61
Co4,7y
30,55 -
60.23
47,14
. .57
29,02
- 89,01
38. 44
32.98
24,72 - .

35.08

39,083
64.96
42.66
50.8u
18.77.

103.65

13.13
64,84

PROTEC-
TION

26, 74
-~ 5,43
31.71

-11.73
- 2.95
2.36
3.76
- 9.07
- 9.01
31.08
24147.90
- 4.09
15.54
30.06

29.77

30.21
40.19
32.33
19.34
27.67
35.23
.91

51.39
54,60
108.98
38.81
29,47
19.04
47,31
39.74
33,12
4l 49
. 35.48"
63.37
. 39,48
- 28, 84
40,19

35.23

82.90
48,86 .
47,46
121.64
19.26
49,70

22,72
86.08

1968

PUBLIC

WORKS

104,00

-.-10.49 -

185.76

37.97
67.28
156.10
14,81
69.30
128.38
50.17
100000
237.33
159.56
27.46

54.93

11,24
21.21
-21.16
30,65

25.87 -

+-10.75
18.88

15.07
48,10
- 0.50
-15.80

yu,71 "

by, 88

T
46.58
53.78
47.96
14,72

27.049.

26.08
430,92
59.20

3347

118.03
- 16.82
24,38
28,35

92.89

-18.28
59.11

663

SANI -
TATION

19.94
33,51
53,47

41,66
2,71
76,48
. 23.78
20.48
17 .40
93.01
938.00
25,06
109.76
39.41

41,01

50,383
48,9l
130.93
38,63
45,03
124,31
- 5.37-

9,98
67.72
32.75

-28.71
11.24

- .83

20.74
4y, 70
41,67
19.22
19.95 .
20 .47
33.22
32.67
42,26

30.00

97,01

54,82
79,03
39.80
21.60

137.00

=14,10
81,92



Alberita ~ (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod

Ft. McMurray
_Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie

Hanna
Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe
Leduc
Lethbridge

Lloydminster
Medicine Hat

0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek

‘Ponoka
Red Deer

Rocky Mitn.House
St. Albert '

St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

+ ABLE VII.I14 contd.

GENERAL
. GOVERN-
MENT -

- 5.34

27.79 -
29.87
184,70
95.10

25,71

7.39
27.08 -
22,37
17.47
45,74

8.95 -

29,75
90.37
49,20 -
73,48
82.68

- 6.83"

88,10
. 3.08 .
41,10 -
75.57
60.59
42,09
11.87
- 2,10
18.37
S 9.31
48,59

18.29

PROTEC-
TION . .

48,56 |

28.Q9 -

- 42,67 .

270.62

. 39.85"

40.07
15,21 -
22.12
25.66
28,43
48,71

'36.58

31,52

. 50.65
88.50. -

46.03
37.76.

37.68 -
42:27 -

42,71

49.79. .
20.53 o

Ly .28

.11.98 -

4yu,;97.
53.02

..39,56
14,04

80.20

46,79

PUBLIC
WORKS

§.92
.65
34,80

7.17
142.45

43.21
~ 2,98
1.63

- -18.27

6.97
2408

. 105,76

73.06

1 32.57
36.91
63.63

5.37

Lo u,0n
38,57 -
- ~18.48

23,76
84,47

43,09

30.29.
21.40
-15.21
-37,55
5.25
23,94

© 21.33

B84

SANI-
TATION

49,56
135,93
252.19

-303.46

- 2,32
-12.76
23.29
5.98
66,56 -
- B8.24
13,42
14,65

138,46
100.00

" 41,90

23.42

. 45,93

~.1.84

T 236,15

46,57

. '102.76
27,94

. 8,83
99,75
- 6,12 .
89,89
32,01
18.83
90.40

- 33,14




Maaitoba

Brandon
Dauphin

Flin Flon
ILynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa -
Portage la Prairie
Selkirk '
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assinibéia
Biggar = -
Canora-
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley .
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta

Barrhead

Brooks

Calgary

Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller '

TABLE VII.1ll contd.

PER CENT CHANGE OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR

HEALTH

52.63
67.10
52.91

845,78

367.55
93.71
- 8.86
60,34
143.07
205.33

8189.00
-24,42

1500
75,04
75,68

75.68

'f-9;5%'
101.88 -

28,13

92,50

91.07
18,47

149,29

99.84
-21.86
43,38
5,24
45,36
-12,09
-45.48
25,72
54.83
23.36
'18.92
5.86
19.97
20,60
__9)05 .

35.79

0.00
100.00
72.50
42,20
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

SECTOR: 1966 -~ 1969
SOCIAL EDUCA-
WELFARE TION
36.77 36.10

.~54,68 113.77.
16.90 5.00

-71.57 26.10"

428,31 8,u45

. 110.19 . 3.35

- 75,46 30.61.
. -46.95 - 1.56
©..-20.01 - 1.00

© 311.76 . 19.73
505,54 1832.85 °
~-79.43 - 75.49

- 61.80 42,69
© 201.57 26.82

196,91 27.90 -
196.91  © 27.90
-27.21 . -38.95

.+ -286.80 o 42:35
©-57.11° . .82.58 .

- k.70 - 62,90

-69.23 78.41
-59,65 . 36.80

.. =-85,19 45,25
16.75 . 80.96
88,93 . 61,37

-81,2% - 79.10 -

~61.03 69.79

159.01 33.03

-§8.21 66.60 -

.-81,98 38.38 ..
42,10 55,24

-65.58 40.13 -

-54,22 30.02
30.93 67.12

-59.85 70.80°

- .32.72 48,99

-42,43 1415.90

. -=54.05 . 107.26 .

- 9.88 53,21

561,11 ‘44,69

-96.60 41,74

9.80 82.36 -
57.23 39.55

-89.50 - 33.38

-90.77 - 51,14

~45,57 . 56.73

- 5.11 . 269.38

RECREA-

‘TION

67.42
117.02
-22.19

- 5,84

25.26
310.18

17.86.

311.26
_28 . 79
-21.,98

2910.69
159.31 -
250,64

31.56 ..
'31.56

51,79

3.4l
35.06 -
32.6L4 .

1.25
21.98

69.69 .

67.”-2 .

i.51

24,66
59.11
29,54
46,71
17.62

39.84

36.37 - -
28.19

48.79
111.85

2.35.

28,72

20,77

148.53
95,75
61.99
86 .69
63.81
57.20

97.97
292.84

Ciowsr

© 50.15
. 13.87

29.41

27.21
25.95
35.16

21.87

13.76
18.35
30.55

1014.01

67.17
65.71

33.15.

38.72
138,72

©.32.00

21,75

~39.33
- 32,07
N NV
' 23,76

. 23,72

59,51

45,31
50.28

33.98.

23.51

23,22
47.33

33.u46

27.37

48.73

54,87

38.38

TOTAL "

665

37.18

66.83
60.49
.62.37
57.18
20.28
. 64,96

29,11

126,20

67.98

. 40.75



Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray:
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
‘Ponoka

Red Deer
Rocky Mtn.House
St. Albert
St. Pauvl.
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Verwilion
Wainwright
Wastlock
Hetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

TABLE VII.14 contd.

HEALTH

81.68
~100.00
0.00

30.36
0.00
0.00
0.00
~100.00
0.00
0.00

. 23,33 -
-49.28

» 1.83 -
.- 7400.00

-100.00
706.50

0.00 -

60.00
- 0.00:
-22,46
-100.00 -
©. 0,00
- 0.00
- 0.00
'0.00
100.00
0.00 -
100.00
0.00"

78,32

SOCIAL
WELFARE

62.54

~-68.90 -

-16.89

690,60

~30.0%
128,70
-49,52
-36.53

L -72,54
-46.96
" -62.35

38.10.

4,73
2.97

142,93

~56.35

-62,97
84,98
-60.18

U6, 8Y

327.65
-99.40
45.33

-738.12
. '=39.40
50,80
'-90.16
~61.40
-96.84

36,87

EDUCA-~
TION

68.66
53,05
46.38

349,84

80.25
41,72
34,32
49.61
62.49
55,80 .

39.06 °

60.16

S 2

71.04
51,95
14,57
Ly, y9

"62.82

© . 76.92

51.94
93.35

143,38

37.45
68.59
67.95
21,44
33.76
47,83
49.37
82.60

72.69

666

RECREA-. TOTAL

TION .
68,04 . 53.66
46,32 34,53

4.83 40,18

348,17 . 217.59
83.20 . 77.93
74.13 41,89

. 1.89 15.92
21.90 88,92
68,13 °  36.23
17.46 33.38

153.07. © 41,86
37.84 ©oLe. 47

5.41 45,96

138.57 12,42

4ho, 1k 75.55
95,04 52.34

45,25 47,85
43,97 38.26
23.34 37.85
48,99 52,10
38,10 43,09
15.64 . - 40,31
29,12 - 53.85
19.64 49.48
47.91 125,82
79.11 - 27,09

238.06 40,26
57.33 28,49

-39.98 67,29

60.58 155,43



“
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TABLE VII.17
TOTAL MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENTS (thousands of dollars)
'1966 1970 % Change ' % Change
Quotient
Manitoba
Brandon .- S 37749 48710 " 29,04 ~1.u8
Dauphin o 10965 13339 21.65 "1.10
Flin Flon 10368 10911 T 5.24 .27
Lynn Lake N/A B - . ' S
Morden 1255 , 6288 47.80" 2,43
Neepawa L7uy ' 5162, 8.81 . 45
Portage la Prairie 16343 - . . 18175 . 11.21 .57
Selkirk 10297 12587 22.24 1.13
Steinbach : 6899 7900 15.51 LT
Swan River ’ 5L ‘ 5083 . 12.61 - - .64
The Pas : 5300 s 6953 - - 12.85 .91
Thompson . N/A : © 13275 L :
Virden 3490 - _ 4400 26.06 1.33
Winkler 3708 o oLus52 - 20.06 1.02
Winnipeg ' 877672 1147794 R 30.78 ' 1.57
TOTAL 1499374 - 1905255 : - 27.07. o 1.38
Saskatchewan
Assiniboia uu1g - ug3zg 11.77 - .60
Biggar . 3256 3735 ‘ w71 .75
Canora : 3793 ‘ 4306 _ 13.52 B .69
Esterhazy . 4153 - 5366 29,21 - 1.49
Estevan ~ 13503 15015 - . 11.20 .57
Humboldt . . 5189 . 6031 _ - 17.13 _ .87
Kamsack , 4170 Lusl “6.81 .35
Kindersley 5791 6890 ' 18.98 .97
Lloydminster 11564 - 15821 3 36.81 1.87
Meadow Lake 3462 : 3809 - 10,02 ' .51
Melfort \ 6808 : 8233 120,93 -1.06
Melville 7453 8018 "7.58 o .39
Moose Jaw 36103 ‘ 37966 5.16 .26
Nipawin so094 6841 34.16 1.74
Battleford 19062 , 21040 o 10.38 .53
Prince Albert © 33824 37890 12.02 .61
Reaina i 179556 207226 15,41 . .78
Rosetown - 4165 4743 13.88 71
Saskatoon 186897 273418 ,  46.29 2,85
Swift Current 22243 25927 , 16.56 , .84
Tisdale . 4373 4835 10.56 .54
Weyburn 12556 14529 15,71 .80
Yorkton 12946 28558 : 120.59 ) 6.13
TOTAL ;- . 1606243 1860050 15,80 _ .80
Mberta
Barrhead . LLO8 5761 30.69 1.56
rooks 5515 6683 21,18 1.08
Calgary 735673 872155 . 18,55 .oy
Camrose: 16935 L 18465 K © 9,03 A : 46
Cardaton - 4228 347y - 17.83 - .90
Claresholm - 32u9 3393 - o . 4,50 .23
Coaldale 2843 3251 14,35 .73
Drayton Valley ) 4562 4363 - L4.36 - .22

Drwnhel ler 6066 _ 8261 ‘ 36.19 1.85




Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray

Ft. Saskatchewan

Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hiaton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
Olds '
Peace River
Pincher Creek
‘Ponoka

Red Deer
Rocky Mtn.House
St. Albenrt
St. Paul-
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Veriwilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Wnitecourt

TOTAL

. ‘TABLE VII.17 contd.

1966

683855

- 5697

3654
2726
- 13449
17025
- 4768
11765

4u19 -
- 5852°

4987

76572

52416
5158
6281

4584

7331
- 48316
13039
15082

58198

7612

8902 -

6315
5534
5509
- 4599
10359

3403

1993552

1270

821542

3718
. 8189
17707
19890
4ug3
11796
4632
6268 -
4597
85564

56668
6046
' 8563
4806
8688
50486
3677
17569
6882
8490
10075
7940
4968
6082
‘5416
11736

4316 .

2336164

5872 °

668

% Change ‘ % Change
166=170 - Quotient
20,10 - 1,02

3.07. : .16
"1.75 : .09

200,40 - 10.19
1.6 - 1.61
16.83 . .86

- 5.77° - .29

.26 A .01
4.82 ‘ .25
6.77 o .34

10.23 : .52
11.74 .80

S 8,11 . TS )

S17.22 . .88
36.33 _ 1.85

4,84 .25

18.51 .ou

4,49 .23

20,99 . 1.07
+16,49 ' .8k

18027 - .93
“11.53 " § .59
13.18 ' .67
25,73 1.31

- .10.23 - 159
10.40 .53
17.72 .90

©13.29 . _ .68
. 26.83 1.37
17.19 .87 -




.

Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson -
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetovin
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks
Calgary
Camrosc
Cardston
Claresholnm
Coaldale

Drayton Valley

Drumheller

- TABLE VII.18

TOTAL MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENTS - PER CAPITA 1966 AND 1970

" Per Capita
Isseasment - $

- 1970

1543
1467
1100
N/A

1916
1577
1424

1353

1615
1407

959

1506 -

1456
2124

1905

1897
1405
1771
1625
1630
1534
1652
2155
4101

1679

1491

1184
1636
1659 -

1378

1469

1902

2176 -

1695
1773
1704
2124

1961

2119

1785
2262
2076
1276
1012
1279
1256
1576

p.c¢. Ass. of

1697 91

Centre
P.c. Ass, of
. 1968 Region
1254 .89 - .84
1287 .85 .84
1071 .63 S71
1373 1.10 .91
1469 .91 .97
1200 .82 .79
1124 .78 il
148y .93 .98
.1300 .81 .86
1172 < .55 .77
1191 - .87 .78
SN .84 .95
. 1725 1.22 1.14
. 1556 S 1.10 1.03
1538 . 1.09" 1.02
1181 ] © .78
1387 41,02 .91
1301 .93 .86
. 1490 .94 .98
1294 .88 .85
1398 .95 .92
1638 124 '1.08
3500 - 2,36 2.32
1552 .97 1.02
1309 .86 .86
1080 .68 Al
1286 94 .85
1554 .95 1,03
1287 79 .85
1369 .84 .90
1566 . 1,09 1.03
S 1612 1.25 1.06
1535 .97 1.01
1500  1.02. .99
1395 .98 .92
1027 1.22 .68
1681 1.13 1.11
1700 1,22 . 1.12
- 164Y ‘1,03 1.09
2225 1.30 . 1.u47
2025 - 1.19 - 1.34
1553 .73 1.03
1264 .58 .83
1118 .73 i
" 1360 W72 .90

1.12

% Change %Chénge
p.¢. Ass, Quctient

1966-1970

92,52

15,75 -

'2.67

39.49

- 7.38°

18.64
20.38
. 8.8l
8.20
-18.21

26,46

.93.

23,12

22.36

23,32
18.89

27.67
24,86

9.40
18.62
18.14
31,56

17,19

8.17

13.88
9.64
27.22

6,74

7.05

7.31
21.41
34,98

10.u4

18,14
22.16

106.7Y4.

16.65

- 24,63
8.58
'1.67
2,53

- 17.83

19.91

14,35

7.64

7.11

1.52
1.01
.18

2.67
.49
1.26
1.37
.59

. .55
-1.23

1.78
.06
1.56

1.51

©1.57
1.27
1.87

1.68

.63
1.75
1.22
2,13
1.16

.55

.93

.65
1.84
45
L7

o .u9
. 1.4k
2.36

.70
1,22
1.49
7.21

1.12

1,66
.58
.11
17
-1.20
-1.34

.97
.—"51
- .48

669



" TABLE VII.18 contd. 670

TOTAL MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENTS - PER CAPITA 1966 AND_1970"'

Per Capita p.¢. Ass. of % Change % Change
Assessment- - $ Centre. ' p.c. Ass. Quotisnt
: » p.c. Ass. of : :
1970 1966 Region . 1966-1970
Alberta - (Continued) SR ‘ .
~ (a) (b)) - (e) - (@)
Edmonton ' 194y 1708 1.12 - 1.18 14,10 .95
Edson : 1576 - 1503 .87 . . ,99 .83 .05
Ft. Macleod | 1408 1348 .81 - ,89 b.41 . ,29
Ft. McMurray .. 1335 o042 77 .69 28,05 - 1.89
Ft. Saskatchewan ..3339 3239 1.92 . 2.1y 3.10 - .20
Grande Prairie - 1650 1hey .95 .98 11.17 75
Hanna ' 1769 1810 1.02 . 1,20 - 2,27 = .15
Hinton . - 264k 2731 1.52 1.81 - 38,19 - .21
Innisfail 1971 1745 1,13 1.15 12.89 . .87
Lacombe : . 1935 1928 1.11 1.27 .38 .02
Leduc » 1u5h . 1746 .84 1.15 -16.69 -1.12
Lethbridge o 7163 | 2059 1.24 - 1,36 5.05 .34
Lloydminster B : - I : o :
Medicine Hat : 2203 12049 1.27 1.35 7.52 .50
Olds B 1775 1719 - 1,02 - 1.40 3.23 21
Peace River 1590 153 .9l 1.01 3.48 .23
. Pincher Creek 1491 1590 .86 - 1.05 - 6.24 - L2
‘Ponoka ; '1907 11658 1.10 1.09 15.04 i.01 :
Red Deer 1876 1846 1.08 1.22 1.63 W11 |
Rocky Mtn.House ‘ 1812 1242 W75 .82 5.62. .38
St. Albert ... 1e88 1549 .96 1.02 . 7.70. .52
St., Paul . Y 1698 1642 . .98 - 1,08 3.3 .28
Stettlen . ~. - .- ~ 1937 . 1908 1.1  1.26 - "1,52 .10
Taber . ; 2147 - 1941 ‘l.ow 0 1.28 10,59 S TL
2102 1755 1.21 1.16 19.80  1.33°

Vegreville

Veriilion . 1850 2061 1.06 '1.36 -10.22 .- .69
SRS 1628  1y24 .94 oL 14,30 - .96
lainwright . LY 9L . . :

Costlodh . 1744 - 1712 1.00 1.13 1.86 . .12
Wetaskiwin 1817 1724 1;05 - 1,14 5.43 .36
Vihitecourt 1491_4 - ;493 .86 . . .99 - .12 - .00
TOTAL 1481 1362 . .85 . .90 8.76 .59




. TABLE VII.22 © % 671

TOTAL MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORY IN 1966 - $

Protection

Québec : Wg?ks
Alma 111,635 358,185 465,956
Amos 51,379 40,722 78,640
Arvida 270,251 - 274,987 236,283
Asbestos 122,510 150,289 136,490
Aylmer 43,008 88,925 57,473,
Bagotville 64,360 67,767 31,726
Bale-Comeau 337,973 - 207,461 - 349,88
Beauharnois 457,139 632,604 630,642
Bécancour 61,781 15,233 89,440
iel;?llh 76,910 90,984 81,405
ucikingham : 148,663 86,233 93,531
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 181,009 320,636 336,078
Chambly ‘ 110,601 116,343 131,994
Chibougamau 56,266 89,053 108,793
Chicoutimi 44,597 356,166 - 352,486
Chicoutimi N. 94,398 108,906 . 104,743
Coaticook ' 62,090 77,976 113,839
Cowansville . 115,557 124,267 154,607 -
Dolbeau 149,489 .. 106,924 103,024
Drummondville 406,113_ :500 41435 : 38'—!- ,200 - '
Drummondville S. 543492 85,074 - 61,103
Farnham 65,103 90,141 68,098
Gatineau 318,291 319,691 664,621
Granby 338,132 461,090 - 929,644
Grand'Mére 117,847 178,469 324,165
Hauterive 159,098 151,024 311,793
Hull 15,529 16,143 42,545
Iberville 93,890 96,229 100,797
Joliette 4Bk ,738 401,525 369,779
Jonquiére 221,136 289,633 Lyl 064
Kénogami 93,305 137,615 180,900
Lachute 103,173 123,152 137,698
Lag-Mégantic 67,098 98,541 140,339
La Tuque 114,233 184,284 141,398
Magog 158,992 206,531 - 269,338
Malartic 45,420 72,739 47,172
Maniwaki 32,640 49,574 79,660
Matane 93,941 117,589 85,798
Mont-Joli 57,658 60,181 . 9,566
Mont-Laurier, 44,036 o Lh5,324- 79,199
Montmagny 83,930 93,317 164,118
Montréal 28,854,640 49,579,617 40,141,500
Noranda 37,714 168,993 - 159,465
Plessisville 74,872 . bh,130 104,055
Pointe-Gatineau 103,690, 106,006 59,093
Port-Alfred 79,070 95,721 133,355
Québec 3,177,273 6,295,014 ' 5,426,627
Rimouski 352,662 . 852,277 608,179
Rividre-du-Loup 196,075 135,380 204,100

Administration

Public




Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérése
Sept-Iles-
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy :
Trois-Rividres
Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

TABLE VII.22 (cont.)

Administration

' 108,493
198,165
93,026
83,209
132,462
22,874
367,799
229,629
363,032
44,996
381,053
554,218
141,855
916,701
276,253
23,8U46
173,532
120,304

3,252,151

138,412
13,138

146,784
76,259

46,692,590

Protection

56,517
313,197
© 85,952

49,532
51,877

27,033
440,532
380,942
349,809

53,959
358,186

557,930

91,143
1,891,142
345,054
3,784

. .252,801

118,311
4,065,529 °

161,385
11,170

270,155

77,282

73,878?538

Public
" Works .

89,027

242,156
122,704

50,517

225,453
55,429
246,518
403,277
384,843
23,054
.368,039
617,988
128,566
1,724,666
372,013

23,930

368,454

279,306
5,640,080

134,960
- .+.28,082
308,122

106,947

67,469,554

672




o L o 873
TABLE VIT.22 (cont.)

- TOTAL MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORY IN 1966 - - $

Health & Recreation Total -

Welfare o ‘
Québec :
Alma 43,209 " 87,905 1,086,890
Amos w,u7n © 12,126 . © 187,341
Arvida 15,262 210,159 1,036,942
Asbestos 47,490 20,057 476,836
Aylmer 8,034 12,170 209,610
Bagotville 4,561 1,285 169,699
Baie-Comeau 0 814,323 979,641
Beauharnois . 34,532 125,804 11,880,721
Bécancour 1,301 1,320 169,075 s
Beloeil 6,889 48,510 304,698 -
Buckingham 113,679 9,850 351,956 . -
Cap-de- 1a-Madele1ne 105,103 98,667 991,493
Chambly } 0 47,625 . 106,563
Chibougamau 11,571 - 41,579 . 307,262
Chicoutimi 95,055 149,101 © 1,397,445
Chicoutimi N. 6,866 .0 314,913 .
Coaticook .9,006 15,130 278,041
Cowansville 7,576 - 12,056 414,058
Dolbeau - .6,354 R , A365 791
Drummondville 15,557 192,934 © 1,529,289
Drummondville S. 8,729 11,448 220,846
Farnham - 3,289 23,261 249,895
.Gatineau 25,95L 140,596 1,369,153 .
Granby 53,6835 154,722 1,937,223
Grand'Mére 29,735 94,841 745,057
Hauterive 9,727 7,851 " 639,493
Hull 1,025 2,315 77 4557
Iberville 6,630 4,453 301,999
Joliette 29,372 174,792 1,440,206
Jonquiére 75,235 79,890 1,059,958
Kénogami 16,005 77,194 . 505,019
Lachute 17,509 18,977 390,509
Lag-Mégantic 4,883 116,636 327,497
La Tuque 20,844 151 261 612,020
Magog 29,984 28,870 693,715
Malartic 4,403 Lh,386 214,120
Maniwaki 4,266 9,829 175,969
Matane 2,544 16,174 316,046
Mont-Joli © 5,407 10,990 . 143,802
Mont-Laurier. 2,369 29,616 200,541
Mon tmagny 8,438 7,370 357,173
Montréal 7,405,771 11,238,598 © 137,220,126
Noranda 6,860 25,086 398,118
Plessisville 22,955 2,614 * 248,626
Pointe-Gatineau 10,975 0 279,764
Port-Alfred | 6,522 60,588 375,256
Québec 1,250,287 308,236 16,457,437
Rimouski 23,904 87,1499 1,424,521
Rividre-du-Loup 12,195 35,609 ' 483,359




Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe -
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean '
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérése
Sept-Tles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'Or -
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

TABLE VII.?22 (econt.)

Health &
Welfare

3,408
31,437 .
23,446

3,43l
10,084

4,803

125,120
46,516
18,932

3,484
25,685
58,588

6,015

93,031
48,782
3,416
42,267

. 15,667
517,322
62,187
995
20,598
8,411"

10,676,183

Recreation

19,101
142,864
35,951
7,388
20,741
5,154

' 403,383
247,588
192,766
3,000
2L5,776

' 253,627

16,550

666 ,247
88,699

300

107,314

43,097

1,422,353 -

102,631
. 0 .
129,595
20,883

17,939,054

Totai

276 ,5u1
927,819 -
361,079
194,080
440,617
115,293
1,383,352
1,307,952 .
1,309,382
128,493
1,378,739
2,042,351
384,129
5,291,787
1,130,801
55,376
oyl ,368
576,685
14,897,385, -
599,575
53,385
875,254
289,780

216,655,919




TABLE VII.23

MUNICTPAL EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR CATEGORIES - 1966

Percent Distribution of Total Expenditures

Québec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotiville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham
Cap-de-la-Madeleine
Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticoock
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby

Grand 'Mére
Hauterive

Hull

Iberville
Joliette
Jonquidre
Kénogami
Lachute
Lac-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog

Malartic
Maniwaki

Matane
Mont-Jdoli
Mont-Laurier -
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec

Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

ADMINIS-
TRATION

27.42
10.27
26.06.
25.69

©20.51

37.92
34,49
24,30
36.54
25,24 ¢
42,23
13.21
27.20
18.31
81.81
29,97
22.33

27.90 . .

46.86
26.55

24,67 |

26.05.
23,24
17.45
15.81 -
21, 87
20.02
31.08

032,26

20.86
18.47
26.42
20,48
18.66
22.91
21,21 -
18.54 .
29,72

40.09

21.95.
23.49
22,91

9.47
30.11
37.06
21.07

-22.03

24,75
19.87

PROTEC-
TION

21.73
32.95
26,51

'31.51

42,42
39.93
21.17
33.63
9.00

29,86

24,50
32.33
28.61

- 28,98
. 25.48

34,58

- 28,04
30.01
©29.13

32.72

38.52 -
36,07
23,34
23.80

23,95

- .23.61
2b.81
- 31.86
27.87
27.32
27.24
'31.53
30.08
30.11
29.77
- 33.97
28,17
37.20
41,84
22.60
-26,12
32.66

42,4y
17.74%
'37.89
25.50
29.52
24,72
28.00

PUBLIC
WORKS

41,97
44,71
22.78
28.62
27.41

18.69

35.71

© 33.53

52.89
26.71
26.57
33.89

132,146

~35.,40

25,22
33,26
40 .94
37.33
28.16
25,12
27.66
'27.25
48,54
k7,98

43,50 .

48,75

54.85

33.37
25.67
41,89

85,82

35.26
42,85
23.10
38.82
22.03
45,26
27.14
6.65
39.49

. 45,94

31.056

4Q.05

41,85
21,12
35.53
39.02

42,69

42,22

HEALTH
&
WELFARE

- 2.38
3.97 -
1,47

. 9.95
3.83
2.68

0
1.83
0.76
2.26
3.88

"10..60
0o -
3.76
6.80
2.18
3.23
1,82
1,78
2.97.
3,95
~1,31

©.1.89
2,76
:3.99

1.52
1.82
2.19°
2.03
2.38
-3.16
1,92
1.49
3.40
4,32
2.05
2,42
.80
3.76
1,18 -
2.36"
4,41

1,72
9.23
3.92
1.73
4,80
1.67
2,52

675

" RECREA-

TION

- 6.u7
8.08

23.16

4.20
5.75
0.75

- 8.60

6.68
0.78
15.92
2.79
9.95
11,71
13,53
10.67

5.4l
2.91

12.61
5.18
9,30 .
.2.96
7,98

12.72
1.22
2.98
1.47
12:13
7.53
15.28
4,85
5.07
24,71
4,16
20.72
5.58
5.11
7.64

14,76
2.06
8.9

6.30
1.05.
0.
16.14
4,61
6.14
7.36




Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean -
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérdse
Sept—?les
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

ADMINIS-
TRATION

39.23
21.35
25,76
42,87
30.06
19.83
26.58
17.55
27,72
35,01
27.63
27.13
36.92
17.32
24,42
43.06
18.37
20.86
21,83
23.08
24,60
16.77
26,31

PROTEC-
TION

20,43
33.75
23.80°
25.52
11.77
23.44
31.84
29.12
26.71
41.99
25.97
27.31
23,72

. 35.73
130,51

6.83
25.42

. 20.51

27.29

26,91
1 20.92

30.86

26 .66

TABLE VII.23 (cont.)

PUBLIC - HEALTH

. WORKS &
o WELFARE
-32,19 1.23
26,09 3.38
33.98 ©6.49
126.02 1.76
57.16 2.28
“48.07 4,16
17.82 . 9,04
30.83 3.55
29.39 © 1.4y
17.94% 2,71 .
26.69 - - 1.86
30.25 . 2.86
83:u46 . 1.56
32.59 o LJT5
32.89 . 4.31.
43,21 . 6.16
39.01 . 4,47
48.43 . 2.71
37.85 : 3.47
22,50 . 10.837
52.60 - . 1.86
35,20 © - 2.35

36.90 2,90

676

" RECREA-

TION

6.90
15.40
9.95
3.80
4,70
4.47
14,70

- 18.92

14,72
2.33
17.82
12.41
4,30
12.59
7.84
.72
11.36
7.47
9.54
17.11

14.80




-~

Quebec

Alma

Amos
Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie~Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham

Cap-de-la-Madeleine

Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi-
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby’

Grand 'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lac-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane

Mont Joli
Mont Laurier.
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe~Gatineau’
Port~Alfred
Québec
Rimouski
Rivié&re-du-Loup

TABLE VII.24

TOTAL MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES .
ACCORDING TO MAJOR ‘CATEGORY IN 1969 - $

.Administration

433,570
36,500
325,337
246,920
67,100
63,184
453,350
116,495
101,275

' 223,650
161,330
300,000
160,876
117,450
. 565,420
92,620
142,766
115,560
156,206
512,220
49,750
80,450
307,627

- 537,879
236,736
222,062
758,592
106,050
488,323
530,137
205,179
203,100
133,392
156,000
277,010
63,759
37,371
76 ,600

- 66,405
. 97,571
222,024
55,467,131
115,875
123,580
129,844
135,800
5,031,216

381,303
249,710

Protection -

380,711
. 103,150"
320,400
202,340
© 153,980

. 92,264

292,000
175,075
23,000.
©136,173
123,825
482,700
172,505
125,200 -
497,600
150,175
- 88,684
180,400
128,608
609,300

123,500 -

115,680 -
815,715
613,850
235,562
220,436
1,873,741
139,335 -
526,461
389,405
183,279
189,500
130,470 .
236,200
263,945
81,493 -
74,200
178,500
.i'91,800°
75,260
-155,514
59,457,985
246.,739.
76,050
179,300
145,268
8,529,516
382,355
208,400

" Public Works

264,393
102,600
298,463
- 014,095
93,420
49,795
379,090
147,000 .
109,873
"112,900
112,400
443,702
© 138,275
143,300
599,370
-, 148,500
128,613
162,370
© 126,240
615,493
72,000
71,600
. 851,614
716 ;875
7 412,196
388,075
921,662
117,360
465,300
329,004
'198,850
120,500
100,805
-168,400
122,500
59,709
197,947
181,000
113,610
102,400
26,758 .
42,099,141 -
182,650
103,200
67,500
167,100
6,860,022
475,575
285,810

- 677




Quebec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe.
St-Félicien-
St-Georges .
St-Georges 0.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérése
Sept—?les
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines -
Tracy
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

.TABLE VII.2Y4 contd.

'Administration

. 81,838
© 202,510

© 106,549
244,170
63,987
662,185
499,755
458,900
269,536
488,445
815,549

: 102,392
1,447,398
. 488,225
174,985
..239,290
173,000
810,675
255,675

© 405,396
145,000
173,700

79,516,465

Protection

101,640
418,371

55,900
86,740
38,931
590,368
567,348
589,408
297,070
496,565
597,568.
132,058
2,413,976
418,150
169,258
341,575
196,925
1,932,000
341,100
559,660
339,200
94,250

90,655,610

Public Worké

75 ;240
282,250

60,575
123,830
89,770
375,902
451,369
451,072
321,735
ueL,530

'~ 601,236
64,520

1,739,730
432,540
133,412
- 597,795
266 ,500

. 1,392,000

241, 400
384,000
390,200
86,100

69,014,761

678




4

Quebec

Alma

Amos

Arvida

Asbestos

Aylnmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham
Cap-de-la-Madeleine
Chambly -
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicdutimi N.
Coaticook .
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau

Granby
Grand'Mére
Hauterive
Hull -
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lac-Mégantic
La Tuque

Magog

Malartic
Maniwaki

Matane

Mont Joli

Mont Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec

Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

TABLE VII.24 contd.

Health &
Welfare

36,300
38,698
18,395
6,400
2,800
18,200
600
16,100
11,300
52,195

- 11,000
. 28,020
4,500
28,400
12,300
. 5,500
18,500
3,500
1,630

. 8,000
49,532
13,341
10,000
85,450
4,801
25,760
14,710
13,600
6,500
2,400
24,000
42,1400
4,959
7,000
2,600
7,300
5,000

- 8,997,777

. 5,428

11,285

10,800
1,344,225
525

4,000

Recreation

254,179

60,996

263,811
11,973
8,8U5
27,644
264,270
" 39,385

© 3,800

119,543

35,362

209,900 -

52,725
71,500
292,400

28,000

25,865
145,800
40,080
230,159
13,500

34,810

128,786

. 329,428
110,319
©193,343
605,078

23,057 -

200,150

87 ,500.

