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ABSTRACT

Sustainable Community Design and Subdivision in Calgary: Development Industry
Attitudes and Opinions Regarding the Sustainable Suburbs Study and Improved
Environmental Practices.

Murad Shivji
Supervisor: William T. Perks
March 1998

Prepared in Partial fulfillment of requirements of the M.E.Des. (Planning) Degree in the
Facuity of Environmental Design, The University of Calgary.

This study is a survey of the Land Development and Housing industry including land
developers, homebuilders, planning design consuitants, and other urban consultants about
issues related to urban sustainability, community and housing design, affordability,
environmental management, and technologies for improved environmental performance.
The total number of firms that responded was 66, including 12 out of 20 developers
registered with the Urban Development Institute, Caigary Chapter.

The Survey-Questionnaire addresses 6 major themes: The Calgary Sustainable Suburbs
Study (July 1995); innovation for housing and community design; consumer preferences and
choice; business practices and the environment; knowledge and state of awareness about
innovative projects for sustainable community design and; situation and challenges for
affordability and improving it

The study also reviews and discussaes in reiation to the Urban Delivery System in general,
and Caigary in particular, the need for aitemative site development and infrastructure
standards, barriers and constraints to innovation, consumer receptivity and market testing
for sustainability choices.

The Study conciudes with a set of observations about the Delivery System and interactions
among the key industry piayers, strategies for diffusing innovations for sustainable housing
and community design, principles for improving municipal policy and regulations, and
industry commitment for improved environmental performance.

Key Words: Sustainable Urban Development, Community Planning, Subdivision,
Sustainable Community Design, Urban Environmental Management, City Planning,
Urban Development Standards, Infrastructure, Municipal Policy, Development
Industry, Affordable Housing, Consumer Preferences, Innovation for Sustainable
Housing and Community Design.



introduction

it may not be exaggerated to say that Sustainable Development — and i#s companion theme,
ecological planning and design - is bringing about a paradigm shift in municipal planning and
deveiopment management. In 19985, the City of Caigary made a substantial policy shift with the
introduction of comprehensive sustainability policies and community design guidelines. Reaction to
this change by the industry has not been altogether favorable; or at best, it has been qualified with
skepticism, and reservations. How far this has penetrated the private sector deveiopment industry is,
however, an open question.

This Master's Degree project therefore, attempts to research the positioning and the attitudes of the
Caigary development-homebuilding industry on a wide range of theory and practice factors pertinent
to Sustainable Development.

The application of the concept of Sustainabtie Deveiopment (SD) to the practice of Urban Planning
has been a much-debated issue. Academics, govemments, and practitioners have adopted the term
and applied it variously to *public policy”, “theory” and “practice”- sometimes without senous scrutiny.
For those who subscribe to the concept, the practice of it proves difficult in a number of important
respects and arduously chailenging, especially when it comes to defining, prescribing, or measunng
the sustainability performance of the planning-design product or outcome; and, especiaily, those
deveiopment practices described as being “more sustainable® than the conventional.

At its inception, circa 1988, SD expressed a thesis and a conceptual framework for reconciling
consumption with conservation, environmental stewardship with the exploitation of renewable and
non-renewable resources, quality of life with poverty and disparity, and competition with cooperation.
However, SD was ailso a socio-economic-environmental - and thereby planning thesis that needed
further explication and definition if it was going to be effectively applied at the macro or micro scales
of urban development. The ramifications of SD for urban planning-design-development practice are
still being worked out; and pilot projects and public programs (most particularly in Europe) have
begun to temper and shape the thesis into practicable foorm. Within the field of Residential
Community Planning and Design, significant attempts have been made by designers and academics,
and municipal planning practitioners and builders to define, operationalize, and apply the concept,
and to assess the ‘practicabilities’ and ‘possibilities’. (e.g. van der Ryn and Caithorpe, 1888; Perks
and Van Viiet 1993, Perks and Wilton-Clark 19968, Wackemagel & Rees, 1998, Grant, Joudrey, and
Manuel, 1993,1996; Todd and Todd 1994; Rees and Roseland, 1991; Friedman 1993, 1994).
Today, a decade after the Brundtiand Commission publication, we are much better positioned to
reasonably and comparatively assess the sustainability merits of a particular development project, an



urban design, or a community plan. (See for axample, websites: Sustainable Community Design;
Habitat Best Practices; ICLElI Case Studies) However, a full application and extensive adoption of
sustaingbility principies and performance criteria by industry — the land development and housing
industry, and the planning and design consultants who work for development companies - still
remains a challenge and something of an under-exploited opportunity; the reasons for which are
many and rather scarcely researched.

Generally speaking, Canadian development corporations and related manufacturers remain at worst
indifferent and antithetical, or at best, unconvinced. The ostensibie reasons for this appear to be:

e profits take precedence over the particular social issues and the concems for
environment; and ecology that figure in SD;

e lack of education and awareness about environmental issues, and ecological science
and “design®;

e poor communication and cooperation between academics, govemments and the
industry about sustainability;

« benefits of improved environmental performance and sustainability practices are usually
measured in non-monetary temms, while costs of doing business and delays in
regulatory process are quantified in monetary temms;

o the lack of connectedness of the notion of sustainable development with specific
business operations and practices (i.e. not framing sustainable development issues
specifically within the context of particular business operations and practices);

o 3 positioning of public/consumer commitment to sustainability practices as preferential to
business-as-usual has not been convincingly argued or forcefully demonstrated; and

¢ an immature state of investment in, and development of, innovation and market research
in the Canadian housing delivery system about sustainability choices, and practice
altematives.

One has to search widely across many subject areas of planning practice, empirical research and
theory, housing design, infrastructure and housing technology, environment, etc., etc., to establish a
confimation or refutation of these commonly-expressed reasons. The task is large, a subject for
Ph.D. research! My (extensive) literature search on these myriad considerations indicates there is as

yet no singie work that encompasses them.

Further, & is important to note there is available only a slim repertory of studies that probe industry
perceptions or positions on the matter of Sustainable Deveiopment/Sustainability in the wrban
deveiopment context. For example, the American Urban Land Institute is only now in the process of



bringing forward a ‘position’ document. (I have been privileged to see an outline of it.) My study
sttempts to probe the “industry side® of the question.

For practical reasons, the range of issues/questions | investigate do not exhaustively match the
‘reasons’ cited above. Second, the primary research is confined to Calgary; aithough my study does
report and comment on the broader context and situations.

Purposes of the Master’s Degree project

My purposes are to investigate the concept of Sustainable Urban Development as it applies to the
planning, designing and building (construction) of residentisi communities in Caigary; and to examine
and comment on the situation and challenges faced by this industry as it moves in the direction of
sustainability. More specifically:

1. Yo identify key sustainability issues and challenges, and the responses to these by the housing
and residential community delivery system in Caigary.

2. To evaluate the cument situation and state of affairs of industry agents with regard to
environmental performance and sustainability practices.

3. To gauge the opinions and knowledge of various industry fitns involved in the planning,
designing and development of residential communities in Caigary about various technology,
affordability, and sustainability issues; and to assess the extent of practices regarding these
aspects.

4. To critically discuss the City’'s Sustainable Suburds Policies in light of the industry perceptions
and practices, and to comment on the propensity for success of these policies.

5. Draw some conclusions about the situation and prospects of urban sustainability practices in
Calgary, with specific reference to the Sustainable Suburts Study policies and design criteria.

Methodology

The research proceeded in three phases: a Iiterature review of key SD concepts and issues related to
urban planning and residential community design, and housing; carrying out key informant interviews
with represantatives from the Caigary land development and housing industry, and; conducting a
survey questionnaire to 119 Calgary firms, including land developers, homebuiiders, and planning
consuitants such as architects, community planners, and engineers.



Literature Review

The iterature review served two main purposes: 1) To gain a detailed understanding of the issues
and concepts and technologies related to sustainable development; and 2) gain an understanding
about the interactions between delivery system asgents (Jand deveiopers, homebuilders, urban
planning consuitants, etc.) generaily, and with specific reference to the situation in Cailgary. Key
sources of information included municipal govemment publications and City of Calgary Planning
Policies and Regulations, research publications from the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation
(CMHC), books, and trade and professional journal publications related 1o land development, housing
design and technologies, infrastructure systems, design and performance standards, and the design
of communities and subdivisions.

Key word searches included the following terms and concepts: Sustainable Urban Development,
Sustainable Housing, Residential Community Design, City Planning, Environmental Management,
Urban Planning, Urban Intensification, Urban Villages, New Urbanism, Sustainable Development,
Municipal Planning, Development Standards, Subdivision Planning. Some 400 publications, research
reports, and govemment documents were reviewed.

Key Informant Interviews

in Phase 2, Key Informant Interviews (Kil's) were conducted in the winter of 1898. Eight individuals
from the land deveiopment and housing industry in Caigary were visited. We discussed the issues
related to the delivery of housing and residential communities from the perspective of the industry.
The interviews helped to identify key phases in the production of housing and land development that
form part of the regulatory and approvals process in Caigary. They further identified key forces and
factors of production - both regulatory and housing markets - which drive the industry and shape the
particular practices of planning, designing and building of communities in Caigary. And, from the
interviews, certain lines of enquiry for the survey design were developed.

A summary of the interviews appears in Chapter 1.

Survey Questionnaire

The design of the Survey Questionnaire went through several drafts and informal testing of question
formulations, purposes, etc. with Professors William Perks, Harrie Vredenburg and Dixon Thompson.



R was distributed by hand in July 1997 to some 119 senior land development managers,
homebuilders, and consultants in the Caigary delivery-system, and preceded by a phone call
introduction/solicitation to each of the participants.

The survey was carried out with the cooperation and sponsorship of the Urban Development Institute
(UDI) and the City of Caigary Planning and Building Department. The Caigary Home Builders
Associgtion (CHBA) also provided endorsement.

The questionnaire elicited input from the development industry in Caigary about a number of policy,
technology, market research and innovations that are emerging arcund “environment®, “sustainability”
and “affordability”. It is organized into five areas of enquiry:

1. Sustainable Suburbs — The City of Caigary Policy and dialogue process leading
uptoit.

Innovation in the Housing and Deveiopment Industry

The Market: Consumer Preferences for Sustainability Features

Business Practices and the Environment

Innovative Projects for Sustainable Community Design (Innovation in the Calgary
Industry and their state of knowiedge and awareness of SD practices,
technologies, etc.)

LY Y

In total, 145 questions were addressed to 5 types of firms. The first five questions (subdivided into 29
sub-questions) gauge the perceptions of industry agents about the various goais and objectives of the
five main policy areas covered in the Suburbs Study. The policies were reprinted in the
questionnaire. Respondents indicated their levei of agreement of disagreement for 3 series of
propositions about the likely success of the various sustainability policies in achieving consumer
behavioral changes, immproved environmental quality and performance, resources conservation, cost-
efficiencies and improved affordability, consumer satisfactions, and market advantages. Questions
were formulated so that responses couid be compared between policies that have similar objectives
(e.g., cost efficiency, affordability, and community design); and so that the perceptions of various
industry agents about the effectiveness of sach policy couid be determined.

The extensiveness of the survey reflects the scope and reach of the City’s policy document.
Whereass it may have been expedient to collapse the first 29 questions into 5 to 7 main questions, this
would not have provided very useful or meaningful results. The policies are not simply broad
nomative goal statements; they are broken out into very specific planning practice and urban design
stipulations. Therefore, a more complete understanding about the industry’s receptivity and
propensity for adopting sustainability practices, is contingent on a8 thorough investigation of the
particular aspects of sustainability, as they are operationalized by the Study. Equally important was
to be able to report to the municipal administration, which specifics of their policy and guidefines were



favorably or unfavorably regarded, optimistically or pessimistically received, etc. Similarly with the
question of the respondents’ familiarity with up-to-date technologies and research infornation that are
factors in innovation — one cannot get a meaningful appreciation of the position of the respondents
without testing’ their awareness against some minimum list of the more relevant projects and works.

See Appendices | and [i for the full questionnaire and the findings, respectively. Question by question
findings and analyses are variously presented in Chapters 1 to 5.

Firms selected for the survey questionnaire came from membership lists obtained from the two major
industry associations - the Urban Development Institute (UDI) and the Caigary Home Builders
Association (CHBA) — and from the Yellow Pages. The UDI list consisted of two sub-lists - one for
“land deveioper" members, the other for “urban planning consultants®. The CHBA fist also consisted
of two sub-lists - one indicating “land developer” firms and the other listing “home builders". Further,
planning consultants who do not appear on the UDI list were supplemented by selections from the
Urban and Regional Planning consuitants listed in the Yellow Pages.

RE 1: Rl F N
UDI LIST: CHBA UIST:
Land Deveiopers & Urban Consuitants Land Deveiopers & Homebuilders
UDI CONSULTANTS

YELLOW PAGES LIST:
Urban and Regional Planners

All of the land developers on the UDI Membership list were selected. The consultants on this list
were categorized by UD! as being either surveyors, engineers, architects, land planners, geo-
technical and transportation engineers/planners; only those who do land use planning, subdivision,
and community design were invited to participate. An overlap existed between the UDI and CHBA
developer lists. Thirteen developers are members of both UDI and CHBA and, therefore, appear on
both lists; only those Land developer firms not aiready included on the UDI list were seiected to
participate from CHBA. From the CHBA “home builders® list, firms operating outside of Caigary and



those that specialize in custom-built homes were eliminated; from those remaining, every second firm
was selected and invited to participate.

EIQURE 2: SURVEY SAMPLE AND RESPONSE RATES
Sampie Group Sampie Size = | Number of Response
n Respondents Rate (%)
UD! Land Deveicpers 20 12 80%
CHBA Land Deveiopers 13 8 46%
CHBA Home Builders 48 20 42%
Community Planners pr) 18 82%
Other Urban Consultants 18 10 83%
Total 119 68 55%

Altogether, 119 surveys were distributed. Foilow-up phone calls and reminders for questionnaire
retums were made over the period August 1% to September 31, 1997. Retums were accepted until
October 15”, 1897. Sixty-six (66) questionnaires were retumed; they are categorized into 5 groups,
per figure 1. The respondents inciuded representatives from land development, homebuilding,
architectural, engineering, and community planning firms in Caigary. An overail response rate of 55%
was reglized (Figure 2). Only 8 of the major land deveiopment fims declined; thus the survey
captures rather weil the more influential or lead players in the Caigary industry. Among the
homebuilders (i.e. the two CHBA groups), 28 out of 81 responded; this representation reflects the
general invoivement and participation, and relative degrees of power exercised by homebuilders in
the formative processes of the Deiivery System. The rate of response by the Community Planners
reflects their attentiveness to the City’s sustainability posture and is evidence of the seriousness with
which sustainabie development practices are received in that sector.

MDP Outline

Although the respondents were grouped into 5 categories, the data tables incdluded in this document
only include the first 4 groups. Responses for the last group - Other Consuitants - are not reported
in the document but can be found in Appendix I, and they are induded in the discussion where
relevant. The 5™ group does not piay as significant a role in the Residential Delivery System as the
first 4, and it contains a mix of urban consultants each too small in number to isolate. Grouped
together, the Other Urban Consuitants provide a set of opinions that can be compared or contrasted
with the first 4 groups.



Chapter 1: Residential Community Planning and Sustainabie Urban Development

The first chapter provides a general context of sustainable urban development and introduces the
reader to the Housing and Community Delivery System in Caigary. The roles and interactions among
Delivery System agents are discussed. Findings from the key informant interviews and further
questions for investigation are aiso presented.

Chapter 2: Sustainable Community Design and Development in Calgary

The second chapter discusses the results from Survey questions 1a, 1¢, 2¢, 3d, 4b, 4c, 6, 7, 7a, 13,
14, 15, 15a, 16, 18a, and 17. It includes a discussion about the Round Table process and industry
perceptions about the adequacies and inadequacies of processes leading to, and prescribed by the
study document. This chapter aiso discusses the role of municipal planning regulations and their
impacts on affordability and sustainability in residential community design.

Chapter 3: Innovation for Affordability, Sustainability, and Resources Conservation

The third chapter discusses the role of innovation for sustainable community design and housing in
the urban development context. In this context, findings for Survey questions 1a, 1d, 2a, 2b, 2d, 3I,
4d, Se, 18, 19, 18a, 20, 20a, 22, 27, and 28 are aiso reported and discussed. This chapter aiso
discusses the specific constraints to innovation within the Caigary Delivery System, and examines
organizational practices and research and development activities of industry firns. Perceptions about
the design changes expected from implementation of the policies are aiso discussed.

Chapter 4: Housing and Community Affordability and Consumer Preferences

This chapter examines the current situation and industry positioning with regards to affordability.
Findings from Survey questions 2d, 3a, 3¢-3h, 4a, 5f, 8, 9, 10, 10a, 11, 12, 12a, and 23 are presented
and reviewed in this chapter. Strategies for improving affordability and sustainability within the
Caigary context are also discussed. The finaf section of this chapter discusses the role of market
studies research and for gauging consumer preferences, and suggests an altemative, ‘conjoint
analysis’ mode! for measuring consumer receptivity for affordability and sustainability features in
residential community design and housing.