151,596

40,000

17,650
196,600
93,431
79,815

38,675
23,220

© 33,000
16,559,469
- 148,200
17,675
56,500

93,800
1,766,675
233,892
36,560

56,500

Tdtal'

1,369,153 °
303,246

1,246,709
693,723
329,745
235,687

1,406,910.

478,556

251,0u8

592,266
yul 217
1,488,497
524,381
168,350
2,234,810
‘423,795
414,328
612,430
456,634
1,985,672

| 262,250

. .2214,178
1,111,742

2,247 564 -
1,008,154 .

1,033,916

110,244,523

390,603

1,705,994

1,350,756
752,504
559,600
384,717
781,200
699,286

289,735
309,518%

499,600
" 313,090
305,751
662,296

182,581,503

598,892
320,455
Lhl 1429

552,768
23,531,654
1,473,650
784,480

[
|
|
|



Quebec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn

Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges 0.
St-Hyacinthe

St-Jean
St-Jérdme

Ste-Thérése

Sept—?les

Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke

Sorel

Terrebonne
Thetford Mines

Tracy

Trois-Riviéres

Val-d'Or

Valleyfield
Victoriaville

Windsor

TOTAL

TABLE VII.24 contd.

Health &
“Welfare

14,384

4,000
4,500
69,533
45,900
14,386
12,900
21,100
54,741
6,060
103,500
17,682
4,500
19,105
1,000
40,500
7,200
15,580
24,200
11,243

11,834,745

Recreation

17,000
218,150

12,696
7,000
9,000 -

297,965
305,750
201,281
99,220
340,090
302,980
18,415
894,037
261,745

23,000 -

173,500
© 99,500

623,000
168,100 .-

84,680
143,100

57,400 .

27,812,925

:Total

275,718
1,135,665

235,720

465,740

206,188
1,995,955 .

1,870,122
1,715,047
1,000 ;461

1,810,730 .
2,372,074

323,45
6,598,641
1,618,342

505,155
1,371,265

736,925
4,798,175

1,013,475

1,449,316

1,041,700

422,693

680



MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES.BY MAJOR CATEGORIES - l969

Perceht‘Distributioﬁ of Total Expenditures

ADMINIS-

TRATION
Québec
Alma 31.66
Amos 12.03
Arvida 26,09
Asbestos 35.59
Aylmer 20.34
Bagotville 26,80
Baie-Comeau . 32,22
Beauharnois - 24,34
Bécancour 39.86
Beéloeil 37.76
Buckingham - . 36.31
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 20.15-
Chambly ©30.67
Chibougamau 25,07
Chicoutimi . 25,30
Chicoutimi N. 21.85
Coaticook 34,45
Cowansville 18,21 .
Dolbeau 34.20.
Drummondville 25,79
Drummondville S. 18.97
Farnham ' 35.88 .
Gatineau 27.67 .
Granby 23.93
Grand'Mére 23.48.
Hauterive 21.47
Hull 7% 40
Iberville 27.15
Joliette 28.62
Jonquidre 39. 24
Kénogami 27.26
Lachute 36.29
Lac-Mégantic 34.67
La Tuque 19.96
Magog 39.61
Malartic 22.00
Maniwaki 12.07
Matane 15.33
Mont-Joli 21.20
Mont~-Laurier 31.91
Montmagny - 33.52
Montréal 30.37
Noranda 19.34
Plessisville 38.56
Pointe-Gatineau 29,23
Port-Alfred 24,56
Québec 21.38
Rimouski 25.87
Riviére-du-Loup 31.83

TABLE VII.25

PROTEC-
_TION

27.8Q
34.01
25.69
© 29,16
46,69
39.13
- 20.75.
36.58
. 9.05
22,99
27.87
32.42
32.89
26.73
22.26
35.43 "
21.40
29.45
28.16
-30.68
47.09
'57.60"
28,39
27.31
23.36
21.32
18.29
35.67
30.85
28.82
24,35
33,86,
33.91
30.23
37.74
28.12
23.97
35.72
29.32
24,61
23.u8
32,56
41,19
23,73
40.34
26.28
36 .24
25,94
26.56

PUBLIC

WORKS

19.31
33.83
23.94
30.86
28.33

o 21,12
26.94 .
30.71

43.24
19.06
25.30
29.80
26.36
30.59
26.81
35.04

_31.04

26,51
27.64
30.99
27 .45

'31.62°

31.76
40.88
37.53

8.99
30.04

27,27

24,35
26,42
21.53

26.20 -

21,55

3.21
20.60
63.95

- 36.22

36.28
33.49
37.25
23.05
30.49
32.20
15.18
30.22
29.15
32.27

36,43

HEALTH |

&
WELFARE

2,65
0
3,10

- 2,65

1.94

- 1.18
1,29 -

.12

T . 6.383

o
2.54
3.50"
0
2.34
1.25
1.06 -

. 6.85

2.00

1,20

~.93

1,33

72

Ca71

2.20°

T 1.32
.96

.83
1.22
1.50
1.08
1.80
1.16

. 681

RECREA-
TION

18,56
20,11
21,16
1,72
2,68
11.72
18,78
8,22
1.49
20.18
'7.96
14,10
10.05
15.24
13,08:
- 6.60
6.24
23.80
8..77
11.59
5.1k
15.52
'11.58 -
14.65
lQ;gﬂ
18.70 .
5.9
5.90
11.73
6.47
20.14
7,14
4,58
25.16

-~13.36

27.5
0': .
11.30
12.35
..7.59
" 4,98
9,06
8.04
5,49
12,71
16,96
- 7.50
15.87
4,66



Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe:
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges 0.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérése
Sept-?les
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'Or
Valleyfield .
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

ADMINIS

TRATION

29.68
17.83
N/A
45,20
52.,41.
31.03
33.17

- 26.72

26.75

26,94

26.97
34.38
31.65
21.93
30,16
34,63
17.45
23.47
16.89
25.22
27.97
13.91
41,09

TABLE VII.25 (cont.)

PROTEC- .

TION

36,86
26.83

23.71
18,62
18.88
29.57
30.33
34,36
29.69
. 27.42
25.19
40.82
36.58
25,83
33.50
24.90 -
26,72
40.26
33,65
38,61
. 32,56 ¢
22,29

- PUBLIC
- WORKS

27,28
24,85
25.69
26.58
43,53

18,83
24,13

26,30

32,15
25.65
25.34
19,94
26,36
26.72
26.41
43,59
36.16

29,01

23.81
26,49
37.45
20,36

2.45

HEALTH
&

WELTARE

72,18

3.48

.83

1.28

1.16
2.30
1.87
1.56

21,09

- .89
1.39
¢13
L
.71

1.07-

2.32
2.65

682 -

RECREA-
TION

-6.16
19320

- 5.38
"1.50
4,36
14,92
16.34
11.73
9.91
18.78
12.77
.5.69
13.84
16.17
4.55
12.65
13.50
12.98
16.58
5.84
13.73
13.57



TABLE VIIL.26

683

VCOEFFICIENT OF SPECIALIZATION VALUES FOR MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES

Quebec

Alma

Amos

Arvida

Asbestos

Aylmer

Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour

Beloeil
Buckingham
Cap-de-la-Madeleine
Chambly -
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau

" Drummondville

Drummondville S.
Farnham :
Gatineau

Granby

Grand 'Mére
Hauterive

Hull

Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic

La Tuque

Magog

Malartic
Maniwaki

Matane

Mont Jecli

Mont Laurier’
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-~Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec

Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

1966

.13

.13
.17
.08
.10
.23
b

.33
.09
.19
.09

.07
.07

.13

10

© .08
.09
.17

.08

.08

.08
16

15

Ly
..18

.22

.09

A2
- .09
.09
.06

.10 .

.16
.06
i
.12
.12

‘27 . '

W12
.13
.01
.18
21
.20

C .10
.06
A1
.09

o4

1969

Al

.20
A1
.13
W17
.08
b
.10

SL.31

.19
.08

.09’

Nl

L1
.10 -

. .18
CL1h

.15
.08
.07

A7

.21

- ..08 .

.11
.17
.21
.29

. .08

oL

.10
-1l
.09

15

.21
A7
.39

016
413

12
:17

.-CQ .

Ly
.17
A1
.12
.09

13"
15

ABSOLUTE
CHANGE

~.02°

.07
-.05
.05
.07

&.15.

0
.06
-.02
.10
-.11
0

~-.03

Ok
-.03

.03

.06
.06

-.01

.09 -
.13

- .04

.03
.03

.07

.01
.02
.03
-.01

.05
.03
.17
L0l
.1y

.0l
.01

-.09
.02
.03
.02
.06

COMPOSITE
% CHANGE
1966-1969 -

<. 8.3%

21,21
~17.85
23.80
25.92
48,38
"0
28.57
- 3.12
35.71
-40. 74
0

-27.27

22,22

213,04
13.04
27.27

25.00

:~36.,00
- 6.66
36.00
44,82
-33.33
-15.38
9.67
7.69
13.72
- 5.88
~50.00
5.26
10.00

20.00 .

-~ 5,26
- 3.22
18.51
9.67.
33.33

. 14,28
- =35,00
0

13.33
33.33
=12.50
~10.52"
-29.03
9,09
20.00
8.33
25,00



TABLE VII.26(cont.)

1966 1969 ABSOLUTE
o " CHANGE

Quebec - (Continued)
Roberval ' .16 .08 - «~.97
Rouyn ‘ : .08 .13 - .05
Ste-Agathe .07 . . ~ _
St-Félicien . : .19 17 ~.02
St-Georges .25 - .25 : 0.
St-Georges 0. . .15 - .21 063
St-~-Hyacinthe. ' J14 - .09 . =05
St-Jean .10 .06 ~.04
St-Jérdme .10 _ 05 - .05
Ste-Thérése .22 T o7 ' ~15"
Sept-1les , .13 .09 : -0k .
Shawinigan : ‘ .02 ' .09 , : .07 .
Shawinigan S. o L14 S ~.03
Sherbrooke .08 .09 .01
Sorel _ - .01 .09 . .08
Terrebonne . T.32 .08, : ~ 14
Thetford Mines ’ ' CoWd0. 21 A1
Tracy - ~ .15 4 -0l
Trois-Riviéres . .06 .15 - .09
Val-d'Or , R 07 .. o =,07
Valleyfield ~ .21 S .07 -1k
Victoriaville ' .. .08 oWle - .08
Windsor . : .07 SN .09
TOTAL

684 -

COMPOSITE

% CHANGE

1966-1969

«33,32
©23.80

~ 5.55 -
0
16.66
-21.73
-25,00
33.33
-51,72
-18,18
63.63
-12.00
- 5.88
80.00
© ~35,00
35.u8
-3.44

42,85 -

. -33.33

~=50.,00

33.33

139,13
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 TABLE VII.27

TOTAL PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES: = 1966 - 1969 ($)
1966 © 1969 PERi CENT PER CENT
. o CHANGE - CHANGE
: B CITY OF
"REGION *
Québec
Alma ' ) - u8.97 ~ 65.61 - - 33.53 . .99
Amos : . C 1 27.39 45,04 BlU. by ©1.91
Arvida 67.58 81,81. . - . 21,05 . .62
Asbestos 45.30 68:43 - - 51.05 . - 1.51
Aylmer , . 28.98 45,61 . 57.38 . 1,70
Bagotville - . 28.88 . 87,41 - 29,53 - .87
Baie-Comeau S 80.06 11413 42,55 . 1.26
Beauharnois ' - 213,47 © 53.17 ~ 75.09 ~2.,22 .
Bécancour - 20.28 28,49 4o.u8 1.20
Beloeil ~ 30.03 -~ 57.80 92.47 . 2.74
Buckingham o 48.70° ' 56.42 - 15.85 W7
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 33.67. . 46.52 38,16 1.13
Chamb 1y . : 37.85 . 143.70 16.06 - L7
Chibougamau © o 34.51 49.30 L2.85 1.27
Chicoutimi Lo k42,98 57.22. - -~ 33.19 . - .98
Chicoutimi N. S 2u.57 32,29 . 31l.y42 ' .93
Coaticook . 39.81 © 51.76 . 30.01 - .89
Cowansville ‘ - 38,72 ~ 141.66 - 7.9 .22
Dolbeau 55.17 . 60.88 . - 10.84 . . .30
Drummondville 52,34 - 6436 .. 22.96 - .68
Drummondville S.. : o 25.31 .. 30.88 E .22.00 . .65
Farnham L . 37.01 47.05% . 27.12 - . .80
Gatineau 77.283 56.34 - - - 27.04 - .80
Sranby 56.39 64.77 1.8 . . Jua
Grand 'Mare 45,41 ~ 63.35 39,50 1.17 -
Hauterive 56,26  83.38 48.20. 1.43
Hull : .. 1,28 . 73,07  5608.59 = 166.00
Iberville S 35,95 41,13 - 1buo 42
Joliette 75.05 . 82.33 - 9.70 ©.28
Jonquidre _ .- 385.73 40,92 . 1n,s52 .43
Kénogami = . 43,78 - 57,89 32,22 - .95
Lachute : 38.22 55.33 4k, 76 - 1.32
Lag-Mégantic . . 47.08 53,41 . 13.49 .40
La Tuque 45,15 © 57.87 © 28.17 .83
Nagog | 5028 64.08 . 27,44 .81
Malartic ‘ 32,41  41.39 27,70 .82
Maniwaki . 27 .47 ©38.8L 41,39, 1.22
Matane . 28, 4u 43,45 52.77 1.56
Mon‘t-Jol;L. : : 22.58 - ' 41,26 ‘ 82.72 2145
Mont-Laurier - : 32.66 37.27 . : 14,11 . Al
Montmagny : 29,17 56.12 : 92.38 2,74
Montréal 97.29 ~ 136.8 . 40,61 1.20
Noranda-. : , 3,56 51.70 49 .59 1.47
PleSSiSVll%e : S 34,35 45,89 33.59 .99
Pointe-Gatineau 25,31 36,42 43.89 1.30
Port-Alfred - 39.29 60.08 . 52,91 1.57
Québec o - 87.30 143,48 ‘ 64,35 1.91
Rimouski ' 70.07. © 58.uu - 16.59 - .49

Rividre--du-Loup ul.54 60.32 45,20 1.34



Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean.
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérdse
Sept-iles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan 8.
Sherbrocke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'on
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

TABLE VII.27 (cont.) -

1966

32.34
49,93

60.08
38.03

65.96
20.82
58.71
" 47.08
49.39
. 8,27
72.76
66 .26
31.36
69.91
59 .45
7.40
43.69
52.82
258,90
49,36
1.83
“41,05

R TNCH

56.0u:

1969..

29,22

60.03

47,15
70.78

39,43

84,48

61.88
61. 1k

'59.28

90.5M
78.15
27.05
86.51
80,50
64.60

63.20 -
61,41

75.27

55,37

47,52

. 148,29
65,78

74,92

.. PER CENT

CHANGE:

.- 9.64

20.22
23,98
7.30
89,38
43,89
31.43

28.79°

621.16-
24,43
17.76

- 13,74

23.74
35.40"
772.97
4l 65
16.26 .

.- 70,92
12,17,
2496,70 -
- 17.68
U h7.45

33,69

686

- PER CENT

" CHANGE
CITY OF-
REGION

- .28
.60
71
21

2.65
1,30
.93
.70
18.43 .
) L
. .52 ~ :
L= .k
.70
1.05"
22,94
1.82
.48
-2,10
.36
74,10 -
.52
1.40
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TABLE VII.29

PER CENT CHANGE OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR
SECTOR: 1966 - 1969

ADMINIS- . PROTEC- PUBLIC  HEALTH . RECREA-  TOTAL

TRATION - TION WORKS =~  WELFARE TION :
Québec
Alma ‘ 288,38 62.88 -~ U5.59 . ~ 15,98 - 86,47 25.96
Amos - 28.95 153.30 30.46 -100.00 403.01 61.86
Arvida . 20.38 ~ 16.51 26.31 153.55 '9.84 20,22
Asbestos : 101.55 3L.63 56.85 - 61.26 - 140,30 ~ 45,u8
Aylmer 56.01 . 78,15 62.54 - 20,33 - 27.82 © 57.31
Bagotville - 1.82 36.14 56.95 °© - 38,60 2051.78 38.88
Baie~Comeau : - 34,18 - 40.74 8.34 100.00° 213.40 43,61
Beauharnois - 74,51 - 72,32 - 76.69 . - 98.26 © - 68.69 . 74.55
Bécancour : 63.92 50.98 022,84 . 1187.50 187.87 - 50.25
Beloeil 190.79 - 49.66 ~ 38.68 -100.00 - 146.42 . 94,37
Buckingham 8.52 43,59  20:;17 - 17.39  ° 259.00 . 26.12
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 128.99  58.54 32.02 - 50.833 112,78 - 50.12
Chambly 45,45 48.27 4,75 0 10.70  28.95
Chibougamau 108.74 . 40.59 31.71 -~ 4,93 S 71,72 52,42
Chicoutimi ° 27.18 . - 34,65 70.04 - 70.52 96.05 539,92
Chicoutimi N, - 1.88 37.89 38.91 - 3uL;45° 100.00 .. 34,57
Coaticaook 129.93 13.73 12.97 = 215,34 70.95 49,01
Cowansville = 3.45 45,17 5.02 62.35 - 1109.85 47,90
Dolbeau ‘ 2,48 20,27  22.53 -~ 13.4y -.100,00 24,83
Drummondville -~ 26,12 21.75 60,20 - - 59.89 . . 19,29 10.22
Drummondville S. - =~ 8.70 . '45,16 - 17,83 = ~ 59,90 17.92 - 18.86
Farnham. 23.57 28,33 5,14 - = 50,44 . 49.63 -~ 10.29
Gatineau - 3.35 7 .1.24 -~ 47,09 . - 69.17 ° 217.23 - 18.80
Granby 59.07 33,13 - 22.88- - "7.6L4° 112,91 16.01
Grand 'Mére - 100.88 0 81.99  27.15 - 55,13 16.31 35.31
Hauterive 39,57 . 45.96 2L, 46 . 2,80 2362.65 61.67
Hull © 4785.00 11507.14% 2066.32 ° 8236 58 26037.27 13109 00
Tberville . 12.95 uh, 79 16.43 - 27.58 417,78 29,33
Joliette 5.07 81,11 25.83 - 12.29. 14,50 18.45
Jonquidre 139.73 34,44 - 25.91 - U41.70 9.52  27.u43
Kénogami 119.90 33.18 '9.92 - 15.02 96.38 49,00
Lachute 96.85 53,87 - 12.48 = - 13.43 110.78. 43,30 .
Lac-Héeantic 98.80 37.40 - 28.17 = = 50.84 6.09  17.47
La Tuque 36.56 28,17 19.09 - 15.14 29.97  27.6W
Nagog 74.22 27.76 - 91.64 41,40 223,62 .80
Malartic _ 40.37 12.03 . 26.57 = 12.62 79.82 35.31 i
Maniwaki 14,49 49,67 148,48  -100.00 . ~100.00 75.89 |
Matane _ -~ 18.45 . 51.79 110.96 - 175.15 249,31 58.07
Vont~Joli . 15,17 52,53 1087.65 - 51,91 251,91 117.72
Mont=Laurier 121.57 66.04 29,29 208,14 - 21,59 52,46
Montmagny 164.53 66.65 50.35 = 40.7.4 347.76 85.u42
Vontréal 92,22 19:92 4.87  21.49 47.34 33.05
Noranda 207.24 - 45,99 ° 14,53 - 20.87 92,13 50,43
Plessisville 65.05 ~ 72.833 - .82  -100.00 - 574,25 28,89
Pointe-Gatineau 25,22 69.14 14,22 . 2.82 100,00 58.85
Port-Alfred 71.74 51.76 25.30 65,59 54,81 47,30
Québec 58,85 . 35.u49 26,41 7.51 473,15 42,98
Rimousks. 8.12 8.583 =~ 21.80 - 97.80 167.30 3.Ly
Riviére-du-Loup 159,91 . 53,93 40.03 - 67.19 T 2,48 62,29
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" TABLE VII.29 (cont.)

' ADMINIS- - PROTEC-  PUBLIC HEALTH & RECREA-  TOTAL
TRATION . TION WORKS ~  WELFARE  TION

Québec - (Continued)

Roberval - 24,56 1849,21 - 15,48 - -100.00 - - 10.99 - ,29

Rouyn 2.19 83,58 16.55 - 54,24 - 52,69 1100,17

Ste-Agathe o - . S , _ - -

St-Félicien 28.04 12.85 19.91 ~ -100.00 . .~ 71.84%  .21.45
St-Georges 84,33 67.20 - 45,00 - 60.33 = - 66.25 5.70

St-Georges O. 179.73 S 44,01 61.95 - 6,30 3 74,62 - 78.83
St-Hyacinthe 80.03 34,01 52,48 ~ by, uo 46,50 44,28

St-Jean o 117.63 48,93 11.92 - - 1,82 © 238,49 42,98

St-Jérdme . 26.40 '~ 68,68 17.20° = 24,01 uou1 30.98
Ste-Thérdse - 499,02 420.08  1295.57 . 270.26 - °3207.33 678.61

Sept-1les 28,18 -  38.63 26.21 - 17.85 ° . 38.37 31.33 - - |
Shawinigan ' 47,15 . 7.0 - 2,71 - 6,56 . 19.45 16,14 - |
Shawinigan S. - 27,81 . 44,89 --49.8L . 74 11.26 - 15,79
Sherbrooke - . - 57.89 27.64 . 87 11,25 34.19 24,69 . - :
Sorel _ © 76.73 - 87.87 16.27 - 63.75 °  195.09 43,11

Terrebonne ‘ 633.81 " 14372.99 457.50 .~ .31.78  5650.00 812.22 ' S
Thetford Mines - 387.89 - . 35,11 62.24 = = 54,79 61.67 45,20

Tracy 43.80 66.44 - 4,58 - 93,61 . 130.87 © 27.78 .
Trois-Rividres - 75.07 - 52,47 - 75,31 - ="92.17.- . - 56,19 = 67.79 |
Val-d'or 84,72 111.35 78.86 . - 88,42 63.79  73.09 - .
Valleyfield ' 12985,67 ° 4910,38 1267.42  1u65,82 100,00 - 2614,83 .. |
Victoriaville - = 1,21 25,55 [26.63 . 17.48 . -10.42 . .19,01°

Windsor © 127,77 ;- 21,95 - 19,49 33,67 -174.86 . 45.86

TOTAL 3 70,29 - 22,70 . 2,29 .. .10.85 55,04 = 28,69
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TABLE VII.3L

TOTAL MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENTS 1966 and 1969

ChahgeICentre

19,998,441

TOTAL ASSESSMENTS - $ % Change %
o o : ‘ % Charge Region -
. 1966. ‘ 1969 1966-1969 '

Québec :

Alma 132,017,462 . - 145,901,920 1 10.01 45
Amos 12,545,801 - 14,826,015 . 18,17 .82
Arvida 67,056,965 83,490,130 .24, 50 1.11
Asbestos 53,863,780 59,869,040 - 11.14° .50
Aylmer 12,029,880 16,718,685 38.97 1.77
Bagotville 10,211,080 10,481,700 . 2.85 - 12
Baie-Comeau 37,342,300 104,819,500 ©.180.70 8.22
Beauharnois 14,941,009 16,100,000 - 7.75 .35
Bécancour 5,923,497 19,000,000° S 2,20 - 10.03
Beloeil - 125,833,000 36,500,000 . u1.29 1.87
Buckingham ‘23,811,704 25,507,833 7.12 .32
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 48,507,190 - 62,837,870 29,54 1.34
Chambly 29,118,961 34,607,079 .. - - 18.85 .85
Chibougamau - 15,750,496 - 19,468,908 ' 23,60 1,07
Chicoutimi - 94,245,979 - 118,105,540 . 25,31 - ..1.15
Chicoutimi N. 11,560,030 26,877,420 132.50 ©6.02
Coaticook 7,659,705 15,255,388 . 99,15 C. 4,51
Cowansville 11,600,000 ° 36,431,170 231,30 10,52
Dolbeau 20,029,470 23,115,361 © 15,40 .70
Drummondville 69,206,765 81,030,240 - 17.95 .81
Drummondville S. 11,864,250 - 13,683,615 - © 15,34 .69
Farnham 12,026,740 17,512,390 45,61 - 2.07
Gatineau 59,100,759 - 89,859,287 52,04 - .2.36
Granby . 58,239,720 85,031,945 46.00 . .2,09
Grand 'Mére 25,033,054 26,471,175 5,74 © .26
Hauterive 40,934,005 49,384,200 20.64 . .93
Hull _ 428,031,147 D e e - - -
Iberville 16,572,650.. 20,755,945 ©25.23 1.14
Joliette 50,397,800 57,544,680 14,18 © .64
Jonquiére 23,175,970 65,685,080 - . 183,41 8.34
Kénogami 12,473,760 34,066,220 173,09 . 7.87
Lachute . 16,088,000 25,569,825 58,93 2.68
Lac-Mégantic 10,746,900 - 13,766,950 © 28,10. 1.27
La Tugue 48,282,374 52,858,374 9.47 W43
Magog 38,541,225 38,170,325 - .96 - .04
Malartic 11,053,746 12,794,580 15,74 . AR
Maniwaki 9,511,840 10,701,920 12.51 .56
Matane 13,627,030 29,867,985 ©119.16 5.42
Mont-Joli 11,641,275 13,707,300 17.74 .80
Mont~Laurier 13,708,447 16,832,840 . 22.78 . 1,08
Montmagny 21,023,870 23 415,619 11,37 - .51
Montréal - 5,009,534,370 6,072,822,077 21,22 .96
Noranda 22,426,868 23,141,066 3.18 Jdu
Plessisville 17,439,900 -23,559,900 35.09 - 1.59
Pointe~Gatineau 12,717,780 28,925,410 127,43 5.79
Port-Alfred 31,744,940 33,227,430 4.67 L.21
Québec 396,297,230 515,554,725 30.09 1.36
Rimouski 37,889,625 60,558,875 59,82 2,72
Riviére-du~-Loup 17,971,328 11.27 51




Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn _
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges

St-Georges O.

St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérése
Sept—?les
Shawinigan

Shawinigan S.

Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terraebonne

Thetford Mineé

Tracy

Trois-Riviéres

Val-d'Or
Valleyfield -

Victoriaville

Windsor

TOTAL

TABLE VII.31 (cont.)

TOTAL MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENTS 1966 and 1969

TOTAL ASSESSMENTS - §$

1966

16,762,825

28,614,157

22,327,565
9,105,800
16,763,911
9,578,700

81,316,046
48,987,090
56,228,800

13,709,404 .
88,440,850 -

170,919,534

17,071,625 -
149,253,150

43,130,600
17,227,010
59,236,212

47,008,605
196,093,787
28,680,630

42,248,484

42,180,500 °
19,447,520

20,973,081,129

1969
20,636,800
31,287,987

9,700,400
18,349,937

10,948,700 -
90,108,119
100,013,709
70,528,700 .

93,459,550

178,055,789
- 18,494,075

175,347,250

58,114,700".

23,000,000
64,808,565
60,762,575
185,220,117
43,226,365

49,241,584 - -
59,784,900 . -
19,696,290 .

25,583,072 ,000

% Change

- 1966-1969

23.11
. 9,34
5.82
9,146

14.30
. 10.81 -

104,16

25.42

5.67
4,17 -
8.32
17.u48
34,74
33.51
©9.40
29,25 -
- 5,50

- . 50.71

16,55
41,73

- 1.27 -

21.98

690

Change Centre

9
0

'
0

Change Region

1.05
42
.26
43
.65

.49

4,73

1.15

.25
.18
.37
.79 .

. 1,58

- 1.52

S .42
1.33

© = .25

2:30

.75

1.89
.05

1.00




TABLE VII.32

TOTAL MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENTS - PER CAPITA 1966 and 1969

- Per Capita Assessment - §$-

Québec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos .
Ay lmer
Bagotville
Bale-Comeau -
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeill
Buckingham

Cap-de-la-Madeleine

Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau

Granby
Grand'Mére -
Hauterive

Hull

Iberville
Joliette -
Jonquidre
Kénogami
Lachute
Lac-Mégantic

La Tuque

Magog

Malartic
Maniwaki

Matane
Mont=-Joli :
Mont=Laurier -
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec

Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

1969

6225

2118
4557
5767
2290
1637
8382

1788

2138
3139
3228
1904
2884

2049.
3364 -

1976

1883

3324
3090

. 2651
1609

2731 -

4088

2450
1533
3821

2165
2761

1990

2725
2090
2009
3886

2810

1881
1337

2513.

2001
1947

1843
2125

2073
3293
2035

3497

.1128
2323

1538

1966

5975
1834

4370

5113
1663

1737

3051
1695

710
2544

329y
1647
2697
1769
2897

902
1076
1084
3021
2368
1359

_ 1781

3333

- 1695
1525
3601

. 1972,
. 2626

781
1081
1574

15uy

3562
2793

1673
1485,
11226
1828
12232
1717

2055
1946

2394

1150
3323

958
1863
1544

p;é.ASS. of Centre.

‘p.c.Ass. of Region
1869 -

1,55
.52
1.13

1.43 -

.57
.40
2.08

R

.53

.78
. 80.
A7
W71

.51

.83
a9
146' :

.82

.76.
.66

- .68

1.01
.61

.38
r95

.53
.68

b9

.67
.52
.50
.96

.69 -

- W46
.33
.62
49

hg
45"

.52
.51

.82

.50

.87

.28
.57

.38

1966 °

1,64 .

.50

1.20 .

1.40
U5

.84
L6

.19
.70 .

.90

A5

T4

48

.79
.24

.30 .
.29
183
.65
.37, .
Ju9
91
L6
J42
.99

.54

.72
.21

.29
.43
42

.98

.50
.61
47
.56

.53

.66
.31
.91

.26 .
5L

42

A7 5

.76
Ju6
40
.33

% Change
p.c. Ass.’
' 1966-1969°

4,19
115,43
4,26
12,78
37,66
- 5.75
174,68
5.48
200.92
23,38
- 2,00
115158
6.91
15.83,
16,11
1119.06
71.71
206.42
2.28

- 11.93.

18,39
53,36
22.62
4y 52

47
6.10-

- 9.76°
5.12
154,75
157.99
32.71
30.08

9.10 -
.80
12,44
- 9,93
104,87
. 9.42
-12,76
7.35.
3.39
6.52

37.52 -
76.91 .
5.23
17.72°
24,66
- .38

- 691

‘% Change

(Quotient)

.39
1,44
.39
1,19
3.52
- .53
16.35 . .
.51
18.81
2.18
- .18
1.45
.64
1.u8
1.50
11,14
6,71
19.32
21
1.11-
1.72-
4,99
2,11
‘14:16
o4
.57

.91
48 .
14,49
14,23
3,06
2.81.
.85
.05
1.16
- .93
9.81
.88
-1,19
.68
.31
.61
3.51
7:20 -
48
1.865
2.30
- .03
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TABLE VIT.32 (cont.) -

Per Capita Assessment - $ p.c.Ass. of Centre % Change % Change
‘ e ’ p.c.Ass. of Region p.c. Ass.
' 1

1969 1966 1969 1966 966-1969" (Quotient)
Québec - (Continued) ' B - : : S

Roberval 2326. - 1960 - .57 54 . 18,67 1,74 -

Rouyn .. - 1661-. 1539 - a2 7.91 L7h
Ste~Agathe - ~ o S . .
St-Félicien. . 1933 - 1795 - .48 .49 7.68° .71
St-Georges 2622 ° 2509 .65 - .69 4,48 " -.42
St-Georges O. 1977 11729 49 47 3 4,34 0 1,34
St-Hyacinthe 3719 3419 92 .9y - 8,77 .82
St-Jean 2778 © 1763 .69 .48 57.56. 5,39
St-Jérdme 2350 " .. 2120 " .58 .58 " 10.83 1.01
Ste-Thérdse . _ - ‘ 3 o - '
Sept-l1les . . 14329 14667 1.07 - 1.28 - 7.22 - .67
Shawinigan 5785 ° 5553 l.uh o 1.53 4,17 39!
Shawinigan S. 2175 11393 S4 .88 56,12 5.25
Sherbrooke ‘ - 2141 - 1971 .53 L 5L  8.60 - .80 -
Sorel 2876 - . 2267 I A - .62 26.87 2.57 °
Terrebonne 2821 - 2303 o700 .63 . 22,49 2,10
Thetford Mines 2956 .. 2740 - .73 .75 . 7.88 .73
Tracy 4980 4305 . l.2s’ 1,18 . 15,66, 1.46 -
Trois-Rivi&res . 2801 8407 .64 . - 93 . 23,66 - 2,21
Val-d'or . 2836 o 2861 - . .58 .65  —1l.04 - - .09’
' Valleyfield . 1595 ©1u51 W89 w0 9,92 - ,92
Victoriaville oY 252n - 1978 ©. . .B2° .. - .84 . . 27,59 - 2,58
Windsor - . . - 8117 = 2993 S & ARCER - S 1O 1 1:
TOTAL o 4051 .. 828 - . 1,00. 1,00 . -10.68 - 1.00
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Building Activities’

Introduction

An examination of the municipal infrastructure would’be incomplgte

if no mention was made abouf_locai building éctivities; In the daysiéf‘the
pioneer, instant prosperity meant instant %owns, and instant towns.in'turqtmeant
intensive activity in the building trade. Dﬁring thesextimes,‘tﬂeAsfate bf the -
building sector was an accurate barometer of the economic climate of a p;rticular
town. The depletion of an ore reserve or a timber’étand invariabiy fésuitéd in
a dramatic decline of population. In many instaﬁbés, what were 6nééithfiving'
settlements were litéraliy-frénsformed over-night into ghést toﬁné;' foday; one
still finds similar situations arising - but the transformations are leés dfamatic.
Because of the large amounts of fixed~capi§al inveétméntsnacdﬁmu;afed qvé?;thé:
years, the total'abandonment of:é centfe dﬁe’to>thé deple#ion éf ajbésiﬁiraw
material is heifhér-sociélly or economically.expedient.*;The subé%itdtién éf onéj'
industry by another or the intréducﬁion of an'éntirély_new indu#tfy’.pfomﬁted in -
many cases'byféoverhmént ihtefvénﬁioh; are}ééveral wéyé}iﬁ which;thé écoﬁomy“of'a
"dying" community -can be revitalizéd.