Chapter 5: Development Industry Practices and Corporate Environmental
Management

The fifth chapter does exactly what its title suggests. It examines the present situation regarding
corporate environmental management practices within the land development-housing industry.
Findings from Survey questions 5, 24, 24a, and 25 are aiso reviewed and discussed. These
questions sought to ‘test’ the industry’s awareness, knowiedge, and familiarity with environmental
management tools and find out to what extent such practices are evident in the day-to-day operations
of this particular industry.

Chapter 6: Conclusion -~ Propensity for Change and Sustainability Merits of the
Sustainable Suburbs Study

The final chapter summarizes the findings from the Survey questionnaire and discusses the
propensity for implementation of the sustainability policies in the Study. It aiso provides an overview
of the present situation of sustainability and affordabiiity practices in Caigary. In light of the present
situation, the Sustainable Suburbs Study policies are assessed and municipal initiatives are aiso
discussed. This chapter concludes that, although some opportunities for innovations for improving
sustainability and affordability are evident in Caigary (sufficient support exists among industry firms
and certainly within the Planning Department), these are limited in scope, and constrained by a
variety of factors including an inconsistent commitment to innovations on all three sustainability
fronts: ecologicat-environmental preservation, social equitability, and economic deveiopment.
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Chapter 1: Residential Community Planning and Sustainable Urban
Development

The concept of urban sustainability — or SO in the context of urban development — has become a
significant factor in pianning residential communities in most if not a# major Canadian municipalities.’
Msny municipal govemments are experiencing a fiscal crunch; grants from provincial govemments
are reduced; and senior levels of government are pressing for fiscal reforrn and greater efficiency in
municipal spending. Another factor - though perhaps less compeiling to municipal politicians — is the
sisadily growing attention given to environmental impacts of the urban-industrial economy. ARhough
there is growing awareness at the general societal level about adverse environmental impacts and a
planet-wide depletion of natural resources, the conventional wisdom of govemments and industrialists
is that consumption cannot be amrested or radically re-pattemed. Thus, the approach has been to
adopt a concept that tries to reconcile profligate consumption with limits to growth; such is, according
to a number of critical analysts, the sssence - and paradoxical challenge - of Sustainable
Development. (McKibben, 19889; Caimcross, 1991; Commoner, 1992; Jackson, 1996; Rees and
Wackemagel 1998; Athanasiou, 1996)

Sustainable Development (SD) is neither a methodology nor a complete prescription for doing things
nght. Rather, SD is operationalized as a set of principles and criteria for producing more ecologically
benign developments, incorporating an ethic of environmental stewardship and conservation of
resources, incorporating inter-generationai social responsibiity and equitability into economic
deveiopment, and ensuring that the benefits of growth and consumption are to be more equitably
distributed.  Further, meaningful and more democratic participation of local communities in
deveiopment decisions is aiso called for. All of these conditions are required so that the earth’s
resources and ecosystems, and its human and animai populations survive our appropriation of
resources — so that we sustain the carmying capacity of planet earth. (Brundtiand, 1987; Canada
Green Plan; 1889; Perks, 1993; Canadian institute of Planners, 1880; Rees and Wackemagel, 1996)

Canadian govemments generally, have responded to the chailenges of SD by adopting policies and
programs. The Green Plan and subsequent sectoral policies and programs at the national level and
provincial round tables were formed, and have produced policy, legislative and administrative
positions and programs. Municipal govemments have also formulated sustainability policies; but to
date the operationalization of these have not produced the kinds of dramatic changes in urban
development that researchers and theorists seem {0 expect of Sustainable Deveiopment “in action”.
(See for example, van der Ryn and Cowan 1996; Wackemage! and Rees 1996; Wann 1996; Perks
and Wilton-Clark 1996)
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One of the most significant agents (in terms of s widespread social, economic, and ecological
impacts) operating in Canadian dities is the iand development and housing industry. The industry has
a highly influential, if not dominant role in the planning and subdivision of “green fieid" sites, and for
the construction and marketing of housing. More importantly, the industry is responsible for the
planning, designing, and building of residential communities in Canada — corporate activities that
variously include constructing roads and street networks, installing services and amentties,
determining the types and prices of housing, establishing parks and civic places for social interaction;
allocating the places where we live, travel, interact with our neighbors, and where chiidren piay and
go to school. Ail of this is determined in all essential respects by a small, yet consequential industry.
Generally speaking, over the past three decades, the universal trend in deregulation has positioned
the industry and *market forces® to assume a dominant position in the partnership and regulatory
environment shared between the municipality and the industry.

Against this background, and beginning in the eary 1890’s, municipal govemments began
considering, and in some places instituting planning policies and reguiation more consistent with the
concept of SD — or “sustainability®; policies and practices which seek to increase affordability of
services as well as housing and infrastructure, conservation of resources, stewardship of natura
resources, improved environmental performance, and greater social responsibility. The City of
Caigary, for exampie, produced the Sustainable Suburds Study (July, 1995), a policy document that
operationalizes Sustainabie Community and, importantly, sets out design guidelines and performance
criteria for more sustainable communities. This award-winning policy documnent is aimed at changing
substantially the practices in land deveiopment and housing delivery and in affordability anc
equitability of community environments and services.

1.1 The Development Process and Building Residential Communities

Planning-designing-building of residential communities involves a complex set of socio-political anc
technoiogical processes, practices, public policies, normative goals, and consumer behaviour anc
marketing strategies that engage multipie agents in the public and private sectors, and to an extent
citizen groups. At the same time, muttiple municipa/ departments and agencies participate in the
formulation, application and monitoring of regulatory codes and guidelines, and in the administratior
of procedures that accompany the subdivision-through-construction phases of development projects
Municipal departments set the development standards, establish minimum site servicinc
requirements, and adjudicate and approve plan proposals and development conditions. Regarding
housing, on the other hand, they exercise little or no prescriptive or reguiatory or design controls
And in most jurisdictions ‘social housing' programs have all but been abandoned.
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The private sector agents include various wban consultants - engineers, land use planners and
srchitects, and iand developers, hornebuilders, construction firms and sub-trades that together bring a
project to fruition. One more - though often relegated ~ agent is the cansumer or end-user who
seeks housing and community-iife-fulfilling services and satisfactions. Consumers play no role in the
critical, earty-planning and community design phase of deveiopment. They are significant only to the
axtent that they can indicate their “preferences”; that is mainly through purchasing behavior and their
responses to market studies (and, with even iesser significance, through the political process). But
predictions sbout the consumer's choices and preferences, and the propensity for changes in
consumer behavior, are commonly based upan the history of choices the consumer has aiready
made. Generally speaking, the industry responds to consumer preferences in a conservative, low-
fisk fashion by comtinuing practices and product design and marketing strategies that have
succeeded in the recent past. (Perks and Wilton-Clark, 1996; Stermthal, 1995) This approach to
gauging preferences, however, lacks anticipatory zeal and tends to restrain the introduction of
innovations in both housing and residential community design. Moreover, it is arguabie that from an
affordability and sustainability standpoint, the ‘history’ of choices is rather narrow in scope. In other
respects, the consumer is rarely if ever a participant in the front-end planning and design of the
“residential product®; and thus, the consumer's propensity or willingness to seek out or accept
innovative product, be it house or community-setting, is not accounted for — or sought out - by either
industry or municipal market research (Perks and Wilton-Clark, 1996). Indeed. municipaiities do not
practice housing research of any reievant significance to the issue of preferences and choice.

1.2 The Housing and Community Delivery System

The agents responsibie for planning, building, and servicing residential communities - municipal
departments and agencies, land developers, homebuilders, planning, architecture and other urban
consultants, construction firms and sub-trades - together form what is referred to as the Defivery
Systemn. It operates with various intensities or force of interaction between the agents, depending on
the nature, scope and complexity of development projects. It is governed by formal procedures and
the (customary) play of political relstions and power distribution between the municipaiity and the
local industry. Informal procedures and negotiating processes can be equally important as the
formal. To generalize: from the perspective of both the municipality and the industry agents, the
system functions so &s to: ) optimize industry profitability consistent with the need for public
reguiation; 2) minimize costs, risks and liabilities; 3) accommodate sectoral interests and community
concems; and 4) offer superior quality of life and environmental protection to the City's residents. A
brief examination of the Calgary delivery system and discussion about these agents, their roles and
interests, and the outcomes of their interactions follows.
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1.2.1 Municipal Agents
The municipality formulates poiicies and administers the formalized and informal (negotiative)

reguiations and procedures that flow from them. The singularly most important of these is Land Use;
not entirely in by-law, prescriptive form. Transportation policy and capital programming are, in the
main, wedded with Land Use plans. The municipal-administrative role is essentially: 1) development
approval, 2) establishing minimum standards and regulations for the industry to follow, 3) establishing
development agreements with the industry that sets out the terms and pace and location of building
projects from one year to the next, and the respective shares of the municipaiity and developers in
capital infrastructure investments; 4) coordinate and/or deiiver the various public services that will be
needed in the project (community) area; and 5) setting fees and levies to be collected from
developers and homebuilders for the number of units (houses, acres) invoived in a project proposal’.

The reguiatory instruments used by municipal authorities broadly include: deveiopment control
standards, building standards, zoning bylaws, site-servicing and site-planning standards, and land
development and building approval processes (Energy Pathways, 1961:5). Depending on the
location, scale, scope and complexity of the given project, upwards of two or three years may be
necessary {0 abtain a construction go-ahead.

Although the municipality is not directly responsible for the processing of raw land for infrastructure
emplacement, or for the planning and designing of residential communities, they exercise a
considerable degree of control - through land use designation and subdivision - on the overall form
and organization of the residential community product. The costs of these development approval
‘events’ are factored into the purchase price of each housing unit built. Thus, costs to the developer
that arise due to processing delays (costs of borrowed money and direct costs in satisfying approvals
protocols), due to “gold-plated” site development and engineering standards, and to 'excesses’ in site
servicing requirements, are forwarded 1o the consumer. These have to be amortized by the
consumer along with the other capital costs of the home (and community).

1.2.2 The Industry Agents

in the Calgary delivery system the land development-homebuilding industry is the paramount agent in
the planning of communities and the allocation of housing diversity, by type and spatial distribution.
Land developer firns are responsible for the purchase of land, subdivision, community planning,
instaliation of infrastructure, marketing of the community, and sale of housing.’ However, these
responsibilities are divided among the various professions and subtrades: planners, architects,
engineers, homebuilders (framers, drywall installers, etc.). Only a handful of firms - probably 5 — are
sufficiently large so as to control most (.e. planning, subdivision, servicing, construction, marketing,
and sales), if not aff the factors. The degree of influence exercised by the various firns is therefore
contingent upon their type, size, and range of activity. The industry in Calgary is comprised of firms
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specialized in various sctivities and sizes range from 1 to 140 empioyees.! Only three of the major
Caigary development firns are integrated, through land assembly and pianning to housing

construction.

A deveioper is responsibie for the front-end planning and designing of communities, and the servicing
and emplacement of infrastructure, while homebuiiders generaily provide the designs and undertake
construction of housing. The subdivision executed by a deveioper predetermines the overall form
and finite property layouts of the community, and the compasition of housing types - very often
inciuding basic 'architectural controls’. This specialization of activity and developer control has
become one of the most significant factors dissociating the end-user from the front-end planning and
the organization and design of the community. Also, it is one of the important inhibitors to innovations
in both community and housing design for improved sustainability performance.

1.2.3 The Standard Development Agreement

Residential housing delivery in Caigary is essentially the product of a ‘marriage” between the
municipal authority and the land development-housing industry. Each year, the municipality and the
industry negotiate a Standard Deveiopment Agreemert (City of Calgary, June 23%, 19897). This
document outlines the various infrastructure emplacement responsibiiities and timing and the
attendant cost sharing agreements between the public and private agencies; it is a contract which
speils out the legal responsibilities and activities carried out by each party. For exampie, developers
are respansible for “on-site” servicing costs within the subdivision area including: all streets up to a
collector standard, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, fencing, street-iighting, sound attenuation fencing,
landscaping of boulevards, and tot lots, as well as local water and sewer distribution. In the case of
electrical power, developers pay the difference between overhead and underground distribution
costs. The City establishes the standards for all of these services. The costs of ‘off-site® services
including sewer and water distribution systems and access roadways up 10 a collector standard are
shared through the municipai tax base® and development charges ~ various levies, fees, and acreage

assessments. (City of Caigary, 1964)

Ownership of the subdivision is transferred to the City after a maintenance period, nommally one or
two years. The municipality assumes responsibility for 8 wide range of costs of utilities, transportation
and transit, parks and recreation, and an amay of supporting community faciiities and services. The
power of the municipality to introducs additional development charges or servicing requirements are
fimited by the Planning Act. Additional servicing requirements/contributions must be negotiated with
and agreed to by the developer. However, Council can leverage power by approving Land Use
redesignations and restrict or deiay development. (City of Caigary, 1994)
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1.3 The Sustainable Suburbs Study and Policy Outcomes

1.3.1 The Round Tabie Process

In June 1895, the City of Caigary adopted as a policy document the Susfainable Suburbs Study. It
identifies key economic, environmental and social issues that can be improved upon in the planning-
designing-building of residential communities in Caigary. The study was caried out under the
guidance of a “Round Tabie on Sustsinable Community Development™ made up of representatives
invoived in the planning, designing and development of suburban communities (Report to the Caigary
Planning Cornmission, June 14, 1985:3). Representatives were selected primarily from the Urban
Development institute, the Caigary Home Builders' Associgtion, the Public and Separate School
boards, the Federation of Caigary Communities, the Alberta Association of Architects, the Alberta
Association of the Canadian Institute of Planners, and two experts from the University of Caigary. in
addition, all of the key municipal departments were represented and/or invited to make presentations
at various stages. The representative character of a Round Table process are usually important
factors in the ‘outcomes’, hence questions are addressed 1o this in the present Survey.

1.3.2 Objectives and Design Principles of the Policy

The main reasons for the study were to impiement the objeclives of the Calgary Transportation Plan
(1995 May 29); control the costs of growth; provide a better variety of housing and services in new
communities; and help achieve the City’s Environmental Policy, Principles and Goals (1994). The
many specifics of these referred objectives appear in the Sustainable Suburts Study policy, and are
variously discussed in Chapters 2, 3 and 4.

The policies clearly articuiate the principies of New Urbanism or Neo-traditional Planning. (For a
review of these and an appreciation of the communities designed in this fashion, see Home from
Nowhere by James Howard Kunstler, 1996, The New Urbanism by Peter Katz, 1984, and Towns and
Town-Making Principles by Andres Duany and Elizabeth Piater-Zyberk, 1981.)

According to the Study, “the concept for a more sustainable community works best” when applied to a
community of about pius or minus 12,000 people. Ten major plan/design eiements are prescribed:

1. A focal point and recognizable boundaries and entrances that give the
community a distinct identity.

2. A public activity centre, offering a variety of goods and services sufficient to meet
people’s daily needs
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3. A mixture of residential, public and commercial uses at and near the activity
centre.

4. Parks, schools and shops within a comfortable walking distance of homes.

5. Safe, pedestrian and cydiist-fiendly streets providing direct connections from
homes to community and transit facilities.

8. A wide choice of housing types and costs to meet a variety of househoid types
and lifestyles.

7. Arange of local employment services.

8. An efficient and effective public transit system that provides a viable opticn to the
car, especially for the joumney to work.

9. Protected natural areas and s variety of linked open spaces offering a choice of
activities, connected where possibie to the regional open space system.

10. Connections to the regional pathway system providing a safe transportation and
recreation option for pedestrians and cyclists.

The Study recommends that further actions be undertaken in consulitation with the development
industry:

a) Deveicp new street design standards

b) Develop a city-wide policy on affordable housing

¢) Develop indicators of Sustainability

d) Review other requirements, standards and practices.

e) Explore opportunities for new approaches to planning and managing
communities, such as community-based financing of community facilities.

Altogether, there are 28 policies, organized into five issue-areas. In summary:

1. Community Centres and Neighborhood Nodes

Each communily must have a community/public activily centre and neighborhood nodes and
must encourage pedestrian and bicycle access and transi use.

2. Schoois and Open Space

Exsting natural systems must be integrated into new communities and buit open space must
be located, sized and configured to create piaces that are functional, safe, lexible and form a
dnked open space system. Joint/shared use sites shouid be located in proximity fo the
communily centre or neighborhood nodes, on the trans# route and ciose fo daycare and other
services.
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3. Housing

New communities must be capable of achieving 8 minimum densily of 7 upa; and provide a
wide choice of housing types, provide adequate choice of affordable housing, and focus
multi-farnily housing near community centres, neighborhood nodes, recreational areas, other
public amenities, and be ciose to transit stops.