~Indiﬁect-goverhmgnf;l interyention‘gan.aiso-hévé a ﬁegatiﬁg efféctlufon
the activitiés of a‘éettlemént. . The apandoﬁmeﬁt:of failwéy iinés,‘or the closure
of marginally productive.plaﬁtéffto méntipn jpstjﬁwo)?aré‘meﬁsufeg‘WhicH ihextf;c_
ably affect the'livelihqod‘of the  local resident$5‘ T#e,Building_rrade is fhe first
to suffer. When money iS'séarge, the pri#éte ipﬁi&idﬁal isnfinah¢ia11§‘unable.to :
afford building imprOVementé_on hisiproperfy; Céﬁétruction comﬁgnieS'and_real
estate agencies are feluctant fo in&est lafgeksum; §f méney. Coﬁvefseﬁy, in fiﬁéé;
of economic prosperity public_institutions éﬁd,vtd a le$ser extent, private
individuals are more williﬁg to capifalize'én:fixéd invés£ments;;>fhé building

industry under these circumstances would enjoy a healthy state of affairs.
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~ A major pfoblem-eﬁcouﬁtered in medsuring the ievel Qf‘building acfivifiés,
is the selectioniéf variaﬁles.uséd.:xThe number of persons emﬁlé&éd‘in this
industry gives some indiéation3of mégnitude. Tfends in émployment figures would
also show whether this iﬁdustry has declined in ﬁanpoﬁéf strength 6Vér the“selectedl
time period.' However, oﬁe should not place too much reliabilif& on-these figupes
since they do not féke iﬁto‘aécouﬁt the effécts of teéhﬁologiC3l,pfogréés. Fpr
example, a centre in which the number of persons empleed in the Building indﬁstry.
have actuallyldeciined does not neceséarily infer théf iﬁ\has.éxperiéhced a decline
in building activities. 'Rathéf, suéﬁ a reduction in.thg‘labour férqg‘éogl& be
attributed to.technological.improvements th3t ﬁayé infrbduced lébQuf;saving deviseé o
thereby actually intrgasing pfoduéfi&ity per worker. .

Oﬁé of.the‘mbst reliaﬁle'iﬁdicatorg_of_building activif%e; i$tfhe'numberv.
and value of»building permits iséued, The asSumption hefe.is fhéf‘afégﬁfre}Which:_:‘
experiencgs_é mafk;d‘inéréaéé@iﬁ-thé Value{cfﬂygiléiﬁg‘éermits;wouidhiﬁdida;gf.:3:2
a stable ‘df‘prosperQUS‘. eco’h‘c.nny.' ..(_Zc?lriwé,xfsely_, a .centrue":fin Wthh the _f_\,'rolﬁ'fr‘lé of -
building permits.haé‘decliﬁéd shérsly wouldireprgseh#¥a coﬁmunit& tha£;was"_,

experiencing depressed economic times. .

Purpose

The undéflyihg objeétivé qf»fhis sécfionlislsiﬁpiy tc di§cués bﬁfldiﬁg .-
activities in terﬁé:of the'iésuance:of buildipg pefﬁiféjf.fhre;iaéﬁécﬁéfwili?Lé;'.
covered. . The first invoi&éé an~éx;minétion of:abéoluteivaiues éééd;dihg to;fype
of permit issued. .Tﬁe secohd.diséuééeé trendé.initefmé of grow%h.réfésiof~both'
total as well as per capité.valueé; The third asﬁeéf rariks cégfﬁes in'appropﬁiate

classes.

Methodology

The methodology adopted~in this section is straight forward. 'The basic
source of information used is dollar values of appfoved building perhits. These
values relate to the construction of buildings that have actually.beén compléfed.

Four types of building permits were examined and these were: - 1. residential,

2. industrial, 3. commercial and 4. institutional. Residentialvpefmits include the
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construction and/or. improvements of only self-contained housing units. These units i

may take the form of single or family residentes ,double residential ﬁnits (such

as duplexesj,‘aﬁd aﬁartment\complexes; Indugtrial permits are issued for -
buildings used for:. ﬁanufaéturing,and proceséing; tranéportation, dommunicafion
and other utilifiéé,and agriéﬁituﬁe;'forestry;vmine and mill bqildiﬁgs. :Commercial
permits include the ﬁuildingvand/or-improvemeﬁtévof stores, wérehouses, garéges,
office buildihgs,'theétresgvhotéls, beéuty salons and other miscel;aheous commercial
constructions. Permits appfoved for institutional building consfructipns'include
schools,‘universities, hospitals, élihics, cﬁﬁfqhes, hémes for the ag¢d3 and
underprivileged, govérnmentAofficéé:ahd administratioﬁ buildingé,'defepce;and
protection buildings,iand uhits‘which involve suppopt and'mainfeﬁance_sé??ices of
the above mentioned»bﬁildingg;'-

Tﬁe analyses of ﬁaﬁa:is ¢arried out in:fﬁr§§>ihter—rélated stages.: The
first of~tﬁese outlines totél ébéqlu#e values for éathiQdiviQuQi yéar\gpanning‘
1966 to 1970 inclﬁSi&é—a; géilvéé,thg summati6ns 6f:thés§-Values; JRéitérating a
point made in thé Ihtrodubtory chapter, a fivgéyéér period is cdpéidered>to_be an
adequate fime.iﬁterval in which to.idehtify sﬂort—térmitrends.lﬁAnﬁUai absblute
values areAsubsequgnfly #ep§?£éd:invte?ms of per{cent distrib@tion_aqcorﬂing to
gach of the fqﬁn cafggorieé@ ‘fébleé containingAthisAinformatioﬁ will highlight
thosé centrés.in.Which adparticulaf.bﬁilding_activity.ﬁlays a dominant role} To
emphasize the dominénce pf'éné_sectéf.over.anothef:inAa partidulaf éénfre, location
quotients have Been éalculated;_ The values.of theseAQﬁotients;will.reveal fhé
degree to which the per cgnftdistfibution_Of aégiyen cegtre vafies witﬁkthe:
regional average. |

The second stageffocﬁses upon relative as éﬁposed to absolﬁt¢ values;'f
Per capita values and ratés.of gfoﬁth-are covered in two‘stages; .To arfiyé at
these values, two approaches wefe adopted._ In the case of the_former, £he
calculations of per capita values Were.conditiOned by several major constraints.
The first of these involved the erratic nature of buildipg permit valueé; aﬁd the
second related to ‘the absence of annual populatipn.figuréé.. Because tofal building

permit values varied markedly between. the various years (in the majority of cases
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no consistent trends were_evident) per capita annual values would also reflect
dramatic variatiéns..-To_use these latter val#es for-identifying trends would fe-
spurious. Mdreoﬁer; annuél populatiqn.figurés for the years 1966 fo 1370 are not
wholly available. Only 1966 and 1§70 values have beén*publishéd.-(The latter,
it may be.récalled were furnished by health authorities. ) Therefore, ﬁo érovide
any reliable per éaﬁita figures, fhe'only informafion that can be reliably used
include population values for the two years 1966 éﬁd i§70: and total values of .
building pefmits for the years lQGS:to 1970 inclusive. The final calculafion of
per capita values was obtained froh‘dividiﬁg tofal valug of building‘pefmi%s by
average populafion'figures'- thé.latter representingfthe,avefage for 1966:éhd
1970. The liﬁitations arising from:adopting this method are fully aékh&wle&ged.
However, it is félt that, undef the existing data reétréints, épéh calculations will
nevertheléss be- useful forIidentifying:gerfainﬂphéhaména. |

Similar prbblemé quthosé.ehgouhtered;in;ééﬁputing pey,cabitavvalueé also
arose wheﬁlrates of gr0wth.weré;éalculatedf’~The érra£i¢ nature of;f@taljaﬁnual
building permit figures preventédithe inclusion of the commonly accepted growth-
rate techniques. In most of the éaigulatiops involving rates of growth .(or
per cent chaﬁge) the report so:fap has adopted'tﬁe,simple techniqug‘éf bnly using
two years - the first.and last of a -given timeiintér&éi,v‘lf such aztechﬁique was
used to detefmine growth raﬁes of the_buildingvindﬁsfry, the énsuing resulté.would
be totally-inaccurafe, Té ?yercémé thé elemeﬁt Qf:errqr, a relative growth rate
involving a movingftime series was}cohputed.' Thié rate was obtaineﬁ.by first
calculating the réfés of growth of ﬁhé first yéar (1966$ aﬁd the second yeaf,(1967),~
adding this.valué:to the gfowth'ﬁatesbéf year oﬁe and'year three, addiﬁgAthis

value to the growth rates of yeér“one and year four, and then adding the growth:

rates of year one and year five. The same procedure was carried out using 1967 as

year one, then 1968, and so oh; until the final addition was the rate of gréwth
between 1969 and 1970. The relative growth rate was arrived at by calgulatinglthe
average of all the values. For an account of calculations using moving.averages,'

the reader may refer to Isards publication: "Methods of Regional Analyéis"L

1 Walter Isard: Methods of Regional Analysis, M.I.T. Press, 1966, Chapter 11.
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The'third.aﬁd final étage of this.éecfion involﬁes a discussion
of the relative importanceithat eaéhicentre plays in a fuﬁctiénal classifi-
cation of buiiding aétiVities, Percent distribution of the major activitieé;
per capita values; and the growth rates of each centre; are fﬁe three
variables used.to conStrucf hierarchieé; -Té detgrmine which'éentréé’are.:
"atypical', several graphs have.been.inclﬁded wﬁich plot value of building
permits againgf size‘of centre. Those centres which vaby ﬁapkedly with the
overall £rend can»ﬁe.considered as_étyﬁical whether they:fall abo?e or below
the line depicting this general trend. »

The,identifiéatioh,of atypical gentres:is based’upoh'one‘oVerriding
assumption. Tﬁis section assumes thét lgrgef centres Qili invest greater
amounts in all‘formslof b#ilding activities~thah_émaller oneé.; A:centre,‘
therefofe,afalling intoya papticularlpopulation:size catggbryfwhich.expends
a far lowegsamountjin'building;activifies~th§n thehrema;ningsceﬁéfés in the
same catégéfy; can be cgnsiaéréd "atypiéal".: Pef ¢apita valéés can be used
to nank~cenfres ih“a given glass.sizg'so.tﬂat tﬁeip relative position .can be
deteyminéd.

Analysis involvihg cahsal fel§ti6nships>lie-pufSide.the scope.of
this section.y Hoﬁévef,‘sgch'eXamihations afé essential’if Qné‘wénts to dis-
cover the major forcgs:wﬁich ﬁaﬁe inf;uepééd.thg ppildingyactivit;es, vOnée
these forces are known, the decisiﬁp;maker_will;have atzhiS'disposalirelativg

information with which to formulate a building policy.
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PRAIRIES

1. Findings and Obsérvations

Tables VIi.SG to VII.ul inclusivé,:addeﬁded at the end of fhis
chépter, have been‘inélqded to show the aﬁsolute yalues‘of.buiidihé permits
issued for annual yalues.” ABSolute ?alues in:fhemselveé say very iiftleAabéut
building activities, but they do howevér provide‘basic data forkgﬁbgequent'
analysis; Three further calculatipns'have used absolute figurés and these
are: 1. percent distfibufibn_éqcording to f&pé:of~bUildiﬁ§ aétiVity5f»2. per

capita values, and 3, rates of growth.

— e e v — Gm e — Y Y— —

if has élfeady Béeﬁ’ﬁbintéd outfin the iﬁtroduc£9f§;é§mménf$'to
this sectioﬁ that-fhé.valués Of building pérmits.varied'considéfabiy froﬁ
one.year to another. fébles‘VII.SGIto VII;H;.inclusive sﬁbéfantiate this -
point.. An examination_théreque of the pefcent distribufioﬁfa;corﬂi;g‘tq_
building categories fbr:each.éentre on an annual bésis, would provide mis-
leading informétion qu'é'trend-anaiysis. Howevef5 whéfé~tpis infofmation
would be useful is when it illustrates éeftaiﬁ bhenomena'af a given point
in time. Fof example,‘és the.following tables.Will show, residentigi con-
struction represents for the ﬁoét pértvthé greatest améunt‘of funds. expended
in the building indus%ry. The‘questiﬁn fhat arisés is fo.what:extent do
valués for the individﬁal centre vary_with'those_for the-region. To énswer
this question, Tables VII.42 to VIi.HS"havé.been iﬁcludgd. The firsﬁ three
of these outline the percent distributipn ﬁy:sgctor for the‘firs# ;nd last
years of the.sele;ted time period (1966 and_lg?o) as well as the avérage vélue
for all years. The fourth table (Table VIIfMS) presents quotient ﬁalues for
each centre - that is it shows the'pergent d;stribution of one centre meésured
against regional values.

Several.bbsar#ations can be made from Tables VII.HQ\through VII. Wy




699

inclusive. . First, no consistent trend arises between 1966 and 1970 values.

Many centres which invested the greater proportion of capital in one parti-

cular sector during 1966, difected a far smaller amount towards the Same
activity in 1970. In fact, for several centreS a completely contrasting
situation arose in which the dominant sector .of a former year became the
least important for a Subséquént year. Second, with very few exceptions
industrial permits represeﬁtea the smallest amount of funds. TFor éhly two
centres was this sector the most important. In 1966, 47.4% of Prince Albert's
total building activities comprised industrial cénstruction, Over the 1966~
1970 period, industrial constuction.fepresented:ue.o% of the total building
construction for The Pas._,This exceedingly high value ié'attributed to the:
fact thaf.this latter-seétor ﬁas ekperienced an.uﬁprecgdented faté 6f growth
in mining éndﬁgssocigted'fields:- Thipd,'insfitutiénal and‘govérnﬁental build::'
ing activitiéé,playediafhopé iﬁportant fqle iﬁ Alberfa‘than-it.dié fof:fhe:
two reméinihg.ﬁro#incgs in iéGG. Howévef,'for:average annuai Vaiués; fTablé
VII.AM), the percgﬁt qisthibutiqn according to each category was remarkably 2
similar for‘the three ﬁrgyinces. o o 4 {
The relationship between the percent'distribution of each.centrg
with that of the region (in this case, tﬁe province represents thé‘fegion).*
is shown:in_Table VII;HS. The greatest variation is found in the industrial
sector in wﬁich the_vaiues_raﬁge between a léﬁ'of 0.04 (Assiniboia); and_avt
high of 5.41 (The Pas). Thé first of.thes¢ two extremes empﬁaSizes fhat the
centre in wﬁich indUstrial.building constfuction plays the léast imﬁgftant
role,(Assinibdia) displays é pepcentage'vaiqé which is approximatelyitwenty—.
five times lower than the province's averagé. The second extreme value illus~-
trates that industrial construétion in The Pas‘is relativély far more dominanf
for this centre thaﬁ it is for the Prairies as a whole by.a factor ofls:l.
The smallest variation of location quotients is Fpund in the resi-
dential sector. This is seen from the fact tﬁat thé extremes range between
.36 -(Fort MclLeod) to 1.66 —(Biggar).with the Prairie average being around 1.

Such a phenomenon would be expected since presidential construction represents
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the most uﬁiquitous of all building activities. It is an obvious fact that
people will always need houses regardless of the nature of the economic

base of the community in which they livéi The two remaining sectors (commercial
and institutional), exhibit siightly larger-vafiations than residgntial

values. But_these variatioﬁé are far less acute than those found in the

industrial sector. .

Tabie VII.U46 outlines per éapita values of building.construction
for frairié centres for {he 1966 to 1970 period. Severai céncluéions can be
drawn from.this table. First, in térﬁsiéfAérdvinCial coﬁpaﬁisons, Alberta
commuﬁities expend a-largef amount of funds fqrvéll formé of building con-
struqtion .o1‘r1 a per cépita basis 'thah'botﬁ Manitoba and Sésk_atchewaﬁ .centres.
In:%aéf, théiiﬁdividuai Aibertan spéﬁds mofe théﬁ'twice és.much én building.
aqfivities %haﬁ his eéstérn neighbouf.living.inASaékatchewan,f'A second
observatiqﬁ relates tp_the range of per capita values.: The Pés again stands
out as having the largest figure while Plin>qun receiveéfthe lowest score.
The reasén.forvthé former's high value is probably due\tglthe marked increases
in all building acti&itiés:dﬁring the ;ast;few‘yeérs.in conjﬁnction with a
marginal increase in ?opplatién. Flin.Elon‘s‘lbw value_bn the‘othér-hand‘may
be attributed.to'a”fasféflpébglation-grqﬁth réte and a relativel& low growth
rate in the_buildipé industry.

A final obsérvatioh, and one-whiéh‘is directed specifically to the
per capita values for a particular centre, concerns the éxceedingly low
value of Moose Jaw. Of all the selectgd centres in the Prairies, Moose Jéﬁ
is seen to have the third lowest per capita value. What further emphasizes
this extremély low value is the fact that Mgdse Jaw experienced a Very low
population growth rate and a relatively high‘out~migrati0n of people over this
period. The low per capita value therefore is due in part to its popﬁlation
characteristics. The othervfactor which is responsible for the low per capita

value is the dramatic decline of the overall building industry.. This latter
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point wiil be pursued furtﬁer_under fﬁaéﬁéeéfgf which deals with gréwth rates
in fhe building industry. |

,TO graphically illustrate some.éf.the above-mentioned points relat-
ing to per cépita‘characteristics, Map VII;7 ﬁaé.been included. Again, the 4
most apparent;observafion seen from this mapiis,fhe position of Alberta
seftlements iﬁ reiatioﬁ to the remaining two provinces. Fop the"majority
of centres,those in Alberta appear higher-than those .in Manifoba; and those
Manitoba cenfres in turn are seen to.expend higher'amounts,of funés.in
building.activities than Saskatchewan settlements.

Thé main contribﬁfion of_Map.VII.7 liesnin préviding:a~spatial
distribution. of perﬁcap;ta'values. Three general trends arise. .The,first\
of these is the exiStenqé(Of»high values élong:thg northern .extremities df
the Prairieé.‘ For example,'the average per'éabifa values of.Thompsén, Fiin

Flon and The Pas,(the three northernmost centres in Manitéba), Nipawin,

Prince Albert, and Meadow Lake; (the thfeé nothernmost centres. in-Saskatchewan),

and Fort McMurra§; Peace River and_Grandchréirie,-(the three northern settle-
ments in Albefta), was '$2,800.00. This value Wés'neérly fhfeg tiﬁes the .
Prairie average. One:can speculate many*fheo?ies why»the northernmbst
settlemeﬁts received . the grégtest per cépité values in thé building»indusfry.
Without the results of a comprehensiﬁe_questionpaire survéy and detéiled "
examinations of the economic base of these centres, any conclusions. would
represent a hypothetical exercise. ﬁoWever, thé résults of this section would
suggest that northern settlements.have exﬁerienced soﬁe form Qf-economic and/or
social growth as evidenced from the fact that their per capita valﬁes of
building activities are markedly higher than the regional averageQ~ If one
were to examine other economié and sociai chafaéteristics (sgcﬁ as manufactur-
ing , retail trade, municipal expenditures, populaﬁion growth rates, etc.),
one would indeed find that these cehtres ére exéeriencing noticeablé changes
in their economic base. Mining andllumbef are the two major resource'industries
that are becoming increasingly.imporfaﬁt in northern aréés of the Prairies.

A second observation highlightgd by Map VII.7 rglates to the per

capita values of centres located in the general Edmonton—Calgary axis, Of the
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five centres'situated‘ih-this axis, the averege per capita valuejwas&$1290.00.
(The centfes'are Leduc, Lecembe,\Red Deef, lﬁniSfail, and.blds.) lThis value :
was slightly~lérger than thevprovincial_everageiof;$12éé.00 but\eonsiderably:
lower then the averagewfor the eelecfed eenffes, which_ﬁaé $188l;doll
It would appear that one of the:mejerlreasons fer.low;per capita

values for centres in the Edmonton-Calgary axis is related to the gravitat-

ional pull of these two major centres. Becausexef the existence of a highly

efficient fransportetiOn_linkabetween~Calgafy-end_Edmonteﬁ (ohe'ean}cemmute
between'ﬁﬁese tﬁo centresryithin_thfee hours)'lhese twe eéﬁtféé‘have ettracted--
a lérge'ﬁumber of peeple'feAtﬁem. FUrthermefe; bbth of them.ﬁeée-egperienced
growths in ihduetrial and:noneindustriel‘aeti§iﬁies,' Ohe;may noteithat both
these cities have de;elcﬁed:ﬁledustrlel §afk§v,§nélfha£la? exfreﬁelytlergev
development scheme has been ﬁﬁil{xinlsf;fAlbéft'éjé dor@itéfyjféén.éftﬁdmonton"
The;inhabitegte-therefefe‘of thetemaller ceﬁffes,sltuaxed befweeh~Edmcet9nfend;7
Calgery, who, ﬁecaeseieffthe_liﬁited*opportunlfleé deeire.eiehangelef living,-"
ceuld easilytmeye to one.ef;teeee citles, Thoseipersons whé‘stili-wished to -
work iIn theiy_fermeraplace:gflfesidenceédeeld efill moveqto,tee-larger eities,
commute daily,landﬂat tﬁeeeaﬁe.time ¢n50§‘f£e}s¢cia1 and~cultural'beﬁefits
offered ln‘a,lerger.eity. .Deelines.iﬁjeopﬁletiqﬁ growtb;ratee.aS'well.ae out~-
migration valuee‘heve eeen heccrded fervLeeonle,~lnnisfail;-Oldsiandbkonokab~:
(see the approPriate:teblee contaiﬁed iﬁ.Chapter_él} Thése cﬁangee therefore
emphasize tha{:_‘ residents .ha?fe‘ i@deea,mevee dufc of the cen‘_tr.es and..elohg with
these declines,.one wbuld alse expect e.cerfe3§ondieg deeline;ih Building
activities! lThe third endffinal,trend ebeervedAin Map VII.? is tﬁe presence

of low per capita values in the soutbern pertiene of the Preifiee; The.towns.-
Virden, Esterhazy, Melville, Estevan?bweibufn, Assiniboia end_Moose Jaw |
together have en average per capita value of $1004f00 which is considerably‘
lower than those for the average of the eelected centres. The reasons for
these low Qelﬁes can again Sé attributed to eCOnomic and social trende._TaBles

and diagrams depicting demographic characteristics have already shown that

1 The value of $1881.00 was calculated by dividing the total amount of funds,f
spent-on all building activities between 1966 and 1970 for the thirty-five
Alberta centres by the average 1966 to 1970 population figures.




most of these centres have not experienced any dramatic increases in either
population growths- or net migration figures. In terms of manufacturing
complexes, these centres appear to have average or slightly‘below'averége

growth rates in value added and employmeht. -Retail trade and service figures

also do not show any signs of rapid growth. . bne'could conclude that in general,

smali'townsiiocated in the "grain Belf" aré not éxperiencing the samé levél
of "ﬁrbanizationﬁ-as thése'same size centres Whosé.reSOurcé‘basé‘is more
diversified. As a result, the building industry*of tﬁese towns ih the south-
ern‘portion of the Prairies would alsé-refiect_a:éfatic,lif;pot Qeclining,.

situation.

3._Grouth _lsa:c_ez

The last column of Table VII 46 odtllnes growth rates of.total value
of bulldlng permlts approved for ‘the years 1966 to 1970‘ A'WOfd‘bfidaution -
however should be mentloned at thls juncture conéernlng the rellablllty of
some of the growth rates that are fpund inlthis column.’ This caution relates
specifically to thé.gmalier centres. Iﬁimany smgil toﬁps; thg construction
of a singie major inétitutiéﬁal or ihdﬁstriél'éomplex may cdmpletely’over~
shadow otherccénstruction éosts. The~buildiné.5f-a schdol\or hoépital in
a town qf say, 3,000 persons; might well fépresent as mich as 1,000% increase
in total building activities from the\previqus yeab. Consequently,:the
average 1966-70 growth nate-will_alsé e%hibit_én~extremely large valuef
In larger cities, this phehomenon is less‘apparentisince thejvalﬁé of one
single construction is easily absorbed in total building activities) In
order to identify which centres are affected b§ the consffuction of one
particular complex, a breakdown of building.actiVities_wifhin»each sector is
necessary. Unfortunately, informatibn.of thié nature ﬁas not available.
Therefore, growth rates of some of the smaller centres may be sﬁspéct.

Keeping in mind the‘above—mentionéd‘point, the fol;owing general
conclusions can be drawn from Table VII.46. First, many centfes“have acfually

experienced noticeable declines in the building industries. Esterhazy, Rose-

town, Melfort and Innisfail are four centres in which the value of total
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building pefmits decfeased\By ﬁore tﬁan % - that is, their growth rates were
greéter.thgh-—zs%{  In géﬁerél, draﬁafic.declings in thé.rééidentia; sector
accoupfs»for‘the exéeediﬁglyfhigh negatiQe grdwth rates.j.A'seéond féature'
shown in Table VIIfQG is the large range of vaiues for thése céntres‘which
expériénced positive growfh_pates. The»éxtremes ranged bethen‘a léw bf
1;91% for‘PinC£er éreek’aﬁd é high of 452.9% for-Fort MacLeod. 'The.extremely
high value.of the latter is'dué to construction in 1968.of'é large compléxv
of military units tbereby completely‘ovéfshédowing both previous~and}$ubr
sequent building.tqtalé; . | | |
,A,third-bbsefvatioﬁ_felates to prdyinciai’compéfiééné. iOf all
centres-which experiencéd~negatiVeAgroyth_rates,.the méjofify afé,féﬁnd iﬁ.
the provincevof Saékatqhewanf .20% of ali-thé seleéted cgntréé"iﬁ Ménitoba‘””
hadwdecreaSing gréwth:natés wﬁile fép AlbertéléHQ~Saskétghéwaﬁithe;peréentages
were 29 and 57ﬁreépeq§i§ei&; That iﬁ}fo say,:ﬁéé¥ly éix out'of.éVéfy téﬁ‘
centres in Séékatdhéwan haQingrpopulatiéns'éreatgf fhap 2;5Q03pgqpi§‘exper_y\
ienced declines in %otal.buiiding actiyifies. ‘féb Albeptﬁ:if wéé_three out
of ten, for.Manitoﬁa_it Qas tﬁq out of fen.
| To\supplemenf(the:values cqntéinedtin thé laéf cdluhn‘éf Tablé VIT.ué,
Map VII.S8 haé been inqluded{‘ This map - shows tﬁe:spatial'disfpibﬁtion of
centres in the Prairies according\té fivg_ciaéSes of grbwth.réteé;"Similar
observations to thoseﬂdrawn from Map‘VII.7-can_be highligh?éd ip:MaP VII.a,l,
First, except for Peééé:RiVér, the més; northebn gentreS;in th;féntire'ﬁrairigs
experienced-a:considerablé positive increase in growth rates. Flin Flpn‘and
The Pas scored. the second'and third‘highest grbwth’rates;in Manitoba respect- .
ively, and the fourth and fifth highest in the Prairies_é$ a thle.. The:twéz
most northern settlements in Saskatchewah, Nipawin ‘and Meadow Lakg; raﬁked
fifth and sixth respeétively in_that‘prqvince, while the‘former had therhighest_
rate of growth forythe entirelPrairies;‘ Thé exceedingly high growth rate of
Nipawin (405%5 is primarily due to the éopstructi§n>in 1968 of a_three.millidn
dollar institufional comp lex. The totai value -of all approﬁéd building<permit§
in 1968 represented bver 300% iﬁcrease ffém the previous year., If thé value

of_institufional building permits were excluded, Nipawin would still neverthe-
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lesssretain a high positive growth réte. -In Alberta, Fort McMurray and-
Grande Prairie, the.tﬁo northernmosf centrés in this pbovinéé.are.éeen to
have relatively high growth rates. The‘high value of the former, as explaiﬁed
previously, is due‘tp increases in,the construcfion of military.ﬁnits in.1968.
Grandg‘Prairie's higﬁ value on the other hand, is attributed to increases in
acitVity ofﬁits resource bésg. The‘Aiberta Go&erﬁment.fﬁblicity Bureau says
of.Graﬁde Prairie that:

"It is literally surrouﬁded by untold wealth in coal; suifur,
gypsum, iron ore, petroleum, and natural gaﬁ." |
Altﬁough this statemént‘is_a iittle over}zeéldu85 the>extractiOn.and fabric-~
atibn of raw materials has been a fillip %o‘Grande Préirié's building activity.

A second:feature that can be;idgntified in Mép VII,8>agaiﬁlrelatgs
to values of cenfrés loéated‘in the:Edmontonfbalgary axis. Wifh'ihé except-
ion of Ledﬁg.and Wé%askiﬁin, all intépvening centrés.have;negativé.growthﬂrates.
The infereﬁée here would be thatvthe expahsion of ecéﬁomic and éociél |
activities of the tﬁof"anghof?'citieé has.fakén ﬁiéce par{ially’at the expense
of the smaller centfes.A:As people and iﬁdﬁstry méye oﬁt of the small.settle—
ments, building activities will also experience a.gradﬁal>declihe.

| The notidéagly'lowAvalueé for eentfes lécatgd'in_ééﬁtral and

southern Saskatchewan is ajthird observation that.can be dréwn from Map.VII.8.
Even the larger cities in the~provincg (Regina and Saskatoon) had experienced
exceptionally low_gro%ﬁh rates in building‘activities, -ﬁegiﬁa and Saskatoon,
both héving negativé values, are iﬁ direct céntrast.with other metropolitan
areas in the Prairies. It‘is-interesting to note that most of‘the centres
located in the Prairies whose major activity is wheat growing had experienced
either negative or very low:rates of growth'in.building constructions. One
could postulate the.reasons‘for this byisimply stating that settlements in
the Prairie Wheat Belt are currently undergoing a transition and that thesé
transitions are manifested :in the buildihg indUstry. There is indeed evidence
today that the Prairie faﬁmér is méVing éffvﬁis land into the larger cities.
Theré is also further confirmation, as evidenced from the resulté of Chapter 2,

that many people have not. only moved .from the land but from the province



S

millions of dollars

VALUE OF APPROVED BUILDING PERMITS:

60

55

50

45

4o

35

30

25
20
15

10

GRAPH VII.23

GRAPH SHOWING RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
VALUE OF APPROVED BUILDING CONSTRUCTION
AND POPULATION FOR SELECTED PRAIRIE
CENTRES: 1966 and 1970 AVERAGE

7 &9

10
PQPULATiON

T T T T TTT
4 5 6 7 8 9
100

AN  THOUSANDS

8oL




709

completely. It appéars that Alberta communities have beﬁefited.-ét thé.>
expénse,of éettleﬁehts‘in Saskatchewan éndﬂfo‘a iessef extént to those
éitﬁatéd‘iﬁ Ménifoba:

.'Iﬁ ordefﬁto identify thosé‘centfeéiwhich are."atypic§l" iﬂvtefﬁs
of the level of buiid;hg activities, theAléstfpéftAof the séétidn'examiﬁééj
the value 6f Bﬁilding fegmitéwissuedAin relation to the‘sizévof the_deﬁfreg
One need not-arguewthé féct_that both'fhese:Qafiéﬁles aréﬁdifeCtlyﬁfélatéqf.
It stands to feas§n fhat.larger céntres ﬁill obviqusly'ekpend‘a-greafer
gmount of funds on all forms of builéing aqtivifies thénvaismé;iecommgnity;
The question therefore thét'ariseé is Géreﬁthere{any genfpes thatidéQiaté :
froﬁ the general'ruié?ﬁ; Gpaph VII.2? caﬁ su@ply some'qf thesé ansﬁefs:‘,'
The broad baﬁd draﬁn on this graph cén béjfégafded asfrepresentiné the geﬁeral
trené between population and valuejpf buildiﬁg ﬁérmits: asevgn'éoiﬁts‘ﬁorA
qeptresjtcan~5e idenrified'aé ?étybicé;ﬁ; fivé~faliingxébé?é_fhe_ffehd‘;hd
fhe reméining-tWO Bélow.‘lihé Pas,’bfumyélier; Fort M¢MUrfay5.Ll;ydmiﬁ§tef, 
éﬁd}Port Saskatchewan ére thosé centres whicﬁ Ba?éva higher vélue:of approved.
buiidiﬁg ?ermits than the_Prairie trend,;wﬁiI;fFiih ?ion énd=Moo§é qa§1afé  ‘

seen- to have noticeably low values.
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QUEBEC

A similar method of approach to that used in discussing the
Prairies will also be adopted when examining building permits for centres
located in Québec} Absolute values, percent distribution, per capita values;

and rates of growth‘wi11 bé covered.

a._Percent Distribution

Tables §Iit47~£ofVII.52 ihcluéivéioﬁtliﬁing absdlutgfyaiués for
individual«yearsslgés fo 1970>and tﬁe summafionvbf'these yéérs,hangBéen‘uged
to qaiculaté the'ﬁéfcent distributiod 6f bﬁildiﬁg permiégvadéofaing £p the_
majof éafegofies. VThe'qétegoriés aréhéiﬁiiér to those,uséd in thé Prairié

analysis. »in;orderitoﬁidentify those ‘centres in which one‘seéfor wéé'éither

dominant of:insignificanta several further tables have bééﬁiincludéd; Tables
VII.53, VII.54 and VII.55 present information on distributional characteristics

for the first and lésf.year of -the 1966 to 1970 time pefiod as well as the<;‘:u

average valué for“the entire period.

Several genéﬁalized‘observétions can be drawn ffom,TaﬁlestII;53 .
to VII.55. First aﬁd;fépémost, a wide rangé of_ﬁgrcentaggé.arisés_ﬁefweep (
centres.  InAsdme instances,'gach ééctof is-S§en to piay é dqminantvrole, |
ﬁhile in others an opposite‘sifuation occurs; ”In"genefai.hqweQér;‘fesidential
construction represents'the gfeatest investment of funds.. Over the 1966-70
average, no centreAis seen tqvexpend less than 10% of total funds in this
sector. ‘Over the same period, the lowest ‘value for cdmmefpiai ééfivﬁties
was'only 1.9% while for institutional constructions it was zero bercent; The
lowest value for industrial construction wasnalso-virtually zero (0.1%).

A second obser&ation relatés to centres having a particular activity
as the dominant function. Residential construction plajs‘the most iﬁporfaﬁt
role for forty-six out of‘the-seventy-twé selectéd centresi AThat is to say,
nearly 2/3~(64%) of all centreé in Québec diréctéd a greatef-pr0portion of all

building funds towards a residential construction during the 1966-70 period}
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The city with the highest valie was Ste-Thérdse, having a value of 86.2%.
The next most important sector was institutional constructions. Twenty-four
centres placed this aétivity as a high priority. It is interesting to note

that one out of every three communities in Québec spent more money on con-

structing institutional and governmental'bﬁildings:than any othervtype.-The clity

having the highest Qalue'was»ShawinigahiSouth:ﬁith a péféénfage of 86;5.

Of the two remaining sectors, only one in each cafegory considéred this -as the
dominant function; In the town of Trécy, 58%.of all approved>building pefmits
involved induétrial complexes.’-Commérgiai dctivities ére;the dominan£.
function for Shawinigan, ip which ovef_SS% of ail'building‘dénstrucfion waé
undertaken inithis éector;  Ste—Agatﬁg;éesfMéﬁfs and Chaﬁbiilwere~t§6”6ther.‘
centres that placéd éommerqial.activiiiés.as_a high'priority.

' A;finalebservation;that ¢an:be.d¢ducéd from TabléSJVII.SQlto VII.55

is the ébsenqe»of,any;rélafionéhips_betwéen-sizefOf centre and.the distribu-

tion of builéing acfivitiés.;JWhen fhejpéfcéné.v;iuesiqf'éécﬁiséctor were
plotted against popﬁiatibn.size; no. discernable trends .arose: It would there-
fore be erroneous:to_cdﬁélude'that sﬁalleﬁicehtresldirécfed_a greater pro-
portion 6fﬁfuhds_towafds re;idgﬁtial construcfiqn for example, or théf
institutioﬁal conétructions»Wére the dominanﬁ roie'for'iargep ceﬁtres}' Size
is in nouﬁaj rélated ﬁp'fhe)péréenf:disfributioﬁnof buildiﬁg activities.."

To émphaSize regiqnal diSpaféties between the percent diétributions,
a table confaining }oqatioﬁngptienfs has.been included (see Table VII.S%).
These values show a éénffe's p@sitign ih relation.to the provincef Of the
four éctivitiéé, residénfial‘construétions seem to have khe‘smallest range
while‘institutional hasAthe>largest; The advantage of Table VII.56 lies in

the ability of quickly identifying the relative position.of particular centre

in relation to its-distribution of building‘activities, For example, a glance

at this table will show that Roberval has an extremely large value for the
column depicting institutional activities. The dominance of this function is
confirmed in Table VII.54 which shows that over 70% of all building permits

comprised the construction of institutional builldings. Similarly, the high

quotient value for commercial construction in Malartic (2.21) would suggest
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that this activity was ‘an important function in relation to the role it played

for centres in Québec as a whole.

— — e G St sete  —

b, Per Cdpita Vélues

Per capita values represent another useful yardstickithat can
measure the climatg of»thé building industry. Table VII.57'outlines these
values for centres in Québeq. As with the calculations fbr pér‘Capité values
for the Prairie cenfres, thbsé for Québec Wére computed by dividing the total
value of_building permits issued betﬁeen;1966kand 1970:b§1the averagé.popu— ‘i
lation of the two years 1966 and 1976. The firé% obsefvétion'fhat oﬁe can |
draw from Table VII.é? is'the.extremelyfﬁide_rangé of valués.' Malartig‘is
seen to havg the lowesf»vaiue éf $24;OO péf inhabitant while Tracy réceiv;d
the highest figureaéf:$2163ﬂ00g Thééé.two extremes re?neséqtjaifaqtbrrgff ].
9:1 in favour of the 1att;r;5¥ihe average Qalﬁé»ofiall centres is $803.00.

The ranking of~all céntreé'oﬁ,a per capita Valﬁé bésié introduces.
a seriéﬁs limitationf:.The limitation ié~that a f@nking of_ceﬁtres imblicitly.
assumes that one can;make valid compérisdns'b;tween pef_capita values of two
entirely different size'centrés. Qgébeé City and ChicoptimiaNoffﬂ_hévé
apéroximately thejéaﬁe per capita figureé. Yet, the population of these two
centres is far from the same -'thefformerlhaving over three times the
population . of the latter. To introdﬁéelan effective raﬁkiﬁg system, size
should be é dependent'vafiable; The secoﬁd contribution of Table VII.S7
therefore is that it permits oﬁe to view pér capita values for a given group
of centres having a similar pqpulation.. Using a populatioh class interval
already adopted in previous sections, the following table has been constructea
containing centres having the three higheéf‘and‘three lowest per capita
values according to population.classes (see Table VII.58).

To give several of many examples that could bejselectedvfrom the
classification system outlined above (Table VII.SB),the fo1lowing demonstpa—

tions can be included. Of those centres falling in the smallest population

size category, St—Géorges.West has the highest per capifa value of building
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TABLE VII.58 : ,713

PER CAPITA FIGURES FOR VALUE OF. BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED FOR. CENTRES
HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND LOWEST: VALUES. ACCORDING TO - POPULATION
CATEGORIES FOR - QUEBEC CENTRES: 1966- 1969

Smallest Centres (5,000 -~ 7,500)

Centres =~ L Pér Capita Value
nghest : o

1) St- Georges 0. - - 1413

2) Mont-Joli - - y - 1230

3) Mont~Laurier. . 1091. . -
Lowest B e

1) Malartic L T

2) Bagotville =~ IR 2: L N

~3) Windsor - - - ;SQBQ’ES

Small Centres (7,501 - 10,000)

nghest - . S
1) Terrebonne - S - 1505
. 2) ‘Roberval ' . o 1007
- 3):Port-Alfred . . =~ . 889
Lowest » o Paa
l) Beauharn01s‘ S 222
2) Chlbougamau= . 801
3) Becancour e : N L
. Medium Size . Centres (10,001 - 25,000)
Highéét. . S
1) Tracy - o o ;. 2183 i -
2) Cowansville =~ = 2088
' 8) Sept-Tles. . - 1949
Lowest_ o SRS
‘1) La Tuque .~ . 203
2) Magog = - - L 209 .
8) -Lachute - - S gy

Large Centres (25,001 = 50,000)

Highest

1) St-Jérbme - 1007

2) Chicoutimi - . 858’

3) St-Jean . : 739
Lowest :

1) Valleyfield =~ - 511

2) Drummondville 1 609

3)Granby . B35

Metropolitan Areas

Highest . |
1) Hull - : 1296
2) Québec ‘ e 1248

Lowest . ] IR
"1) Montréal : 717 -
2) Sherbrooke 800
3) Trois-Riviéres © 803
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permits. In the same catégoby, Malartic had the lowest and its pér capita
value was only 1/6 that of St-Georges West. For those centrésfélassified-
as "large" (QS—Sdéodo-poﬁulation),‘Valieyfield had the loweét‘per capita while"
St-Jérdme scored the highest1 The fatio‘befween these two vglues was only'Q;l:

A discussion.of taﬁles.cannot considér.the Spatial:distribution.
Map VII.9 has therefore Been included to éupplement Table VII.58. Several
distinct featﬁres are revealed from tﬁis map. . First, when th¢ large base map
is examined “excluding the insgt", %wo areas stand.out as having high per
capita values. Thésé are the Gaspé and fhe Clay Belf area; In the both
regions, the per capita values are considerably higher'than.the provincial
average. (Mélartic, léCated in the élay Belt, is the iny§anomqiy that has
a per capita Qalue which(is 1/30 -the proviﬁcial valueﬂ) Septffles ié the>oqu
noutliér" that_hasia aniceably large per capita valué.  Over‘?hé i966—;969i
period, this value.was nearly 2%,times.as.large.as-the;ﬁrovinciél average.

_ihé réiati&ely high per.capita;vaiugé for the Gasﬁé énd Clay Eelt
regions could be dueifo.many ﬁeasons, and to draw any vaiid conclusions one
would have to knowfthg actugl breakdown QfAbuilding permits. For example,ﬁ.
on further anélyses, oné wouid'discover that the éxtremely‘ﬂigh pefrcapita '
valﬁés of Rimouski is_due to large investments in‘commefcial structures. The.
high valueé of_Rouyn%iééétéd in theuélay.Belt area, caﬁ'likewise bé attributed
to largé iﬁvéétméhts in institﬁtional stfﬁctures. In spife of the fact that
such a breakdown wés_nof included in this.éxamination, it isxﬁevertheless
interesting to note\that several of the cgntrgs having high per cgpitaivalueé
also experién&ed high population shifts oﬁef.the~same period. Matane, Mont-
Joli, Rimouski, RiviéreQdu—Léup, Rouyn, all experienced limited populafion
shifts during the 196641970 périod aﬁd negative shifts for tﬁe 1961-1966 -
period (see the appropriaté maps containeq'in Chapter 2). On the assumption
that dramatic increases in populations would élso be a@éompanied by corres-
pondingly high expansion rates in the building industry, Qné‘could suggest
that thé high per capita values of the levels qf building-pe?mits iésued for
the Gaspé and Clay Bglt regions were precipitated by marked’increaseé in

population.
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A second obsgrvation'drawn from Map VII.Q refers to thg inset.

The overall tfend of this map highlights two prominant feafures. Thé firéf'
is the appearance Qf high per capita values for>£hé centres located ih the
immediate vicinity of Montréal, especially in the eastern snd northeastern
sectors. Tﬁe.second»is tﬁe existence of-extremely low values in the eastern
poftioh of the St. Lawrence Lowlands. ‘Concerning the Montréal zone, the
centres Terrebonne, Beloeil, St%Jean, St-Thérése, all have above-~average

per capita values. ’Cowansville, Tracy and to{a lésser extént,.Shawinigén
South, are outliers thét'have above—évefage'values. When the easfern part

of the lowlands is éxaﬁined, only two citieé_qéﬁtéined per éapita<Vélues.that
exceed the provincial avefége;j (Sf—Georges énd St}Gedrgeé.West.bothAhave"
values greater than $893 - the éverége;for Québec provincef) -Per=ca§ité
values‘of Lac-Mégantic, Coaticook, Shérﬁrooké, As£eétos,‘Tgeffbfd Mines; -
Victoriaviile, Bécancpun; Drﬁmmondvilie,;Drummpﬁdvil}e Séuih,~Windédfé Magoé,
St-Hyacihthé, and Granby, all.éituatéd in the eastefn portion of the Map VII.Q,
are consideréb;y loweb.tﬁan fhe:provincial average..

Referrriﬁg to aApoint.madé in the‘prgvibus parégraph, per capita
values of bﬁiiding permits-could be related to demographic chégacteristiCSQ
The two inset maps showing populations shiffsl(see Chapter Q)ialso reveal
low populatibﬁ_growthgrates_for centres iﬁ-the eaétern portion of the St.
Lawrencé Lowlands.. In fact; of the thifteen ceﬁtrgs méntionéd above, oﬁly
one (Victériaville) had a positive populationvshift>betﬁeen 1966 and‘197Q.
This significantly high correlation between the populatioﬁ growth rates and
per capita value building permits would unquesfionably éoﬁfirm thaf‘the'

building industry is indeed conditioned by migration pafterns.

¢. Growth Rates

The last column of Table VII.57 outlines growth rates for total

value of building permits approved for the 1966-1970 period. In reiterating

a point brought up in the discussion of Prairie centre, the inclusion of growth

values in building activities contains several inherent limitations. In many

small centres in Québec, the construction of a single complex, whether
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institutional or comméfcial, may completely dominate the entire building.
activity for several years. When such a construction is inecluded in
annual valﬁeé’from which phé trend anaiysis is calculéted, the resulting
growth rate would prgsenp a very biased picture. However, this.phenémenon
only relates’tb several communities in‘Québec, and therefore; growth rate
values for the majority ofScéntres reflect falirly accurate trends in the
building industry.

The foliowing génefal observations can be drawn from Table VII.S?.
First, only 5 out of 72 centrés actually experienced deqlines in the building i}
indﬁstry, AThese included Baie~Comeaﬁ, Chambiy, Montréai, Sthéliciep and
Valleyfield. Of t£93e; Valleyfield had the.ﬁighest négative growth rate - ;
(-26.73%). |

- A éecond observation relates to. the expremély Qide variations

within positive groﬁth;rateé; pThetford.Mihes is.séen tp_hay;,valﬁeéiof 759.61% :
and Stengatpe, a‘cloée'sépdpd; has é vélue of 640.15%. Thé-reaspné fpr these'
abnormally high rates.are pasically due to the:phenomenpn'meptionedxin.the
previous parégraph.~.The tablés contaipednap_thé_end ofAthe.section (Table
VII.U7 to VIL.52); show that in 1968, a large proportion of building activity
carried:out in Sté;Agathe were in cbmméréial structures. .in.fact, these
constructions were ofAsﬁch a magnitude that for the 1966f1970 peridd, over
60% of all building.pérmifs approved.andlcpmpleted were in thelCOmmeréial
sectop. The -higher growth‘raﬁe for.Ste—Agathe,_is very prpbébly due to the
construction df a lérge.cdmmércial complex. - Theplérge increase for Thetfqrd
Mines, on the other hand, is due to expansions in the residential»sector.’
Sipce the population size of this towp actually declined bétween 1966 and 1970,
(see the appropriate tablesvséen in‘Chapfer 2), increases. in the residential
sector would not involve tﬁe construction.of single family units.  (The
assumption here is that expansion in peéidential construction will.not be
encouraged in areas of out-migration.) One could therefore assume:that the'
high value in residential construction took place in multi-unit complexes.

Apart from the two high values of Thetford Mines-and Ste-Agathe, the

range for tﬁe majority of centres falls between 200% and 20%. In order to.
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TABLE VII.59 "

GROWTH RATE FIGURES FOR VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED FOR CENTRES

HAVING THE THREE HIGHEST AND LOWEST VALUES ACCORDING TO POPULATION
CATEGORIES FOR QUEBEC CENTRES 1966-1969

Smallest Centres (5,000 - 7,5.00)

- Centres Growth Rate -%
Highest _
1) Ste-Agathe 640,15
2) Windsor : - 296,90
3) Bagotville 230.69
Lowest. ‘ :
1) St-Félicien . - -13.96.
2) Lac-Mégantic A _ 3.06

3) St-Georges . . 8.18

Small Centres (7,501 - 10,000)

nghest _ N
1) Port-Alfred . - . 227,31
. 2) Iberville _ 114.55°
- 3) Drummondv1lle S. ©-113.91
Lowest o B ‘ : .
1) | Beauharnois - - 12.85
" 2) Bécancour L 122,56 -
- 3) . Terrebonne » ’ 65.30
Medium Size Centres (10,001 - 25,000)
Highest - ,
1) Thetford Mines . _ © '759.61
2) Noranda ' 418.82
3) Shawinigan S.. : 262.21
Lowest_ | .
1) Chambly ~27.717
2) Baie-Comeau -8.18
3) Shawinigan . . 8.72
Large Centres (25,001 - 50,000)
Highest |
1) St-Jean = 93.61
2) Jonquiére o 56.87
3) Granby ‘ 38.82
Lowest_
1) Valleyfield -26.73
2) Cap-de-la-Madeleine 122,52
3) Chicoutimi ©23.32
Metropolitan Centres
Highest
1) Hull 55.85
2) Trois-Riviéres 31.52°
3) Québec 21.69
4) Sherbrooke 6.32.
5) Montréal ' -2.49
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make a valid comparisoﬁ between centres, it is hegessary to compare centres
of equal sizes. Tge following table outlines gfowth rates .in fhe:issuanqev
of building permits-according'to population'cafegories (see Taﬁle VII.59).

THe results.of Table VII;59 can.be usea‘to identify extreme values
for a given sige populétion éategory. The values for each category do not
revéal any éoéitive tfend when sizé is considered. That is to. say, smaller
size centres do not confain either the highest ofvlowest growth rates. Nor
for that matter, are high growth rates a ﬁniqué.dharactéristic'of.metropolitan_
areas; VObv%ously, some other_variables, or a combination of thém, édndifion
the issuanqe,of building permits. Howevefa be fore any coﬁclusioﬁs.can be
made, it is first necessafy to undefstahd the épatial distribution of centres
having high or low growth rates in fhe building trade. Mép VIIflO has been
included to show growth,fatgs for Qﬁébec centfes accordiﬁg‘to'fiﬁe_éaﬁegories.
In commeﬁtingvupoﬁ‘théabase map (excludinghthe>iﬁéet),,the_following:genefal
statements can be made. Fifsf, the majority qucentres:in.thé Lac-St-Jean |
region (8 outkbf 11) é#periencéd large growﬁh<rate;.~ Withnthglexception of
St~Félicien, Alma and_Chicoutimi, the average growth in.building permits
greatl& exceeded 50%.‘_Sepond;‘in the Clay Belt region, Rouyn and Val;d'Or
stand out as the two céntres having highest gro&th.ratgs. And third, Gaspé
region, in spiﬁe of its rgié%ivelyvunstablé economy (fhat is-relatiQe in terms
of the provingial average), éontains two. cities whose grbwth ratés-yank
among the highest invfhe.pfoﬁince._:The-fateé:of.growth»fqr;Mppt;Jqli is
8th highest in Québec, while for Riﬁouski it is iBth.

When the spaéial_disfribution of centres is examined in the
St.Lawrence.Lowlands (see inset map), no overall trend can pe'idéntified. In
fact, one cannot identify any areas having qoncenﬁrations of either low or
high growth rates.

Referring back to a point previously made concernipg the influence
of other variablesAupon the building. industry, tﬁe folloﬁing and final
comments can be made; Bécaﬂse‘of tﬁe time constraints,vénly‘two variables
have been conéideped. The comments made about them areé not intended to be

exhausted. Rather it is hoped that further questions will be made which in
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turn might prompt ongoing research in thié field.

| The two variables examined are size of centre, in.terﬁs of total
population; and populationvfrends, in terms Qf relativevshift valﬁes. Con-
cerning the former of these.two, little imagination is needed to realize
that larger centres will carry out_more'extensive building échemes thén small
towns.vﬂHOWeVer, where aftentibn should be directed is téwards:idéhtifying.
those centres which fall outside the normal freﬁd. Graph VII.éu sho&s the
relationship between population size andltotal value of bpilding permits for
Québecicentres. Several pbints can bé seen‘to'lie:outside the.generél band .
én,comﬁassing'the-majarify of points: Three are seen to féll bélow;whilé.five
abové this trend. The ones bélow, signifjing a relatively low levei of
building activity, are‘Magbg, Shawinigan and Thetford Minésf . The: centres
haviné_abovebaveragg_V;lggszare,Coﬁépsville,_ﬁgtane, Rimoﬁék;,>8eptéfles,_*;_

and Tracy.

One. of manyvréaSOns;why.theSe atypical centres haﬁélextréme values

could poésibl& be_dUe_fo de@ographic éh;ﬁagterisﬁics.\iwhén éxamininéwboth
population'growth,rétes a§;well‘as‘shift yalues,(the'laféef, it may be
recalled is a fuﬁctipn of the formér); an ipterééting pheﬁémenbn arises. It
can be ﬁoted for those ceﬁtres haVipg be}éw—a&eraée building‘activifies, that
their population trendswrgfleét a rapidly.declinihg situaﬁibﬁ. . Magog, Shawin-
igan; and Thetford Mines~éré'all séép to ﬁave neg§tiveAgpowfh.rates for the
two periods 1961—1966 and  1966-1970. In facf, when population shifts are
conéidered,,the shift Qa}gés.of the 1after_périod-are mé#kediy lower.. For
example, both Shawinigan and Thetfofd Mineé were ranked in the second lowest
population shift cafegory for the 1961-1966 periéd, (flo.b% to -5.0%), while
Magog was placed iﬁ the third lowest category (-5.0% to l.l%); In. the sub-
sequent period, (1966—1970j, the populétién shifts for both Shawinigan and
Magog decreased.furtheﬁ so that they were rénkéd in the‘lﬁwest category’
(greater than‘—lo%); and Thetford Mines, although not cﬁanging.its category,
nevertheless experienced a larger pegativé population shift;

For centres'in which the building ;ctivities:weré abdve:thg

provincial average (measured in terms of dollar,Values;of'appr0ved building
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permits), similar conclusions to those made above can éiéo be drawn. Of the
five centres identified,«Sept—fles was the only one in which thevpopuiation
shift remained conétaht betweéﬁ'the 1961-1966 and 1966-1970 périods. For
the remaining centres, all are seen to ﬁoVe up. at least oﬁe.élass.‘ In otherbk
Words, these four éentres experienced increases in population shifts. Rimouski
and Tracy‘both moved up one class, the former from the fhirdmlOWest to the
foufth, and the latter from the thifd highést %6 fhe éecOndihighest. Cowans-
ville was ranked in the‘loweét populafion shift éétegofy in the 196i-1966
period while in the 1956—1970 period, it was.placéd in the.thifd lowest
category; and finally:Matane, exhibitingithe.mqédefamatic qhéngéﬁﬁQVed up
three categoriés froh the.iowest to the'fourth‘iowest{ B |

A;thougﬁ éﬁe can identify from>maps éontained in Cﬁapter 2 other
centres whose population:shiffé moved up or ddwh»a class,ithgir.trénsitiopsl
are far_legs éfparen&:than:tﬁosé meﬁfionea,ébpve;, It i$ f§liy,r§c§gﬁized tﬁat
populatién tpends are not.thév only f‘ac;cér; wh:.ch affeéf “c:}l]e bulldlng industry.
Retail trade, manufaéturing;.institufional"fﬁncfiqns, and municipa;,infra—
structure services afe.other eleménts which afé indireéély.felated to build-
ing activities. .Howevér, demdgraphic éhérac#eriSfics are‘the.central component
around which all oth;r'aCtivities eVél&e.-‘An'investigétion, therefofe,‘into
population trends should comprise the'fipst §t?P,°f an”anélysis of building

activities.




APPENDIX TO TABLES

The sources from whlch the follow1ng tables were constructed
con51sted of the follow1ng

1. Statlstlcs Canada, Bulldlng Permlts Catalogue No 64-001,

for dnnual publlcatlon, 1966 to 1970 1nclu51ve
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Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin

Flin Flon

Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage 1la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia’.
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack -
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina '
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

TOTAL VALUE OF ‘BUILDING PERMITS IN 1966: ($'000)

Residéntial' Industrial Commercial Institution

2,9un
678

62 .

195
200
415
537

418

519

200
13859

37,816

475,953 -

255
367
472
1,190
956
465
375

246

179
407 -
605

1,660
303
‘806

3,509

13,930

328

15,743
3,005

332

1,107
2,115

53,563

2uY
558
41,476
967

98
375
103

88
1,010

“TABLE VII:36

1951
21
14

18
95

217
10,333

12,951

15
36
70
142
142

511.
190
40
5,148

2,596
179
2,657
46

242

16,269

15
- u8
9,857

sul

13
51

1,476

483
175

216
92

591
192

92

30

151

79
20,149

25,300

250 -
- 182
66

203

hel
81

79
293

742

1,034 .

171
561
507

‘17,373

215

14,733

543

. 85
328 -

345

39,663

45

287
18,307
553

© 161
48

149

270
490

28 .

2,784
- 511

140

64
. 510
908

Total

8,155
1,693
1391

- 897
© 1,989
1,070

-

548

1,469

779 -

2,207
93,621

122,313 -

505

648
574
1,928

493

797

1,579

690
506

1,802

~uB2
13,498

755

4,865
734
1,098
10,863
39,279
1,186
47,472

4,490 .

438
12,302

2,978

143,562

492
1,499

114,676, .

3,255
367

989

303
367
2,714



Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka '
Red Deer

Rocky Mtn. House

St. Albert
St. Paul.
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

45,630
118
167
2,258

596

1,331
157
By

106

132
209
1,278
766
1,279

389. .

337

1,217

138
387
186
376
55
184
191
318
433

450

112,985

6,561

11
38
100
159
23

35
60

433
215
186
110
438

27

378

3n
40
413

39

12
Ly
112
304

on 729

75

'TABLE VII.36 cont'd

17,808

421 -

20

109
o uy
Blul

78
107
133

23

S11l-
887

917
671

- 336
55

54

18

205
106
351

19

91
223
100
107

49,196

503
146 -

© 75

293

463

143,366

140,656
541
198
2,405

787

3,189
263

963
1,210

' 987
. 580
4,006
2,045

3,107

. 850
'2,200
11,043
514
7,990
289
1,268
582
1,792
668
215
360
586
938
1,324

330,276




TABLE VII.37 - 729

_TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1967: . ($'000)

Residential Industrial Commercial InSfitution - Total

Manitoba

Brandon - 3,991 630 2,606 3,500 10,727 -
Dauphin. : . BU3 _ 31 169 : 69 912
Flin Flon - © 151 11 . 61 . 50 273
Lynn Lake - CoLs T aa - : e s
Morden - yg2 - 154 . 21 - 657
Neepawa ... 29 2u6 el 25 !
Portage la Prairie ool 325 . u18- 171 © 1,315
Selkirk : 443 Co2oug 226 710 1,627
Steinbach ‘ - : - C—- A - A -
Swan River . .. .+338 .. 75 C.o.811 66 790
The Pas .. ko7 .16 122 .30 . 575
Thompson -- - - m_— e
Virden E 307 2 322 33 664
Winkler _ 564 31 . 218 113 926 -
Winnipeg 40,124 6,123 . 31,470 17,877 . 95,594
TOTAL * 52,831 . 10,117  38,1u8 25,051 126,147
Saskatchewan

Assiniboia S w20 0 == . 131 ' 308 859
Biggar o . 877 [ X« A . 32 - - L33
Esterhazy ‘ 419 236 200 352 . 1,207
Estevan 1,375 110 . 430 58 1,973
Humboldt ' . 897 . w4 5L 750 1,542
Kamsack : . 281, - 30 51 - © 362
Kindersley - 866 22 . 5u8 © 193 . 1,127
Lloydminster - Lom- - ' ——" ‘ RS
Meadow Lake ' u7y - 51 57 582" .
Melfort . 1,394 S . 178 o262 - - 1,834
Melville . 7us 56 - 187 '~ 403 . 1,371
Moose Jaw S 1,589 . 72 - 557 Co27y 2,492
Nipawin 430 - w2 58 35 . 565
Battleford BUS5 . L75 431 | .. 48o . 2,031
Prince Albert . 3,349 6,301 1,485 05,026 16,161
Regina - 16,122 2,938 9,642 - 9,622 38,324
Rosetown 594 9 ‘ 162 .- B2 . 827
Saskatoon 23,017 2,215 8,592 23,193 57,017
Swift Curvent 2,627 55 813 5,004 8,499
visdale B2 - 111 . = 574 1,097 -
Weyburn o 1,460 130 422 o282 0 2,194
Yorkton 2,538 300 751 1,783 © 5,372
TOTAL ' 65,790 18,709 27,066 . 51,854 163,419
Alberta

Barrhead 303 272 359 171 1,105
Brooks 500 . 156 245 1 902
Calgary '5l4,640 7,873 26,553 48,437 137,503
Camvrose 8u7 216 ‘ _. 229 81,119 . - 4,411
Cardston . . 88 _ 60 , 200 .10 ~ 358
Claresholm 1307 20 31 862 1,220
Coaldale . 195 ‘ 11 81 86 . 373
Drayton Valley : 280 13 139 418 850
Drumhe 1ler 1,744 © 705 S 124 2,591 5,164




Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton . ' L 67,196
Edson © 204
Ft. Macleod : 78
Ft. McMurray - .. - 4,692
Ft. Saskatchewan - g5h
Grande Prairie 1,074
Hanna ~ ' - 194

Hinton ' 153

Innisfail : _ . 194
Lacombe . i 429

Leduc ' 179.
Lethbridge : ' 3,427

Lloydminster B 1,375
Medicine Hat 1,989
0lds 214
Peace River : 871
Pincher Creek Y - |

Ponoka o o 351.

Red Deer .. . 1,243
Rocky Mtn. House ' -150
St. Albert - -

St. Paul ‘ ‘ B  72ff

Stettler ‘ 268
Taber . . 245

Vegraville - o 450
Vermilion o b2

Wainwright : 286
Westlock . 376

Wetaskiwin ‘ 323

Whitecourt 455

TOTAL : 157,722

- 10,191

15

25.
62,

381
79

32

1,520
199
90

81

u54

23

787
17

15

Lo
95

75

63

43

32,579

- 2TABLE VII.37 cont'd

2u,497
© 23
13
251

10.

717

58
57

25
440

77

14,996
u38
639

105
U466

;168

 147 .
. 793.

64
96
39

109 :

282

69,129

550
225 .

S 76

89

46,661
2,243

S ——

S 740
170

1330

~40
1,073
129

16

25 .
2,833
2,544

2,224

:151491f; 
.- 1us,
517

©98

-

———

150

173
57

117
154

1,055

233

31,913

2,954

148,5u5 |

2,475
. 89
5,698

1,059
2,183 :

292

1,664

427
891
. 313
".l23775

. 4,556
43942f
1,544

-1,939

779
619

5,777

941
666
418
751
265
382
1,545
728
780

391,353

2312

730




Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa
Portage la Prairie
Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humbholdt
Kamsack’
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL
Alberta

Barrhead
Rrooks

Calgary
Camrose
Canrdston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1968: ($'000)

Residential Industrial Commercial

3,965
1,254
ol
ugy
377
1,004
u25

337.

732

338
- 293
60,731

74,243

¥22
ou7

218

9
1,059

892

174
747
14y
636
198
1,099

518
1,270
4,357

22,723
155

28,535

2,375
242
747

2,008

73,861

279.

745
103,099
1,508
188

363

263
332
135

TABLE VII.38

129
87

371
665 -

80
151

16,616

20,481

639

w70
93
1,317

3y

2,034
82

o

96
73

6,018

5k
115
6,099
190
10

O

28
12

583
643
T2l

109.

146
218
417

19
157

355

‘95

20,453

25,657

04

160
182

1uh

1130
571

206

y2
42y
71
928

210

910
2,111
5,637

.. 348
12,870

585.

159
276
1,508

29,370

109
211

148,993
1,061
304 -

61

281
530

Institution  Total

1,467
960
8

1,525

31
11,275
296 |

- 237
63

22
1

51,061

60,125

b20

573 ..

2,928
5,268

592

8,6u8
10
8,737
269

- 18

573

84,217

25,773
623

50
1,505

50
. L438

6, 1lk
2,944
123
2,154
545

2,868 .

1,803

593

952

795
- 5L0
148,861

180,506

553

Lo7
Ly
579
h,821
2,050
- 871
1,098

188

1,101
699
3,239

731

3,657

7,918
7,153

38,325

547
52,176
3,311
433

- 1,119

4,152

143,466

Y2
1,074

183,964

3,382
582
1,938
267
691
1,115




Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton -
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail ~
Lacombe
Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
Olds

Peace River
Pincher Creek’
Ponoka

Red Deer

Rocky Mtn. House

St. Albert
St. Paul.
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

89,906

oy
73
2,108
3,566

2,048

271

318
164

485
959

16,332

1,030
3,098
356

1,446

233
485-

2,483
a7

1.174
340

785

798

401
280
735
- 589
248

240,268

TABLE VII.38 cont'd

13,957

113
22

wo

851

22

0
18.

uug
101
U7

206
w

33,298

29,8u8.
165

56

Bul -

186
907
39
58
29

52

326

1,308
sy

- 203
168
. 403
54l
3

125
, 8
182
. 234
113

251

98,898

621
y1g
155

- 148,072

. 866

1,446 .
490 -

355

1,560

1
139

215

806
97
21,183 -

29
T2
387

1,769
_29

1215

53

217 -
924 - -
1,307

94,415

i

181,783

1,125
1,688
3,356
4,247

5,366
311

399
-382
782

1,029
10,120

1,554
6,436
479

1,782

473

- 1,332
6,272

101
2,016
‘872
1,012
973

- W73
734

- 1,958
‘:252l5‘
. 513 .

466,879




- TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1969: ($'000)

Maritoba

Brandon
Dayphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie’

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboid
Biggar
Canora’
Esterhazy
Estevan-
Humboldt:
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL
Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks

Calpary
Camroge
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

Residential Industrial Commercial Ingtitution

1,589
5U6
312
228
251
1,213

c 737

379
1,727
121
737

89,125

100,60

175
- 256

o 166 .

341
489
2
1105
582
213
" 548

231

898
19.
1,396
1,312
21,457
- 330
20,133
1,004
77

368
8u5

53,655

388
602
99,1422
1,106
29y
551
619
694

55

10

25.

15
35
53

36 -

'y

126
134

21
625

3,445
- ouy

3uy

5,200

1Ml

STABLE VII.39

898
85
16

143
y7

70

302

576

71

sy
136,511

350,274

277
25

i1
163
-1t
483

1,160 -

S 117

113 .