4. Transportation

The transit system must be integrated into the community design and be a key component of
the communily centre, neighborhood nodes and other communily focal points. New street
design standards must be developed to meet the needs of pedestrians, cyciists, and transit
users. Connector (grid pattemn) versus collector roadway networks should be considered.

8. Environmental issues

Builders are asked to: ensure that sil new buildings are audited for construction; use recycled
materials in the construction of new buildings when supplies are available, existing standards
sllow; equip afl buildings in new communities with bins for sorting recyclable dry waste and to
locate a permanent composter on site; design, locate and construct all buildings in new
communities with the objective of reducing energy consumption. All homes should have
water meters and manufactured water-saving fixtures.

For each of the policies, the Study outlines the *Public benefit intended”, *Acceptable Performance”,
and “Design Guideiines®. These can be found in table 1 of Appendix Ill.

1.4 Key Informant Interviews

in phase two of the present Project, key informant interviews (Klls) were undertaken with
representatives from the land deveiopment and housing industry during October-November 1996.
The purpose was to undertake a situational analysis and to investigate key sustainability issues
significant to the operations of the Calgary delivery system. The Klis each lasted about sixty minutes;
interviewees were asked three questions:

1. "What is your firm doing about sustainable development?® ‘How is the
development industry addressing sustainability?

2. “Whnat are the key forces driving sustainability initiatives in the industry?®

3. “What specific innovations or initiatives have you introduced to address
sustainabiiity?”

1.4.1 Interview Findings

All of the interviewees had participated either throughout or occasionally in the Round Table; not
surprisingly, they made reference to the Sustainable Suburds policy to frame their responses. The
salient comments, concems and issues raised by these are now summarized.
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1.4.1.1 Definition/Operationalization of Sustainability

1. There is concemn over the definition and applicability of sustainabiilty in the urban development
context. One respondent suggested that the definition of sustainable community in the Suburbs
poficy document is inadequate, as sustainabillly is limited to certain design criteria:

{ take & broader more systems approach than the Sustainable Suburbs policy...all that can
be impiemented in that [policy] are things like the town center, where we have some more
local commercial at the centre...

Ancther respondent argued,

Youll never be able to take a community that's deveioped under the Sustainable Suburbs
report and say you can have it run on is own and function on its own because: (a) the City
insists that the sewage, and rightfully so, go into their treatment plant and (b) they insist on
the water coming from their piant, and rightfully so. Electricity is the same thing. So nght
off the bat, they're offside with a true [compiete] definition of sustainability.

2. The Sustainable Suburbs Study policies and guidefines have become synonymous with certain
design-change requirements such as rear lanes, front porches and elimination of the double front-
drive garage. These and other features' have seemingly become the sole preoccupation of
those who dispute the policies/guidelines and the rationale forthem. Some interviewees perceive
that municipal planners have de-emphasized more important considerations and placed too much
weight on ‘design’ considerations like ‘community character, feel', etc.

Planners who have had a ot to do with this particular agenda have focussed way oo much
attention on the Built Form. What does the street lock like, how cute are the porches on the
house, all of those things. Is neo-traditional planning the answer? - No! Thers are no
simpée, precise solutions and answers to any of this issue.

They would like to get rid of the front drive garages. But that's a market decision. The
market wants front drive garages. It’s not us that's driving those decisions. So we told the
planning departrent look, forget that. The front drive garage is here to stay as long as the
market says it is.

3. The Sustainable Suburbs Study was developed according to the principles of New Urbanism or
Neo-Traditional community design. Most developers argue that the Neo-Traditional approach will
not “seil”. consumers are not willing to buy into this concept; consumers are conservative and will
purchase a product which they regard as being the most secure investment:

Neo-traditional pianning and design is not a panacea for ~ and has nothing to do with —
sustainable urban Calgary. It's just one way of dealing with some of the things that pecple
have suggested they would like to have. People are funny. Pecple always say, community
of people, they say ‘oh our neighborhood is too unfriendly, we never see our peopie on the
street anymore, we don't have that sense of community...we dont like the garages on the
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sireet; but pecple drive into them, they close the door, they disappear. They're never
outside. We don't even know who our neighbors are. You know all of those things they say
- well we dont duh, duh, duh, duh. But then when they go to buy a house, they put all that
aside and they go out and they will buy, what they perceive to be, is the safest investment
for them. )

4. Neo-traditional developments in the United States have met with little or dubious success.

Developers are concemed that they are being pressured to empioy unproven design principles
and ‘styies’.

There are a few projects in the States, that have appiied It and, if you look at any of the neo-
traditional projects from an economic stand point, they've all been economic disasters. It
tends to be some of the architects and designers that like them because i#'s different. And
that's fine to try and produce something different and test the market. I've recently been to
the Kentiands. The Kentlands is surrounded by a huge densily, huge populsation. And we
can look at the absorption rate of something like the Kentiands. It was a financial disaster.

5. The Sustainable Suburbs Study prescribes a density of 7 upa; up from 46 upa. Some
interviewees felt that the policy for increasing density is not needed, because:

Our densities are going up without any policy changes whatsoever. Densities in
communities are going up dramatically. It's ali based on affordability and the urban

economics of what's occurmng.
1.4.1.2 Sectoral Interaction in the Delivery System

Developers are part of a team, which includes City policymakers and administrators, technical
designers, fiscal agents, financial players at the City, the development industry, homebuilders and

commercial property interests.

6. The delivery system involves negotiations to deliver a product that accommodates vanous
sectoral imterests, some of which can be in direct conflict; compromise or outright negation of
certain policy-design stipulations resuit.

We have fo try and come to the best solutions that meet everyone'’s needs and objectives in
& reasonable time frame. Many times, in fact, those interasts are competing. And the
agendas are not set primarily by ourseives but by other people such as our clients or the
standards that Clty Hall sets down, or the politicians and ward aiderman... so what ends up
may meat the policy agenda. We do what we can to move things toward what we think are
good planning practice, sustainabie deveiopment being only one of them.

7. The industry handles most if not ail of the aspects of planning-designing-building of community
projects from beginning to end. The municipality is responsible only for approving developments,
and ensuring the public interest is not compromisad. Effectively, the City is not a meaningful
stakehoider, nor an investor, in the actions and outcomes that finally count.
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We [planners] and the private sector do much of the detailed pianning for the City. We go
in with the plans for the communities and neighborhoods. modowloperwsms_tofme
construction of these neighbarhoods, which many pecple arent aware of outside the
industry. The Cily doesn't build these neighborhoods, roads, sewers...it used to be twenty
yoars ago that the City wouid extend the sewers, for exampie so that a land owner would be
able to deveiop some houses; but that doesn't happen anymore.

8. Municipal policies are seen to be cumbersome and inflexible; developers and their consultants
are induced to follow guidelines and policy prescriptions only to avoid complications and costly

delays:

We don't go out and build the subdivisions just on our own. What we do is we stack up all
the books at Ciy Hak on planning legisiation, zoning bylaws, Zoning conditions, exiting
guidsiines, street standards, /ane standards, road standards, light standards...all of the
things. We stack up them up - the big books; there’'s a whole bunch of big books we get.
And then we spit out subdivisions that match all those books. We have no creative
[latitude] whatsoever. We have no ability to change anything.

1.4.1.3 Affordability and Alternative Development Standards

9. Developers and homebuilders are highly concemed with the Affordability of their product.
‘Altemative Street Design Standards® is one way by which the industry is trying to achieve
improved affordability.

The City put together a task force to study road standards. The result was going to provide
a menu... given certain critena the designer couid select fo design their own roadways. And
the whole idea was to not design anymore than you needed. You don't wark to put in a
road that has a capabiity of handling 10,000 vehicie trips per day when you're only going to
put on 6,000 vehicle tnips per day. What we wind up with is wasted land and asphaft and
concrete. You've got the capital cost and long term maintenance costs with that; so we
want {0 make sure we keep the infrastructure down (o a minimum.

Two important reasons for changing deveiopment standards are: a) reducing fong-term
maintenance costs to the consumerftaxpayer; and b) creating more human scale developments.
Unfortunately the misperception that any cost-saving initiatives (e.g.. altemative development
standards) will automatically increase deveioper profits, and resistance from administrators,
hamper their implementation:

Peopie think that actually, when we reduce the standards of development to ceincide with
the need to produce more sustainable, new suburts, that that money just simply goes in our
pockets. But &t doesnt. You know there's this illusion out there that every time we save
money, i just simply goes in our pockets. But it doesnt.

The ingredients for keeping the costs down start with the provision of infrastructure... and it
bois down to the standards for underground servicing, the nature [dimensions, engineering
design] of streets...afl of those things. Which are incredidly difficult to change...the mind-
sef of municipal fechnicians and the rules tfwough either bylaws or engineenng
requirements, or engineering guidelines, aither provincial reguiations, federal reguiations,
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City Hall reguiations, &l those things today that we use...our subdivisions and our new
neighborhoods per se are enormously difficult to change.

10. it is difficult to apply the Sustainable Suburbs design guidelines and aiso continue to produce
more affordable housing and communities:

That'’s one of the probiems with going on script according to sustainable suburts...the Clty's
view of the sustainable suburbs report unfortunately requires more streets more lanes.
[Second] #'s very difficult to get the densities and [at the same time] keep affordabile. it's 8
kine that we're pretty careful on. We're trying to keep our streets and lane percertage the
same. Which is harder to do with the new approach.

11. The °social” goais of the Sustainable Suburbs Study can compromise and undermine the
*affordability” goals in some situations. For example, one developer is reconfiguring lots to widen
them and lessen their depth. The increase in front footage will iead to an increase in servicing
costs and higher overall house prices, only worsening the affordability problem.

Our garage front model will be a 46 foot lot. So it'll provide us an opportunity to recapture
the street. Have more windows, more doors onto the street, more porch area, those are the
elements that all fX in the sustainability issue. So it won't really change the density. It's a
reasonably significant added cost for us. Because when you get the wider frontage you
have more sewers, more roads, more concrete beside each iot. But we've decided to bite
some of that. Provide peopie a wider iot, which we think will be very attractive for the
market place and help to recapture the streets for pedestrians.

Had the developer located the garage at the rear of the house, the lot could have been made
narrower instead, hence improving its affordability.

12. Municipal restructuring and provincial-municipal fiscal retrenchment policies are aimed, in their
combination, at increasing revenues and decreasing spending. This has further contributed to
the affordability problem:

Fiscal policies of the municipaiity are also incredibly influential. They're what determine
what the development charges are that they put on us. Development charges are ail the
assessments that the new home purchaser pays...there are assessments for parks,
assessments for freeways and expressways, a8ssessments for major roads, assessmernts
for other selected areas. They have now got assessments for recreational space! They're
proposing all sorts of new assessments...called acreage assessments,; but they're actually
levies or charges, development charges. And they gain it because of political issue.

There are ‘external’ costs [to a project] that are supplied by the City but we [have to] pay a
portion of. For expressways and freeways, the development industry pays on an acreage
basis...as well as water feeder mains, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, and improvements,
we pay for everything on sife. And then at the end of the two-year maintenance period, turn
that over fo the city. So {’s a tumn key operation. Brand new utilities, brand new roadways,
with subdivided lots and houses that they can start collecting taxes on. So ¥'s a neat cash
cow for the Clity.
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1.4.1.4 Consumer-Markst Demand and Innovations for Sustainability

13.

14.

18.

16.

17.

Developers argue the Suburbs policy fails to take into consideration the needs and wants of the
marketplace. One respondent stated that consumer preferences can be determined by visiting
showhomes in Calgary; the industry builds what the consumer wants. However, another
respondent argued that “if we dont produce it, peopie won't know whether or not they want t* -
l.e. the consumer can only choose from among products currently available for sale.

Land Developers exarcise considerabie degree of influence over the composition and house-
types designed into the communities. Effectively, they establish the markets for communities and
housing, and design products that meet the needs of these markets:

We control and we determine what the various markets will be in the subdivisions. We
target a particular subdivision. We'll say that we want this to address a certain band width
of the market price range. Then based on analysis of what our competition's up to and
what we think they'll be up to in five and ten years time, we assembie a group of buiiders

that will work best in that market range.

An emerging practice is to establish homeowners associations for the management and
maintenance of local community amenities: an encumbrance is placed on the titte of each
property in the community, and homeowners are responsibie for paying annual dues for use of
community facilities. The deveioper or community receives a rebate each year for the amount the
City would have spent maintaining the amenity (e.g., park area). This practice devoives
maintenance responsibilties to the residents, and it leads to the creation of ‘exclusive’
communities whereby only those able to afford the extra amenities can live in the community.

While the industry associations acknowiedge the legitimate role of public policy, there is strong
resentment toward policies designed to change consumer behavior:

One of the things that we made abundantly ciear as an associgtion [CHBA] was that some
of the thou shalt’ or ‘shall be’ and so on shouid be removed and in fact, were ramoved from
the document. Because we know from the fifty years that this association has been in
existence, we cannot dictate to the public. Nobody can, because t's the consumers’
market; and the consumer is going (o decide whether they warx to buy o the sustainable
suburts philosophy or whether they don. I's not any legisiation which is going to force
peopie to live where some legisiation wouid want them (o live.

Practices and innovations consistent with sustainability reported by the interviewees were:
building constructed wetiands; designing sitemative street standards; increasing the mix of
housing and higher densities; producing wider iots (o improve streetscape and street character;
recycling water in major community amenities, such as water fountains and man-made waterfalls;
improving affordability of product; and measures such as using recycled construction products,
reducing on-site construction waste, and using engineered construction matenals.
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The Calgary Home Builders’ Associgtion is currently instituting practices to make the
homebuilding industry as “green as possible®. (However, the association has not yet produced a
policy document about such practices.)

We are also supporting, encouraging the use of engineered products, as much as,
wherever possible. Again, i's not only to address & from an environmentally fnendly
siustion, but aiso from an economic standpoint, and longevily. An exampie being
engineered truss choices. There are other materiais that are recycied, or man-imade
materiais — flooring, silent-fiooring, other products that are replacing some of the raw
metenials that have been used up to this point in construction.

18. Sustainability initiatives cannot be instituted overnight. impiementing sustainability policies and
inktiatives is - or shouid be ~ an incremental one; they shoukd be phased in over time:

I can give ycu all kinds of examples. It will tske & period of time for pecpie to decide
whether they want to kive next to a row housing project or whether they warnt to have their
half a million doliar estate home next to something eise. So, we perceive that, as much as
we would jove the Sustainable Suburbs concept, i's going to be 8 growing process, and a

leaming process.

1.4.2 Key Informant Interviews Summary and Questions Arising for Inclusion in the
Survey Questionnaire

A number of conclusions and inferences for the Questionnaire design were drawn from the Kil's:

s Al of the respondents were intimately familiar with the Susfainable Suburds Study and Round
Table but expressed reservations, skepticism and concems. The nature and extent of this
reaction needed further investigation and explanation.

« The policy seemingly compromises the interests of the industry and the homebuyer. Informants
suggested that while the policies were packaged to improve the character of residential
communities, there is significant doubt this wouid indeed occur: would the design guidelines
produce undesireable outcomes for the indusiry and its customers?

s The delivery of housing, and planning and design of residential communities does not occur by
land deveioper firms in isolation: the process involves extensive interaction and negotiation of
various agents, representing sectoral interests. This suggested that a better understanding about
the propensity for success of the sustainability policies would have to be gained by
disaggregating the industry by firm type and by the levels of influence exercised in the design-
development of residential communities and housing.

= The interviewees expressed significant disdain for the initiation of & new planning-deveiopment
policy which, in their view, chailenges consumer supremacy and seeks to coerce industry~driven
innovation. They assert that they are aiready addressing affordability, quality of life, environment,
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consurner preferences etc.; and competition in the industry, they say, is or should be the primary
driver for innovations. The degree to which these claims are true can conceivably be answered
by an inquiry into specific industry practices and the types of innovations actuaily introduced by
industry firms.  (Note, however, the competition factor couid not be feasibly addressed in the
present survey questionnaire project.)

* Interviewees were unwilling to disciose their policies on environmental (management) practices.
They state that such policies are not availabie for public scrutiny. Thus, questions for further
investigstion were raised: What is the present situation regarding Environmental Management
practices by the Industry generaily? And, What are, or would be the key driving forces for
improving environmental performance and management practices for this industry?