.28
. 260"
27

457
622

5,042
279

12,708
581
63
283
455

23,947

91
70
41,332

3u1

u5
121
oo 12
" 376
612

95

7'5,651

2,79y

LN

20
68

12

68
296

2,852
505
. 361

401

2,318

130
54

102
126

14,751

19,014
43
" 21,500'

15

.46
1,239

64

586
.20
61"

733

Total

5,466
631
397
gu2
403

3,439
1,535
77w

2,493

192

1,380

156,000

182,578

452 -
281
327

169

531
617
169
88U
2,364
‘354
. 622
3,115
1,789
46
2,348
2,356

30,342

. 61
41,937
2,049
o19u.
- 761
1,770

97,553

. 531
731

172,062

1,541
1,839
685

631 .
C 1,1
1,921



TABLE VII.39 cont'd

Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton _ - 99,181 28,797 36,593 31,801 196,372
Edson o . 250. 4 315 - 19 - 588
Ft. Macleod - 38 - 79 T & i
Ft. McMurray 271 - Cou1 870 1,002
Ft. Saskatchewan 2,043 116 - .768 305. 3,232
Grande Prairie 1,821 9 1,314 R 3,591
Hanna o 189 - uo 26— 219
Hinton 1,077 .- 82 . . 233 -— 1,392
Innisfail : . 139 - 15 C 199 4y 397
Lacombe : . .908. e 433 2 1,365
Leduc : : .. 1,185 ° 1 281 - ’ 275 1,742
Lethbridge L 7,218 - 1,073 4,461 ~ 4,888 17,640
Lloydminster o 582 ' 36 1,160 586 2,364
Medicine Hat . 2,636 - 176 2,003 . 567- - 5,382
0lds ‘ 483 - 20 756 o125 68l -
Peace River . 506 - 80 . 927 oousy 1,947
Pincher Creek i - 279 138 - . 169 .92 - 678
Ponoka ‘ . 397 S oe= 1290 27 ©. 553
Red Deer : ~ 2,641 - 1,032 . 999 © 2,570 - 7,2u2
Rocky Mtn. House 456 - 87 .- 308 145 - 996
St. Albert o - - dmm - BT
St. Paul 578 -~ . 506 2,841 3,925 °
Stettler B * S 2uy . 32 249 -~ 1,375 " 1,900 -
Taber - 26 . 216 . 821 85 - 1,388
Vegreville ‘ 561 J— S 200 © 537 1,301
Verailion ‘ 266 ‘ 5 60 - e 337 ]
Wainwright . 419 . 5¢ . 4oo 888 1,712 |
Westlock =~ _ 751 - -= . .. - -258 . 498 - 1,507
Wetaskiwin ' 745 100 . ..718 543 © 2,106
Whitecourt . 728 Co2n 262 - 1,014
TOTAL . 246,786 46,572 - 102,679 80,279 476,316



735
TABLE VII.4O

TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1970: ($'000)

Residential Industrial Commercial Institution : Total

Manitoba

Brandon ' 1,239 © 66 3,942 . 6,106 11,353
Dauphin : 715 © 170 288 5,648 6,821
Flin Flon : - 344 - o 11u 2,5U7 3,005
Lynn Lake e - : - - L= D -
Morden . Lug8 20 . 54 o1 ' 563
Neepawva ©142 5 2u7 . 1,507 1,901
Portage la Prairie 1,326 25 - 909 519 2,779
Selkirk . - 1,766 22 206 3,535 - 5,529
Steinbach -- - T e T - =
Swan River 129 5 - . 60 2,749 2,943
The Pas 3,393 9,831 - 274 2,558 16,056
Thompson ; -- -- ' - - S
Virden 62 -- : o127 - © 189
Winkler 232 . o 194 62 . 24 © . 512
Winnipeg 66,425 . 8,346 18,826 - 4h4,670 138,267
TOTAL ‘ . 79,084 19,134 26,784 - 74,157 . 199,759
Saskatchewan

Assiniboia - B ' 99 . R . 21 89 - 202
Biggar ‘ 137 5 6 . 148
Canora a 28 - ' 68 .9 105
Esterhazy 5 ) 10 . 5 - . 20
Estevan " L6 67 186 ' 189 488
Humbo1dt 80 n 69 2 155
Kamsack 55 - - 81 ~ 5 1.
Kindersley 81 . _ 5 ' 331 : u1 us5g
Lloydminster ‘ - R _— _— .
Meadow Lake Ln20 30 268 6 724
Melfort . 182 ' 1 257 : 60 500
Melville 80 - © 1w R - 224
Moose Jaw ou7 ' 96 290 . 1,176 - 2,509
Nipawin 160 - 78 357. 595
Battleford © e84 . 308 372 .52 1,476
Prince Albert 1,270+ 28 550 1,398 3,246
Regina S 6,772 583 - 3,689 11,989 22,983
Rosetown 28 - 1 12 15 56
Saskatoon 3,692 898 5,699 3,428 13,717
Swift Current 199 30 ¢ 535 1,787 . 2,551
Tisdale o 191 - i 55 281 527
Weyburn . - 87 1,551 134 2,786 4,538
Yorkton . 95 o234 119 117 - 565
TOTAL ' 17,146 3,940 13,588 24,841 . 59,515
Alberta

Barrhead " 208 13 : 105 - 326
Brooks: ' 599 20 © 140 520 1,279
Calpavy 88,360 9,134 29,787 45,629 172,910
Camvose A - 580 .3 1407 6 996
Cards ton ‘ 284 - - 82 - ' 366
Claresholm 204 - - 76 - 280
Coaldale : 583 - - © 54 155 . 792
Drayton Valley 719 u5 Y/ : 71 882

Drumhellor 298 N 8 96 71 u73




Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton 90,352
Edson . 433
Ft. Macleod ‘ yin
Ft. McMurray 1,551
Ft. Saskatchewan - 2,585
Grande Prairie 2,326
Hanna o 152
Hinton - 989
Innisfail : 96
Lacombe 307
Leduc 1,937
Lethbridge 9,136
Lloydminster 845
Medicine Hat - 1,156
Olds 99
Peace River : ' . 87
Pincher Creek 668
Ponoka - 98
Red Deer . 2,297
Rocky Mtn. House 1,308
St. Albert -
St. Paul 478
Stettler © 320
Taber 372
Vegreville 97
Vermilion 216
Wainwright : 97
Westlock 658
Wetaskiwin . - 353
Whitecourt 991
TOTAIL 232,149

TABLE VII.4O cont'd

6,063

46
337
493

138
.37
14

2,487
95
368

12
25
205

21,915

19,860
254
23
28
339
716
18
519
40
67
133
2,364
393
1,045
66
157
193

43
3,395

322
103
61

565
100

222
355
162
261

69,562

20,386

208

242
605
415

123
992
439
- 208
41y

97,171

136,661
690
308

1,867
3,866
3,950
177
1,666
173
406
2,356
24,193
1,416
6,088
174
916
874
1166
6,496
1,668

597
1,317
938
254
353
1,338
1,452
774
1,679

420,797



1

Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa.
Portage la Prairie
Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale.
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL
Alberta

Barrhcad
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

TABLE VII.u4l .

TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS.

1966-1970 Inclusive: ($'000)

Residential Industrial Commercial Institutioﬁ;.

13,728
3,836
. 963
1,887
1,219
4,359
3,908

1,601 .
6,778

1,028
2,185
294,221

335,713

1,364
1,384
1,221
1,625

3,777

2,623

927

1,545
1,430
3,227

1,859

6,193

1,425
4,801
13,792 -

81,004
1,485
91,120

9,300

1,254
3,849
7,596

242,751

929
3,004
386,997
5,003
1952
1,800
1,763
2,113
35242

1,963
309
30

229

457
1,016
1,279

108

9,917

124
926
ng,124

65,482

30
71
345

336"

231
125
118

36
21y
104
2,295
238
1,487
11,591
8,059
228
11,249
157
131
1,694
11,193

40,270

n1y
391
u5,257
1,304
100

u2

62
123
740

9,503
1,668

456

681

596

1,841

1,761
784

. 1,159
1,026
538

127,409

147,422

- 783
337
584
626
1,393
856
221
1,859
506
1,698

418

3,069

823

2,731
5,275
42,283
1,019
54,602
3,057
342
1,443

3,223 .

127,151

709

953
164,974
2,519
792,
337

300

1,113

1,852

16,651
7,188
2,815
2,012
2,158
W, 784
5,266

——

3,155

3,601

4yl

1,916

161,589

211,666

416

166 .
929
1,307
3,898
1,340
273
1,847
- 358
2,386
3,783
4,188

3,390

6,190
9,116

37,957,

551
55,348
8,086
962
4,028
2,825

149 ,348

361
1,137
183,889
3,298
1,668
2,935
2u1
585
5,553

737 -

Total -

41,845
13,001 -
4,265
4,809
© 4,430
12,000

12,21y

5,648
21,545
12,619

5,565

. 632,343 -

760,284

2,571
1,917
2,805 -
3,903
9,404
5,054
1,549
5,369
2,330
7,555
6,164
15,745
5,876

© 15,209

39,774

169,303

3,233
212,319

20,900

2,689
“11,014
14,837

559,520

2,413
5,485

- 781,117

12,201
3,512
5,114
2,366
13,984
11,387




Edmonton

Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. Mchrray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna i
Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
01ds

Peace River
Pincher. Creek.
Ponoka ’
Red Deer

Rocky Mtn. House

St. Albert
St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock -
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

Alberta - (Continued)

391,265
1,099
428

10,875
9,6L4

8,600

963

2,981
699

2,262

4,469
27,391
6,598

10,158
1y541

3,970
1,334
1,668
9,881

2,089

3,338

1,358

2,0LY

2,463

1,155
1,273
2,838

2,443

2,872

921,507

TABLE VII.41 cont'd:

65,569

1u,

127
121
718
1,574
35

631
166

90

57
5,961

646 -

1,667
289

. 991

. 225
132
3,978

128 -

T
137
730
190

88

87
179
532
398

133,964

76,816 - -

1,178

191.

1,070
1,287
4,298
219
974

- L4286.

1,036
554
15,242
3,234

5,666

817
1,898
752
.866

6,234

955

.f 1,450
1,060
1,968

5,557
159

1,109
1,202
1,163

308,416

595 -

217,577

3,128

1,654
2,162
© 1,462

3,807

45
1,498

1,248

1,045
940
20,141

3,457
' 8,L6Y

1,284

1,925

1,535
518

13,684 .

194

3,868
2,782

806
- 705

287
2,175

2,917
2,584
877

502,416

751,227
5,419
2,400
14,192
13,061
18,279
1,262
6,084

2,539
4ih32

6,020
68,735
11,935
'25,955

3,731

8,784
' 3,8u6

3,184
33,777

13,366

8,747
5,337

5,548
5,915
1,689

4,130

7,043
6,761
5,310

1,866,303

738




Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden .
Neepawa
Portage la Prairie
Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetovn
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

"~ Alberta -

Barrhead
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardstion
Clarcsholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF BUILDING PERMITS

TABLE VIT.u2

ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES: 1966

Residential Industrial Commercial Institution

50.5
56.6
82.2
61.8
60.6
67.4
- 74,2
13.6

37.1
13.3 -
80.2
34,1,
41.4
47.4
32.4
35.5
27.6
33.2
67.0
75.8

8.1 -

71.1

37.3

W w o N O
. . .

N
I
. . .

N WO OO W WO

o &
o .

I
1

£ N
NN O FHOo

}_l
= oo
¥ e e e .
H EF FC OO WO oo o

w© O =
- & .

=
=
w

o W w
« o o

N
«

N
O N O = O
O F 0O WwWwo wo N o

49.5

P oW N
O vli-HOOROo
W oo orx F

N
=== oo

W NN
4w W
e o =

I T T O N
w EFEFNFE©OFE
NN OOHEFEWOHMNNNOW®

N
~
~J

19.1
16.0
16.9
43,8

49,2
73.6
18,0

34,15
30.20
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12.99
56.87
45.65
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2,37
62.61
7050
27.20
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Total

100.0
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TABLE VII.u3 7l

I PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF BUILDING PERMITS .
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES: 1870
l ‘ Residential Industrial Commercial Institutional Total
l Manitoba
| Brandon : 10.9 . 0.6 34,7 53.8 100.0
Dauphin 10.5 2.5 4,2 82.8 n
\ l Flin Flon 1l.4 - 0.0 3.8 84.8 "
Lynn Lake N/A , '
Morden 86.7 3.5 . 9.6 0.2 "
l Neepawa - 7.5 0.3 12.9 79.3 n
Portage la Prairie uw7.7 0.9 32.7 18.7 "
' Selkirk : 31.9 0.4 3.8 63.9 "
" Steinbach N/A _ :
Swan River | R 0.2 2.0 93.4- "
The Pas . 21.1 - Bl.3 1.7 ©15.9 "
l Thompson ' N/A '
Virden . 32.8 - 0.0 CB7.2 0.0 "
Winkler : 45,3 37.9 12.1 w7 "
l Winnipeg _ 48.1 6.0 © .13.6 32.3 ’ "
I TOTAL 39.9 9.6  13.4 37.1 .. "
Saskatchewan
l Assiniboia 45.5 0.0 10.4 uy, 1 100.0
Biggar ' 92.6 3.4 Cu0 0.0 "
l Canora 26.7 0.0 6l4.7 8.6 "
Esterhazy o 25.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 - "
Estevan _ . 9.4 13.8 38.1 38.7 "
' Humboldt . 51.6 2.6 b .5 1.3 "
Kamsack 39.0 0.0 57.4 3.6 "
Kindersley . 17.7 1.1 72.3 8.9 "
l Lloydminster N/A - -
| Meadow Lake . 58.1 4.1 37.0 0.8 "
Melfort - 36.4 0.2 51.4 12.0 "
| ' Melville - 35.7 0.0 Bl4.3 0.0. "
| Moose Jaw 37.7 3.8 11.6 46.9 "
Nipawin 26.9 0.0 13.1 60.0 "
l Battleford 146.3 24,9 25,3 3.5 "
Prince Albert . 389.1 0.9 16.9 43.1 "
Regina 29.5 2.5 16.0 52.0 n
l Rosetown 50.0 1.8 21.4 26,8 "
Saskatoon ‘ 26.9 6.6 41.5° 25.0 "
Swift Current .- 7.8 1.2 21.0 70.0 "
I Tisdale 36.2 0.0 10.4 53.4 "
Weyburn . 1.5 34,2 2.9 61.1 "
Yorkton 16.8 ul.4 21.1 20.7 "
l TOTAL .28.8 6.6 22.8 41.8 "
. Alberta
Barrhead : 63.8 4.0 32.2 0.0 100.0
l Brooks 46.8 1.6 10.9 40,7 n
Calgary ‘ 51.1 5.3 17.2 26 .4 "
Camrose 58.2 0.3 40.9 0.6 "
. Cardston 77.6 0.0 22,14 0.0 "
Claresholm _ 72.9 0.0 27.1 0.0 "
Coaldale 1 73.6 - 0.0 6.8 19.6 "
l Drayton Valley 81.5 5.1 5.3 8.1 "
Drumheller ~ 63.0 1.7 20.3 15.0 "



Edmonton

Edson

Ft. Macleod

Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie -
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc _
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
Olds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka -

Red Deer

Rocky Mtn. House
St. Albert

St. Paul
Stettler

Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

N/A

=
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Residential Industrial Comme
Alberta - (Continued)
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Manitoba

Brandon 32.8
Dauphin 29.5
Flin Flon 29.6
Lynn Lake -
Morden 39.2
Neepawa 27,5
Portage la Prairie 36.3
Selkirk 32.0
Steinbach -
Swan River 28.3.
The Pas 31.5
Thompson -
Virden 39.3
Winkler 39.3
Winnipeg )
TOTAL by, 2
Saskatchewan

Assiniboia 53.0
Biggar 72.2
Canora 43.5
Esterhazy n1.6
Estevan 40.2
Humboldt 51,9
Kamsack 59.8
Kindersley 28.8
Lloydminster -
Meadow 'Lake 61.u4
Melfort n2,.7
Melville 30.2
Moose Jaw 39.3
Nipawin 24.3
Battleford 31.5
Prince Albert 34,7
Regina L7.8
Rosetown by, u
Saskatoon h2.9
Swift Current Lu.5
Tisdale 46.6
Weyburn 34.9
Yorkton 51.2
TOTAL L3, 4
Alberta

Barrhead 38.5
Brooks 54,8
Calgary 49,5
Camrose 41.0
Cardston 27.1
Claresholm 35.2
Coaldale 74.5
Drayton Valley 53.7
Drumheller 28,5

TABLE VIT.uh4 -

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF BUILDING PERMITS
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES:

" Residential Industrial Commercial Institution
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1966-1970 INCLUSIVE

22,7

12.8

10.7.

4.2
13.5

© 15.3
RUNT

30.5

- 17.6

20.8
16.1
14,8
16.9
1.5
34.6

21.7
22.5

19.5
14.0

18.0 -

13.3
25.0

31.5

25.7
4.6
12.7
13.1

21.7

22.7

29.4
17.4
21.1
21,2

12.7

- 28.3
16.3

39.8

55,3

66.0
41.8
48,7

39,9
43,1

55.9
17.1

16.8

- 3u,u

25.6

27,9

16.2

8.6

33.2
33.5
B1.4
26.6
17.6

15,4
© 31.6

61l.4
26.6
57.7
bh0.7
22.9
22.4

17.0

26.1
38.7
35.8
36.6

19.1

26.7

15.0
20.7

23.6

27.1

u7.5
57.4

10.2

14.9
48,8

Total

"
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Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton

Edson

Ft. Macleod

Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna -
Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc ,
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
Olds _
Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka

Red Deer

Rocky Mtn. House
St. Albert

St. Paul
Stettler

Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Vestlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

52.1

- 20.83

17.8
76.6
73.8
47.1
76,3
49.0

©27.5

51.0
74,2
39.9
38.5
39.1

41.3 -

45,2
34.7
52.4
29.3
62.0

. 25.5

36.8
41.6
68.4
30.8

40.3

36.1
54,1

49,4

" JTABLE VII.U4l4 cont'd
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17.0
19.9
35.5

43,2

94
1.4
15.8
17.8
21.9

16.5

29,0

57.7
68.9
15.2
11.2
20.8

24,6

50.2

3.6

~ 15.6
- 29.3
29.0
36,7

34,4

21.9
139.9
16.2
40.5
5.8

b0

52.1.

14.5
11.9
- 17.0
52,7
41,4
38.2
16.5

26.9

7uy




TABLE VII.u5

LOCATION QUOTIENTS FOR PERCENTVDISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO TOTAL
VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED: 1966-1970, PRAIRIE CENTRES

Manitoba

Brandon

Dauphin

Flin Flon

Lynn Lake -
Morden

Neepawa .
Portage la Prairie
Selkirk
Steinbach

Swan River

The Pas
Thompson

Virden

Winkler
Winnipeg -

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Suift Current
Tisdsle
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta
Barrhead
R:rooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardaton
Claresholm
Coaldale
Draytlon Valley
Drumheller

0.74
0.67
0.51

0.89

0.62
0.82
0.72
0.63
0.71

0.89
1.05

1.00

0.89

0.55
- 0.28
0.08
0.57
S 1.21
1.00
1.23
0.22
5.41
0.55
1.95-
0.92

1.00

0.04
0.22
. 0.35
1.22
0.50
0.64
1.13
0.31

0.21
0.uk
0.24
2.03
0.57
1.36
4.0u
0.67"
0.99
0.74
0.31
0.68 .
2.14
1.11

1.00

1.43

1.98

Residential Industrsal Commercial ° Institution Total

1.00
"

n

-1

745




Alberta - (Contipued)

Edmonton

Edson

Ft. Macleod-

Ft. McMurray

Ft. Saskatchewan,
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
0lds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka

Red Deer .
Rocky Mtn. House
St. Albert :
St. Paul
Stettler

Taber
Vegreville
Vermi.lion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

1.06

0.4l
. 0.36
-1.55

1.49
0.95
1.55
0.99
0.56
1.03
1.50
0.81
0.78

0‘0 79~

0.84
0.92

. 0.70
1,06 .

0.59
1.26

0.77
0.52

- 0.75

0.84
1.39
0.62
0.82

. 0.73

1.10

1.00

TABLE VII.u5 cont'd
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Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Weyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller '

BUILDING PERMITS: PER CAPITA VALUES
AND RATES OF GROWTH - 1966 TO 1970

Av, Pop.
1966 and 1970

30,779
8,876
9,796
2,727
3,189
3,251

12,886
9,228
4,769

3,541
6,140

13,880
2,930

2,814

524,568

981,568

2,738
2,250
2,583
3,246
9,155
3,954
2,839
3,365
3,581
3,392 .
4,645.
5,033
32,734
4,071
12,471
26,878
136,074
2,576
12Q,745
14,887
2,821
8,763
13,043

951,857

2,655
3,549
358,006
8,627
2,721
2,960
2,514
3,412
4,407

TABLE VII.u6

Bldg. Permits/
Per Capita $

1,360
1,465
435
N/A
1,508 -
1,363
931
1,324
N/A

1,595

3,509
5,800
89y
1,978

1,205 .

775

939
852
1,086
1,202
1,028
1,278
546
1,596
N/A
687
1,626
1,225
481
1,443
1,220
1,480
1,244
1,255
1,758
1,404
953
1,257
1,138

588

909.
1,546
2,182
1,414
1,291
1,728

au1
1,153
2,584

~ % Change Total

Bldg. Permits

1966 - 1970 incl.

. 21.37
269.77
198.64
N/A
41.15
76.03
21.23
77.39
‘N/A
. 82.50
177.65
N/A -
-18,11
- 1.77
" 12.81

14.19

- 4,16
-27.58
- 4.81
-62.10
18,06 -
2.91
-2u, 24
. =26.92
N/A.
36,46
-37.66
71.35
- 5.83
Lok, 7y
66 .8
- 9.06
~11.88
"~ -35.28
-18.83
3.66
51.60 -
102.66
T -16,94

-17.34

11.53
- N/A _
11,93
=19.40
49,00
- =10.40
39.13
38.89
2:20 .

TV




Av. Pop.

1966 and 1970

Alberta - (Contihued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc .
Lethbridge
Lloydminster -
Medicine Hat
Olds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka ‘
Red Deer

Rocky Mtn. House

St. Albert
St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

411,859
3,830
2,675
4,373
Y,727
11,763
2,586
u,384
2,uu1
3,132
3,318
38,369
I,0u3
25,6u4L
3,202
4,736
3,053

4,488 -

26,539
2,62U
10,133
3,797
4,185
4,638
3,687
2,685
3,801
2,894
6,232
2,587

1,519,876

TABLE VII.u6 cont'd

Bldg. Permits/
Per Capita $

1,824
1,415
897
3,2U5
2,763
1,55u
u8s
1,388
1,040
1,415
1,814
1,791
2,952
1,012
1,165
1,855
1,260
709
1,273
1,283
- N/A
2,304
1,275
1,196
1,604
" 629
1,087
2,434
1,085
2,053

1,228

- % Change Total
Bldg. Permits
1966 - 1970 incl.

1.u40
68.1uU
452.94
27.79
83.71
22.80
- 7.81

66.33

-30.95
- 4.4l
71.81
77.40
17.23

21.51-

- 4.78

= 2,81

1.91
1.79
- 3.u49
223.u48
N/A
21,59
33.14
17.54
- 2.02
19.u3

S 52,41

40.90
28.u3
21.98

7.04
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TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1966: ($'000)

Residential
Québed ‘
Alma 1,160
Amos 380
Arvida 943
Asbestos 537
Aylmer -~
Bagotville 12
Baie-Comeau 1,602
Beauharnois . 182
Bécancour -
Beloeil 2,225
Buckinghan _ « -
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 1,973
Chambly 1,059
Chibougamau 522
Chicoutimi 1,362
Chicoutimi N. u5Yy
Coaticook 150
Cowansville 1,669
Dolbeau ~173
Drummondville 1,802
Drummendville S. LuQ
Farnham 097
Gatineau _—
Granby 2,251
Grand ! Mére u78
Hauterive 1,462
Hull 6,991
Iberville 361
Joliette 1,863
Jonquiére 938
Kénogami 239
Lachute -
Lag-Mégantic 37y
La Tuque 220
Magog 2u3 -
Malartic .9
Maniwaki 172
Matane 1,099
Mont~Joli 86
Mont-Laurier 375
Montmagny 353
Montréal 259,400
Noranda 168
Plessisville --
Pointe-Gatineau -
Port-Alfred 337
Québec . 40,99y
Rimouski 1,295
Rividre-du-Loup 707

TABLE VII.u7

Industrial Commercial Institution  Total

2,148

45

205
1

217
430

342
38.
31

255

C 22

530

210

580

459
813

629

449
151
73"

4uo

193
106

7y

71

427
111,397
0

14,029
433
180

115
550

740 .
290
520 -

262

907

3,872

1,126
1,257
991
12
4,627
33y

- 488
3,185
168

* 688
1,396

- 486,671
775

749



Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien -
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jéréme
Ste-Thérdse
Sept—fles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy
Trois-Rividres
Val-d'Oor
Valleyfield
Victoriaville

12 ~
Windsor

TOTAL

311
382
157
289

505
256

980
1,171

1,430

274
2,242
372
140
5,655
1,522
519
113
1,925
. 1,793
220
2,625
1,512

379,308

TABLE VII.47 cont'd

28
163

71

40 -

523
472
248

28

68
117
12

1,726
1,723 -

304

630
1,068
218

- 1,550
25

80,286

9y
50
57
670
20

1,103

519
493
y1
7,325
997

67

2,159
© 721

75

14
1,377
1,688
.21
22U
262

176,893

105,395 -

889
- 845

. 207
u17
1,255

" 580
u,147
2,280
3,370

- 358
10,303
1,711
©oul
-.10,707
5,259
957
127
5,432
7,760
1,086
4,857

1,814 -

741,882

-750




guébec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
.Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham

Cap-de-la-Madeleine -

Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham '
Gatineau
Granby
Grand'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane
Mont~Joli
Mont-Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec
Rimouskil

Riviére-du-Loup

TABLE VII.u8

TOTAL.VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1967: ($'000)

Residential- Industrial Commercial

1,350

461
1,131
814
49
9u5
308
425

2,035 -

2,086
291

426

1,877
1,005
320
1,435
542

2,088

403
328
1,922

. 390
1,894
8,576
311
1,824
653
213
256
475
439

8-

369
2,188
144

m

n96
268,348
152

368. -
123

1,151
113

“32u

153 .

76
46

30
1,810

63 -

64

34
201
181

©osp

1,613

. 68
60
71

370

18

531
150
37
789

28

681
328

98 -

32

17

77

186
137

Institution

218

835 .
135

366
96
a2
627

8.
. 49

127
652
150
1,562

Total

2,217
. Blh
1,556
1,545
79
2,859
739
613
23298

- 3,130 .

613
68
4y 718

1,108

866
2,749

- 616
3,792
- u79
605

2,989
1,293
2,093

. 18,008

478
4,284
1,129

313

. u50
755
563

8 .

605
2,880
637

571

625
500,721
376




Québec -~ (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérdse
Sept- Tles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne .

Thetford Mines

Tracy

Trois-Rividres

Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

695

289

- 195

1,
1,

.l,

2,
2,

301

691
466
009
4y2
150
324
359

354

6,

2,
1,
2,

2,

1,

1,
2,

277

076
128
518
011
179
974

96
750

011

411,534

77
483
2,216
429

735

436.

40
2,243
12

121.

178
92
1,095
24
780
178

88,896

+TABLE VII.u8 cont'd

140

519

15
69
366
40
629
394
651

286
785

70
2,897
1,375
145
338
2,840

2,035

61

332

. 338

128,794

166,912

752

1,684

1,626
210
520
1,516
916
3,101
4,490
3,138
2,326
4,530
2,250
387
14,658
3,7u4Y
1,784
2,533
5,111
6,576
281
2,962
2,533

774,145



" CABLE VII.isg

TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1968: ($'000)

Residential Industrial Commercial. Institution

Québec
Alma 1,284
Amos 5907
Arvida .991
Asbestos 908
Aylmer _—
Bagotville 270
Baie-Comeau -
Beauharnois 909
Bé cancour 350.
Beloeil 1,613
Buckingham _—
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 2,515
Chambly 363
Chibougamaui_ 83
Chicoutimi 3,112
Chicoutimi N. 1,520
Coaticook ony
Cowansville 625
Dolbeau 490
Drummondville 1,631
Drummondville S. 817
Farnham ' 2uL
Gatineau -
Granby 1,164
Grand'Mére 565
Hatterive 1,607
Hull 12,625
Iberville ' 549
Joliette 1,264
Jonquiére 988
Kénogami 453
Lachute _—
Lag-Mégantic 378
La Tuque 564
Magog 326
Malartic 17
Maniwaki 557
Matane 1,438
Mont-Joli us5
Mont~Laurier 788
Montmagny 897
Montréal -
Noranda 102
Plessisville -
Pointe-Gatineau -
Port-Alfred 117
Québec 57,065
Rimouski 3,756
Riviére-du-Loup

467
118
219
176

81
260
2,691
3k
473
433
163

36

222"

68
13
160
473

184

283
T

165 °

1860

27"

LB AL i

_Total’

2,563
590
2,870
1,084

274

296
879
4,579
8,109
728

191

7425
5,740
552

11,537

631

3,521
913
2,852

5,362

958.

1,871
22,532

sul
8,566
1,692
1,202

- 799
1,197
42

30
3,717
7,705
4,718
1,587
1,594
559,134

430

144536
1,84k

107,546 -



754
TABLE VII.49 cont'd

Québec - (Continued)

Roberval ‘ 31k 7 134 511 966
Rouyn : 569 ‘ 9 - = 386 - 18 982
Ste-Agathe , 214 75 .2 159 . 490
St-Félicien 179 -- ' 3y 326 539
St-Georges a ' 508 . - 6 738 ©.u32 1,684
St-Georges O. 607 - - 31 100 1,038
St-Hyacinthe - 898 691 B4 . usy 2,689
St-Jean 1,242 366 323 C Bl 2,392
St-Jérdme _ 1,764 2,756 - 58y 4,089 9,193
Ste-Thérése : 1,649 -- 93 ©o280 1,972
Sept- Iles 1,604 4,099 1,012 85 6,800
Shawinigan ' . 316 355 . 155 28 854
Shawinigan S. _ 410 - n. 25 3,962 - 4,397
Sherbrooke 8,810 g UL 888 © 1,342 11,584
Sorel : 2,164 - 106 Ty Tt 10,700 13, k4bk
Terrebonne © 2,321 70 322 2,700 5,413
Thetford Mines 215 - C Bl - 276
Tracy . 1,576 8,553 R ATS -- 10,270
Trois-Rividres , 4,324 16 ©.939 1,020 - 6,299
Val-d'or © 364 . 351 1,598 6 2,314
Valleyfield 1,614 2,198 576 842 5,230
Victoriaville . 1,187 - 135 292 " 39 2,010
Windsor ' ' 62 3 10 17 92
TOTAL 466,866 214,042 121,038 - 266,585 = 1,066,531




TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1969: ($'000)

Québec

Alma
Amos
Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham
Cap-de-la-Madeleine
Chambly ’
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham.
Gatineau
Granby _
Grand ! Mgre
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquidre
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog,
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane
Mont-Joli
Mont-Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatinecau
Port-Alfred
Québec
Rimouski
Rividre-du-Loup

Residential

1,380
.500
1,250
610 -
402"
508
284
818
1,021
3,523
425
3,822
2,231
208
1,312
Bl
1,136
647
173
1,239
359
1,189
22,869
43y
1,032
1,958
574
334
465
760
184
38
300
1,620
1,277
575
462
215,700
217

TABLE VII.S0

375
155
214

1y

360.

615
174

215
505

1,500

77,002

265

66
176

611

605
76

215

560

234

4o1 -

1,362
Y
745
167
130
101
183
146

L8

51
588
171
277
224

 33,u456
4,045

167

Industrial Commercial Institution

3,468

1,365
12

170,335

Total

5,177
2,033
2,710
11,230
402
3,054
357
1,076

1,524

6,485

1,097

—_ ]
5,308
2,845
© 709
2,084
573
2,183
737
748
2,870
786

2,882

- 28,868
1,005
3,5u4l

4,025 -

773
435

692

906

546

38
11,631
2,963
2,001
890
3,035
480,499
9,250

831

11,881

11,852

© 755




Québec - (Continued)

Roberval

Rouyn

Ste~Agathe

St-Félicien

St-Georges

St-Georges O. ,
St-Hyacinthe 1,
St-Jean 4 1,
St-Jérdms - 2,
Ste-Thérése _ 3,
Sept- Tles 2,
Shawinigan

Shawinigan S.

Sherbrooke - - 10,
Sorel . 1,
Terrebonne - 1,
Thetford Mines .

Trdcy ' 1,
Trois-Riviéres 6,
Val-d'Or

Valleyfield 1,
Victoriaville 1,
Windsor ‘

TOTAL 422,

229

725
. 591

54

692
652

014 -
830

166
505

793

199
430
907

163

186
237
168
792

749

007
225

82

584

‘51

58
88

1,407
© 6u48
1,342

523
1,999

56

8L
195
72

58
32

19
357

579
677

10

128,598 -

TABLE VII.50 cont'd

"137
1,042

1w

140
"~ 25

483’

308

1,084 -
317

1,083

137,

61
2,397
228

~238,1
38

187

4,572

1,078
. 266

- 961

59

148,084

221,560°

4,453
2,618
54
565
959 .
677

14,003
- 12,081

4,854
4,345
. 6,081
737
5,808
14,932
2,800
1,482
307
1,774

12,829

1,829
1,893
3,002

. 163

920,826



Québec
Alma 1,840
Amos - 710
Arvida ©1,085
Asbestos 702
Aylmer -
Bagotville 108 -
Baie-Comeau 637
Beauharnois 1u4n
Bécancour = 1,101
Beloeil . 1,929
Buckingham -—
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 3,488
Chambly 208
Chibougamau " 725
Chicoutimi 2,904
Chicoutimi N. - 24294
Coaticook - 208
Cowansville 1,568
Dolbeau . 296
Drummondville 1,619
Drummondville S 703
Farnham - - 234
Gatineau -
Granby 2,450 -
Grand'Mére 653
Hauterive 1,310
Hull 130
Iberville © 606
Joliette 2,052
Jonquieére 2,628
Kénogami 924
Lachute 169
Lag-Mégantic 291
La Tuque 734
Magog . 228
Malartic 26
Maniwaki . 622
Matane 2,070
Mont-Joli 319
Mont-Laurier 589
Montmagny 1,601
Montréal 230,627
Noranda 733
Plessisville -—
Pointe-Gatineau _—
Port-Alfred 729
Québec 73,1495
Rimouski ‘4,354
Riviére-du-Loup 1,898

TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN 1970: ($'000)

Residential Industrial . Commercial Institution

TABLE VII.51

" 546
88
81u
45

B

357

- 59
169
713
290
3
238

- 1l,u3u

. .88
124
113
217
Bl
. 63
39
672
490
212
33

© 52
675
1353
158

38
46
200

19
334
254
156
u68

1,459

837
_uo

uug

-

g -

578 -

Total

3,845

1,665
2,605
1,278

687

757

3,019 .

248
1,339
24657

- 2u7
1,0u8
6,037
6,867

656

1,968

2,184
5,308
3,911
1,172

3,827

6,963

1,513

2,906

166
4y455

3,224

7,359
1,082
621
369
780
963
u7
BUL
2,756
606
4,325
3,682

802

5,620
117,446
8,892
2,868

430,300 .




Québec - (Continued)

Roberval - . 371

Rouyn . 1,845
Ste~Agathe N "~ 475
St-Félicien ' ooy
St-Georges 738
St-Georges 0. ' 1,049
St-Hyacinthe ‘ 38
St-Jean . 1,891
St-Jérdme o 1,199
Ste-Thérdse o118
Sept- Tles : 6,877
Shawinigan < 506"
Shawinigan S. : . 685
Sherbrooke 10,312
Sorel. o 79
Terrebonne o 1,759
Thetford Mines . . . 2,572
Tracy s 1;946
Trois-Riviéres . | 6,230
Val-d'Or © ..1,856.
Valleyfield R 332
Victoriaville - _‘ . 1,694
Windsor 693 .
TOTAL . 468,043

TABLE VII.51 cont'd

121

118,111 .

. 166
3o 9 .
905
35
516

64 .
16
152
1,915
13
932
349
. 8
1,171
375
615"
- 201
. 585

34

- 18l
32

128,656 -

o ouy 787 -
6,2U5 18,520
b 1,412
" 80 1,380
3,500 4,613
- -89
195 2,318
4,470 7,902
- 126
3,638 11,834
30 1,320
. 433 1,160
297. 12,009
- 79
—=Ti 2,184
725 4,058
o uo. 2,412
4,658 18,201
7,587 . 10,084
- 366
© 120 2,194
1,248 . 1,973
218,144 928,954

T2




Quéﬁec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham

Cap-de-la-Madeleine

Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook |
Cowansville
Dolbeau A
Drummondville. .
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby
Grand'Mére
Hauterive
Hull _
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque -
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki .
Matane
Mont-Joli :
Mont-Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville

Pointe-Gatineau .