Apart from the KilI's a3 number of other sustainability issues or queries conceming the planning of
residential communities were identified from the literature. These were drawn in the main though not
exclusively) from Perks and Van Viiet, 1993; Perks, Bilkhu and Thompson 1996, Perks and Wilton-
Clark, 1998; Energy Pathways., 1991; Maclaren, 1896; and the Sustainable Suburbs Study, 1995.
The first three research reports were valuable for their Caigary-specific information as well as for
discussion on empirical and theoretical sustainability topics. The Energy Pathways and Maclaren
works are of particular value for an exposition of, and issues discussed conceming aitemative
planning approaches for improving affordabiiity and sustainability, and developing indicators for urban
sustainabiiity reporting. The Sustainable Suburbs Study outlines policies, practices, and design
guidelines expected to produce changes in industry operations and in residential devefopment
projects.

in summary, questions for the Survey-Questionnaire were formulated around the following themes or
issues gathered together from the literature review and the KiI's:

e Municipal Planning Regulations -~ policies, administrative practices, and procedures,
design guidelines, etc.

s Alternative Deveiopment Standards

¢ [nnovation in Housing and Community Design

¢ Consumer Preferences and Related Market Studies

e Affordability - of housing, infrastructure, maintenance of services

e Altemative Planning and Urban Design Modeis (s.g. *New Urbanism® and “Neo-
traditional®)

e Environmental Management
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Chapter 2 deais with the Round Tabie, the definttion of sustainability, the impact of municipal planning
regulations, and site development and infrastructure standards.

Chapter 3 goes on to discuss the innovations for affordability and sustainability and the propensity for
the industry and City to adopt such innovations.

Chapter 4 discusses industry positioning about the issue of housing affordability, and examines the
present situation regarding affordability initiatives. Market research for sustainability and affordability
choices, and perceptions about the marketability of Sustainable Suburbs policies are also examined

in this chapter.

The Survey findings and discussions about the themes conclude with a discussion about the
environmental management practices and the Environmental Issues policies in Chapter S.

Footnotes for Chapter 1.

! See for example, the Appendix in The GoPlan document titied Calgary’s Future Suburtan Growth,
Moving Towsrds Sustainable Development, City of Caigary Planning and Building Department, May
1884, Perks, William T., J. Bilkhu and D.A. Thompson, 1996; Paehike, 1991; and The Ecological City:
Canada’s Overview, 1995).

? Municipalities are no longer responsible for infrastructure emplacement, as was the case in the
years following the Second Worid War. Beginning in the early 1950's and continuing through to the
1960's, municipal govemments began to withdraw from the land development and servicing field.
Builders became responsibie for purchasing land and servicing & with their own funds. In Calgary, a
group of builders created 2 partnership to form a private land development business, calied Carma.
The number of builders participating in Carma grew to 45. During the 1960s, municipal government
involvement in the deveiopment and servicing of land became more an aspect of control and
reguiation. (Clayton Research Associates 1989: 41).

3 For a historical accourit of the transfer of responsibilities for community planning and infrastructure
emplacement from municipalities to land deveiopers. See Claylon Research Associstes, Report
#4.1889).

* Firm sizes ranged from 1 to 140 for survey question D3.1 (Full-time personnel employed by firm).

* According to the City of Caigary, developer contributions (through acreage assessment charges and
levies) account for only 12% of “off-site® infrastructure costs. (City of Caigary, 1964)
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Chapter 2: Sustainable Community Design and Development in Calgary

This chapter discusses the results from survey questions 1a, 1c, 2¢, 3d, 4b, 4¢, 8, 7, 7a, 13, 14, 1§,
15a, 16, 16a, and 17. R includes a discussion sbout the Round Table process, and industry
perceptions about the adequacies and inadequacies of processes leading to, and prescribed by, the
Study document.

2.1 The Sustainable Suburds Study and its Round Table Process

The Sustainable Suburbs Round Table involved participation from representatives of the Urban
Development Institute, the Caigary Homebuilders’ Association, the Public and separate School
Boards, the Federation of Caigary Communities, the Alberta Association of Architects, the Alberta
Association Canadian Institute of Planners and the University of Caigary. Also participating were the
directors of Caigary Parks and Recreation, Engineering and Environmental Services, Transportation
and Planning & Building Departments, and several others - e.g.. numerous landowners, consulitants,
marketing experts, builders and staff from City departments and agencies - were included.
(Sustainable Suburds Study, p.4)

Thus, the process is described as an extensive and inclusive one - representative of public and
private agencies, and citizens. Given this, one would expect firns engaged in land deveiopment and
homebuilding to have a sound and fairty comprehensive understanding of the policy and its intended
outcomes. Second, one might expect that the industry wouid be fairly satisfied that mest, if not all
interests were adequately reprasented. Finally, it should be expected that since the policy is directed
toward the activities and operating practices of land developer and homebuilder firms, that ali of these
firms in Calgary wouid have a copy of the Study (Policies).

2.1.1 Survey Findings

Four questions (viz. Q6, Q7, Q7a, and Q16a) sought to establish the feelings and opinion about the
nature and effectiveness of participation and input from the various industry agents. Question 17
sought to determine how many of the respondents have a copy of the policy document.

Roughly 4 out of 10 respondents/firms do not have a copy of the Study; most land developer and
community planning firms do, while very few homebuilders - only 30% - said they have a copy. The
success of the policy is contingent on awareness and information about the policy prescriptions and
the changes thersin. How will the policies be successfully impiemented if a significant number of
firms do not possess a copy that can be regularty referenced?
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Figure 3 - (Question 17) Percest of Respondents who have a copy of the City’s Sustainable Saburbs
Study

Percent

UDI Land Yes 92 All Respondents | Percent
Deveicpers No 8 Yes 62
CHBA Land Yes 50 3
Developers No %0 Al 2
HomeBuiders Yes 20

No 70
Community Yes 83
Pianners No 17

The reistively few homebuilders in possession of a copy could mean that, as an industry,
homebuilders were adequately represented through their association, the CHEA; but individual firms
may not have been. It could also signify that homebuilders might not take as close an interest in the
Suburts policy as do other industry representatives (i.e. land developers and community planners),
conceivably because the homebuilders are not influential agents in the City-industry give and take on
development/planning matters.

When asked about the representation and participation of other sectoral interest groups or
associations, there are unequivocal differences in the perceptions of the five industry groups; see the
Figures 4 and 5 (from Q6 and Q7) below.

6a. Adequate Development Industry Participation and Input?

Of the UD! Land Developers, 4 out of 10 disagree; only one-third of them agree. A significant
majority (84%) of the CHBA developers are unsure. There is no disagreement from homebuilders,
although 58% are unsure. Disagreement is low among the planners, but only one-third actually
agree, and one-half indicate uncertainty; and they may be averting this particular question. Thus,
there is strong disagreement among UD! developers; within the other four groups opinion is divided,
although more pianners and homebuilders tend to agree than disagree.

€b. Adequate Homebuilders Participation and {nput?

It is interesting to note that while UD! developers mostly disagree, homebuilders and planners are
divided. One can conclude that participation of homebuilders in the Round Table was judged
unsatisfactory. Maybe homebuilders were under-represented; or maybe their role was subordinated
to other, more assertive players.
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Figure 4 -~ (Question 6) Percent who believe the Sustainsble Suburbs Round Table had adequate
participation and input from:

8) The Development Industry.

b) Homebuilders.

¢) Potential home-buyers/consumers.

d) Gty municipal officials/departments.

¢) Other relevant experts (architects, planning consultants, researchers, experts on
sustainable development, sustainable community design, etc.).

ype of Firm ¢ i b I
UDI Land Deveiopers Strongly Disagree 7 8 S *] [
12 Dissgree S Q2 «Q 0 8
Unsure r-} 3 17 0 3
Agres 3 17 17 8 Q

e — Strongly Agree 8 0 0 42 8
CHBA Land Deveicpers |[Strongty Disagree 0 0 o] Q 0
fres Dissgree 17 0 17 0 0
Unaure 84 100 &7 S0 14
Agres +] 0 17 k<] 17
Strongly Agree 0 2] 0 17 17

Homebuiiders Strongly Disagree Q g ] o 0
Disagree 1] ] 13 0 8

Uneure 56 31 56 k)| 3

Agree k] k1] S -] 50

Strongly Agree 8 8 0 8 -]

Community Planners Strongty Disagree (1] o] 21 0 o
ne18 Dimagree 14 -} k. 0 Q
Unsure 50 k] 49 7 Q

Agree 21 -] o 50 14

Strongly Agree 14 7 0 43 0

Figure § - (Question 7) Percent who believe The Sustainable Suburbs Study and its 28 policies achieved a
fair and considerate balance of all interests - current and potentiai bomebuyers, land developers,
bomebuilders, the City municipal departments, private consultants.

Type of Firm Percert
TLand ~Strongly Omagree 33
Deveicpern Disagree & All Respondents Percent
Unaurs 8 Strongly Disagree 1
 — No Opnin s Disagree 26
HBA Land Strongly Disagres 17 U
Developers Unaure 33 nsure 16
No Opinion 80 Agree 18
HomeBuiders Strongly Disagree 12 No Opinion 28
Disagres 8
Unsure 18
Agres 18
No Opinion a
= . B T
Planners Unsure 2%
Agres 18
No Opinion 24
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6c. Adequate Potential Homebuyers/Consumers Participation and Input ?

Clearly the Process did not include homebuyers/consumers to a satisfactory or adequate extent: two-
thirds of UDI land deveiopers and more than half of the planners disagree. While the highest levei of
agreement (25%) was expressed from the homebuilders, more than half of them are unsure; and only
12% of all respondents agree for this question. If the inadequacy of representation and participation
of the homebuyer in the Round Table is any indication of regular municipaily-directed, participatory
planning processes, one cannot help but conciude that the consumer is rarely, if ever, seriously
invoived in the front-end planning and design of residential communities.

6d. Adequate City municipal officials/departments Participation and Input?

Certainly municipal officials and departments had adequate participation (no disagreement). The
responses for this question suggest that municipal officials had the strongest and possibly
preponderant presence in the process, and doubtless in the final policy document.

Ge. Other relevant experts (architects, planning consultants, researchers, experts on
sustainable development, sustainable community design, etc.): Adequate Participation and

input?

Just under half of the Planners disagree (and an equal number are unsure). Developers and
homebuilders are more satisfied with the participation from relevant experts. Perhaps community
planners did not enjoy the level of participation they would have preferred; but apparently, they were
considered by others to have had an ‘adequate say'. A clearer articulation for this disagreement is
forthcoming in other sections of this paper.

¢f. Others Adequate Participation and Input?

Some respondents disagree that the Round Tabie included adequate participation from the real
estate industry and from other financial institutions.

Balance of all Interests Reflectad in the Policy Outcome (Question 7)

Only 18% of all respondents agree; more than one-third of all respondents disagree. UDI land
deveiopers expressed the greatest level of disagreement — 83% disagree (33% strongly). A
significant number of respondents - 50% of the CHBA group, 47% of homebuilders, and 24% of
community pianners — indicated no opinion on this question.

These responses may be attributable to a variety of reasons. First, the issue may be so politically
heated that respondents were unwilling to provide a fully candid opinion. On the other hand, the high
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levets of uncertginty and no opinion could signify unfamiliarity with the policies that emerged from the
Round Tabie. It could siso mean that respondents are simply not sure because they are unaware of
the positioning of other industry groups snd their perceptions about the actual nature of the
discussions and the outcomes of the Round Table. The emphatic disagreement on the part of the
UDI Developers doubtiess reflects their extrsme disappointment in the policies ultimately adopted.
(See aiso Chapter 1, (KII's) and Survey findings beiow.)

2.1.2 Reasons why the Sustsinable Suburbs Study did not achieve a fair and considerate
balance of all intarests (Question 7a)

Land Deveiopers and Homebuilders

The most frequently cited reason by developers is failure to represent consumer preferences and
‘market realities”:

The study and process repeatedly ignored “the market” and its realities in pursuit of a
utopian, dated (this is 1970’s planning theory) pianning concepx.

The process was weighted in favor of ideology and took very little account in the wants and
needs of the marketplace.

One developer asserted that consumers prefer conventional densities, not what is prescribed in the
Study (7 upa).

Further reasons for disagreement include:
it was manipulated to a predetermined outcome by those controliing the process.

The Sustainable Suburbs Study will create unattractive identical boring communities and
increase demand for older traditional [conventional] developments.

All new communities will be forced to be the same, which is definitely not what the
consumer is looking for. Not all consumers want to live in small lot, muilti-family

communities

Municipal officials and poiiticians not committed to support recommended changes - want 7
upa without required changes in standards.

Not all City departments appear to have bought in. Also, the consumer is very “unaware” of
the implications.

The exercise was too academic. Not enough weight given fo the actual costs of these
policies. Not enough expenienced practitioners invoived.

Some consideration needs fo be given on how fo incorporate current communities into new
zoning and expectations.

Total emphasis was on new areas. Many peopie who prefer higher density accommodation
or are better served by K, (L.e. seniors & jower income} either cannct or will not live in outer
suburdia of new subdivisions. The sustainable suburban goals cannot be properly reached
without the accompanying consideration of urban renewal.
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industry respondents seem {0 befieve that the prescriptions in the Study will be treated as
proscriptions by municipal administrators/reguiators. In other words, these policies will be applied
with little flexibility or opportunity for change. However, given that the policies are only administrative,
they can presumably be challenged by innovative community plans submitted by the industry. On the
other hand, proposais that do not conform to existing expectations about community design and
subdivision may invoive lengthier approval times. Perhaps respondents are concemed that the new
policies - developed according to the principles of Neo-Traditional planning — will be applied to
duplicate McKenzie Towne in other parts of Caigary.

Another reason for disagreement is that political support for the Suburbs policies is not unanimous
among departments and between administrators, policymakers and eiected officials. It is further
argued that the consumer does not prefer the Neo-Traditional concepts to conventional, curvilinear
subdivision designs. Here, they may be right; however, only because the neo-traditional community
typically envisaged in Calgary is McKenzie Towne. in Caigary, neo-traditional planning has become
associated with the New England urban form idioms applied in McKenzie Towne; as this is the only
demonstration of the neo-traditional planning concept. However, while the Suburbs Study
recommends design guidelines, &t does not prescribe architectural styling or dictate construction
materials, etc.; therefore, there is no reason to beiieve that all Neo-Traditional-styled communities in
Calgary need imitate McKenzie Towne.

Ancther argument from the developers and homebuilders is that the policies address new
communities only. An argument typically made is that the guidelines, applying only to new
communities, will lead to unfair increases in property values in conventional communities and will
thereby create inequities between residents of new and established neighborhoods. Change must,
however, begin somewhere - and it is arguably easier and more effective to design communities
which inhere principies of sustainability than it is to retrofit and re-design (which of course leads to
added costs).

That the City did not anticipate the costs of impiementing the policies and design guidelines is a bona
fide concem. An accounting of the costs for improving the “social® and aesthetic environment was not
undertaken to predict and caiculate the affordability outcomes, nor was this method used to convince
policymakers and the industry about the sustainability-affordability merits of the policies. This lack of
an accounting study undermines the City's position and signifies the seriousness with which the
policies were formulated.
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Community Planners

More than the other groups, Community Planners offered explanations for disagreement that touch
on the poficy process. They suggest that the process did not adequately represent the interests of
non-human residents, potential homebuyers, and some design professionals. On the other hand, one

planner argues:

If you have a “fair and considerate balance of gl interast” you usuafly have a watered down,
vague poiicy that you never really know if you're achieving anything.

Concem over the implementation and operationalization of the policy was expressed:

The process bresks down going from the theory “Sustainable Suburts® to
policy/implementation

One respondent expressed disagreement because:

The policy objectives were precicated on public sector objectives of increasing transit
ridership and decreasing the reliance on the automobiles - through intervention in the
marketplace without a review of the fiscal impiications or the cumulative impacts on the
delivery of cost effective developmert of housing.

Other Urban Consuitants

The two respondents both suggested that the Sustainable Subwds policies must be accepted by
consumers as a matter of choice, not impressed upon them:

‘Sustainable Suburbs” should come from consumer demand and not forced upon them. If

they don't agree with higher densiy, will move to smailer Towns, or oider neighborhoods.

You can't force higher densily on consumers. If consumers move to surrounding towns,

transportation problems will increase rather than decrease. Sustainable Suburbs should be

one of many options. By making & mandatory you are showing disrespect for the rights of

consumers [0 have a choice.
A number of legitimate reasons are offered for expiaining why the Study document did not achieve a
fair and considerate baiance of all interests. First, the Round Table process was manipulated to
produce a pre-conceived outcome. Second, the respondents tend to believe that the policies will lead
to the design and development of communities that imitate McKenzie Towne; Neo-Traditional with
New England urban form idioms. Third, municipal administrators either oppose the policies, or are
not fully committed to ensuring the successful application of them. Fourth, the costs of the paiicies
were not anticipated or demonstrated to improve the situation of affordability. Fifth, the policies do
not encourage sustainability in established neighborhoods. Sbxh, & is argued that consumer interests

were not represented. Finally, the policy is poorly operationalized.

Al of these reasons point to the lack of commitment, direction and specificity with which the policies
were envisioned and produced. The ways in which these poiicies would contribute to affordability and
sustainability and lead to consumer benefits were aiso ill-conceived and disappointing. Is it any
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wonder that the policies received limited support and endorsement from the industry? Why wouid
anyone apply these policies without clear incentives and tangible marketing benefits?

2.2 The definition of Sustainability and Sustainable Suburbs

The City of Calgary defines Sustainable Suburbs gs:...communities that are capable of being sustained far into
the future. ..

fiscally: the costs of building, operating and maintaining new communities and their supportive
infrastructure and services are affordable, having regard to other spending priorities, and will not
become a burden on future generations;

socially: communities are designed 10 be sociaily diverse, adaptable to changing lifestyles and 1o
further the objective of providing all Calgarians with access to affordable housing, education, health
care, essential goods, public amenities and services, such that their basic needs are met,

environmentally:  comrmunities are designed to minimize air, water, and soil pollution, reduce
resource consumption and waste, and protect natural systems that support life.

Figure 6 - (Question 16) Percent who believe the City’s definition of “sustainable community” is
sdequate.

Type of Firm Percert
U0I Land Yes 20
: Ovini ;: All Respondents | Percent
CHEA Land Yes 50 Yes 4
Developers No Opinion 50 No 28
HomeBuilders Yes 45 No Opinion 30
No 20
No Opinion 38
Community Yes 44
Planners No 3
No Opinion 12

The definition is not adequate for almost one-third of all respondents. An equal number indicate no
opinion for what is an ostensibly significant policy concept for the planning-design of new
development projects in Calgary. Predictably, we can expect poor receptivity by those dissatisfied
with the definition and the subsequent propositions drawn from its articulation.

Suggested changes to the definition (Question 16)

The UDI land developers would like the definition to include some reference to the market and
consumer preferences, and requirements for recydling. One respondent suggests that the definition
is already too broad and does not need further elaboration. CHBA land deveiopers would like to add
some reference made about flexibility in applying the policies and scale of development projects.



Chapter 2: Sustainable Community Design and Development in Calgary 25

One respondent stated that

The land owner shouid have the flexibilty to design large or small cells of different price
bands of house 8s the market defaults.
Homebuilders are more specific about changes to the definition. They would like to include
references to: the concept of iifecycie costing; crime, security, and “sense” of community; and
provisions for oid as well as new communities to share the costs of development and growth in urban
municipalities.

One respondent suggests that the definition is contradictory uniess weighting favors either fiscal or
socia| criteria for sustainable communities. One respondent hinted to the contradictory nature of the
City's transportation policies, and posits that Sustainable Suburbs “will be hindered® uniess

the city changes its policy of buikding freeways and overpasses to facilitate easy automobiie
mavement from one comynunity to ancther for work, entertainment, shopping, etc.
The Planners aitogether would like to see additional considerations embodied in the sustainability
concept: retail and office (business), transportation, evolution over time, beauty, urban design and
character, humanly-scaled communities that enhance quality of life and sense of community, regional
(and landscape) perspective, and protection of natural systems.

2.3 Municipal Planning Regulations - Policies, Administrative Practices and

Procedures

Recent studies have argued that municipal planning and site deveiopment standards and regulations
are excessive and inflexible (Energy Pathways Inc, 1991; D’Amour, 1893; IBI 1992; Marshail Macklin
Monaghan Ltd., 1994, Perks and Van Viet 1983). It is argued that excessive standards and
inflexible requirements ‘impede the housing delivery system's ability to supply smailer units and other
types of housing appropriate to current economic and social conditions.” [n addition, *building
standards and land developmernt regulations often inhibit innovative approaches to housing and
community design and construction, even though these approaches reflect changes in househoid
compasition, size, and lifestyle.” (Energy Pathways, 1991)

While it is now widely recognized that regulatory instruments can contribute significant costs in the
finai price of a home, municipalities are reluctant to make changes, especially where ‘lower'
standards wouid likely - or conceivably - increase their sdministrative resources and operating-
maintenance costs. The industry may weli be concemed with the initial captal costs of development,
but the primary preoccupation of the municipalty is the long-term maintenance costs of the
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infrastructure.'  Therefore, the process of relaxation and 'down-sizing' existing regulatory
mechanisms is a siow and difficult one. Reporting on the situation at the beginning of the 1890s (and
on local exparimental projects in the 1970s), Perks and Van Viiet (1893) report that in Calgary, no
significant progress has been made. More recently, the McKenzie Towne project introduced some
relaxed site deveiopment standards; but the debate over less capitakintensive infrastructure-

engineering standards goes on.

it has been widely argued from the side of public policy advocates, that current planning practice
strongly favors the production of single family homes over other types of residential units. “This
appears {0 be based on a befief that as Iot sizes and house sizes increase, the value of the properties
increase and, hence, the assessment and taxes per house increase.” (1B1,1992: 5.4) Second, the
production and supply of mainly single-detached housing units as the predominant housing form,
limits or restricts the number of low income residents in a community; size and form reflect price,
which is a proxy for income-affordability. Types and size of housing reflect the socio-economic
diversity within the residential community.

Delays in the iand deveiopment and building approval processes increase the cost of housing
construction and act as a barrier to the development of innovative housing types, materials and site
plans. (Energy Pathways, 1891) Reasons for delays in the deveiopment approval process include
complicated and uncoordinated building permit application and review procedures, inadequate
information and unclear application forms, lack of trained staff, competing junisdictional authorities,
overlapping jurisdictions between govermnment departments, and effective mechanisms for public

consultation. (Ibid.)

In Caigary, the municipality is attempting to alter the rigid application of policy by instituting a number
changes to its development approval process and community planning and design phases. These
new processes are expected to encourage industry innovation and facilitate the move toward greater
affordability and sustainability in new residential communities. Three questions (Q14, Q15, Q15a)
sought to measure industry opinion about the New Community Plan Process outlined in the
Sustainable Suburbs Study.
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Figure 7 - (Question 14) Percent who believe The City’s aew Community Plan Process will:

a) lead to greater efficiencies in the development approval process.

b) lead to better input of public and consumer interests in the planing-design phase of
new residential communities.

¢) add to the customary costs of doing business.

d) lead to improved overall environmental and sustainable qualities of new residential

communities in Calgary.
¢) provide opportunities to experiment with alternative site deveiopment standards for
affordable and sustainable communities.
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14a. lead to greater efficiencies in the development approval process.

There were greater levels of disagreement than agreement from all groups. The land developers
showed the highest levels of disagreement - 87% of the UDI group disagree, 17% strongly; and one-
haif of the CHBA group strongly disagree. Homebuilders are the only group for which an unequivocal
response is not indicated; while one-third disagree, 39% are unsure and 28% agree. Planners and

other consuitants indicated high levels of disagreement.

14b. lead to better input of public and consumer interests in the planning-design phase of new
residential communities

Only the UDI group expressed significant disagreement for this question. The CHBA iand developers
and Homebuilders were more likely to agree, although there are high levels of uncertainty expressed
by respondents from both groups. Community Planners were divided; while over one-third disagree,
the same number express uncertainty and 29% agree. Other consuitants are clearly divided. The
high leveis of uncertainty expressed by the CHBA, homebuikders, and planners groups may reflect
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pessimism, or it may indicate their general position about public participation in the development
approval process.

14c. add to the customary costs of doing business

A masjority of all respondents expressed agreement for this question. Strongest leveis of agreement
came from the land developer groups. However, a significant proportion of Homebuiiders (44%),
Planners (31%), and other consultants (50%) express uncertainty. Perhaps the policy lacks clear
direction about the cost implications - i.e. savings that are expected due to changes in the planning
process. On the other hand, these costs may be difficuit to predict at this time, given the large
number of factors and agents involved in the planning process; the pace of approvals, and hence
carrying and other costs, may be highly irregular and not quantifiable by members of the industry.

14d. lead to improved overall environmental and sustainabie qualities of new residential
communities in Calgary

The UDI group and planners are less optimistic than any of the other groups. One-third of
Homebuilders and half of the CHBA group agree, although a significant number of them are unsure.
The uncertainty expressed by homebuiiders and other groups might reflect the Study's vagueness or
lack of direction about which specific initiatives (e.g., resource-conserving practices and technologies
introduced in the home and the community) will lead to improvements in environmental and
sustainable qualities. This issue is further explored in a Chapter 5 discussion about Environmental
Issues Policies.

14e. provide opportunities to experiment with alternative site deveiopment standards for
affordable and sustainable communities

High levels of disagreement from the UD! group and planners comes as no surprise, especially since
the City Council rejected the Afernative Street Designs Study and placed a five-year moratorium on
this issue. That 50% of the homebuilders agree is interesting. They are either very pessimistic, or
less aware about the outcome of the streets debate.
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Figure 8 ~ (Question 15) Percent who foresee the sew Community Plan process as encouraging or

discouraging industry innovation

: u.::m n Land Developers Only Percent
Oeveicpers Discouraging o couraging a3
CHBA Land Encouraging ) Discouraging 56
Oevelopers Discoursging <} No Opinion 11

No Opinion B
HomeBuiders Enauw »

el 2 | All Respondents | Percent

o —-LN; . — couraging 42
Plannery Discouraging a Discouraging 22

No Opinion z No Opinion 25

No impect 7 No Impact 2

Land Developers and Homebuilders

Most deveiopers remain pessimistic that the Community Plan Process will encourage innovation.
However, respondents who expressed optimism, suggest the new process: ‘will alert developers to
consumer attitudes and changing preferences’. provide °*marketable feedback from the end-user”;
and “speed things up overall®. One homebuilder suggested,

As industry perceives an environment receptive to new innovation and opportunity, it will
respond positively.

Reasons why the process will discourage innovation are:
® The Sustainable Suburbs criteria are fixed:

Planning Department is stuck on a fixed tempiate or dasign as to what all new communities
shouid lock like.

All new communities must now conform to the same “cookie-cutter design”.

* The policy does not address changes to existing development standards and regulations:
Until all standards, zoning regulations, efc. change - littie innovation will occur.

* Greater community involvement in the process will lead to delays and escalate costs:

Any time you siow down the process of spproving new community plans = you increase the
cost {o the consumer - the industry then begins to build only what is most 8asily approved.

Too many cooks spoil the broth! An 8l inclusive planning process suggests the
involvement of those with no vested interests with nothing to risk, being given a say in how
privately owned /and is developed.
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* An inclusive process will bring about community opposition to change

More community invoivemnent will lead to more NIMBY sttitudes thus discouraging any and
aff types of innovation.

Three respondents suggested that innovation would occur independent of the process because:

The market place will ultimately be the dorikiating force fo encowrage or discourage
innovation - not the weil-meaning but of ten uninformed wishful thinking of “wannabe”
planners. When consumers are convinced of the necessity for innovation, they will exert
pressure fo obtain. (For example, “Air Bags” in the aufo industry.)

Industry innovation is driven by individual companies not a cast of community regs or City
Pianners. The Community Plan seeks a standard solution to sil probiems and hopes to
eliminate any one individual concern.

Community Planners and Other Consuitants

Most respondents from these groups believe the process will encourage innovation. Planners and
consultants are optimistic that the process: generates ‘more flexible attitudes at the conceptual
planning levei®, “develops unique solutions®, is an ail inclusive process; encourages dialogue and
“aliows a forum of explanation for innovations®.

In addition, opportunities for inngvation are foreseen because

It [Sustainable Suburts] encourages developers to consider alternatives to the design
concepts which were considered ‘tried and true”.

The design process encourages the expioration of different options by having the public
involved and meeting with City departments together.

Since it is non-statutory, there shouid be more room for discussion of non-traditional
approaches, reasonably close to the development design stage.

Planners and consultants who believe innovation will not occur, suggest
* Municipal administrators are not committed 1o change:

While the process in theory is forward thinking, many of the stakeholders are not to date
prepared to relinquish the status quo and/or trade off their position for the greater good -

process is aiso very prescriptive.
= Developers will produce plans that appease municipal administrators, ngt innovative ones:

Obtaining approvals for innovative pianning is very time consuming and developers are
simply not willing to hold iand off the market while spprovals are obtained. This results in
many taking ‘the path of least resistance’ to obtain approvals meaning innovation is
sacrificed. This problem will be further compounded as housing markets ‘heat-up'.

* The Sustainable Suburbs policies are inflexible
A preconceived “‘communily model” undertying all community pians, although somewhat

different than present deveiopment, nevertheless, encourages stereotype development and
inhibits creativity.
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2.4 Altermnative Site Developmaent & Infrastructure Standards

2.4.1 Need for Revised Deveiopment Standards

High-level site development standards in Canadian municipalities — variously referred to as *Cadillac’,
‘Goid-plated®, “axcessive” - have been challenged on a number of fronts; two of them being the SD
and Affordability fronts. Many studies have suggested that relaxations of deveiopment standards are
feasible and can improve affordability. When combined with other innovative planning approaches,
altemative standards can lead to additional benefits, including community conveniences, and
enhanced quality of life and physical environments. Infrastructure for which reduced standards can be
considered include: right-of-way widths; pavement widths; curbs and sidewalks; geometric road
standards; watermain standards; sewer standards; storm design standards; storm conveyance
systems (eliminating curbs and storm sewers in favour of roadside ditches) and. foundation drains
{smaller and much shallower storm sewer). (Hygeia Consutting Services, 1995)

The two sets of standards of main concem are: 1) Land use-urban design standards - such as
dimensions and/or area of lots, streets and lanes, parks, school sites, front/rear/side yards, ot
coverage, the arrangement and configuration of sites and buildings in space and in relationships to
each other; and 2) Engineering design-construction standards for infrastructure -~ essentially
engineering designs that determine capacity (e.g., traffic on streets, size of sewage or stormwater
pipes, etc.) and construction specifications (durability, lifecycie, etc.). Both of these have capital cost
implications. The urban design standards have further implications for land resources conservation,
function or convenience and efficiency in community structure, and land ecoiogy opportunities

(preservation, etc.).

Most deveiopers and some engineers in the private sector believe that most municipalities enforce
“goid-plated® engineering standards because the capital costs of infrastructure are paid by the
deveioper (and subsequently, upfront, by the consumer), while the resuiting maintenance and repair
costs are paid by the taxpayers at large. It is therefore frequently argued that significant savings in
the cost of infrastructure can be realized by applying a “Performance Based Approach® to
development standards.’ Performance based design recognizes 'diminishing returns’ - viz., as
standards are increased, the increased benefits do not continue to rise proportionately, and therefore
at some point, can no longer justify the exira costs. (Hygeia Consutlting Services, 1895)

improvements in infrastructure technoiogy over the past few decades would appear to have masked
this possibility of cost-savings. As one report notes: *Increasing standards and requirements wouid
be expected to drive servicing costs beyond the rate of inflation. They have, however, been held in
check by the application of innovative construction techniques and matesials.” (Marshall Macklin



Chapter 2: Sustainadie Community Oesign and Development in Caigary 2

Monaghan Lid. 1994: 12). In effect, bringing reai cost savings to the consumer was much of a lost
oppartunity.

A number of recent studies have compared costs of conventional pattems of deveiopment to
altemative developments (i.e. with innovations in development standards such as roadway widths,
rights-of-way dimensions, and other fnear infrastructure standards). The 1984 Marshall Mackiin
Monaghan study examined four types of standard for subdivision design: Suburban Conventional;
Suburban innovative; Urban Conventional; and Urban Innovative; it conciuded that,

¢ 8 reduction in the road right-of-way width is the single most effective ‘engineering’
contribution that can be made to achieve infrastructure cost efficiency (measured on a
per dwelling unit basis). ROW width can be reduced by considering sidewalks,
pavement, watermains, utilities.

o the source of greatest savings is a reduction in lot size and lot frontage.

¢ nnovative standards can result in savings of 9% to 12% on a per metre servicing basis.

¢ reduction in road rght-of-way width from 20.0 m to 16.0 m produces a worthwhile

reduction in land usage.

while the benefits of individual changes in land use intensification, innovative planning

and engineering standards, or joint use community facilities may not seem significant,

the cumulative effect of their implementation will be significant infrastructure cost

efficiency and effectiveness.

(Marshall Macklin Monaghan 1984: 31)

The Market Study of Altemative Development Standards for the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-
Carleton (Brethour Research Associates 1992) aiso demonstrated that significant savings can be
achieved by offering a package of "ADS" (Altemative Deveiopment Standards) components that
include lat width, ot depth, front and rear yard setbacks, door to door separations, and reduced right-
of-way (ROW) widths. Estimated cost savings are $9,000 to $12,500 for single-detached homes and
$5,500 for a townhouse.

Two additional research-design studies are worth noting. The first invoived the redesign of a site in
Ottaws-Carleton, using altemative development standards. The alternative plan included a more
compact urban form, a finer mix of land uses, higher residential densities, narrower road right-of-
ways, a modified grid system of streets, a transit-supportive design, and other features. (Essiambre-
Phillips-Desjardins Associates 1995: 4). Per unit emplacement cost savings of $5,000 couid be
realized -~ assuming costs were passed on to the consumer - due to the increase in residential
density and the increase in land use mix (which reduces the residential sector's share of capital,
operating and maintenance costs).