Port-Alfred
Québec

Rimouski -
Riviére-du-Loup

TABLE VII.52

TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING:PERMITS
IN 1966 = 1970 INCLUSIVE: . ($'000)

Residential

7,014
2,578
5,350
3,571
821
3,692
1,147
2,694
8,823
13,585
2,345
1,756
13,077
7,504
1,130
6,609
1,915
8,276
3,010
1,276
. 9,026
2,445
7,462
51,191
2,261
8,035
7,165

2,403
503
1,764
2,753
1,420
98
2,020
8,415
2,291
2,801
3,809
974,075
1,372

.1,809-

292,793

16,982
6,262 -

759

Industrial Commercial Institutional .. Total
. 2,U455 2,051 - 6,254 17,774
222 576 2,752 6,128
- 4,136 - 1,358 154 10,998
107 1,318 1,127 6,123
. 2 31 580 1,434
2,890 2,692 4,285 13,559
381 362 8 1,974
408 - 804 1 3,907
28 1,478 3,704 14,031
742 1,952 4,423 20,702
639 2,339 954 - 6,277
45 946 576 3,317
1,247 8,529 6,167 29,020
uy 269 - 9,319, . 17,136
71 587 1,181" 2,969
. 2,504 1,668 12,448 23,229
.. 352 450 1,595  4e482
5,747 3,486 757 18,266
© 403 266 3,254 6,933
2,339 377 - 2,472 . 6,46l
. 6,045 2,966 - 3,895 21,932
1,502 .. 985 939 5,871
16 . 1,115 2,861 11,454
84 67U 10,141 10,269 180,275
759 . 210 3,949 7,179
3,760 2,758 - 8,450 23;003
158 2,327 6,533 16,183 -
71 653 588 3,715
452 101 . 0o 1,056
124 349 548 . 2,785
91 500 634 3,978
785 683 174 12,862
15 61 0 174
8 609 4,369 7,082
3,083 1,638 6,353 19,489
438 715 4,y686 8,130
20 859 ‘4,381 8,061
405 1,665 4,453 10,332
255,330 343,725 325,061 © 1,898,191
1,043 701 8,577 11,693
2,914 - 157 3,589 © 8,469
17,696 91,639 14,703 542,831
3,188 10,126 15,161 45,457
239 11,955



Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérése
Sept- Tles
Shawiniga
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne

Thetford Mines

Tracy

Trois-Rividres

Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor. .

TOTAL

2,010

4,085

1,095
1,022
3,134
3,030
3,939
7,570
7,709
7,865
15,874
2,047
1,942
41,760
7,056
7,303
5,168
8,794
21,113

3,285

7,328
7,629
837

2,148,335

TABLE VII.52 cont'd

by -
3us - .
103 -

134 .
277

O .
2,699

3,802

5,093

551

7,288
1,399
170

.~ 5,037
1,913

553

356

9,519
3,145
645
5,107
1,264
13

624,933

C e

582

2,350

1,012

321
2,430
180

2,877

© 1,096
. 4,728
ue6

10,638

2,423 -
231

9,512
2,790

1,155

1,066
6746

15,938

3,338
1,432

2,084

101

704,465

. 760

6,138 8,774
7,811 14,591
" 163 2,373
626 2,103
. 953 . 6,794
4,614 7,824
6,084 13,599
10,507 23,581
10,928 . 28,458
s 9,127
5,697 - 39,197
1,003 . - 6,872 |
9,650 - 11,993 |
6,681 . 62,990 |
13,559 : 25,318 |
© 2,759 . 11,770
- 731 7,301
1,940 ~ 24,999
11,469 - 51,665
8,320 © 15,588
1,841 15,308
676 - 11,653
1,277 ' 2,228
950,596 . - 4,434,329



. TABLE VII.53 . 76l

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF BUILDING PERMITS
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES: 1966

Residential Industrial Commercial - Institution Total

Québec.
Alma , | 29.9 55.5 11.6 3.0 ©100.0
Amos _ 34,1 . 3.8 S 13.4 48.7 "
Arvida ; 75,1 16.3 5.8 2.8 "
Asbestos : 54,2 1.4 RIS 0.0 "
Aylmer : -~ — aa e _—
Bagotville . 100 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 ’"
Baie-Comeau 34.7 ; 8.5 7.6 49,2 "
Beauharnois = 54,5 0.0 - 45,5 0.0 "
Bécancour J— ' - — el
Beloeil , 748 0.0 R 21,0 oM
Buckingham o _— _— T ae e —
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 58,0 B.U 13.9 21,70 "
Chambly I 29.3 11.9° 50.8 8.0° "
Chibougamau A 37.14 0.6 2u.7 37.3 "
Chicoutimi 43.5 10.9 37.2 8.4 "
Chicoutimi N. .- .78.8 6.6 3.7 10.9 "
Coaticook ‘ 80.7 16.7 2.6 0.0 "
Cowansville 3n.2 5.2 26,8 33.8 "
Dolbeau _ - 36.1 4.6 59.3 0.0 ° "
Drummondville. 52,0 15.3 31.9 0.8 "
Drummondville S. 49.3 23.5 4.2 23.0 "
Farnham - 27.3 53.4 4.3 15.0 "
Gatineau ' -— - - - -
Granby 60.0 12.3 - 27.7 0.0 1
Grand'Mére 36.1 61.6 2.3 0.0 "
Hauterive 85.8 "~ 0.0 6.8 7 "
Hull 62.1 5.6 20.1 12.2 "
Iberville , 90.2 0.3 9.5 +0.0 "
Joliette . 54,14 1.1 5,4 '39.1 "
Jonquiére 17,2 ‘0.0 52.8 0.0 "
Kénogami 69.2 0.0 30.2 0.6 "
Lachute - -— -— —~— : -
Lag-Mégantic 787 8.6 12.7 10.0 "
La Tuque ) 64,7 15.0 20.3 0.0 "
Magog 66.4 u.7 2n.5 An "
Malartic - . 17.6 0.0 82.u4 0.0 "
Maniwaki . 35.2 2.9 39.5 22.4 "
Matane T - 34,5 62.1 3.4 0.0 "
Mont-Joli . ‘ 51.1 4.8 T | 0.0 L
Mont-Laurier 54.5 0.0 10.4. 35.1 - "
Montmagny 25,2 7.7 30.6 30.5 "
Montréal 53.3 10.7 22.8 13.2 "
Neranda _ 21.6 72.9 5.2 0.3 "
Plessisville - ‘ - _— - -
Pointe-Gatineau - -— e - _—
Port-Alfred ' 51.1 - 45,4 3.5 0.0 "
Québec - s4.1 - - 3.2 21.9 10.8 "
Rimouski ~ BL.9 9.8 21.7 3.6 . "
Rividre-du-Loup 36.5 7.4 9.3 46,8 n



Québec - (Continued).

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges 0.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean

- 8§t-Jérdma

Ste-Thérdse
Sept- Iles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne -
Thetford Mines
Tracy ’
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville,
Windsor

TOTAL

34.9
5.2
75.8
69.3
40.3

By, 2 -
. 23.6

51.3
LB2.4
70.5
21.8
21.7

58.0
52.8
28.9
54,2
88.9

35.4 .

23.1
20.2
54.0

83.3
51.1 -

51.1

TABLE VII.53 cont'd
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Québec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham

Cap-de-la-Madeleine
‘Chambly

Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville

Drummondville S.

Farnham .
Gatineau
Granby
Grand'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane
Mont-Joli
Mont-Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred -
Québec
Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF BUILDING PERMITS
ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES: 1970 '

Residential

u7.9
42.6
. 39.7
55.2
15.7
©21.1
58.1
82.2
72.6
91.1
8.2
69.2
u8.1
33.4
31.7
79.7
13.6
30.5
18.0
20.0
35,2
u3.2
45.1 -
78.3
13.6 .
. 63.7
35.7 -
85.4
27.2
78.9
Tgn, 1
23,7 -
. 55.3.
. 97.0
75.1
52.6
'13.6
43.5
53.6
9l.l

13.0
© 62.6°
49,0
66.2
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Québec - (Continued)
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Québec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham
Cap-de-la-Madeleine
Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby

Grand 'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére.
Kénogami.
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane
Mont—Joli
Mont-~Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec
Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

TABLE VII.SS"

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF BUILDING PERMITS

.ACCORDING TO MAJOR CATEGORIES:
1966 -~ 1970 INCLUSIVE

Residential .Industrial Commercial Institutionél Total

39.5
h2.1
u8.7

58.3.

57.3
27.2

1 58,1

69.0

13.8 11.5
3.6 9.4
37.6 12.3
1.8 21.5
(0% WS 2.2
21.3 19.9
19.3 . 18.3
10.4 - 20.6
2 10.5
3.6 9.4
10.1 37.3
1.4 . 28.5
4.3 29.4
.2 1.6
2.4 19.8
10.8 7.2
7.9 13.8
31.5 19.
5.7 . 3
36.2 5.
27.6 13.5
25.6 16.8
V2 9,7
10.8 12.6
10.6 2.9.
16.4 12.0
1.0 1.4
1.9 17.6
42.8 9.6
4,5 12.5 -
2.3 12.6
27 .14 16.9
8.6 35.1
1.2 8.6
15.8 844
5.4 8.8
0.3 10.7
3.9 - 16.1 .
13.6 18.0
8.9 6.0
34,4 1.9
3.3 16.9
7.0 92,3
2.0 1.4

35,2

.

4o .14

3L.6,

6.8
.0
26.4

21.6

15.2
17.2
21.3

5444
"39.7 .

53.6
35.6
h.1

47.0
. 38.3

17.7
116.0
25.0

12.8
55.0
36.7

0.3
15.8

0 .
19.7
15.9

61.7
32.6
57.6°

56.3
13,1
17.1
73.4

42,3
259

33.3
31.2

9
Tl
- 18.4

100.0
"
" '.
"
"
1.
1"
1"

",

765 -



Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges 0.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérdse
Sept- Iles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne

Thetford Mines

Tracy

Trois-Riviéres

Val-d'or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

22.9

28.0

46,1
48.6
u6.1
38.7
29.0
32.1
27.1
86.2
40.2

29.7

16.2
66.3
27.14
62.0
70.5
35.2
40.9

21.1 .

47.8
65.L
37.6

48.u

TABLE VII.55 cont'd
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TABLE VII.56
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LOCATION QUOTIENTS FOR TOTAL VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED

FOR CENTRES LOCATED .IN QUEBEC: 1966-1970 inclusive

Québec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham

Cap-de-la-Madeleine

Chambly
Chibougamau

" Chicoutimi

Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau _
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
*Farnhamn
Gatineau
Granby
Grand 'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane
Mont—-Joli
Mont-Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec
Uimouski
Rividre-du-Loup

Residential Industrial Commercial Institutional Total

0.82
0.87
1.01
1.21
1.18
0.56
1.20

Led3

1.30,

0.98 - 0.72
0.26 - 0.59
2.67 . 0.77
0.183 1.35
0.01 0.14 -
1.51 1.25
1.37 1.15
S 0.74 1.30
0.01 0.66
0.26 0.59
0.72 2.38
0.10 1.79
0.31 1.85
0.01 "0.10
0.17 1.25
0.77 0.45
0.56 0.88
2.23 1.20
0.40 0.24
2.57 0.37
1.90 0.85
1.82 1.06
0.01 0.61
0.77 0.79
0.75 0.18
1.16 - 0.76
0.07 0.91
0.13 1.11
3,04 0.60
0.32 0.79
0.16 0.79
1.94 1.06
0.61 2.21
0.09 0.54
1.12 0.53
0.38 - 0.55
0.02 © 0.67
0.28 1.01
0.97 1.13
0.63 0.38
2.4 0.12
0.23 1.00
0.90 1.40

1.63
2.08
0.07

0.85.

1.87

-1.46

0.20

1,00
"

"
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TABLE VII.56 cont'd

Québec - (Continued)

Roberval 0.47 ‘0.04 0.42 3eR4 "

Rouyn . 0.58 0.17 1.01 2.47 "
Ste-Agathe 0.95 0.31 - 2.69 0.32 "
St-Félicien . 1.00 0.45 0.96 1.38 - "
St-Georges ‘ 0.95 0.29 2.25 0.65 "
St-Georges O. 0.80 0.00 0.15 2,73 " |
St-Hyacinthe 0.60 1.60 .33 1.39 "
St-Jean . L

St-Jérdms
Ste-Thérése
Sept- fles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy
Trois-Rividres
Val-d'oOr
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL




Québec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham

Cap-de-la-Madeleine

Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby
Grand'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane
Mont-Joli
Mont-Laurier,
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec
Rimouski
Rividre-du~Loup

BUILDING PERMITS: PER CAPITA VALUESA

Av. Pop.
71966 and 1970

22,816
6,919
16,832
10,458
7,266
6,138
1,237
" 8,905
18,610
10,889
7,564
-31,222
11,399
9,201
33,816
13,207 -
7,542
11,126
7,055
30,001
8,613
6,582
19,854
34,525
16,837
12,145
61,948
8,992
20,014
31,332
12,017
11,224
6,905
13,577 .
13,690
.7,203
7,202
11,497
6,608
7,391
12,471
2,646,995
11,341
7,196
12,631
9,526
435,106
23,197
12,319

TABLE VII.57

. AND RATES OF GROWTH - 1966 TO 1970

Bldg. Permits/
Per Capita §$

780
886
654
585
N/A
234
1,096 -
222
u5Y
1,277
- N/A
663
501
361
858
1,298
394
2,088
. 635
609 -
805
982
N/A
635
349
943
1,296
. 798
1,150
517
309
oy
403
- 793
209
oy
983
1,695
1,230
1,091
829
717
1,031
N/A
N/A
889
1,248
1,960
971 .

% Change Total
Bldg. Permits
1966 - 1970 incl.

12.28
46,28
21,70
10.76
N/A
.230.69
- 8.18
+12.85
. 22.56
21.05
N/A
22.52
-22.77
. 81L.u2 -
23.32
1150.3Y
. 87,58
47,10
75.82
26,79
. 113.91
77 .49
N/A
38,82
11.63
- 16.81
55.85
114,55
o 14.38
56.87
69.76
N/A
'3.06
35.60
33.57
60.26
"105.39
22.36
198.13
125.74
52.88
- 2.49
418.82
N/A
N/A .
227.31
21,69
85 .64
"~ 21.68 "
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Québec - (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges 0.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme .
Ste-Thérése
Sept-Tles
Shawinigan

Shawinigan S.

Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

Av. Pop.

TABLE VII,57 cont'd

Bldg. Permité/

1966 and 1970 Per Capita $

8,712"

18,704
6,055
5,060
6,839
5,537

24,004

31,892

28,256

12,114

20,268

30,777
10,375
78,786
19,611

7,817
21,767
11,560

64,370

15,324
29,988
22,502

6,407

5,520,028

1,007
780
392
16
99y

1,413
567
739

1,007
753 .

1,949 -

223

1,156
800

1,291

1,505
335

2,163

- 803

1,017
511
518 -
3u8

£03

770

% Change Total
Bldg. Permits
1966 - 1970 incl. .

. 81.36
111.21 -
B40.15 -
-13.9
' 8.18
154.46
70.72
93.61
50.42
- 139.Lu
19.75
8.72 . .
262.21
©B6.32
13.49
65.30
759.61
12.07
. 31.52
269,94
-26.73
'10.386
296.90

7.33
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RECREATION

Introduction:

Recreation is one aspect of.urban life which today is becoming the
focus of attention from both brivate and publié iﬁstitutions alike. The fact
that expenditures on recreation represent an ever-increasing portion of total
municipal expenditures emphasises the awareness and the alacrity of‘municipal
authorities. Today, Canadians are far more affluent than their forebearers.
Not only do they earn and spend more but their working day has become
progressively shorter. In fact, the averagé work week has decreased from
approximately fifty hours during the late 1920's to.less than fort& hours
today; and there are indications that it may well become shorter in the near
future.

A As working weeks become shorter, more time .is made available for

leisure and recreatiocnal activities. To maintain a healthy -and well-balanced

environment, attention will have to be directed towards assessing the increasing

demands made by the public as ﬁell as to providing the necessary recreational
pursuits. In the comiﬁg years, a greater portion of municipal fﬁnds will have
to be allocated in providing better and moré varied recreational‘facilities.
Recreational activities, as>discuSSed in the following pages, are con=
sidered to include those specific activities undértaken'as'pért of municipal

recreation whether indoors or outdoors. In light of the ever—incfeasing‘

demands upon recreational facilities, it is imperative that a viableirecreation

policy be formulated and subsequently implemented. Before such a policy can

be formulated, basic inventory surveys must be conducted.
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PURPOSE:

The purpose .of this.section was to examine the reéreationél facilities
of each of the 148 Prairie and'Québec communities in the study sample,.and to
deviseva classification system based on facilities, thét'would demonstrate the
relationships of theée centres among themselves. Because of the large number

of communities to be ahalysed, and the restrictions posed by an early deadline,

it was impossible to undertake more than a superf1c1al examlnatlon of each centre.

Nevertheless, it is hoped that this study has managed to underllne the sallent
points of interest that emerged.

METHOD OF ANALYSIS

Research failed to uncover any information on method; used to establish
a classification system using récreatién facilities and indeed it appeared
that very iittle work has been done on this aépéct of upban reqfeatibn. Because
of the problemé inherent in comparing totally different facilities, whose uses
and relative importance vary with such diverse factors as their size and the
seasons, an attempt was made at first to assign different values téidifferent:

facilities based on user preferences. Information on this subject was difficult

to obtain, and this task soon proved too large for the study. A si@ilar attempt -

K

to evaluate the facilities as either high level or low level_convenienceé also
introduced tod many complications. A third attempt was made to assign weighted
values to the facilities based on relative cqsfg of upkeep;lbut this also-
proved unsuccessful. |

It was decided, theréfore, tbét the best alternative was to divide the
centres into classes détermined by thé_pénge of rgcreationa; facilities proyided,
and mpdified by the.figures fof receipfs from these. In this approachséll
facilitiés wefe considered of equal valué. The techniqﬁe;adbpted.for,con—
structing recreation élasses was baéed upon J. Borchert's trade.cen?re model
as described in his paper "Trade Cenffés and Trade Areas‘of the Uppgf Midwest"l

The intended scope of this study ﬁas ofiginally to include all 148
communities, but it was decided at an early stage to omit.Edmonton, Qalgary,

Saskatoon, Regina, Winnipeg, Montrdal and Québec City. Given the limitations

1 John R. Borchert and R.B.Adams, "Trade Centers and Trade" Areas of the
Upper Midwest", Urban Report No. 3, Sept. 1963. '

4
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of time, it was not possible to carry out a valid analysis of the recreational
facilities of these centres;a Furthermore, it was felt that by comparison’
with the otﬁer study communifies, and despite the disparate ranges of facilities
existing amdng theméelves, these seven cities represented the full conveniénge
end of the spectrum.of recreational faéilities; Tﬂe classificatiqh deyised
consisted of ranking the cities from Class I tb Class VI with the seven
largest cities in the.highest group. It waé felt that the'five remaining
classes would represent a\manageable number to work With,.and,'at the same
time, would also retain sufficient distinctioné for the pufposé of this study.

Initiai data-gathering was hampere(i by thé fact that the 'term
"recreational facilit&" had,slightly different.conhdtations in‘each‘of the
four provinceS"involvéd( ‘Por’example, while Manitoba and Québec both included
cultural as well as physical conveniences, Alber%a and Saskatchewan did not.
Théfe were also»several-minor differences.of definition - as tkohat constituted
a park, for instance. A further difficulty waé the total‘lackvof information
for some centres. |

To overcome these problems, and tvobfain comparable‘data_frdm all the
communities invol&ed, a simple one-page questionnaire was‘deviéed; " This
covered both cultural énd physical facilities; andiin general asked for
information on buildings and park areas, rqther than on groups and associations
using these. (The one exception to this was the question on boating and
sailing clubs. This waé so.worded because_it~was félt thét.information on

clubs would be more useful for the study than a general question on boating,

"since every study community lies within easy reach of at least one body of water on

which these activities can take place.)

The questionnaire listed the seventeen facilifies most commonly
mentioned in. other sources, as well as thirteen:others found iﬁ_at least two
communities; additions to thié_list by the»respondént were inVited. It was to
be answered by checking off each convenience in the "yes" or "no" columns,

. ; 2
and by marking the numbers of each facility in a third column, when appropriate.

2 Returns from a questionnaire have been used for classifying centres
according to recreational facilities. See Appendix.
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Copiles were sent to all cenfres-under 15,000 population in the Prairies, and
all those under 30,000 in Québec. The remainiﬁg centres were contaéféd by -
telephoner |

The'resqlts for thé two regions were tabulated aﬁd analysgd separately,
and two different classification systems emerged. The first éléssification
takes into consideration only. the facilities themsélves, while the second
classification has been adjusted according to receipts reéeiyed 5y the

municipality from recreation facilities.
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. PRAIRIES

In July, the questionnaire with a covering letter, and a stamped return
envelope was sent to fifty-nine Prairie communities., In the three weéks that
followed, the remaining eleven centres were indi&idually.interviewea'bi tele—‘
phone. 1In most cases the persons contacted by telephone (eithér the town clerks
or municipal recreation directors) were able to provide the désibed information.
at once; in less than 5% of the interviews refurn calls were negesséry. Withiﬁ
a month, sixty-nine questionnaires had been completed, representing 97.2%‘of
the total number. All of thé returns were usablé for the study.'

Those centres which dié not respond to the quegtionnaire after two weeks
were telephoned, and asked to complete the questionnaire, vThis produced results
from most of the communities with returns still‘outstanding. After a further
two weeks the remaining non-respondents were contacted for the‘sécond and last
time. This method brought the response from.the Prairies to very closé fo.‘
100%.

The number of different recreational facilities and the number of total’
facilities in each community were tabulafed. It was fqund that there was no
significant correlation between these,nor between éither of these and community .,
size. Next, the number of centfes that responded‘affirmatively was cbunted for
each facility, and the facilities were then.listed in order of frequency. (At
this point it was decided to céunt 18—'ana g;hole golf courses aé one type of
con&enience, and to consider arenas and indoor skafing rinks tq.be synonymous,):

For every completed questionnaire, the number of affirmative responseé
was counted and noted, It became evident that fhevrecréation faqilities tended
to group at séveral frequency ‘levels. This, then, formed the basis from which
the class structures were detéfmined. From these tabulafions,lit emergéd.fhat
six facilities - arenas, public parks and playgrounds, curling rinks, golfAcourseé,
ball parks,’and public libfariés occurréa in every.Prairie éentfe in the study.‘
These six elements then, comprisé Class I.

A natural division seemed to occur between those towns having little

more than the minimum Class I requirements, and those having at least one facility
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more in each of the second and third frequency groups. These lattef centres
had as well, at least one element from the fourth group. These were therefore
taken as the specifications for Class II:

The definitions for Classes iII, iV and V were derived froﬁ the‘data
in a .similar fashion. At each level, an increasé of a miniﬁum of one facility
in each of the frequency groups defined the lower boundary of the next class.
The structure of the five classes is shown in Table VIIfSO.l

Table VII.61 lists all the centres by unmodified’recreation claés,.and
shows the responses of‘each éommunity to the questiénnaire. . There is a definite
trend that can be observed here: i.e., the highef the claés,;the greater the'
number of facilities. This is to be expeéted when one cénsi&ers tﬂe criteria
used to define the various classes.

The distribution of Prairie centres.among!these.q;aSSés was such that
most centres fell info Classes III andvIQ. Class V waéirelétively ;mall, as
might be expected. (See Table VII.63.).

The classes, as they Wepe define@ at this point, were based'solely dnf
the.number 6f different recreational conVeﬁiences;‘Qith’no referenée to tﬁe
total numbers of these. Obviously.by this.sysfem a céntre with theASame rangé
as another would fall into the same class; éven théugh it migﬁf have twice as’
many facilities. This was unacceptable, éo a second classifiéatién was deviséd
by taking into account recreation recéipté. This‘recreatidn'claésifidatioh, as
adjusfed by receipts, is indicated in Table VII.62. In qonffast'to Table VII;Sla
‘there does not aﬁﬁearAto be as obviou; a trend foﬁards.more faéilities invthe
higher classes. The realignment caused by.adju§ting the clagé criteria accord-
ing to receipts, is responsible for this. |

These receipts figures were obtaingd from the 1966 census, and despité
the five-year diffefencé between this and our stﬁdy, wéreithé most recent data
available. Unfortunately; thése figures showed only the re§éipté from comméfciai_-
recreatign facilities, and consequently municipal faciiitiés were néf included.
Since data for centres under 30,000 has not been pﬁblished, most of the infopm- 
ation was acquired'directly from Statistics Canada. Because of the needs for
preserving confideﬁtiality, receipts for ten Prairie cpmmunities were not pgieased.

The limitations of this data are obvious, but since no figures including public

1 All tables are at the end of this section.
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and private sector expenditures or recgipts in recreation were aVaiiable, it
was decided that the Statistics Canada'dafa would be adequafe for the purposes
of this study.

A preliminary aftempt was made to adjust the classes by determining
the average popplatidn for-each class,-and then multipl&ihg this by the per
capita receipfs for the_Prairiesvas a whole. This was then takeﬁ.as a guideline
for the mean in each class; aﬁd compared to the actual mean. However, the large
discrepanciés Between these two figures in everj‘ciass caused this method to
be discarded. The per capifa receipts determined on a regional.basis were
appreciably lower than the per capita receipt§,for the study communities.

On the basis. of this, it was decided to use the éctual averages té
adjusf the five classes. The midpoint‘between'each-tﬁo‘adjacent classes was
derived from the class averageé,'andvthesevbecame %he upper and lower limits for
each class. The centres were then redistributed according to the new spegific—
ations. After rediStributiqn,,it was found that a total of thirfy—three Prairiev
centres had changed classes. Of these, ten moved up at least one class, aﬁd
twenty-three moved down. 1In general,: those cgntrgs whose earliér class vélues_
seemed most incongruous wifhktheir populations,'ﬁad all éhifted iptp more
logical classes.

In all three Prairie_provincés, Class I was the 1argestQ. For the -
Prairies as axwhole,’the smallest claséiwas V,»althoughiin Maniféba this was the
same size aé-Ciass IV. In Saékatchewan, Class II was by,far thé smallest. -
Table VII.6Y4 shows the distribution of centres‘among claséés by actual figures
and by perqenf. |

The éentres were mapped by recreation classes and from this map a few
points of interest emerged (see Map VII.1l). Tirst, the\comﬁunitigs iﬁ the
northern regions of the Prairies generally tended to have higher class vélues
than their populations WOﬁld seeﬁ to warrant. This is probably affriﬁﬁtaﬁle.both
to their relative reﬁoteﬁess;:and consequentlyla need for self—suffic%enéy, and:
to the fapt that many of them»afe reéent:towns'and often, like Thompson, industry-
created towns, and therefore embody more recent concepts in town planning.

Often, though not by all means in every class, centres close to a metro-

politan area had relatively depressed class values. Selkirk is a prime example
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of this, with Class II facilities and a population similar to that of Class IV
centres. Easy access to Winnipeg, with all its higher ofder'facilities, has
probably caused this community to be relatively underdeveloped.

In a few cases, the reverse effect was noticed. Some centreé cioée
enough to large cities to be considered at-least partially dOPmit;ry towﬁs; showed
a higher degree of recreational development than would be expeéféd. .In these
instances, the additional income generated by the cities was very iikel& a
responsible factor. The growth rate of the populétion in each community also |
appeaped to be related to recreation class values, Most of those centres having
high positive or negative growth rates weré also those with recreation class’
values least consistent with their popﬁlations.'

Three communities in fhe Prairies have facilities at least two classes
higher than average fof their population. Each of the three (Virden, Esterhazy,
and Stettler) is in a different provinée. Six Prairie centres‘have very poor
facilities. Four of these, or 66.6% are situated in Manitoba,- (Déuphih, Flin
Flon, Selkirk, and The Pas). The remaining two, or 33.3% are both in:Saskatchewan.
Note that there are no centres ﬁith depressed values in Alberta..

In general,'the>Alberta centrés}in>the study appeér to have the most
appropriate recreational facilities. Saskétqhéwan's fagilifies are also relative-
ly suitable for community.p0pulations, but in Manitoba mény centres are poorly

endowed with recreational conveniences.
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QUEBEC

in the third week of July, a Frenéh version of the questionnaire, with
coVering letter and return envelope, was mailéd to each of fiffy—éight commuﬁ—
ities. As with the Prairies,.the remaining eighteen centreé wefe intérvieWed
by telephone. Because éf‘the poor response encountered in thé telephone inter-
views, questionnaires were sent to an aﬁditional eight cehtpes.'.

The response from Québec was soﬁewhat siow, but bykfhé ﬁiddle of”August,
fifty~thrée questionnaires héd been completed., Telephone callsnmade to tardy |
respondenté brought this figupe up to 61, or 85.9% of tﬁe total; by Septembér."

The Québec figures were analysed aﬁd the recreafipﬁiclaSSes derived in
preciéely the sdme manner as in the Prairies, (see Table VII.65). In Québec,
however, it was found that there were no functions that occufred‘in all commuﬁ—
ities. Cerfain facilitiés, too, appeared farﬁleés frequently thén their Prairie
counterparts, whiie with others, the reQerse was ffue..‘Téble VII.GG rénks the
centres according t0~reqreation claSS‘énd by fréquency Qf'récréation facility.
There appears to be a definite trend téward greatér facilitiesAin the higher
classes. Giveh the criteria used to establish these cla$5653 this was to be
expected.

| After the first classes were defined, they wefe ﬁodified.with-thé
Statistics Canada ?ééreational receipts data to derive the_final‘claéses. Thié
second set of classes is shown in Table YII767. In contrést to.Table VII.66,
there -does ﬂqt appéar to be;apy definite relationship between the ciassvgnd the
number of recreation,facilitégs. Tﬁis qhange ﬁas_caused solely by taking into
cénsideration the receipts.v‘In this claésificatién system, tﬁehfy%five centres
or 42.3% fall into Qlaéé I, making it by far the largest class. Thé middle thrée
classes had only twenty centres among-them, While Class V was disprqportionétely
large with fourteen. (See_Table VII.68 and VII.69 fof distribution figures
befére and after the modification of claéses;),

" As with the Prairies, the centres in Québec were also mgppedAby fecreation—
al classes. The two maps (Map VII.12 and Vii;lQ‘inset), shéw the‘qiustéring of -
higher.class centres in the sphere'of influence éf Montréalt .I; is also apparent

from Map VII.12, that communities in northern Québec have low class recreation
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facilities, in some instances not adequate for their populations. Communities

in the Gaspé Peninsula also share this charécteristic. Only one centre in Québec
has a much higher class of recreation facilities than its population would seem
to need. This town, Beloeil, is located close to Moﬁtréal.

Five other communities have facilities at least two class levels below
the average for their populations. Three of thesé, Cap-de-la-Madeleine,
Shawinigan South and Ste—Thérése, lie close to larger centres, while tﬁe two
others, Rimouski and Magog are located in more remote parts of the province.
All five have low municipal expenditures in recreation.

Most centres in Québec have recreation facilities adequaté for their
needs, although in some cases these are barely.so. However eight communities,
or 13.11% of the totai analysed, were deficient in facilities by'at least one
class level, compared to only two, or 3.28% with more facilities thaq necessary

for their populations.



APPENDIX 1 784
Recreational Facilities
Yes- No ‘ Number
golf course - 9 hole |
18 hole
skating rink - covered
- oufdoor
curling riﬁk
swimming pool =~ indoor.
~ outdoor
public parks and playgrounds
ball park
arena
community hall
cinema
drive-in
bowling alley‘
football field
lawn bowling
tennis court
boating and sailing club
ski-hill
gymnasium
billiards or pool hall
museum
public library
legitimate theatre
orchestra or band
hunting and fishing club
flying club
riding stables
car racing
rifle—shooting range

others (please list)

N.B. French copies of this questionnaire were sent to all
Québec centres




TABLE VII.60
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THE STRUCTURE OF THE UNMODIFIED RECREATION CLASSES

Class I

golf courses

arenas

public parks and playgrounds
ball parks

public libraries

curling rinks

billiard and/or pool halls
cinemas

gymnas iums

rifle ranges

orchestras or bands

hunting &/or fishing'clubs

outdoor skating rinks
flying clubs

bowling alleys
outdoor swimming pools

community halls

L

|

Prairies

all 6

at least 3 '

at least 1

> at least §




TABLE VII.60 (contd.)

Class II

golf. courses
arenas

public parks and playgrounas. —>
ball parks |
public libraries

curling rinks

billiard &/or pool ﬁéils
cinemas

gymnas iums | L .: e
rifle ranges
orchestras or bands

hunting &/or fishing clubs

flying clubs
bowling alleys
outdoor skating rinks e

outdoor swimming pools

community halls |

tennis courts
drive-in cinemas b3

football fields

ski hills

Prairies

all 6

at least U4

at least 2

at least 1

786

~) at_least.g

o
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TABLE VIT.60 (contd.)

Class IIZ

golf courses
arenas
public parks and playgrounds
ball parks

public libraries

curling rinks ]

billiard &/or pool halls
cinemés

gymnasiums

rifle ranges

orchestras or bands

hunting &/or fishing clubs

flying clubs

bowling alleys

outdoor skating rinks
outdoor swimming pools

community halls

tennis courts
drive-in cinemas
football fields
ski hills

museums

car racing tracks
riding stables

theatres

Prairies .

all ©

at least Y4

at least 3

at least 3

787

1> at least 12




Class IV

golf courses
arenas
public parks and ﬁlaygrounds >
ball parks_ .
public libraries

curling rinks

billiard and/or poollhalis

cinemas

gymnasiums
rifle ranges
orchestras or bands - —>

hunting &/or fishing clubs

flying'cluss _ fﬁw
bowling alleys
outdoor skating rinks : E—
outdoor swimming pools
commqnitj halls
teﬁnis'éourts

drive-in cinemas

football fields

ski hills ':\. ]

museums

car racing tracks
riding stabléé
tﬁeatﬁes

boating and sailing clubs | r—;—;——>
indoof pools |
lawn bowling

track ahd field tracks
rodeo &/orvfairgrounds
craft centers

horseshoe pits

soccer fields

TABLE VII.60 (contd.).

Prairies

all 8

at least 2

at least 6

at least 2

788



"TABLE VIT.60 (contd.)

Class V

golf courses

- arenas

public parks and playgrounds
ball parks

public libraries

curling rinks

billiard &/or pool halls
cingmas

éymnasiums

rifie ranges

orchestras &/or bands
hunting &/or fishing clubs
flying clubs . |
bowling alleys

outdoor skating rinks
outdoor swimming pools
community halls

tennis coﬁrts

drive-in cinemas

football fields

ski hills

museﬁms

car racing tracks

ridihg stables

theatres

boating &/or sailing clﬁbs
indoor pools

lawn Bowling

track and field tracks
rodeo &/or fairgrounds
craft centers

horseshoe pits

soccer filelds.

J1

| |

789

Prairies

all 12

at least 4

at least 3

at least 2.

at least 1
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TABLE VII.63

~ Distribution of‘CenfreS<Among Unmodified

Recreation Classes - Prairies

-Classes .