In the Caigary context, Perks and Wilton-Clark (1996) demonstrated in a “re-design” of Edgemont, a
suburban community site, that if densilies are increased from the typical 3 or 4 units per acre to
between 7 and 10 upa, significant savings could be realized in infrastructure capital cost (between 11
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and 57 pecent, depending on the site area and density)’. The study also showed that cost savings
for single family housing occur as a result of reduced street dimensions and single trenching for
connection to two houses, as well as from a higher density achieved through a greater proportion of
namower and sometimes shorter home lots.

More recent investigations suggest that although alternative infrastructure and engineering-design
standards can reduce capital and operating and maintenance costs of residential communities, “per
unit cost savings in [more compact deveiopments] are not enough to offset reductions in per unit
revenues, making the conventional plan more attractive under the current property tax system.”
(Hemson Consulting Ltd., 1996) Although compact communities reduce capital, operating and
maintenance costs, the costs of many municipal services - i.e. those not significantly influenced by
spatial factors - are unaffected by community design. Furthermore, existing municipal revenue rate
structures do not adequately accommodate the altemnative plan, for two reasons. First, the attemative
plan contains proportionately more higher-density housing which generates less development
charges on a per unit basis than single-family detached houses which account for over 61% of all the
housing in the conventiona! plan. Second, the aiternative pian also generates significantly less
property tax revenue than the conventional pian because the smaller houses and smaller iots in the
altemative plan are assumed to be more affordable. But to this, the question remains: Why should
we continue to promote a system of taxation and revenue generation that propeis over-consumption
and encourages deveiopment standards exceeding the needs and requirements of urban residents
and challenges affordability? Should municipal poficy continue to support over-development of urban
infrastructure because our curmrent system of taxation is (seemingly) revenue-dependent on i#?
Perhaps changes not only to existing development standards dut to other municipal policies,
procedures, and practices as well, are called for. Thus, a resolution of the site development
standards is not simply one of urban design and engineering design; it is contingent on municipal
fiscal policies as well. A further contingency is the matter of City charges to the developer - the costs
of “doing business".

2.4.2 The Consumaer in the Argument

Consumer receptivity to the aforementioned altematives (i.e. increased density, mix of housing,
reduced standards, etc.) is another concem. Consumers are accustomed to conventional
development standards, and downward changes might be perceived as inferior, lowering the quality
of ife and the value of property investment currently enjoyed by urban residents. Further
municipalities are still generally reluctant to risk increased maintenance costs by compromising
engineering standards that were derived from long-term experience, especially if the compromise
would increase the developer's profits and undermine the consumer's faith in a sound, durabie, value-

appreciating property. (Hygeia Consulting Services, 1895)
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it would seem that three considerations are important for a successful strategy of altering
development standards. First, both the industry and their municipal counterparts must be willing to
implement changes in development standards for a successful transition. Second, changes in
standards must be marketed to the consumer in ways that clearly articulate the financial benefits and
other non-monetary advantages (e.g. environmental, aesthetic, etc.). Third, the choices must be
presented as a package of changes rather than a series of discrete and mutually-independent
-choices for each item of change in pian-making, urban-design and infrastructure engineering.
Visualizing an aitemative environment and diversity of housing and property choices, and articuiating
the cost-advantage-trade-off of many aiternatives in a site design scheme, was done by Perks and
Witon-Clark (1996) to test the consumer's receptivity to such altematives. (See aiso, website:
Manitoba School of Architecture)

2.4.3 UDI Caigary Investigations for Alternative Deveiopment Standards
In Caigary, the Urban Development Institute has spearheaded efforts to change existing municipal
site development and engineering standards. Their recent report requests:

Reduced right-of-way widths for residential streets

Reduced roadway widths (from 12.0t0 11.5m)

Revised curbing from 500 mm tc 250 mm for all major roadways

Elimination of the design requirement for super-elevation on any collector roadways with

park, school site, or residential frontage

Reductions in sidewalk widths on collector roadways

+ Reduced comer radii on residential street intersections (o decrease length of pedestrian
crossings and reduce traffic speeds)

¢ Increase environmental standard traffic levels on certain types of local and collector
roads

¢ Minimum amount of Municipal Reserve should be set at 8% of developabie land
(Reduced open space component)

» The City of Caigary improve processing times for development approval.*

UDI Calgary has aiso challenged the municipality about acreage assessment charges and off-site
development charges.” A 1996 discussion paper argues that ‘acreage assessment charges...have
adverse distributional consequences and to the extent that they become hidden taxes, the integrity of
the City's fiscal regime is compromised.” (Wright Manseill Research Lid, 1986) Another UDI-
commissioned study concludes that development charges violate many of the fundamental principles
of faimess and suggests that “if the City of Calgary requires additional funds to finance infrastructure,
it is more equitable and efficient to increase user fees and property taxes than to introduce
development charges.” (Wright Mansei! Research Ltd., 1883)

Following fast upon the Susfainable Subuwbs Study, the Calgary administration together with the
Caigary UDI, tackled the matter of street design and produced the Afemative Street Standards
Study. Aimed at introducing both reduced standards and costs, and enhanced aesthetic values to the



Chapter 2: Sustainable Community Design and Deveiopment in Caligary 3

design of streets, the set of recommendations in this report failed to obtain City Council approval in
March 1897. One has to wonder why this effort, which cost the industry and the City $80,000 to
produce, wouid be rejected by the politicians. Question 13 in the present survey-questionnaire was
designed to probe the matter.

2.4.4 Survey Questionnaire Findings

Figure 9 - (Questioa 13) Main reasons why the joint proposals of UDI and the Planning and Building
Department oa Alernative Street Design Standards were got approved by City Council

Na. of s {roem amch ol whno cried reagon |
Ressons why Atamative Street Standards not 8pproved bY | ans Develooers | Home- |  Conmutants

Counail WOt | CreA | Sulder | penngrs | Cihers [Torais
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fawauits, ot2.)
Percapton that Altsrmatve Deveiooment Standards are lower 1 1 1 8 10
“Poor seil” by Administratrs © Counail 2 0 0 3 4 |9
Lack of cormyrytment by City Admn. i change and reduaing costs. s 1 T s 2 -
Technical countar-argurments from civic deots.
Concem over JUtire MaINtBNance cCosts J 0 "] 0 0 3

The reasons peint to the highiy political nature of municipal policy and development decisions. |t
appears that, although the Alfernative Street Design Standards received endorsement and funding
from the Caigary Planning and Building Department, this initiative lacked the support from other
(Streets and Engineering) departments and eiected officials. It is interesting to note that only three
respondents think the street standards {acked support because of a concem over future maintenance
costs. Clearly, the political arguments took precedence over the affordability and sustainability
considerations for instituting the street design changes. If this is an indication of the lack of political
support and level of importance of the sustainability initiatives in Caigary, we can expect that the
other sustainability practices and design guidelines instituted with similarly low levels of commitment
and intensity.

Further information and Survey findings relevant to the issue of site deveiopment standards and
charges are presented in Chapter 3 on innovation.
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2.5 Propensity for Community PlarvDesign Changes

The Sustainable Suburds Study policies and design guidelines are intended to bring about changes in
urban form to achieve the objectives of the Transportation Plan and the City's Environmental Policy,
Principies and Goais, and to accommodate the costs of growth. R is expected that the policies will
lead to the design of more compact communities - with services, employment, and other amenities
closer to residentiai housing and, improve the socio-economic diversity of residents in communities.
However, the extent to which these changes will occur, is contingent on the support and endorsement
of the various delivery system agents and their individual, as well as collective commitment to
bringing about change.

So far, it seems that the industry agents are opposed to the City's sustainability policies because they
prescribe to a principles of New Urbanism or Neo-Traditional planning. While the cost savings
achievable by applying Neo-traditional principies is well-researched (e.g., Marshall Macklin
Monaghan, 1994; Hygeia Consulting 1995; Essiambre-Phillips-Desjardins Associates, 1895; IB!
1982), it aiso widely understood that in order to achieve the capital and maintenance cost-advantages
of Neo-Traditional design, other strategies — such as increasing residential densities, and relaxing
infrastructure engineering and site deveiopment standards - must aiso be employed. The degree to
which industry agents are optimistic that the policies will achieve the desired community plan/design
changes are investigated by Survey questions 1a,1b, 1¢, 2¢, 3d, 4b, and 4c. The findings for these
questions are now discussed.

Figure 10 - (Question 1b) The Community Figure 11 - (Question 1c) The Community
Centres and Neighborhood Nodes policies Centres and Neighborhood Nodes policies
will resuit in more employment opportunities will result in a significant mix of public and
within new residential communities. commercial activities in the community to
satisfy resident needs for shopping and
services.
Type of Firm Percent Type of Firm Percent
U0 Land " Strongly Disagres 7 VDI Land “Strongly Disagree 18
Deveiopers Disagres P Deveiopers Disagree 2%
Ursure 17 Unsure 18
Agres s Agres ’
L Strongly Agree 8 Strongly Agree 18
CHBA Land Disagres 50 CHBA Land Strongly Disagres 17
‘ _LVW' Unsure 80 Deveiopers Disagree <)
HomeBuiders Disagree > Unsure 3
Ursure &0 _ Agree 17
Agres 30 HomeSuiders Uneure 45
Strongly Agres s Agres 4
Communay Strongiy Dissgree P Strongly Agree 15
Planners Disagres <] Communtty Strongly Disagree 12
Unaure 28 Plnners Disagree 24
Agres 17 Ursure 2
Strongly Agres 47 Agree — ]
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While all groups are divided on the issue of employment opportunities (Figure 10), the UDI group
expresses highest disagreement. Interestingly, 35% of homebuiiders and 34% of planners agree.
Evidently, the pessimism expressed by the UDI group is not as prevalent among the other 4 groups.

Figure 11 shows that groups are aiso divided about the mix of services and activities that will be buiit

in new communities. However, & significant proportion of the UDI group (27%), the homebuilders
(55%) and planners (35%) agree. The spread of opinion reminds one that even within expert-
professionai and sectoral interest groups, we often have s diversity of opinions about issues; Clearly,
the respondents within the groups do not all share the same opinion. The spread of opinion also
presents an opportunity for experimentation and change, shoulkd the poiicies be applied by even one-
third of the industry agents. Innovation will first require the introduction of change, after which the
success and widespread diffusion is contingent on the benefits - economical, social, aesthetic,
convenience, etc. derived by the consumer.

Figure 12 - (Question 2¢) The School and Figure 13 - (Question 3d) The Housing
Open Space policies will resuit in improved policies will resuit in more choice of housing
pedestrian and cyclist movement within the for people of different bousehold types,
community. income levels and age groups in the
seighborhood.
Type of Firm Percent Type of Firm Percent
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In Figure 12, agreement is high among all the groups; 83% of all respondents agree. Are we to
conclude that community pians and designs will include gregter circuiation -~ paths for bicycling and
walking - within new residential communities? Evidently, a majority of ail respondents seem to
believe so.
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There is a striking difference in levels of agreement between the UD! group and the other four groups
about the diversity of housing in new communities. That one-third of the UDI group and 30% of
Homebuilders are unsure, is most attributable to the lack of understanding about the situation of
affordability in Caigary and about the pent-up demand for more affordable housing in Caigary. (See
for example, Chapter 4 on affordabiiity.) The high levels of agreement among the Planners and
Homebuilders, and CHBA groups are aiso noteworthy; improving the diversity and mix of househoid
types within communities is clearly a significant issue for these agents.

Leveis of agreement about the Transportation policy (Figures 14 and 15) outcomes is high for a
significant proportion of all industry groups; although among the UDI developers, levels of
disagreement are equally significant. However, in light of the disproportionate disagreement
expressed by the UDI group on most questions, their spread of opinion here is refreshing. Clearly,
most industry agents believe that the Transportation policies will lead to improved pedestrian and
cyclist modes of access and safer streets.

Figure 14 - (Question 4b) The Traasportation Figure 15 - (Question 4c) The Transportation
policies will resuit in more pedestrian and policies will resuit in safer and more
bicycling modes of access to centres and pedestrian-oriented streets.
services within the community.
Type of Firm Percent Type of Fi Percent
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U S Disagres 2
Agres 43: "
_Strongly Agree 10 - 35
Carnmuruty Disagres 11 ' s'_ ongly 10
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Levels of agreement fall slightly for question 1a (Figure 18). That Homebuilders and Planners are
more convinced changes in design will induce changes in people's travel behaviour is evidenced by
this question. However, design changes will have {0 accompanied by efficient public transit and other
policies designed to improve the attractiveness of public transportation over the private automabile.
In Caigary, a fuel tax has been proposed and whether or not there is sufficient political momentum
and political will to follow through with it remains an open question.
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Figure 16 - (Question 12) The Community Centres and Neighborhood Nodes policies will resuit in
increased use of alternate forms of transportation such as walking, cvcling, & public transit use.

Type of Fiem Perceart
| Land M 5;- 17
Unsure P~
| - _Aores 17
CHBA Land Diaagres 17
m Unsure 17
Agres 7
HomeBuiders Disagres 0
Ursure 20
Agree 48
| Strongly Agres (]
Communty Strongly Omagres 8
Planners Oisagres 2
Unsure »
Agres 3
Strongly Agree 47

2.6 Summary of Findings

The Survey respondents are divided as to whether policies will achieve increased employment
opportunities, increased mix of services and business activities, and increased diversity of housing
(and socio-economic groups). They are, however, less divided, and more indlined to agree that the
Sustainable Suburbs Study policies will improve pedestrian and cyclist access, and result in safer,
more pedestrian-oriented streets. On the other hand, respondents are not optimistic that
transportation behavior changes will come about from changes in design. !mportantly, disagreement
among the UDI group is disproportionately greater than any of the other groups across all of the

above issues.

Two things can be concluded. First, there is @ spread of opinion among and within industry groups
about the likely outcomes of the policies; this has consequences for the implementation and
application of the policies and design guidelines. Second, among the diversity and spread of opinion,
thers is at least some optimism, indicating a propensity for implementing and following through on at
least some of these policies in the short-term. Unfortunately, the implementation of only some of the
policies, such as rear laneways and more sidewalks, will not improve the situation of affordability and
sustainability without the application of compiementary policies such as increasing density
(intensification of land use) and experimenting with aitemative housing forms (i.e., other than single-
family detached). The delivery systern in Caigary may either take advantage of these opportunities
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for innovative enterprise or they may go unnoticed because of conventional counter-positioning of the
municipal and industry players with respect to traditional, fiscal and market-supremacy arguments.

The following chapter on the innovation theme in our Survey examines industry practices that provide
further illumination about the disposition of the industry towards affordability and sustainability in

Caigary.

Footnotes Chapter 2

! See key informant interview findings October-November 1996.
2 The performance based approach will create standards set for actual rates of use, not levels well-
beyond those required. Question: if a road is engineered to handle 20,000 vehicie trips per day, but
only 10,000 actuaily use the road, does this mean the road will last twice as long and the
maintenance costs will be spread over a fonger period and therefore [ead to cost savings in the short-
term? Or, does it mean that iower standards require more regular maintenance and hence greater
frequencies of inconvenience, discomfort, etc. for the consumer?
3 The highest levels of savings occur not only because of the density factor, but aiso because sewage
is not taken off-site through large pipes to a distant point; it is treated in the neighborhood at ‘solar-
aquatic’ plants.
4 Recommendations inciude:
a) The Planning Department should seize the authority to better control the response time
from other departments. Applications submitted with all necessary information shouild
not be delayed beyond the normal circulation period.
b) The Administration should only comment on applications from a technical and policy
consideration and leave political decisions and considerations to City Council.
c) City Council must indicate to Community Associations their roie in the approval process
and their expected response time. Inordinate delays currently occur with some
Community Associations. (UD! undated document).
S For a typical house in Calgary: valued at $121,000, 1300 sq %, and 30 front ft., the total
development charges (including infrastructure, land dedications. development application processing
fees, and building permit and plumbing fees) are estimated to be $5,000. (Levies, Fees, Charges,
Taxes, and Transaction Costs on New Housing, CMHC, 1996). Development Charges and
Transaction Costs and GST for a typical single-family detached house in Caigary amounts to
approximately 12% of the purchase price; Canada-wide the percentage can be as high as 20% (The
Housing Industry and Housing Trends in Canada, Canadian Home Builders' Association, Nov. 19897)

rireakdown of Levies, fees, Charges, Taxes, and Transaction costs for New Homes in Calgary
___ (CMHC, 1996)

infrastructure Charges $2,200

Land Dedications (10%) 1,880

Development Application Processing Fees 250

Building Permit and Plumbing Fees 870

1.Total Development Charges and Lavies $5,000

New Home Warranty Fees 185

Homebuyer Transaction Costs 858

Mortgage Transaction Costs 3,081

Developer Transaction Costs 450

2. Total Transaction & Warranty Costs $4,582

_ 3. GST (after redate) $5.421
Total Deveiopment Charges, Transaction

Costs and GST $15,003
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Chapter 3: Innovation for Affordability, Sustainability and Resources
Conservation

This Chapter discusses the role of innovation for sustainable community design and housing in the
urban development context. in this context, findings for Survey questions 1a, 1d, 2a. 2b, 2d, 3I, 4d,
Se, 18, 19, 19a, 20, 20a, 22, 27, and 28 are aiso reported and discussed.