I - II IIT v V.  Total
Manitoba . S ‘
number ) 3 R 2 2 3 14
% of total - 21.43 28.57 14,29 14,29 . 21.u43 100.0
Saskatchewan » : _
number o 3 5 7 2 . 21
% of total . 19.05 .14.29 23,81 33.33 9.52 100.0
Alberta _ : ‘ _ . -
‘number 5 7 _ 9 10 o4 35
% of total A4.29 ° 20.00 ' 25,71 28.57 11.43 100.0
All of Prairies
number 12 14 16 . 19 g - 70

% of total 17.14%  20.00 22.86 27.14  12.86 100.0

i



Manitoba

number

o

of

Sask.

total

number -

0,
% of

Alta

number

o

of

all of

number

% of

total

total

Prairies

total -

‘TABLE VII.64

Distribution of Centres in Prairies among

the 5 lowest recreation classes

(Modified)
Classes

I I L ITI - Iv -
y 3 3 2
28,57 . 21.83  21.u43° 14.29
7 9 5 3
33.33 . 9.52 23.81 14,29
10 9 7 Sk
31.25 28.13  21.88 . . 12.50
21 14 15 .9
31.34 20.90 22.39 13.43

14.29

. 19.05

11.94

793

~all
5 classes

1u

100.0

21

100.0

32

-100.0°

67

100.0



- TABLE VII.6S

THE STRUCTURE OF UNMODIFIED RECREATION CLASSES

Class I

ball parks

parks and playgrounds
tennis courts
bowling alleys
outdéor skating rinks

cinemas

gymnasiums

billiard &/or pool halls
outdoéf swimming pools
libraries

golf courses

hunting &)or bénds
arenas |
curling‘rinké

theatres

community centres

7

Quebec
— at least 3
—
. >
—

at least 6

794



TABLE VII.65 (contd.)

Class II
ball parks o
parks and playgrounds‘
tennis courts ' :
, s
Bowling alleys
outdoor skating rinks
cinemas ]
gymnasiums ]
billiard &/or pool halls
outdoor swimming pools )
libraries
golf courses
hunting &/or fishing club%_J

orchestras or bands
arenas

curling rinks
theatres

community centres

e
Quebec

at leasf L.

at least 4

795

LY at least 11




TABLE VII.65 (contd.)

Class III

ball parks

parks.and playgrounds
tennis courts

bowling élleys_
outdoor skating rinks

cinemas

gymnasiums

billiard &/or pool halls
outdoor swimmiﬂg pools
libraries

golf éourses

humting &/or fishing clubs

orchestras or baﬁds
arenas

curling rinké
theatré
community centres
boating clubs
rifle ranges’
football fields 
ski hills |

lawn bowling
indoor pool ‘
riding stabies
car raciﬁg tracks
flying clubs.
museums

drive-in cinemas

ey

Quebec

at least 5

. at least U

at least 4

796



TABLE VII.65 (contd.)

‘Class IV

ball parks
parks and playgrounds
tennis courts

bowling alleys B .

outdoor skating rinks

cinemas ]

gymnasiums
billiard.&/or.pool halls
outdoor swimming pools Y
libraries
golf courses

huntihé &/or fishing clubs

orchestras or bands

arenas : Y

curling rinks

theatres

community centrpes
boating &/or sailing clubs  tL—uw—
rifle ranges:

football fields

ski hills ]

lawn bowling
indoor pobl
riding stébles
car racing tracks ‘ N
flying ciubs

museums

drive-in cinemas

. .
Quebec

at least 5

at least 4

at least 2

at least 2

at least 1

797

1> at least 8




TABLE

Class,V

ball parks

parks and playgpound3~
tennis coprts .
bowling alleys -
outdoor skating rinks

cinemas

gymnasiums

billiard &/or pool halls
outdﬁor swimming pools"
libraries

golf courses

hunting &/or fishing clubs

orchestras or bands
arenas .

curling rinks

theatres

community centres

boating &/or ééiiiug clubs
rifle ranges

football fields

ski hills

lawn bowling
indoor pool
riding stables
car racing tracks
flying clubs
museums

drive-~in cinemas

VII.65 (contd.).’

4
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7
”guebec

“all 6

at least 5

at least 2

at least 3

—> at least 12

at least 2
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CLASSES ADJUSTED BY RECEIPTS

RECREATION FACILIVIES - QUEBEC ~ 1971

TABLE VII.67
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TABLE VII.68 -

'Distribution'of Centres Among Unmodified Recreation

Classes - Québec

Classes

1 11 © 111 v v
humber 14 9 17 15 . 6
% of total 22.95 14.75 27.87 24,59 9.8y

Total

61

100.0

801
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TABLE VII.69

Distribution of Centres in Québec'among

Modified Classes

Classes
I IT 11T v v o Total
Québec
numbery 25 7 9 1 59
% of total 42.37  11.86 6.78 15.25 23.73 100.0
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ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS

For want of a better word, admin_i_strative functions relating to the
infrastrncture have been used to include onl& two activities, namely education
and health. By way of a passing comment, these two activities have been:
added purely as an overview. It is fully realized that it is an injustice to.
comment briefly upon two important aspects ofvthe;urban environment. The scape-
goat fer devoting a low priority to investigating education and health facilities
is the time element. Honever, in spite of the time constraints, an effective
discussion on these two elements must involve more than a cursory overview.
Schools and hospitals not.only meet the needs of the local inhabitants, but they
also serve a-large population who resides outside the official city limits.
Therefore, to‘carry out any detailed analysis on hospitals. and schools, one
should also examine the social and economic cnaracteristics’of the region which
is serviced_by‘these facilities. In some cases, the nation may be consideredi
to represent tne region, such as in the cases of a school for deaf-mutes or a
hospital for paraplegics. To draw any eonclusions about reiationships between
size of school and size of centre, or for that matter, between tbe number of beds
provided in a hospitai and the number of local inhabitants would be highly
pretentious. All that can be hoped for in a preliminary analysis is simply the
presentation of'facts. This final section does precisely this and presents tws
tables and six maps each relating the ma’jor regions, At'this_stage; no comments
have been included, but it is hoped that the information provided will be useful
for subsequent analyses.

Table VII.70 and VII. 71 outline according to each centre the_number of
hospital and beds, and total student enrolment for the Prairies and the Province
of Québec respectively. Maps VII.lS_and VII.1l5 show the snatial distribution
for absolute numbers of hospital beds and students for Prairie centres, and

Maps VII.14 and VII.16 for Québec centres.



Prince Albgrt

/"\/

O

Huinbach

* o
2 -
P
1
SASKATOON oy
iy [
b/
o z
J’
q &
W &7 )

’o e ) o
Saikirk A
/

ey

-/'
’/l
s
-l."
f/'
./'
s
f,"
./.
‘,r
.,F
./'
'/'
."
/
s O
/,/ ~
1/‘ %
A e
Scale In Miles
& . wiles

FTOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS

1381
4513

1188

1970

Map VII. 13




SCALE

20 20 40 &0 0 100
Miles WD WD h —— u Mifes

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS

Map VII. 14



Grand 'Mére

Shawinigan

Shawinigan=-5Sud

St.Georges

St.Gecrges SJ
Theiford Mines Quest

.
y 4
AsbesfosO /

( / TOTAL NUMBER
Lac Mégantic . ; OF- STUDENTS

\ K 1970
\_,.:J iars 7885
erbrooke c '(
,/-‘ W\J 308

= —
\
Coah’cook@

Victoriaville

O Ste - Agathe

inset Map V11, 14



Prince Albary

Map ViI. 15




——
e
-—
—
—
—
——

Baie-Comgau

SCALE

20 20 40 50 80 100
Mites an wm (me— E— — e

Dolb.a.,o NUMBER
\ OF  BEDS
s"“licign lake . . o(G
Stichn o\ u““;“c\)\«\"“
oberval > p“°%\9 outimi “oe ttee
enige” @

10

’ 1970

Map VII. 16



—

----------------h-------[

Montmagny

O

Grand ' Mére

Osﬁuwim'gcm
@Shuwinigon -Sud

Trois -Riviéres

dela-Madeleine O

Bécancour @
Plessisville O @

St.Gearges

S5t.Georges §J
Victoriaville O Thetford Mines Ovest

O .

Drummondville O | ) : //)J

\

~ |
O /’ NUMBER OF HOSPITAL

Lac Mégantic BEDS

N O

A 1822

\..\J 473

S |(- | ¥
v

— R I—_
7N

OSfe - Agathe

QS!-—Jéronﬁe
: 7nvi"e @

Asbestos O
Ste-Thérése-da

(JLachute

erbrooke

‘Cowa s'vi'He

O

Coaticook /

O

inset Map VII. 16




- 810

APPENDIX TO ~TABLES

The sources from which the foilowing tables were constructed -
consisted of the following: e ‘ '

1. Canadian Hospital Association, Canadian Hospital ﬁirectory,
© Queens Printers, 1971.

2. Community Reports, Data Sheets for Urban Centres in the
Prairie Provinces regarding information on school enrolment,
1970

3. Province of Québec, Répertoire des Commissions Scoiaires,
Bureau -de la Statistique du Québéc, 1970.




TABLE_OUTLINING HOSPITAL CHARACTERISTICS, IN TERMS OF
TOTAL HOSPITALS AND BEDS, AND SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
IN TERMS OF TOTAL STUDENTS: 1970, PRAIRIE CENTRES.

Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa
Portage la Prairie
Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL.

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Bigganr
Canora
Esterhaszy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Veyburn
Yorkton °

TOTAL
Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks

Calpany
Canrose
Cardston’
Claresholu
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumhellen

TABLE VII.70

Hospitals

NHMFRRERERONDFR D H

O NG E @GR RN N R e e e e

e

12

N oW W

Beds

1228
127
135

ul
75
35

1296

784
95
88 -
112
i

.33

107

u6
ul

50

30 -
116
85
54
55
143
ug
202
81
1515
62

875

694
1431
60
1449
283
68
517
371

80
67
3866
517
110
522
25
w7
100

Students

11201 .

3130
2816

1039
1066
4520
2752
1956
1411
2056
2112 -
1389
1033

1188
1463
2235
1201
13u8
1617

2784 -

1553
1625

2027 . -

9383
1514
4092
9398
39340
1200
4L967
4545
1283

4513

1579
116260
1998
1650
800
1715
2000

492 |
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Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton
Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray

Ft. Saskatchewan.

Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
Olds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka

Red Deer

Rocky ttn. House

St. Albert
St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion -
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecounrt

TOTAL

=
o

RPN NRENRPRNHEFRRFONDFEFOMREOREORRERRRNDRE PR

TABLE VII.70 cont'd

Hospitals Beds’

5978
50
32
54
50

180.

50

27

' 59
50
35

499
51

333
43

121
.56

90k

2758
34
100

75

101
71
120
52
98
130

185
34

Students

144500
1953

1263 -

1700
2000
4100

779

1332

1630
1622

72966
2060
2600
2237
5250
4127
2020
1819
2000
1431
11500
1815
1687
870

812



Quebec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos
Aylmer
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil
Buckingham
Cap-de-la-Madeleine
Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook |
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S.
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby
Grand'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
Malartic
Maniwaki
Matane

Mont Joli
Mont Laurier
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec '
Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

TABLE OUTLINING HOSPITAL CHARACTERISTICS, IN TERMS
OF TOTAL HOSPITALS AND BEDS, AND SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
IN TERMS OF TOTAL STUDENTS: 1970, QUEBEC: CENTRES

Hospitals Beds

o

|

o

=

W N NN

P)
e

N N

o R O e N e N

TABLE VIT.71

234
125

62 -

11

102
7h

57

lou
126

86
687

97
106

87
438

138
160

157.
28 -

531

1859 .

221
.39

8h .

156
237

220.
53 .

96
130

775

96
162
25710
208
73

8497 .

382

355

Students

- 5018
2583.
3640
204y
2302
2218
2633

1522

119
2443
1452
6619
4322
2300
6900
2618
2281
2067
6920

1492
5766
7895
3710
2918

10671
2140
ug857
6479
2307
2011
1283
4036
1338

1822
3609
1693

. .2001
288206
© 2505

3374
34059
4699
2138 .

813




Quebec = (Continued)

Roberval
Rouyn
Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien
St-Georges
St-Georges O.
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St-Jérdme
Ste-Thérése -
Sept-Tles
Shawinigan
Shawinigan S.
Sherbrooke
Sorel
Terrebonne
Thetford Mines
Tracy ,
Trois-Riviéres
Val-d'Or
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Windsor

TOTAL

TABLE VII.71 cont'd

Hospitals

NN N 1 W

W =,

=N WG

H s

Beds

1145

290"

165
679
u76

349

188"

u73

1622
425
47
134

1106

118
156

41

35

C 15047

Students.

L2277

4771
306

3273
4975 -
496l
173

- 4909

11579

. 3150
2473
3902

7893 -
2725
5664

5367

Col724

- 81y
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‘CHAPTER VIII

"CONCLUSION~"~

In most-reportsVCOnclusions come very readily.
Statements of intent,‘methods of approach,.findings,'and
conclusions are the‘logical sequence in reports. The more
narrow the field ‘the greater is the ease for making con-
clusions. - The content of this report iscall but narrow and
as the foregoing pa§es havefshoWn, it has coveredvmhat is -
tantamount to a soc10 economic analySis\of forty percent of
all Canadians How - therefore does one attempt to conclude
a study of this magnitude ~-.a study compriSing over two
hundred tables, one hundred maps and diagrams,vand thirty
graphs? Concluding comments have been included at the end
of each chapter, each highlighting the.more s1gn1ficant
findings and propOSing areas of on—gOing research. These
conclusions related to a specific field and were concerned_
with one particular social or economic ‘sector. . Therefore,
to include brief summaries of each chapter in the final
concluSion would be both repetitive.and unnecessary. Somef
other approach has to be adopted which could effectively
summarize the entire report ‘

Two techniques have been selected The;first
involves an interfurban analySis while-the second-centres
upon a purely intra—urban investigation. So far .in thlS‘
report, the empha51s has been upon the inter- rather than
the intra-urban component, and intentionally sO. -That,is‘
to say, the findings of the'report have'presented a functional~
classification between cities accordingvto a given-sector
and not hetWeen sectors according to a given city. -For‘
example, the preVious pages have demonstrated that‘when‘con- ‘
sidering the retail trade sector in the Prairie Prov1nces,

Steinbach was seen to be the most spec1alized centre. However,
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the report did not mention whether the retail trade sector
was the most important of all sectors for Steinbach. \In»v
short, the report did not state what "type" of town . Steinbach
was - whether a:retaii trade centre, a uanufacturing centre,
an administrative town, and so on. Some:type of functional
classification therefore must’he included which distinguishes
one centre from another.

For the purpose of summarizing the urban environ-
ment according to "city type"‘ an approach had to be adopted
which could effectively classify the function of a particular
centre. To arrive at such a classification system, it would
be highly desirable.to consider all the relevant variables.
For a centre to be classified as."predominantly manufacturing"
one.ought to base Suchia:definition on characteristics'includ—
ing thevfollowing absolute values: - numbers employed, income
of wage earners, value‘of manufactured products, and value
added per employer. Furthermore, rates oftchange'of the‘
above-mentioned variables would also play an important role .
in establishing the function ofla centre. A weighting system
involving both absolute as well as per capita (or per
employer) values'shouid therefore be applied in an inter-
urban classification system. Unfortunateiy, the absence of_
data eliminated all but one variablevthis being absolute
employment values.

Not only did the absence of information pose. a
serious limitation, but the obsolescence of available data
further.undermined the reliability‘of its use. It is fully
recognized that lQGlgemployment figures in themselves do not
necessarily‘present:either an accurate or oomprehensive
picture of a city's function. Appreciating the fact that
little 1nformation is not always better than no 1nformation,
employment flgures nevertheless do prov1de some- 1nd1cator,
albeit 51mple,>of a centre s role. An inter-urban analy51s
therefore of the functional structure of the selected‘is’

based solely on employment figures.ﬁl
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A summary in&olving an inter:urbén analysis,'oh the
other hand, requires a more sophisficated“approach. . Bach
variable examined in the report'WOﬁld have to be quantified‘
so that the summations of these values would represent a
centre's_functioh. It was originally thought that the con-
struction of a matrix consisfing of all variablés examined
would serve as a useful summary. Such a method,‘it was
assumed, would provide a cqmparison:between centres. By
assigning arbitrary values to each variable one could
identify either the "best" or "worst" centres. ‘Aséiniﬁoia"
for example,‘might have.ranked on the average, in thé'
highest of all categories while ébrtage la Prairie might
have been classed in the lowest rank. Assiniboia therefdfe,
could thus be defined as "better". than Portage 1a'Pfairié;

After much deliberation, a summary of this‘hature
was rejected in part simply due fo compatibility among ° -
variables. Absolute values should nqt\be‘compared‘with.

- per capita growth rates. The report has emphasized:
time and time again that seriousflimitatiéns arise when one.
compares absolute valués with relati&e ones. Sbme éommdn
denominator has to be selected, and-after discussingithe
advantages and disadvantages of adééting a:common yardstick,~
it was decided to use absolute values and growth ratés. |
separately. |

Very simply,-anrihter—ﬁrbanvsummary will consiét of
presenting several tébles‘involviég_absqlute valugs,andv
growth rates for variables in which calculations of aVefagés

can be established.
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Intra-Urban Summary

1961 employment figures represent the basic source
of data for cohstiucting a classification system. A Standard
Industrial Classification system was used to group employ-

ment categories. These categories included the following:

Primary

. Manufacturing

. Trade and Commerce

. Construction

. - Transportation

" Community services (personal and business)
. Government administration

N U W

Two approaches were usea‘for classifying the»
functional role of urban centres. The first considered the
extent of the émploymeﬁt, while the second took into account
the nature of the employment. Ih the former case, centres
were classified as either "dominaﬁt" or "partialiy dominant".
In the case for the'latter; centres were élassified aé |
either beiﬁg "unifunctiénél", “biqunctional",tof
"multifunctional". |

Dominant centres are those in which more than 50
percent of the entire labour force is employed in one
particular activity.  Pa£tially dpminant centreé’oﬁ the
other hand are those in which between'Bp and 56 percént
of the entire labour force.is employed in a given activity.
Unifunctionéi centreé‘aré ones in which 6nly one activity .
can be identified as playing a significant role. To be
classified as a unifuhcﬁional éentre, the dominant activity
(measured as a_percentage of total emplojment) mﬁst have. a
value*thét,is mére.than twice that of the second mOSt_} |
important sector. _Unifunctionél centres therefore may be
classified as Vdominént"‘or "partially dbminant".

A bi~fun§tional centre is one iﬁ which there ar§

two important sectors. In order for a centre to be.

classified as bi-functional, the number of peréons émplqyed

in each of these two activities (measured as a percentage
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of total employment) is such that the value of the least .

important one plus half its own value is greater~than the -

value of the more important one. For example, if the percent

for the more important sector is 40 percent, then to be
justified as a bi—functional centre the other activity must - -
comprise at least 28 percent (28 pius 14 is greater than 40).
Bi-functional centres cannot contain two "dominant sectors".
but may have one dominant and one;partially dominant
activity. | |

A multi-fnnctional centre may contain more7thanv
two activities ‘that arevconsidered»significant. Each'
activity inCluded in such a classification contains percent—
age values that approximate each other;‘*The inclusion of a
particular activity is determined by:the percent value of
its nearest neighbonr hased upon theJmethodology outlined'
by bi—functionalacentres."As many as*four"employment
categories may be included in multifuhctional centre;

Tables VIII.l and VIII. 2 1ncluded in the appendlx,
outline - the percentage dlstrlbutlon of employment accordlng
to either dominant or part1ally<domlnant<functlons for the
Prairie Provinces and the Province of Québec respectitely.
The results of both the tables have been subsequently'used“
to construct a classification system~according_to.functions
of individual centres. . (See Tab;es VIII;3vanthIII;4).

The most outstanding observation that canhbe
drawn from the last two mentloned tables relates to. the
distribution of unifunctional centres between the two
major geographical regions. Over 70 percent of‘the totalﬂ:
centres examined in the Province of Qnébec-éan(be;classed__
as unifunctional while only 21 percent of Prairie Centres>
fall in the same category.. Furthermore, when consideringﬁ"
unifunctionalvcentres, three out of every four Québeo com;
munities (74 percent) were classified as manufacturing'~
centres. The most important sector for unlfunctlonal

Prairie centres on the other hand was communlty serv1ces,
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and even here, less than half the‘total'number of communities
came under this'category~(47 percent) . |

A different picture emerges when oné examines multi-
functional" centres.t In. this case, Prairie centres dominate--”‘
Of the Prairie centres examined, nearly 80 percent of. them
are classed as either bi—functional,or multifunctional ‘ The
percent for Quebec centres -was only l9 percent - a marked
contrast. : Even more interesting is the fact that 66 -centres
out of a total of 71 for the Prairies (96 percent) contained
the community service sector as being either a~dominant or
partially-dominant activity; while for the province of
Québec the value was only\34 percent. ” N

The degree.of'dominance'is‘another characteristic
which varies betweendthe two geographical regions.e As the
above tables show, there were over three times as many |
"Jominant" centres in Quebec than there were in the Prairie
Provinces. This phenomenon, coupled:w1th.the fact_that the
former recion containedva,far higher“proportion of’uni~1ﬁ0~
functional centres, confirms as underlying hypotheSis of
this report that . Quebec centres are more: speCialized than
those in the. Prairies. j' |

The construction of a- functional ClaSSlflcatlon
system which examines centres on an intra—urban baSis hasﬂ
been included:for‘one fundamental reason = mainly‘to_provide
a fast, yetfunsophisticated, identification procedure.. If
a federal or provincial government policy‘is initiateda
which callstfor the analysis of a»particular economicﬂ,
sector, thenait is imperative to identifyzthose communities
whose livelihood is dependent solely upon this sector.f The
fact that both Fort Saskatchewan and ‘Hinton are class1fied
as "manufacturing" centres contain mbre persons employed in
manufacturing activ1ties than in. any other sector. ;However,
such a classification system says nothing about.the,actual.:

economic or social base of the centres in question. To make .




any valia compariédn between Fort Saskatchewan and Hinton, .
one should also know something'aboutagrowth rateé, per |
capita values, and<other relevant information, not only oﬁ
manufacturing activities, but also-on other importantf
sectors. An intra-urban analyéis theréfofé must>be éxamined

concurrently with an inter-urban investigation.
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Inter-Urban Summary

' The first step in constructihgva summary based
upon‘an)inter—sectoral comparison involves ranking«the‘
individual centre. Each of the,eelecfed-centreé therefore
has been'placed in one of five_eategories, the loWest of
these being assigned_to that eehtredhaving the:smalleet
absolute or relative‘value, and thevhighest being ailocated

to centres having the greatest values. The variableés
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selected to construct a ranking system include the following:

Emp10yment

‘Retail Trade and Services

Trade Hinterlands

Manufacturing (in terms of value added)
Municipal Expenditures

-Municipal Assessments :

Bulldlng Permits (value 1ssued)

Public Bus Services

Recreation Facilities .

W00 ~J Ul W N

The ranking of. centres based dpon gfbwth\rates were calcu-
lated from the following variables:

Population:

Employment

Retail Trade and Services

Income (in terms of per capita values) -
Manufacturing (in terms of value added)
Municipal Expenditures

Municipal Assessments A
Building Permits (value issued)

00 ~J O Ul > W N
[ ] L] - L] .

The reasonsfwhy*the~number of_variables*selected

differed between the‘twoﬂranking,Systems were asffolloWs.
First, absolute populati0n~figufesvwere exeluded:since the
results of the tables_which follow;will be~dis¢uséedzin;‘
terms of similar size popglatioh.categories. .Secodd;‘fhe‘
only figures availabie on income Were per capita earned
income. . These figures4were previded~for\the 1966 to 1969 .

period, and therefore.relative_grOwth'rates could be con-

trade hinterlands, and recreation facilities could not be
included since information on them was OnlyvaVailable fof‘

one point in time. 'Absolute values could only be’ examlned.

The variables selected con51sted of the follOW1ng

‘Third, growth rates involving*pdblic busAservices,
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elements: employment, retail trade, mﬁnicipal expenditures
and assessments, and building\permits, (éll invbl#ing
straight-forward figures, whether ih numbers of'peiéghs oi'
value of goods, servicés,‘or inVestments). Absolﬁte values
of trade hinterlands comprised of area measured in square
miles. Both absolute énd‘relafiVe valueé of manufacturing
characteristics ipvolvédufhe index of‘magnitude.f The main
component of this index was value added. Absolute figures
for public bus services are represented by frequency per
week, while absolute recreation values relate tb the ektent
of“facility. |

.Before commenting upon the results of the included
tébles, certain qualifying statements should be made con—.
cerning the apprbach adoptéd. ‘The_purpose of construcfing
a matrix of absolute and relative rates‘is}to pfovide~a
simple way of displayingvall the;variables at éﬁé £ime for
the selected centres. 1In Such.a way; it Will be’pdssiblé.
to make'é‘inter— and intra-urban analyéis.; For example;
the relative‘position of each variable~can;be'examined for-
one particular cenfre. Comparisons  can aléo be hadé‘betwéen
the variables of one centre andwanotherafof thosejcentreg
in a similar population size category. The conétructién 6f
a matrix will further provide total average values which
can be used to rank centtes of simila; populatiohs.‘ Maniwaki
might be ranked "higher" than Bagotville, or Aséiniboia
"lower" than Hanha._ |

It is in the ranking of total averages that
limitations arise. The first'of these refers tQ;thé well-
known expression -"a éomparison,between épples and~Qfénges".
It is fully'appreciateq that one cannot'eQuate‘ménufacturing
growth rates with groﬁth rates in;thé building indqstry.
The tables that follow imply that equal“values havevbeen
assigned to all eight (or nine) vafiables. But these values
are only equal insofar as they‘compére plaéses and not

numerical numbers. Had each variable been assigned a scoring



'

824

system (ie. the highest centre receiving a score of 100
and the lowest 50, or some other number), then the qﬁestion
of comparing dissimilar elements would have indeed arisen.
However, since broad categories are involved and not absolute
numbers, (in many cases these categories comprise mdre than
thirty centres) one would not be comparing dissimilar com-
ponents but actually similar ranking characteristics. One
therefore could compare centres which fall in the lowest
magnitude of manufacturing with siﬁilar size centres:falling
in the lowest category of building'activity. If AsSiﬁiboia
ranks in a lower growth rate claés than Hanna, then one
indeed could concludé that the fbrmerihas a lower overall
growth rate than the latter. Similarly, if figures show B
that in absolute terms Maniwaki is placed in a higher class
than Bagotville, one could assert that the former reflects
a higher andeore prosperous state of affairs than the
latter. | |

Avsecond issue that arises ‘in ranking variables
relates to extremes whin Variables. Previous chapters have
shown thatiseveral»centres stand out as being "atypical".
In some cases, the range between the two- highest (or con-
versely, the two‘lowest) is far greater<than the'rangé for
the'remaining categoriés, By rights, these atypical ceﬁtres
should be assigned a.higher (or lower): rank. By so doiné,
the résulting class distribution might be such that only one
centre is placed in the highest category while all remainingl
centres are grouped into the two lowest. To overcome this |
bias, a normal histogram distribution has been applied to
the ranking of all centres. |

A third limitation refers to inconsistencies within
the time periods examined. When growth rates are considered,
the 1966-70 periodvis the most recent used for five variables,
and the 1961-66 period for two variables. The 1951-61 period

was the only time interval prdViding‘information on employment
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growth rates. Extreme time ranges were less apparent for
absolute values. Flve out of the nine varlables involved
l970lvalues while the remaining four comprised 1966 flgures,
When comparing clasSes of different time intervalslone

might be guilty of comparing Wapples with‘oranges"i ‘Because
current data were not available'for'some'of the important'a
variables selected, the most recent‘informationihad to be
used. Unfortunately, due to this‘lack of current data,
Varylng time intervals are characterlstlcs permeatlng
throughout the entire report, and therefore concludlng
comments Wlll also reflectvthe same llmltatlon.

.Bearing"in mind the above limitations, a s&stem».
was devised for‘ranking'each centre according to the-
selected variables. The first of two tables outline‘absolute
values whlle the second presents growth rates. Tables
VIII.5 and VIII 6 relate to the Pralrles whereas Tables
VIII.7 and VIII.S8 conta1n values for Québec centres. Ina
order to make the‘tWO'tables for each reglon more meaningful,_
their total averages should be_compared and grouped\aCCording
to similar‘pOpulation_categories. The final cOmments of
this réeport.therefore wlll_centre upon a discussion of‘the
ranks that each centre has in the populatlon categorles. “

Table VIII 9 ranks in descendlng order, absolute
values and growth rates«for centres w1th1n a given. s1ze\"
populatlon class for Prairie centres. In v1ew1ng the
smallest size centres,‘(le. less than 3 500 persons),

Table VIII.9 shows that Lacombe was placed first 1n terms

of absolute values while Whltecourt lead the centres in
growth rates. When both columns are- examlned for a partlcular
centre, the same table also shows-that even though«Lacombe

had the highest overall values for the selected Varlables, 1t

ranked flfteenth out of twenty- seven centres for growth rates.

Likewise, Whitecourt's high growth rate is contraStedjbyﬁay

low rank for absolute values.('This latter centre ranked"

seventh in-absolute terms.;
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Average Totals, based upon a ranking system, for Absolute
Values and Growth Rates of major Socio-Economic Charact-

eristics,

Absolute Values

Rank
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Centre

Lacombe

- Neepawa

Olds
Canora
Virden
Claresholm

Morden

Westlock
Whitecourt
Esterhazy
Fort McLeod
Innisfail
Tisdale -
Winkler
Pincher Creek
Vermillion
Barrhead
Kamsack -

Lynn Lake
Rosetown
Hanna
Assiniboia
Meadow Lake
Rocky Mtn. House
Cardston
Coaldale
Biggar

for Prairie Centres,; according to similar size
Population Categorles

Smallest Centres (1ess than 3, 500)

._...._-.—.-.—.___._.-—-....__—_.._—_

Growth Rates

Rank

© O W UTUTUT A W N

Small Centres (3 500 -

Lloydminster
Hinton

Taber .
Drumheller
Fort Saskatchewan
Brooks
Melfort
Ponoka .
Stettler
Kindersley
Steinbach
Nipawin

Edson

Swan River
Vegreville
St. Paul
Humboldt

Fort McMurray
Leduc

Wainwright

Drayton Valley

Centre .

Whitecourt: .
Rocky Mtn. House
Barrhedd

Meadow Lake
Claresholm
Morden

Pincher Creek

Lynn Lake

Westlock
Winkler
Coaldale
Neepawa
Virden
Esterhazy
Lacombe
Tisdale
Olds _
Vermillion
Fort McLeod
Cardston.
Canora
Assiniboia
Biggar
Hanna .
Innisfail
Kamsack
Rosetown

Fort Saskatchewan
Fort McMurray
Hinton
Brooks:
Lloydminster
Drayton Valley
Taber
Drumheller
Leduc-

St. Paul
Stettler
Wainwright
Melfort -
Edson

Ponoka

Swan River
Vegreville
Nipawin
Steinbach
Kindersley
Humboldt




TABLE VIII.9 (cont'd)

Absolute Values

Rank
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Centre

Dauphin
Camrose
Estevan
Flin Flon
Selkirk
Wetaskiwin:
Weyburn
Peace River
Melville
St. Albert
The Pas

Lethbridge
Moose Jaw
Medicine Hat
Red Deer
Brandon
Prince. Albert
Swift Current
Yorkton
Portage la Pralrle
Grande Prairie
Thompson

N. Battleford

Calgary"
Edmonton
Winnipeg

" Regina

Saskatoon

827

Medlum Size Centres (5,001 - 10, 000)

—__......_._.....______-_-....._...-..—.-.—

Grthh Rates'

Rank

-

HONNNO O W N

Centre

St. Albert
Peace River
Estevan

Selkirk

Camrose

The Pas
Flin Flon =
Wetaskiwin
Weyburn -
Dauphin
Melville’

(10 001 - 40 000)

.-—...-—...—.....-—_...._.___.__-—__

Thompson

Grande Prairie
Brandon

Yorkton

N. Battleford
Lethbridge -

Red Deer..

Swift Current
Portage la Prairie
Medicine Hat

Prince Albért* R

Moose Jaw

Calgary
Edmonton
Saskatoon
Winnipeg
Regina
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Rouyn

TABLE VIII.10
Average Totals based upon a ranking system for
Absolute Values and Growth Rates of major Socio-
Economic Characteristics, for Québec Centres,
according to similar size Population Categories
§m31le§t_cenzr.¢_s~ (3,000 - Z 500)
Absolute Values Growth Rates
‘Rank . Centre ' Rank Centre
1 Maniwaki . 1 Maniwaki -
1 St.-Agathe -2 St.-Georges O.
3 Farnham. 3 Mont-Joli
3 : St-Georges 4 Mont-Laurier
5 : Mont-Laurier -5 Amos
5 Plessisville 5 Plessisville
7 Amos 7 Malartic
8 Dolbeau 7 Windsor
8 : Mont-Joli 9 Aylmer
10 Malartic 9 Ste-Agathe
11 Bagotville 11 Bagotville
11 Lac Mégantic 11 . Dolbeau
13 - St-Georges O. 11 Farnham
14 St-Félicien 11 St-Félicien
14 Windsor 15 Lac-Mégantic
16 Aylmer 16 St-Georges
Small Eegtzei £7,501 - 10, 200)
1 Terrebonne 1 Chibougamau
2 Beauharnois 2 Bé&cancour"
3 Port-Alfred 3 Terrebonne
4 Roberval 4 Roberval
5 B&cancour 5 Iberville
5 Buckingham 6 Drummondville S.
5 Iberville 7 Coaticook -
8 Coaticook ‘8 Port-Alfred
9 Drummondville South . 9 Buckingham
10 Chibougamau 10 Beauharnois
Medium Size _C_e.rztzei (10,001 = 25,000)
1 Shawinigan 1 St-Théré&se
2 St-Hyacinthe 2 Pointe-Gatineau
3 Joliette 3 Cowansville
4 ~  Sorel 4 Beloeil -
4 Victoriaville 4 Chicoutimi N.
6 Tracy 4 Rimouski
7 Alma 7 Rivi&re-du-Loup
8 Gatineau 8 Gatineau
9 9 Lachute



"TABLE VIII.10 (Cont'd)

Medium Size Centres (Cont'd)

Absolute Values

" Rank

10
10
12

12
12
16
16
18.
19

20
21
21
23
24
25

.25

25
25
29
29
29
32

- 33

OO NN

Ul s W

Centre

Rimouski
Thetford Mines
Baie-Comeau
St-Thérése
Val-d'Or
Sept-Iles
Montmaghy
Riviére- du—Loup
Arvida ‘
Grand'Mére
Noranda
Beleoil:
Cowansville
Kénogami

La Tuque .
Chambly
Chicoutimi N.
Hauterive
Matane

Asbestos
Lachute -
Magog -
Pointe-Gatineau
Shawinigan S.

Large Centres (25, 001

St-Jean
Drummondville
Grandby

Chicoutimi
St-Jérdme
Valleyfield
Cap~de-la~Madeleine
Jonquiére

Montréal
Québec
Sherbrooke
Trois—-Rivié&res
Hull

829
Growth Rates
‘Rank Centre
10 Montmagny
‘10 Rouyn :
10 Thetford Mines
.13 Alma
- 13- Kénogami
15 Shawinigan S.
15 Tracy :
15 . . val-d'or
18 - Matane
19 Hauterive .
20 Chambly
20 Victoriaville
22 Baie-Comeau
22 Sept-Iles
24 La Tugue
25 Arvida:
.25 Sorel -
27 Asbestos
27 . St- Hya01nthe
29 Grand 'M&re
29 Joliette -
3L Magog
31 Noranda
33 Shawinigan
- 50, 000)
1 St-Jérbéme
2 Jonquiére
2 St-Jean
4 Granby ,
5 Cap~de-la-Madeleine
.6 Chicoutimi
6 Drummondville
8 Valleyfield
1 Hull
2 Québec
3 Montréal
4. Sherbrooke

Trois-Riviéres
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The contrasts between absolute value’andzgrowth
rate ranks is also apparent in all population size cate-
gories. in*several-cases, cenéZes having the lowest
absolute valuefaVerages.are seen:toyhave the‘highest‘growth
rate averages. Chibougamau (a "smallﬁvcentre\ingQuébec) is
one such centre. In order to highlight these c0ntrasts,‘
some system is'needed to measure changes from one rank to
another. Absolute changes would of course prov1de a measure,_
but because the numbers of centres within a population
category vary cons1derably, absolute numbers would not convey
the relative component\ For example, the\dlfference between
Lacombe's~growth.rate rank and,absolute rank was-fourteen
(it placed first in absolute values and fifteenth in growth
rates). The difference -on the other hand between ranks
for Dauphin (a "med1um"ys1ze centre 1n4the Prairles) was
only nine. Yet,:relatively speaking, this difference was
far more significant than,that.for Lacombe. .To translate
absolute values into.relative ones,.theAnumerical differences
between ranks are divided‘by totalfnunbers of centres!falling
in the particular‘classil.A high positive value_would
Signify a large change between a low absolute value rank and
a high growth rate rank.. Conversely, a large negative value
would indicate a Wlde difference between a very high growth
rate rank and a. very low absolute. value rank ,Zero percent
indicateS’no change between the two ranks. |

The usefulness of including the relative compon=
ent is that it prov1des a comparlson between trends ‘and size
of a given centre. It needs: llttle 1mag1natlon to realize
that Lethbridge, due to its sheer»s1ze, will have_hlgher
values in terms of retail trade, municipalfassessments“and.:
expenditures, buildingiactivities, manufacturing outputs,
and so on,.than North‘Battleford. It may be noted:that even‘
though the population of North Battleford wasxless than half
that of Lethbrldge, they nevertheless fall in the same popula-

tion size category, ‘What one. would like to know therefore,'
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is how these centres compare in terms of growth rates. \The
following two tables should prov1de such an answer. The
first of these, Table VIII.1l1 relates‘to the Prairies. The
following comments can_he made.

First, when examining the»smallest size centres,’
seven stand out. Five of these comprise centres whose
growth rate ranks greatly exceeded their absolute value
ranks and these are Rocky Mountain House,’Meadow Lake,
Barrhead, and Coaldale.- At the opposite extreme, Innlsfall
Olds, ‘and Lacombe are centres whose ranks for growth rates

are far lower than those for their,absolute values. ,Second,

four -centres displaying extreme values can be;identified‘in
the second smallest populatiOn size category. .These are -
Fort McMurray, Drayton vValley, Stelnbach,vand Klndersley.:
The former two represent centres in which growth rates
greatly exceed absolute rates, while*the latter two are
centres in: which growth rates are far lower than absolute
values. Third, for medium size centres, four again reflect :
extreme values. Three of these hawe higher growth rates - '
than absolute values while one reflects the opposite:

situation. St. Albert, Peace.River,'and The Pas are centres

having very high positive values while Dauphin has an

exceedingly high negative,value. Finally, for large s1ze’

centres five appear to have extreme values. Thompson,

Grande Prairie, and North Battleford_all-contain very high

positive valnes while Moose Jaw and Medicine Hat are twoA

centres having noticeably high negative values. lt is

interesting to note that both Thompson and érande,Prairie

were frequently mentioned in the preceding chapters as |
experiencing high growth. rates in many social and‘economic

sectors. From the results and findings-of these chapters,

Moose Jaw is seen to reflect abnormally low growth rates*in

most of the variables examined.
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TABLE VIII.1ll

Table showing the relative difference between
Ranks of Absolute, values and Ranks ‘of Growth
Rates, measured as a percent, for Prairie
Centres according to Population Categories.

.Centre o . Relativé Difference
_ g ~ K

Smallest Centres (less than 3 500)

Rocky Mtn. House 741 ‘
Meadow Lake 66.7 ~ ~ Very High
Barrhead “51.9 :
Coaldale : - 51.9

Pincher Creek 37.0

Lynn Lake o - 33.3

Whitecourt _ 22.2

Cardston o 18.5 ' . High
Biggar: ' ‘ ' , 14.8 S

Morden ,»,.. 7.4 _ ‘

. Winkler . 7.4 - Above average
Claresholm Co ' o 3.4 S
Assiniboia . o .. 0 | No change
Hanna - o =7.4 ' ‘
‘Vermillion - -7.4 Below average
Westlock ‘ : -7.4 " :
Tisdale - -14.8
Esterhazy : ~ =25.9
Fort McLeod : " . =29.6
~Virden , A -29.6 - Low
‘Kamsack - —-33.3 '

Neepawa : - =37.0

Rosetown . -37.0

Innisfail | ~44.4
Lacombe - -51.9 Very low

0lds . =51.9

Small Centres (3 500 - 5, 000)

__.....__—_.._._———.....—_—

Fort McMurray ' o 76.2 Ver§ High
Drayton Valley ‘ 71.4 ; :
Leduc o - 47.6

Wainwright . . - 47.6 ‘High

St. Paul : 28.6 : "

Fort Saskatchewan o 14.3 Above average
Brooks 9.5 ‘

Edson ‘ - —-4.8

‘Hinton- o ‘ -4.8 Below average
Swan River : \ ~-4.8 :
Vegreville -4.8




TABLE VIII.ll (Cont'd)

Small Cerntres (3,500 - 5,000)

833

(Cont'd)

.Centre

Stettler
‘Taber
Drumheller
Humboldt
Lloydminster
Melfort
Nipawin
Ponoka

Steinbach
Kindersley

Medlum size Centres (5 001 - 10 , 000)

St. Albert

Peace River
The Pas

Estevan -
Wetaskiwin
Selkirk
Weyburn

Melville
Camrose
Flin Flon

Dauphin’

-_-.._.mm______—-—__m_-..

Thompson

Grande Prairie

N. Battleford

Yorkton .
Brandon

Portage la Prairie

Red Deer-
Swift Current

Lethbridge
Prince Albert

Medicine Hat
Moose Jaw

Relative Difference

%

-14.3
~14.3
-19.1
-19.1
-19.1
-28.6

-28.6

-33.3

—42-9
_47'6

,_._.--—

81.8

54.5
45,5

0

0
=9.1
-9-1

-18.2
-27.3

.~81.8

75.0
1 66.7
58.3

25.0
16.7

.:0

-8.3
-8.3

.,—33.3
~41.7

-58.3

-83.3

Low

Very low

Very High~

High -

No. change
Below average
Low

Very Low .

Very High

High

- " No change

‘Below average

LOW“

'Very Low
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.Table showing the relative diffeérence between
Ranks of Absolute values and Ranks of Growth

Rates, measured as a percent, for Québec

Centres according to Population Categories.

Centre Relative Difference

%

Smallest Centres (5 000 - 7, 500)

St-Georges O. -68.8
Aylnmer - 43.8
Windsor : A 43.8
Mont-Joli o - 31.5
Malartic ' , -~ .°18.8
St-Fé&licien _ ~ 18.8
Amos : \ 12.5
Mont-Laurier o . . 6.3
Bagotville o ' 0
Maniwaki : : 7 0
Plessisville ’ : -0
Dolbeau | -18.8
Lac-Mégantic . -25.0
Farnham . ' ‘ : -50.0
Lac-Mégantic ‘ -50.0

St.-Georges , " -81.3

Small Centres (7,501 - 10,000)

‘Chibougamau N 90.0
B&cancour ‘ . 30.0
Drummondville S. _ o 30.0
Coéticook o 10.0
Iberville - 0
Roberval : : 0

‘Terrebonne | | =-20.0
Buckingham o -40.0
Port-Alfred : -50.0
Beauharnois _ ' -80.0

‘Medium Size Centres (10,001 - 25, 000)

Pointe-Gatineau ' _ 90.9
Chicoutimi N. ' © 63.6
Lachute . ‘ . 60.6
Cowansville. - 54.6
Shawinigan S. 54.6
Bele01l ' ; ' , 51.5

Very.High

‘High

Above average
No change

Low .

Very Low

Very High

;High

Above average

Nb;change

" Low:

Very_LOW

Very High
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TABLE VIII.12 (Cont'd) :

~ Medium Size Centres (Cont'd)

Centre : 3 ~ Relative Diffeféncé\

St~Thérese 33.3

Kénogami 30.3

Rivi&re~du~Loup - 27.3. :

Matane 21.1 -High

Hauterive 18.2 B

Montmagny 18.2

Rimouski 18.2

Chambly 15.2

Asbestos 6.1 AboVe average .

Gatineau 0 o

La Tuque ‘ 0 - No change

Thetford Mines 0 C

Rouyn: ~3.0 . S

Magog ~-6.0 Below average

Val-d'Or -9.1 :

Alma -18.2

Arvida =21.2

Sept-TIles ~21.2

Tracy: -27.3

‘Baie-Comeau -30.3

Grand 'Mére ~30.3

Noranda ~33.3

Victoriaville -48.5

Sorel ~63.6

St-Hyacinthe -75.8 4 ,

Joliette ~78.8 Very low.

Shawinigan -97.0 B
Large Centres (25,001 = 50,000)

Jonquiére 75.0 o

St~Jérdme 50.0 @ Very High

Capéde—la—Madeleine 25.0 High A

St-Jean -12.5

Chicoutimi . - =25.0".

Granby -25.0  Low:

Valleyfield -25.0

Drummondviller -50.0 IVery»wa



Values for Québec centreé are‘Outlined'in Table'
VIII.1l2. Four general comments can also be made. 'FifSt,
St. Georges O. and St.Georges are the twé cehtres which
stand out. The former has a very large positive value
signifyingAhigh'growth rates and lo@'absdlute values}fand.

the latter has anAéxtremely large negative figure attributed

" to a very low growth value and high absolute ranks. - Second,

for "small" centres; Chibougamau and Beauharnois représeht"
two centres having outstanding values. The former was one
whose average growth rate‘greatlyAexceedéd absoluté’values
in termé of ranks. Beauharnois was-a centre in‘which the
rank depiéting absolute averages was far highér thanqthe
rank for growth rates. _Third, fér medium—size ceﬁtres, ten
can be identified asjfeflécting extremé values.. Of Ehese,
Pointe-Gatineau and Shawinigan have by far theuhigheét’and
lowest valués respectively. Andtfourth}‘Jonquiéré,
St. Jerdme, and Drumhbndville are_those céntres\in whiéh
growth rates greatly exceed absolute values while ‘the
latter one is a community whichfexpefiehcéd high)absélhte
values but relativeiy low growth ratés for the.seleéfed
variables examined. | o
The above eight,obserVations highlighting the

atypical centres of the Prairie Pfovinces and the ProVinde
of Québec represent a small fractibn of the total which
could have been included. Emphasis\shouid be placedtmore
on the technique than on the actuai findingé. GivenA£he".
necessaryvtime and resources, each variable could Ha&e'beén
assigned a certain factor or weighting;systém thereby;prb—
viding'é’more accurate average rénking Value. Futufe
research on the urban environment of the‘Prairies‘énd the
Province of Québeé, or for that matter, of the feﬁaining
provinces inlCanada,_should'considerLthe'agplication of
advanced system and matrix analyses. ) |

" The fact that the Prairies and the Provincerdf

Québec are socially and economically heterogeneous regions .
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is not a new or significant phenomenon. The tourist and .
native alike cannot avoid appreciating the existence of
markedly different life styles between communities locatéd
in these two regions. Assiniboia is no more akin Eé Flin
Flon than Val d?Or_ié to Rouyn. .However, divérsities of
the urban envi:onmént afe not the sole patents of the
Prairie Provinces and the Province of Québec.. The remaining
Canadian provinces display equaily divergent characteristics
and to state that both the Prairies énd the Province of
Québec exhibit unique‘urban elements which distinguish them
from other provinces wbuld be groéslyAerroneous.

Given that diSparities doiihdeed\exiét between
the two major regions, one would then want to knowkthe
nature and extent of these disparities. The fundamental
purpose of this report has been precisely to examine these
disparitiesvby providing an inventory of what are commonly
considered as the mofe important social and ecopomic‘
indicatoré; It should be emphasized that from a purely
descriptive point of view, the‘réportnwas not intended to
be definitive. TO'be.éQ,-woula ha&é‘neceSSitated avstudy
period far in excess of the five months initially assigned
to it. In addition, the size of the team wouldrhave‘had
to be increased significanfly.

The introductory chapter indidated that the
present report was to form the first of a three-stage process.
Analysis of the collected data was to be carried out in the
second_stagé, and as a reéult,'what émouhts to analytical
lip service only was included in the‘report. Thé_study,
therefore was not designed}to furnish:an énalytical
treétise of the Prairie Pﬁévinces and thenProvince of
Québec. Very simply, the feport‘has atfempted to describe
the "urban environment" of selected centres in theée two
geographical regions. It has shown amongst other things
those centrés which have experienced'eiﬁher growth or)decline

within the various sectors. The particular sectors .in




question have coveréd a wide range of activities;andihave
examined variables such as popﬁlafion; employméﬁt, trade,
manufacturing, tfanqur#atibn, reCreation,,municipalféer+:
vices, and so on.>‘The_éub$tance;6f thé report hés'fpéuged
upon.the "What"_and "where" 0f_thgvufban environméﬁ£vof the
major céhtres in the Prairies éﬁd the Pr6vin¢e éf Québec;
The "how" and "why" of these~phenoména are to bé tackléd

in a sﬁbséquent\pfdject.f .
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TABLE VITI.5
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AVERAGE RANKING VALUES FOR SRLECTID VARIABLES ACCORDING TO ABSOLUTE

Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The "Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Bigpar
Canora’
Esterhazy
Estevan
Humboldt
Kansack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosctown
Sackatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale
Veyburn,
Yorkton

TOTAL
Alberta

Barrhead
Brooks
Calgary
Camrose
Cardaton
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drunhcller
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1 3 4 3 3
5y 4 uo3
- 2 12 1
- 2 2 2 3
5 5 5 5. 5
1 Y b 3 3
- A 1 1 2
- 2 1. 1 2
. 1 1 1 1
- 1 11 2
1 2 3 2 '3
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Taber

2.22
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1
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1.56
1.67
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2.89
1.75
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Manitoba

Brandon
Dauphin
Flin Flon
Lynn Lake
Morden =
Neepawa

Portage la Prairie

Selkirk
Steinbach
Swan River
The Pas
Thompson
Virden
Winkler
Winnipeg

TOTAL

Saskatchewan

Assiniboia
Biggar
Canora
Esterhazy
Estevan
Huinboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley -
Lloydminster
Meadow Lake
Melfort
Melville
Moose Jaw
Nipawin
Battleford
Prince Albert
Regina
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Swift Current
Tisdale .
YWeyburn
Yorkton

TOTAL

Barrhecad
Brooks

Calgary
Camrose
Cardston
Claresholm
Coaldale
Drayton Valley
Drumheller

FonGoEE N F &£ £ £ & Population
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RATES = PRAIRIL CENTRES

.~ & Emiployment

WEF WO WWwFE W W E

NN e

1-

i
.

WWwHFEFNOWON®RWOWENN

N EE W FE '

—~ o v

N O~ N

b E 1 e WO w1 o w Retall Trade

oo

oo E R ONSENERENO O

N . -. .4». .' ‘ . ,.r
FENMFOWFEOEF®F G [eF-CAp Income

WO RNN W OEONNGR NN RRDRR SR

w w

W v

Manufact.

N W NWR O

N W

o g

1

N

o g

NN E W

N W

CE

=

=

w NS

oo

N W N

0

N

N EE ONRF R RSN T N & Expenditures

-F'QJUJ-FQJ!\)I\)OJI-’!—'(DVO.C w F I

R EFEFE O

v’ w & Assessments

W wwwwNE

= W

W W WWwEFNNW NFS WD ®WWF&S wowow

—
-—

0w oww

ww £

N

W N

o » @ Bldg.Permits

L w L,

R ETORNFNNT UGN R . R®wENDRERD

W

W E ENEN W

WWN WWHFHFNDNBGNNNG WWNDHEDWNDNEN
-
w

841

Total

Ave.

3.88.
2.75
3.00

3.33

3.38
3.00
3.00.
3.u43.
2.86

3.13
3.13

.80 -
3.00
3.29
3.00

e o
oW TN
W o~ ou

I~
w O

. v s r
[ e O, B e o BN
N O @

b
=

..,.. _.....
NO NN WOND W RO
Moo aUo®®Oo



Alberta - (Continued)

Edmonton

Edson

Ft. Macleod
Ft. McMurray
Ft. Saskatchewan
Grande Prairie
Hanna

Hinton
Innisfail
Lacombe

Leduc
Lethbridge
Lloydminster
Medicine Hat
Olds

Peace River
Pincher Creek
Ponoka

Red Deer

Rocky Mtn. House
St. Albert

St. Paul
Stettler
Taber
Vegreville
Vermilion
Wainwright
Westlock
Wetaskiwin
Whitecourt

TOTAL

-

O EFUONWOFEFFEFFOFAOFEFEFOOAOAENERENEOONE S
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TABLE VIII.6 (Cont'd)
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TABLE VILT.7 R - 843

AVERAGE RANKING VALUES FOK SELECTED VARIABLES ACCORDING TO ABSOLUTE
' FIGURES - QUEBEC CENTRES

@

@ -

[00]
2

O -

” o
o

P o - o b b a ~

5 I & o 0 o & 3 o i

£ & ¢ 9 £ g 8 3 B 2

. 3 . b Y 8§ 3 b0 a & .

fuehee g o8 4§ & 8 % & 3 2

(8 o = . B < m (& 4 <
Alma "2 3 2 .4y 5 3 2 5 3.33
Amos 2 2 3 1 1 Sl 2 1 20 1.67
Avvida 2 2 - 1 % n 3 3 - 2.71
Asbestos 2 2 1 2 2 3 2" 2 1 1.89
Aylmerp 2 1 - 1 1 1 - 2 1 ~1.29
Bagotville 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 3 -3 1.44
Baie-Comeau 2 3 2 A S 3- 1 - 3.00
Beauharnois 2 2 1 3 1. .1 1 5 1 1.89
Bécancour 1 1 - 1 11 1 5 1 1.50
Beloeil 2 2 1 1. 2 2 3 - - 5 2,25

Buckingham 2 1 2 2 1 2 - 1 1 1.

Cap-de-la-Madeleine 3 3" - » w3 3 5 3.63
Chambly 11 - 2 2 2 2 2 4 2.00
Chibougamau - 1 2 - 1 1 1 1 11 1:13

Chicoutimi 4 TR 2 5 5 4 3 5 4.0
Chicoutimi N. 2 2 - 1 1 2 3 3 - 2.00
Coaticook .2 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1.0y
Cowansville 2 2 1 . 2 2 3 2 - 2.25
Dolbeau 1 2 L2 2 12 1 2 ° 1 - 1.56
Drummondville 4 4 3 5 5. 4 3 i 5 4.11
Drummondville - S. 1 1 - 1 1 1 2 - 1 1.

Farnham 2 1. 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 1.7

Gatineau 2 2 - LI n - 2 1y 3.1

Granby 5 3 2. 5 5 y 3 5 5 4.1

Grand 'Mape 2. 2 - 4. 4 2 2 3 2 2.6
Hauterive 1 2 - 1 4 23 1 - 2,00
Hull 5 M 5 Y 5 5 5 5 - 4,75
ITberville 2 1 - 2 1 2 2 1 1 7 1.50
Joliette 3 3 3 4 Yy 3 3 5 b 3.56
Jonquidre 4 3 - 2 Y 3., 3 3 - 3.14
Kénogami 2 2 - 3 2 2 1 3 2 2.13

Lachute 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 2 . X 1.

Lag-Mégantic 1 2 2 2 2. 1 1 1 1 1.h4
La Tuque 2 -2 1 3 3 ) 3 1 2 2 2,11
Magog 3 2 1 4 2 2 1 1 1 1.39
Malartic X -1 - 1 1 1 1 5 X 1.50 )
Maniwaki 1 22 2 2 1 5 2 2 l 2.00
Matane - 2 2 2 -2 2 3 2 1 2.00
Mont Joli T 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 1 1.56
Mont Laurier 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 3- - 1.75
Montmagny 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 5. 4 2,78
Montréal S 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5.00

Noranda 2 1 - 2 2 2 3 M S - 2.2
Plessisville 2 1 1 3 1 2 - 3 1 1'75
Pointe-Gatineau z - h 1 1 -2 - 2 - 1.60
Port-Alfred 2 1 - 2 2. 2 2 3 1 1.88
Québec g 5 5 5 5 5. 5 5 5 5.00
Rimouski 3 3 3 2 b .3 4 Y 2 3.11
2 3. 3 2 3 ‘1 3 5 3 2,78

Riviére-du-Loup
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TABLE VIII.7 (Cont'd)

opBaay TIeley

jusulordug

Quebec - (Continued

Sluaiissassy

1.78

~

o

o]

Roberval
Rouyn

.13
2.0

Ste-Agathe
St-Félicien

St-Georges
. St-Georges O.

1.33
1.78
1.38

3,56

St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean

4.33
3.78
3.00
2.89
3.78

Ste-Thérdse
ept—fles

L

S

inigan

Shaw
Sh

an S.
e

o
<

awini
Sherbrook
Sorel

3.uy
2.25
3.11

Terrebonne

Thetford Mines

Tracy

3.38 -

.

s N
ivieres

Trois-R
Val-d'Or

4.78 -

0
3.67
3.4y
1.33

Valleyfield

Victoriaville

Yindsor
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AVERAGE RANKING VALULS FO

Quebec

Alma

Amos

Arvida
Asbestos -
Aylmer '
Bagotville
Baie-Comeau
Beauharnois
Bécancour
Beloeil -
Buckingham
Cap-de-la-Madeleine
Chambly
Chibougamau
Chicoutimi
Chicoutimi N.
Coaticook
Cowansville
Dolbeau
Drummondville
Drummondville S..
Farnham
Gatineau
Granby

Grand 'Mére
Hauterive
Hull
Iberville
Joliette
Jonquiére
Kénogami
Lachute
Lag-Mégantic
La Tuque
Magog
falartic:
Maniwaki
Matane

Mont Joli
Mont Laurier -
Montmagny
Montréal
Noranda
Plessisville
Pointe-Gatineau
Port-Alfred
Québec
Rimouski
Riviére-du-Loup

pulation
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Employment
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TABLE VIII,.B

[}

R SLLECTED VARIABLES ACCORDING TO GROWTH

RATES - QUEBEC.CENTRES
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Primary
Flin Flon

Lynn Lake
Thompson

Manufacturing

Trade'

Transportation

Community Services

TABLE VIII.3

PRAIRIES

A., Unifunctiénal

DOMINANT (> 50%)

PARTTALLY DOMINANT (< 50%)

Drayton Valley-

Fort Saskatchewan
Hinton

‘Biggar .

Fort McMurray

" Canora .

N. Battleford
Weyburn '
Ponoka

"Camrose

Claresholm

- Red Deer

B. Bifunctional

Community Servi

ces and Trade

Com._Serv.
Brandon
Swan River
yirden
Assiniboia
" Estevan
Humboldt
Kamsack
Kindersley
Lloydminster
Cardston
Drumheller
Fort McLeod
Grande Prairie
Innisfail
Lacombe
Lethbridge
Westlock

> Trade

Meadow Lake
Melfort
Moose Jaw
Prince Albert
Rosetown
Saskatoon
Tisdale
Barrhead
Brooks

Olds

Peace River
St. Albert
St. Paul
Stettler
Taber '
Vegreville

Trade > Com.'Serv.

Neepawa
Steinbach
Nipawin
Swift Current
Yorkton
Wetaskiwin

847




TABLE VIII.3. (Cont'd)

Community Services and Administration

Portage La Prairie -
Wainwright

Community Services and Construction

Pincher Creek

Community Services and Transportation

The Pas
Melville

Community Services and Manufacturing

Selkirk

Community Services and Primary

Esterhazy

C. Multifunctional

Community Services, Trade and Manufacturing
Morden

. Whitecourt _ A _
Medicine Hat (Community Serv., Mfg., & Trade)

Community Services, Trade and Transportation

Edson Dauphin
Hanna Leduc

Trade, Manufacturing and Community Services

Winkler

Community Services, Construction and Trade

Rocky Mountain House

Community Services, Primary, Construction, Trade

Coaldale

Trade, Manufacturing, Primary, Community Services

Whitecourt

848



. TABLE VIII.4 ' 849

i om 4 BE A BE ) N BE 0N aE N B EE

Primary

Becancour
Malartic

Manufacturing

Granby

Arvida

Magog
Cowansville
Tracy

Windsor
Chibougamau
Drummondville S.

Trade

Community Services '

QUEBEC

A. Unifunctional

(> 50%)

DOMINANTA

(£ 50%)

PARTIALLY DOMINANT

Asbestos
Thetford Mines
Noranda

Rouyn

Shawinigan
Sherbrooke

' Trois Riviéres

Cap-de-la~Madeleine .
Drummondville
Gatineau
Grand 'Mé&re
Jonquiére
Kenogami

La Tuque
St-Hyacinthe
St-Jean
St~-Jérbme
Ste-Thérése
Shawinigan S.
Sorel
Valleyfield
Victoriaville
Baie-Comeau

~ Beauharnois -

Buckingham
Coaticook
Farnham
Iberville
Lachute
Montmagny
Plessisville
Port Alfred

" Terrebonne

Chicoutimi
Rimouski -
Rivi&re-du-Loup .
Amos .
Mont-Laurier
Roberval

- Ste-Agathe
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850
TABLE VIII.4 (Cont'd)
B. Bifunctional

Primary and Community Services

val 4'Or
Manufacturing and Trade

Chicoutimi N.

Dolbeau
Manufacturing and Community Services

Manufacturing 7 Com. Serv. Com. Serv.7 _Manufacturi }__ng

Lac Megantic ' ' "Alma

Chambly : Joliette

‘ Hauterive

Community Services and Trade

Trade Y Com. Services

St. Félicien , ‘Matane
St. Georges -
St. Georges O.

Administration and Com. Services

Admin. 7 Com. Services

Aylmer
Hull

Transportation and Community Services

Trans » Com. Services

-Bagotville
Sept. Iles

C. Trifunctional

Community Services, Manufacturing, Trade

Maniwaki

Community Services, Trade, Transportation

.Mont Joli

Manufacturing, Administration, Construction

Point Gatineau




l ’ TABLE VIII.l - 851
Percent Distribution of Major Employment Categorie's“\;vhich
I are defined as either Dominant or Partially Dominant and/or
‘Unifunctional, Bifunctional or Multifunctional:’ ’
Prairies 1961
—l ‘Primaryj Mfg. rade Trans. _Pefs.- [Const. i Admin.
SURURRSRUTO [ YK (o) | FORIN N Serva i :
' MANITOBA .
1. Brandon 22.1 28.2
I 2. Dauphin 24.5 19.1 |26.3
3. Flin Flon - Mining-
l ' 54.5
4. Lynn Lake ‘Mihing
' 73.1 .
5. Morden 20.7 20.5 20..9
' 6. Neepawa 25.6 25.7.
7. Portage La Prairie 272 - .20.6
. 8. Selkirk 25.7 1308
9. Steinbach 25.8 23.8
. 10. Swan River. 25.1 25_.,4 1 '; ,
11. The Pas . 26.9 29.8
' 12. Thompson Mining
54.4 - : _ .
. 13. Virden 7 19.6 27.1 - §
14. Winkler 21.0 | 23.4 20.6 4
l 15. Winnipeg .
' TOTAL
SASKATCHEWAN |
' 16. Assiniboia 26.3 . | 129.4
l 17. Biggar 0 33.2 §23.4 :
- 18. Canora 34.7
' 19. Esterhazy Mining L
19.0 , ) "A25'6‘
20. Estevan 21.0 a4.s
l 21. Humboldt 25.6 ) 2‘9.1 :
I 22. Kamsack 19.9 {25.6 | . |
23. [Kindersley 24.2 26.3 -
. 24. Lloydminster 25.6 | 27.5
25. Meadow Lake 23.3 28.8 |
l 26. Melfort 25.7 32.4 )
l 27. Melville ] 28.2
..3,
| |
ot
e
i |
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TABLE VIII.l (Cont'd) | - 852

Primary Mfg. fade - Trans. Pérs; Const. Admin.
OUURUUITIT [ Y o) || IR Serva
SASKATCHEWAN (Cont'd) ~
28. Moose Jaw ' 19.2 . 28.7
29. Nipawin ' ] 23.6 : 23.4
30. North Battleford ‘ 37.5
31. Prince Albert ’ 20.2 | 27.7 |
32. Regina
33. Rosetown | | ‘ 26.9 | 29.9
34. sdskatoon | | T 22.3 29.6
35. swift Current . _ 26.0 25.5
36. Tisdale 27.4 1 32.9
37. Weyburn | | '40.9
38. Yorkton o | 27.1 1 26.8 ;
TOTAL

ALBERTA
39. Barrhead A ' 25.2 29.5 ]
40. Brooks . . la23.8 27.3. ‘
41. Calgary
42. Camrose = | . 26.0 | 35.3
43. cardston | 21.0 | 31.5
44. Claresholm | » 20.2 32.0 _
45. Coaldale 16.9 16.0 { 22.1 16.4 ¢
46. Drayton Valley Mining {

36.1 |
47. Drumheller . | e 22.6 | 29.9
48. Edmonton : _ _ b
49. Edson | : 18.0 | 17.6 26.1
50. Fort McLeod - 20.5 30.3
51. Fort McMurray o ‘ . 36.4
52. Fort Saskatchewan , 42,7 p
53. Grande Prairie 133.2 34.1 j. : E
54. Hanna | . 1 24.0 24.0 24,1

h
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l " TABLE VIII.) (COﬁt"d‘) 853
i
) | 3
. rimary Mfg. [Trade Trans.| Pers. Const. Admin.
— S Com., 1. 8erV e ]
T ALBERTA (Cont'd) |
. 55. Hinton 37.4
56. Innisfail 22.8 ~ 25.3,
l 57. Lacombe 23.0 - 28.6
| 58. Leduc 19.5 . { 17.0 21.0.
. 59. Lethbridge 22.2 ; 25.2
l 24 Lloydminster h
60. Medicine Hat 19.3 118.4 20.2
l 61. Olds 24.3 26.6
62. Peace River 21.8 2‘8.1.
. 63. Pincher Creek ‘ 23.6 _-2[5;6-5
64. Ponoka 47.5 s
l 65. Red Deer 21.1 31.4 ;
I 66. Rocky Mountain Housg 18.2 20.9 | 20.5 .%
67. St. Albert 17.9 27,9
' 68. St. Paul 24.0 35.2
69. Stettler 27.1 30,1
l 70. Taber 2.8 25.3
' 71. Vegreville 25.7 33.8°
72. Vermillion 28.9 . 27.6
I 73. Wainwright | { 24.6 31.3
74. Westlock 26.1 34.9
I 75. Wetaskiwin 31.0 24.7
76. Whitecourt 15.3 | 18.8 | 21.3 15.3
l TOTAL
| |
|
g
1 |
|
l :
|
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" TABLE VIIT.2 854
Percent Distribution ovaajor Employment Categories which -
are-defined as either Dominant or Partially Dominant and/or
Unifunctional, Bifunctional or Multifunctional:
Quebec 1961 _ S
rimary| Mfg. [Frade Trans.|.Pers. |[Const. Admin.
RO [ I &0} 1 TN Sm”v._ :
QUEBEC
Alma 25.1 | 26.2
Amos .36.8
Arvida 52.6
Asbestos 38.7
Aylmer 22.6 31.7
Bagotville 25.5 | 16.2.
Baie—~Comeau 44.2 |
Beauharnois 40.0
B&cancour 79.1
Beloeil 29.0 18.9
Buckingham 36.6 23.0 j
Cap-de-la-Madeleine 45.7
Chambly - 28.9 20.1 N
Chibougamau 52.8 ‘
Chicoutimi 22.2 | 17.2 30.4
Chicoutimi N. 21.3 | 17.9
Coaticook 42.0
Cowansville 50.2
Dolbeau 27.0 | 19.2 26.3
Drummondville ©28.0 17}61 :
Drummondville S. 51.6
Farnham 40.6
Gatineau 38.8 -
Granby 50.9
Grand'Mere 45.3 |
‘Hauterive 1 21.0 26.1 ‘
Hull . .20.4 . 2344
Iberville .39.0 ). 0 o o
Joliette 27.2 30.2 :
Jonquigre 236.6 1 . Lo e
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QUEBEC (Cont'd)
Kénogami | 46.9
Lachute 37.5
Lac-Mégantig 30.0 21.8
La Tuque 42.6
Magog 55.0
Malartic 57.5
Maniwaki 20.0 | 18.2 ©20.8 i
Matane 19.5 . ZQL3.
Mont-Joli 2004 { 21.5 | 24.4 |
Mont-Laurier ..31.5 3
Montmagny 37.3 -
Montréal :
Noranda 42.5 .
Plessisville 44.9 o
Pointe-Gatineau 23.3 16.3 § 18.4
Port-Alfred 32.7
Québec _ ;
Rimouski i 35.0 1.
Rivi&re-du-Loup ;_31.0
Roberval % 41.7 X
Rouyn 24.6 22.5
Ste-Agathe | 39.9
St-Félicien 23.2 19.6
St-Georges 28.3 24.1
St.-Georges O. 27.5 24.8
St-Hyacinthe 36.4 ﬁ
St-Jean 38.5
St-Jérbme 39.7 5 
Ste-Thérése 34.3
Sept-Iles 21.1 16.4 x
:
|
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TR (X9 & e 111 Serva

QUEBEC | o
Shawinigan 42.7 21.3. . ‘
Shawinigan S. | 42.6 ‘
Sherbrooke 37.7 27.7 ‘
Sorel 41.3 1
Terrebonne 34.4
Thetford Mines 39.2 f
Tracy -53.1
Trois-Riviéres .33.6 19.6 ,
val-d'Or 30.2 22.0 |
Valleyfield 37.0 ;
Victoriaville 43.2 §
Windsor 53.0
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