3.1 Innovation in Housing and in Residential Community Design

Most if not all authors on sustainability design and project research deciare that movement toward
better, more sustainable communities will require innovations in the planning, design and construction
of residential communities and housing; and reform and restructuring in the municipal administrative
structure and management practices. (See for e.g. Perks and Van Viiet, 1983)

Innovation here refers to a continuous process of introducing improvements to urban forms, planning
principies, patterns of development, and regulatory processes, community plans and designs, house-
designs and technologies, etc. Such innovation would be to various ecological, political, social,
technological, and economic pressures and theoretical propositions. Innovations can be at the level
of municipa! policy, reguiation and site development standards, or in community design, site planning,
street design, subdivision, site-servicing, fot positioning and dimensioning, house type, size and
dimension, construction methods and materials, type of building envelope, appliance technologies in
the home, etc. These innovation attributes have been identified in numerous trade magazines (e.g.,
Builder Magazine), and in many CMHC and various other research reports and publications (e.g., IBl,
1982; Energy Pathways, 1991; Perks and Van Viiet ,1993; Marshall Mackiin Monaghan Ltd., 1994,
Perks and Wilton-Clark ,1996; Brethour Research Associates, 1992; D'Amour , 1993; Hygeia
Consulting Services, 1995; CH2M Hill Engineering, 1994; Essiambre-Phillips-Desjardins Associates,
1985; Marshall Macklin Monaghan, 1994; Booth and Rettenbeil, 1964; Van Viet, 18980; and Wilton-
Clark, 1985.)

Recent planning theories and frameworks have aiso emerged and deal with the chalienge of urban
sustainability or sustainable urban development. The most prominent ones include Ecological Design
(Hahn, 1990), Landscape Ecology (e.g, Grant, Joudrey, and Manuel, 1993; Dramstad, Olson, and
Forman, 1966) and Ecosystem Planning (Tomalty, et. al., 1994). Each of these frameworks attempts
to integrate, among other features, greater concem for ecological (natural ecosystem) processes in
the planning and design of urban environments.
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3.1.1 Common Barriers and Constraints to innovation

Many barriers and constraints are said to preciude innovation for sustainability in land development
and housing. These commonly include: the industry (developers, builders and planners) and the
municipal administrators’ resistance to change, to ultra-conservative vaiues and (at times) oligopoalic
conditions in the land development business; inhibitive, exaggerated municipal govemment
reguiations and deveiopment standards; protracted deveiopment approval processing times; high risk
and costs associated with innovations and demonstration projects; ‘fuzzy benefits’ of innovation; and
the reactive position of both NIMBYism and environmental groups. (Booth and Kettenbeil, 1994;
Skelton, et. al., 1995; Energy Pathways, 1981). Two additional constraints are identified by Perks and
Van Viiet (1993) - a lack of well-defined and empirically tested “sustainability performance criteria® in
residential settings, and the industry’s narrow and (possibly distorted) opinions “about the market
acceptability of the present form and character of residential communities in Canadian cities®.

Other factors contributing to the sluggish pace of innovation in the homebuilding industry described in
& report by Clayton Research Associates and Scanada Consultants Limited, (1989) are: the industry
is composed primarily of small fitns compared to other industries; the evolutionary nature of
homebuilding production processes and product inhibits the willingness of builders to search actively
for changes; the limited size of the market reinforces the predominance of small firms, thus retarding
the introduction and adoption of change; and excessive regulation retards innovation. The average
land developer firm size is larger, though market fragmentation and close regulation are also
characteristics which are attributable to protracted rates of innovation.

Two key factors identified by Perks and Van Viiet (19893) as missing in the Canadian delivery system
that would improve the pace of innovation for sustainabiity are: demonstration projects and
continuous experimentation; and expert practitioners in sustainabie deveiopment. Speaking to the
Caigary context, they report a number of factors discouraging innovations: mistakes are being
repeated even though a number of exemplary residential projects have been built in other
jurisdictions; costs are high for research and deveiopment of new technologies; increased timelines
for gaining municipal approvals; lack of govemment incentives for innovation; structural barriers that
preciude inter-sectoral and integrated planning within City administration; and “accounting
procedures” for caiculating future benefits of innovative product design.

Later research by Perks and Wilton-Clark (1996) challenged industry suppositions about the
consumer receptivity to innovations in sustainabie community design and form. They redesigned a
suburb in Calgary (Edgemont) 10 demonstrate sustainabilty principles and practices, and they
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employed a hyper-media visualization fool to test consumer receptivity for a wide range of
sustainability and affordabiity choices.’

Booth and Kettenbeil (1994) identify two significant constraints: (1) there is information overioad and it
is the most important obstacie to the industry; and (2) the influence of government is a major issue.
Booth and Kettenbeil recommend ways {0 acceferate the adoption of innovations for environmentally
sustainable and high performance housing. Their recommendations focus on the avaiability of
reilable information about product availabiity, product performance and technology comparisons;
municipal and supplier cooperation o improve the affordability and lower risk of financing innovation;
and the use of computer technoiogy for product simulation and improved management techniques.
Further opportunities for innovation are: reducing the cost and time required for acceptance of new
products vis a vis building codes and material standards, and training and demonstrations aimed at
increasing awareness of advantages of using environmentally sustainable, high performance

products and procedures.

The mere availabiiity of innovative technoiogies and products, however, is not a sufficient condition
for change. In their review of innovative firms in Scandanavian countries, Perks and Van Miet (1994)
identify a number of factors and preconditions that couid make the Canadian housing delivery system

more successful gt adopting innovations, including:

o Leadership from municipal authorties to incorporate in their planning practices a
sustainability posture;

e Attention to persuading the public about the nchness of the ecologically-sensitive
residential environment experience, and !o the personal satisfactions and conveniences
that can be obtained;

o Freshly-conceived and longstanding instifutional frameworks for promotion,
expenimentation and diffusion of innovation;

« Local and state programs which provide a strategy of action research at the local levef,
and nurtured technologies.

3.1.2 Other Organizational Constraints to innovation

While the various studies on innovation examine municipal-poiitical and macro-ievel constraints, they
say very little about the organizational impediments or constraints for diffusion of innovation. None of
these studies answers questions such as: What are the organizational capacities of [and deveiopment
and housing firms to respond positively to sustainability policies? What is the cumrent status and
positioning of firns with respect to research and deveiopment (R&D) activities? What are the cumrent
leveis of awareness and receptivity among industry firms for innovative products and designs?
Obviously the process of innovation is not entirely dependent upon factors external to industry firms;
intemal organizational practices, behaviour and cufture aiso factor into the propensity for change.
Questions 18, 19, 18a, 20, 20a, 27, 28, 28a, 29, 21, and 22 sought to investigate these issues.
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3.1.3 Specific Constraints to Innovation Among Calgary Industry Firms
Question 18 (Figure 17 below) in the survey sought to determine what are specific constraints to

introducing innovations by industry firms.

Figure 17 - (Question 18) The Most Significant Coastraints to Introducing Innovations in the Planning-

Designing and Building of residential communities in Calgary

Land Deveiopers | uome.

Conauttants

Most Significant Constraints to Introducing innovations

ubi

CHBA Buiiders

Planners

Others

I Totais
=%

Municipal Regulations. Policies. and Development Standards

|__Rigid/infiexible application of existing policies. reguiations. snd standards

2 2

11

Excessive municips! bylaws, engineering and street standards, senvicing
and infrestructure requirements. and Building Code mquirements

Densities in excess of market scoeptance/consumer preferances

Grid pattern of Subdivision design/Sustanabie Suburbs Guidelines

Site pianning (front street for people, land for utilites)

alajalon

-2 o5 oy

Municipal Administrators and Politicians

Cry Council/Elected Officiais “resistance to change®

Mina set Cold thinkong®) of ity adminestrators and politicians

]

Crty intervention in the marxetpiace

interference of politicrans in the process

City s afraid to take innovative steps becase of liabiity issues

Poor staff in tne aity

Fear of change

Lack of commitment and “positive wili-power® by city polibcians and
administration

“Overcontroliing municipal socisl engineers”

Delays in the Development Approval Process

Slow and ineflicent gevelopment approval process

Additional costs related 10 time delays in development approval

~

Agditonal gelays for approving "non-traditional” stangaras or new products

(7

Consumer Preferences/Market Trends

. Existing consumer perceptions snd attitudes regsrding property veiues
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Overcoming consumers” mindset regarding what they will grve

The public has only been exposed 10 traditional building types

Exsting markets and patterns of deveiopment

Cost

Consumer sensitivity and resistence to cost increases

High cost of infrestructure

Community involvement/Public Participation

Risk/Developers “playing it safe”

Time Constraints

M IR (i fequifes [afalaimier

Across all industry groups, the most significant constraints reported are:

Excessive municipal bylaws, engineering and street standards, servicing and
infrastructure requirements, and Buiiding Code requirements;

Rigid/infiexibie application of existing policies, regulations, and standards;

City Council/Elected Officials “resistance to change®;

Mind set ("old thinking®) of city administrators and politicians;

Community/Public resistance or unwillingness to accept change; and

Siow and inefficient development approval process.
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3.1.4 Present Situation and Positioning of Industry Finms for Sustainability innovations

Ten questions (19, 19a, 20, 20a, 27, 28, 28a, 29, 21, and 22) sought to investigate the current
situation regarding innovation. Specifically: What types of innovations have been successfully
introduced by industry firms, and what are the driving forces for these innovations? What is the level
of awareness and knowledge by industry firms about innovations for sustainability? How many firns
actively engage in research and development of new ideas, concepts, and proposals for
sustainability? What specific sustainability initiatives are introduced by the industry? How up-to-date
are the industry firns about innovative projects, programs, and research publications about improving
affordability, environmental performance, consumer preferences, resources conservation, and social
equity in communities? What degrees of influence do industry firms exercise over the introduction of
sustainability iniliatives at various stages of residentiai community planning, design and development
(construction)?

Figure 18 - (Question 19, 19a) Most significant innovations introduced in recent vears that delivered a
better bousing product or better community environment to the consumer & the “driving force™ for each
of the innovations.
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The table in Figure 18 lists the categories of innovations identified from survey responses for
Questions 19 and the Driving Forces identified by question 19a. These innovations are consistent
with sustainability principles, according to the Sustainable Suburds Study, insofar as they lead to
improved affordability, environmental performance, resources conservation, and to some extent
produce overall social (or aesthetic) benefits to the homebuyer or consumer.

Only innovations cited two or more times are included in the Figure 18 table. (A complete list appears
in survey findings in Appendix Il.) Unfortunately, we are unabie to discern whether each innovation is
introduced individually or in combination with others. It is aiso not known whether these innovations
sre introduced randomly by various firms or Iif innovative products and practices are unique to a
particular group or type of fin. Finally, we are unable to ascertain if innovations were not listed by
some respondents because they are not really innovations but more a matter of regular practice for

them.

First, innovations citing the use of recycled building materials® or operating practices for improved
environmental management, utilization of ecological landscaping, solar-energy maximization or for
resources conservation are not mentioned. The industry in Caigary has yet to vigorously adopt
‘green” building practices.

Second, some of these innovations are consistent with affordability and sustainability. For example,
the introduction of bonus room plans (an additional room built above the garage) improves space
utilization within the home without increasing the building footprint. The ASH built in Scenic Acres is
one example of a demonstration project in Caigary, built according to conventional size and iot
dimensions but inciuding technologies for improved sustainabilty in the home (e.g. composting toilet,
water cistem, solar paneling, etc.).

One type of innovation, the bare land condominium, is a type in which the homeowner purchases a
housing unit but shares ownership of the land on which the project is situated. The advantage of
empioying the bare land condominium concept is that the deveioper — and eventually the co-owners —
assume the long-term maintenance and operating costs of the project, for which it receives certain
exemptions from municipal development standards and reguiations. These costs are of course paid
by the homeowners through a yearly membership or condominium fee. On the other hand, these
projects could create inequity among communities and only exacerbate the number of exclusive or
private ("gated”) communities. Examples include Bearspaw, Priddis Greens and Heritage Point.’

The incidence of innovation for higher density developments is a reflection of the general industry
practice in Caigary. Most developments are comprised of low-density singie-detached housing units.
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The topic of density has led to a heated debate about the calculation of density and the comparison of
densities in existing Caigary communities. In fact, the caiculation of density has not been uniformly or
consistentty applied throughout the municipal planning department.* The Sustainable Suburtis Study
(p.93) defines density as the number of dwelling units in a given area expressed in dwelling units per
gross hectare or acre. However, the caiculation of residential density will usually exclude:
Environmental Reserve; Expressways, Freeways, and Major Streets; Regional and Sector Shopping
Centres; Major institutional Centres; Land Reserved by the Province; High School sites; Vacant multi-
family sites and single-family acreages; Commercial centres greater than 2.8 ha (7 ac); Industriai
uses; Regional land uses such as regional parks, etc.; and Community Lakes. Meaningful

comparative normns still escape the Caigary delivery system.

The four most frequently cited driving forces for innovation are:

consumer demand or preferences;

innovative community design projects built in North America;
consumer feedback on previousiy-finished projects; and
improved cost efficiencies for business.

The least cited forces are: municipal or senior government programs or incentives; UDI, ULI, CHBA
or FCM advisory or research documents; and Municipal bylaws, policies, procedure or provincai
regulation.

3.1.5 Key Drivers and Lack of Governmant incentives

The introduction of innovation has been driven primarily by increased competition for consumer
satisfaction and improved affordability. Governments have offered very littie, if any, incentives for
encouraging innovations for improving residential communities in Caigary.

The high incidence of consumer demand and preferences as a key driver for introduction of
innovations suggests that any efforts directed towards the industry to initiate sustainability practices
must aiso target the consumer or homebuyer. The industry perceptions and presuppositions about
the conservative nature and preferences of the consumer are @ major constraint for introducing
sustainability design-initiatives. However, this constraint can be turned into an opportunity if the risks
and costs associated with innovations can be markedly reduced, and, if pragmatic, concrete
opportunities are created for testing the consumer affordability and receptivity to such innovations.
(The Perks and Wilton-Clark (1998) study did demonstrate such market recegtivity to sustainability
fegtures, but its methodoiogy has not been reproduced nor have its findings been implemented in any

projects in Caigary.)
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3.1.6 Research and Development Expenditures

Question 20 sought to find out what industry firms dedicate to research and deveiopment. Figure 19
indicates that very few firms allocate resources for R&D.

Figure 19 - (Question 20) Percentage of firms baving a designated budget category and activity for
Research and Development (R&D)

Type of Firm Percant
Lana ~ Yea 17
Deveiopers No P
CHBA Land Yes 3 |
Developers No p
HomeBuiders Yes 1
No “
Dont Know s
Community Yes 2
Planners No 7
Don't Know s

Of those firms who actually do dedicate funds for R&D, most spend less than 3% of their operating
and capital budgets. Only two pianning firns indicated they allocate more than 3% on R&D
expenditure.

Figure 20 - (Question 20a) Percentage (%) of annual gross expenditures - operating and capital -
dedicated to R&D

Type of Firm Frequency
UOI Lana Q0.6-1.0% 1
Deveiopers Total 1
CHBA Land 1.13.0% 2
Develapers Total 2
HormeBuwiders 00.5% 2
1.1-3.0% 1
Total 3
Community 1.1-3.0% 2
Planners 3.1-8.0% 1
Mors thar: 6.0% 1
Total 4
Other Urben 0.6-1.0% 2

These numbers are evidence of the limited role R&D plays in the development of housing and
residential communities in Calgary. They suggest that the land development and house building
industries typicaily undertake less research and deveiopment for innovative products than is
customarily expected in other sectors. This is also confirmed by a recent CHBA poll which reports
that only 1 in 5 builders in Alberta undertake custom research on the size/characteristics of their
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target markets, or conduct exit interviews and/or focus groups with visitors to their new home sales
sites and, “in general, the majority of builders are not using various types of market
information/research on a frequent basis. (Clayton Research Associates, 1997:12)

3.1.7 industry Knowiedge and Awareness about Innovations for Sustainability

A number of innovative research design projects, programs, studies and demonstrations were
reviewed by the researcher. A selection of these were inciuded as part of the questionnaire in order
to measure the degree of familiarity by industry firns:

= Edgemont [ - which re-designed a Caigary suburb using ecologicai-design and more
sustainable planning principles, practices, and technologies.

= Sprout - is an innovative starter home designed to meet affordability needs of young
families. This house design allows the owners to make modifications to the house as their
needs and household size may change.

s Affordability and Choice Today (A-C-T) - this program was initiated in 1990 to encourage
municipalities and private sector and non-profit builders and deveiopers to work cooperatively
to eliminate excessive residential regulations and lo streamiine the development approval
processes. A-C-T has provided funding for numerous demonstration projects such as infill
housing on smail lots, Garden Suites, stacked fourplexes on singie-family lots, suburban
houses and more. (D'Amour, 1993)

= Healthy House - is the winning design in CMHC's Healthy Housing Design Competition.
This award-winning design is completely seff-sufficient in water, sewage, heat and electricity.

¢ The Grow Home — was deveioped at McGill University. The design of the house addresses:
resource conservation (land and infrastructure), affordability, environment, design efficiency
(use of construction mateniais).

» R2000 Homes -~ was launched in the early 1980’s by Natural Resources Canada to improve
energy efficiency in Canadian homes. The program provides information, training and
education, certification, and promotional/marketing assistance to homebuilders participating
in this voluntary program.

* Autonomous Sustainable House - is ® demonstration project located in the Caigary-
suburban community of Scenic Acres. Key sustainability features of the house include:
Xeriscaping and native species planting in the front yard; use of recycled maternials for home
construction; use of energy-efficient windows and ‘eco-studs’; use of formaidehyde-free
fibreboards and other chemical-free materiais; grey-water recycling; solar-paneis; water-
collecting cistern; and a composting toilet.

* EnviroHome ~ was established in 1964. 1t is a consumer education and marketing program
designed to showcase homes that biend high-qQuality design and construction with innovative,
but proven, energy-efficient and Healthy Housing features.

s Assessment of Built Projects - is a CMHC funded research project that reviewed over 30
Scandanavian community design and housing projects with sustainability features.
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Figure 21 - (Question 27) Degrees of Familiarity with Innovation and Research-design Studies, Projects
or Programs

8) “Edgemont II” - A Study in Sustainable Community Form

b) Sprout: the versatile, dynamic house

¢) Affordability and Choice Today (ACT) - Regulatory Reform Activities to Improve Housing

d) Bealthy House (Vancouver, Toronto, Montreal)
¢) The “Grow Home™

f) R2000 Homes

g§) Aumonomous Sustainable House (ASH) in Calgary
h) EavircHome demonstration ;

(i) Assessment of Built Projects for Sustainable Communities

| Groups Combined Question 27 a___ b | ¢ d__|
Not st all Familiar 48 70 74 42
Somewhat Familiar 10 18 13 18
Moderateiy Femiliar 2 5 ] 18
Considerably Femiliar 15 5 S 12
ery Femiliar 8 2 3 10
All Groups Combined Question 27 ) 1 g h 1|
Not at all Femiliar 47 2 54 S0 68
[r=ss Somewhat Familiar 13 12 21 z7 =
Moderately Familiar 13 3 11 15 8
Conaiderably Femiliar = 40 5 3 3
'sry Familiar 5 <) 8 5 0

For a review of responses by industry group, see Survey Results in Appendix 0.

Apparently ail groups are most familiar with R2000 Homes. This is not surprising; R2000 is one of
the oidest programs (initiated in the early 1980's as a Federal Govemment initiative) and has
received significant promotion resources. The other initiatives quite familiar to a significant proportion
of all respondents are the Healthy House, Edgemont 1, and The ‘Grow” Home.

The low ievels of familiarity with the Autonomous Sustainable House (ASH) are surprising, given that
it is a local demonstration project, designed by local architects Yorg and Helen Ostrowski, that has
received much publicity in Calgary and nationally. Perhaps the higher evels of ‘somewhat’ and
‘moderatety familiar' responses are attributable to name recognition for the project; and low levels of

‘intimate famifiarity’ are because respondents have not yet visited the site.
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Figure 22 - (Question 28) Percent of Firms thst bave implemented concepts, ideas or design practices
listed in question 27 in any residentisl communities or bouse-building projects.

Tﬁ aof Firm Percent

Land o8, Some 33

Developers None All Respondents | Percent
Ne, L4 Yes, Many 3

CHBA Land Yes, Some 7 Yes, Some 8
. 3 No, None 60

HomeSuiders Yes, Some &0 . =L
No, None (1)

Communty Yes, Manty 18

Planners Yes, Seme LT
No, None a8

Strikingly, 38% of all respondents indicate they have implemented at least some of the concepts and
practices from the innovative research design projects, programs, studies and demonstrations.
However, references to specific projects and deveiopments (in question 28a) are disappointingly
limited and vague. One suspects that the professed awareness is limited (extremely) to the (few)
Duany and other U.S.-based Neo-Traditional projects. Only two respondents state they have built a

‘Grow Home" in Caigary.

3.1.8 Familiarity with Other Research Reports and Publications

Notably, the respondents express surprisingly low leveis of famifiarity with other research pubiications
and technical reports about housing design, technologies, and market trends (see question 29 in
Survey Findings).

The UDI group expressed highest degrees of familianity with:

« Towns and Town-Making Principies (54% are considerably or very familiar)

« Innovative Site Development Standards and Practicas, Review of Industry Perceptions Final
Report (38% are considerably or very familiar);

« infrastucture Costs Associated with Conventional and Alernative Deveiopment Patterns,
Summary Report (38% are considerably or very familiar); and

= Achieving Infrastructure Cost EfMciency/Effectiveness Through Alfernative Planning
Approaches.(36% are considerably familiar).

The CHBA Land Developers expressed very ow levels of familiarity with all of the publications; the
best ‘score’ is registered for Future Trends in Housing: Altitudes of Potential Home Buyers Towards
Housing. Community Planners were most familiar with Towns and Town-Making Principles.
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Very low levels of familiarity indicated for publications about sustainable residential deveiopments,
residential preferences, construction practices and affordability reflects a lack of gwareness and
(arguably) propensity for responding to them. The reader will recall that in question 19(a) the second
most important driver for innovations is innavative community design projects built in North America.
The reiatively high levels of familiarity by the UDI and Planner groups (those primarily responsible for
community planning and concept design), with the Neo-Traditional literature reinforces this finding
from question 19(a); the industry in Caigary is conservative and imitates popularized trends in other
North American cities. Rather than investing in local R&D initiatives and context-specific initiatives,
there is a tendency for development and planning firms to apply practices popular in other parts of
North America.

To summarize: The findings suggest that issues such as market receptivity for sustainability,
affordability, and improved environmental performance are not actively researched and investigated
by the firms in Caigary. The UD! group expressed most familiarity with studies about innovative site
development and engineering standards, and associated cost efficiencies. Although we would expect
land developer firms to investigate these issues - and indeed, UDI-Caigary has investigated these
issues on behalf of the industry - the relatively high levels of familiarity are somewhat suspect,
especiaily in light of the response for item (). Most disappointing among the Homebuilders is that
75% indicate no familiarty with item (h), CMHC's waste management and recycling practices
publication.

The publication from Seattle about residential preferences for ‘urban villages® - item (f) — was
included as a “test® item; respondents were expected to have no familiarity with this publication.
However, that more than one-third (36%) of the UD! group indicated ‘somewhat familiar’ for this tem
suggests that results for this particular question are dubious. (Interestingly, at least one respondent
from each group indicated familiarity with this publication.)

3.1.9 Degrees of influence for Introducing innovations for Affordability, Sustainability, and
Resources Conservation in community projects

The reader will recall from the Kii's (Chapter 1) that industry fims are only one agent in the delivery
system. They compete, deal and cooperate with a multitude of other sectoral interests to bring
development proposals to fruition. An understanding of these various agents in the delivery system
end their various roles in the planning, designing and construction phases of development wouid help
to establish improved and, arguably, more focussed municipal policies and incentives for influencing
the adoption of sustainability initiatives.
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Question Q22 sought to determine the degrees of influence exercised by industry agents for
introducing innovations for “Affordability”, “Sustainability”, and “Resources Conservation”.

Figare 23 - (Question 22) Degre of Imfluence for Introducing Innovations for “Affordability”,
“Sustainability”, and “Resources Coaservation” in Community Projects

8) House design(s) and technologies for optimal energy and water consumption

b) Community plan/urban design for compact form and overall higher density

¢) Greater ecalogical sensitivity in the overall physical eavironment of 2 new community project.
d) The design of housing - for e.g home-office, second unit, flexibility for expansion...

¢) Sizes of the homes in 2 new comumunity project.

f) Sizes (and dimensions) of the lots in a new community project.

g Configuration snd orientation of the streets and lots for optimal solar/climatc response
(subdivision)

h) Xeriscaping for home lots and public areas

i) Street design standards

) Pedestrian/cyclist access and circulation system in 2 community

k) Choice of construction materiais for housing - low embodied energy, recycled matenials, exc.
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Together with the Planner-consultants, Land Developers exercise considerably high levels of
influence over most of the planning and design elements and innovations in residential communities.
They exercise greatest influence over the community plar/design for compact form and higher
density, level of ecological sensitivity in the physical environment, configuration and orientation of
streets and lots (Subdivision), ecological iandscaping for pubiic areas, and pedestrian/cyclist access
and circulation.

However, control over the sizes of the homes and lots, ang the (composition) number, percentage
and location of single-family and multi-unit housing are negotiated among the various industry agents
That is, they ail perceive themsetves to exercise considerable or decisive influence on these features

and factors.
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Policies and incentives designed to achieve sustainability in its various potentials and possibilities
must therefore be directed towards changing the perceptions and practices of all agents in the
delivery systemn — not just the developers, as it would seem was the City's strategy in the Sustainable
Suburbs Round Table.

Equivaient numbers of homebuilders and land developers perceive themselves to exercise moderate
to considerable degrees of influence over innovations for the diversity of choice and prices for all
income groups in the community. We can therefore infer that the role and influence of the
homebulider is more important and consequential in the Delivery System than is commonly argued. [f
homebuilders and developers are equally responsibie for deciding on the types, Styles and prices of
housing, they are jointly responsibie for establishing the market band-width and diversity of housing
pianned and designed into communities. Therefore, municipal policies intended 1o induce innovations
for affordability and sustainability should equally be aimed more forcefully and strategically towards

homebuilders.

Homebuilders assume the dominant position in introducing innovations for house designs and
technologies for optimal energy and water consumption, and for choice of construction materials for
housing. Together with planners, homebuilders exercise considerabie influence (relative to the other
agents) over the introduction of innovations for the design of housing, for home-office, second-unit
options, and fiexible designs. Therefore, administrative policies and regulations specifically aimed at
tousing design and construction - e.g. choice of materials for embodied energy, “cradie-to-grave’
Ifecycie assessments, recycled components, waste management, resource conserving technologies,
and ecological landscaping on private lots -~ should be directed towards the housing component of
the Calgary industry. However, performance indicators and monitoring and evaluation processes
must aiso be established to guarantee the successful and regular application of policies intended to
advance innovations.

One-third of the Community Planners perceive that they exercise considerable or decisive influence
over the introduction of altemative street design standards. The other industry agents indicated lower
leveis of influence for this Rem; this comes as no surprise since the Alternative Street Design

Standards failed to pass City Council in March of 1997.

3.2 Sustainable Suburbs and innovation

Caigary has embraced and institutionalized ‘Neo-Tradltional' Planning principles (Sustainable
Suburbs Study, July 1985). The principies are variously srticulated in the works of Peter Katz, New
Urbanism (1996), Andres Duany and Elizabeth Pigter-Zyberk, Towns and Town-Making Principies
(1981), and Peter Calthorpe, The Pedestrian Pocketbook (1984). Essentially, this approach or style
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involves intensifying deveiopment — producing a finer mix of land uses, more compact development,
shorter travel distances to services, greater pedestrian access, and so forth. Centain urban design
and aesthetic idioms of street layout are very closely assaciated with Neo-Traditional planning. This
approach is believed amenabie to achieving the transportation objectives of the City, and to reducing
the costs of capitak-infrastructure and operating-maintenance costs of deveiopment.

However, success is contingent on the introduction of innovations by the industry, as well as
municipal officials responsibie for administering the policy. And, the stylistic, patteming credo of Neo-
Traditional planning can be, and seemingly is in &self an inhibiting factor in innovative thinking
(paradoxically).

A number of innovative initiatives are specified in the Susfainable Suburbs Study. These include’:
innovations for the development approval process (GRAMPS), new street design standards, a city-
wide policy on affordabie housing, and indicators of Sustainability. Other innovations spelled out in
the design guideiines are: community centres and neighborhood nodes within 400 m of housing;
more pedestrian-friendly streets; higher densities around the community activity centre; bicycle paths
in every community; increased community participation in community planning; establishment of
homeowners’ associations; increased densities to 7 u.p.a.; garage and driveways at the rear with
laneways (i.e. discourage front-drive garages); connector (.e. grid System) versus collector street
system; use of natural systems for stormwater management (e.g., constructed wetlands), recycling
facilities in the house and neighborhood; business practices such as waste audits, use of recycled
materials for construction; recycling waste products; ‘xeriscaping’ or ecological landscaping;
instailation of {echnoiogies for water and energy conservation in the home; and design of housing to
maximize solar orientation ®. However, the Sustainabie Suburbs Study does not address all of the
factors affecting the inspiration and diffusion of innovation (See Perks and Van Viet, 1993): viz., it
does not speak to reform or restructuring of the delivery system qua a system of negotiations, deals,
consumer participation, partnerships and incentives for demonstration and test, and other factors.

Survey questions 5e, 2a, 2b, 2d, 4d, 1a 1d, 3b and 3! were intended to probe the respondents about
their perceptions of the likely success of the policies in achieving numerous urban design, resident
behavior and economic, social or environmental benefits. Findings for these questions are discussed
below.
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Figure 24 - (Question 5¢) The Environmental Figure 25 ~ (Question 23) The Schools
Issues policies will resuit in housing and and Open Space policies will resuit in
communities that are more enviroamentally- better or more protection of natural and
fricudly and designed with sustainability enviroumentally sensitive areas.
features.
Type of Fim Percent Typs of Firm Percent
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Agres @ Unsure as
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Cormmunity Strongly Disagres 6 w&n 15
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Agree “
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3.2.1 Environmental Issues Policies (See Figure 24)

One-third (33%) of the UDI group, and half (50%) of the CHBA land developers, Homebuilders and
Planners agree that the environmental policies will lead to communities that are more
environmentally-fiiendly and designed with sustainability features. High levels of uncertainty
expressed by all groups might indicate skepticism about the policy outcomes or, they might indicate a
‘maybe” position; the outcome may depend on the administration. The high numbers of ‘unsure”
responses may aiso reflect a vagueness of the policy or poor familiarity with the policies and the
intended benefits of these.

3.2.2 Schools and Open Space Policies (Ses Figures 25, 26 & 27)

The UDI developers and Community Planners express higher ieveils of disagreement than agreement
that the Open Space policies will lead to more protection of natural and environmentally sensitive
areas. However, one-third of UD! developers and Planners aiso express agreement. Other industry
groups are more inclined to agree: 87% of CHBA developers and 55% of homebuilders. The leveis
of unsure response might reflect skepticism about the outcome, vagueness of the policy direction, or
uncertainty about the administration.
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While more than half of the UD! group disagree (one-third of them strongly), two-thirds of the CHBA
group, more than half of homebuikiers, and one-third of other consuftants express agreement that the
Schools and Open Space poiicies will lead to creation of greater recreational areas. The Community
Planners, however, are divided on this issue. The strong disagreement from the UD! group may be a
poilticai statement or, it may reflect practical knowledge about the constraints of adding more
recreational space in new communities given the municipal standards and regulations currently

enforced in Caigary.

Figure 26 - (Question 2b) The Schools and
Open Space Policies will result in greater
passive recrestional arcas than are aow
available in existing suburban communities.

Figure 27 - (Question 2d) The Schools and
Open Space Policies will result in cost
efficiencies for the City and taxpayers because
of more efficient land use and more compact

urban form.
Type of Firm Percent Type of Firm Percent
VA= S Do par S Dave T4
Unsure 17 Unsure 8
Agree 17 Agres 8
Stongly Agres 8 CHBA Land Disagree 17
CHBA Land Unsure 3 Deveicpers Unsure 80
Deveiopers Agree (14 Agree k<)
HormeBuilders Stongly Oisagree 5 HomeBuiders Disagres 35
Disagres 21 Unsure 30
Unsure 16 Agres 25
Agres a7 Strongly Agree 10
Strongly Agree 1" Communty Disagree 31
Community Strongly Disagree 1 Pianners Unsure kT
Unsure 3 Strongly Agres [}
Agres 33

UDI deveiopers indicate overwheiming disagreement (84%), while the CHBA, homebuilders and
planners groups appear divided that the Schools and Open Space Policies will lead to cost
efficiencies for the City and taxpayer because of more efficient land use and compact urban form.
The UDI response probably reflects the concem over the aliocation of Municipal Reserve lands and
the heated debate about vacant schoot sites in Caigary. However, the high levels of uncertainly and
dissonance of opinion may reflect ignorance about the cost implications of the policy prescriptions
since these have not yet been empirically tested in Caigary.
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Figure 28 — (Question 4d) The Transportation Figure 29 - (Question 1s) The Commur
policies will resuit in alternative street design Centres and Neighborhood Nodes Policies +
standards for decreasing capital and result in increased use of altermate forms
maintegance costs. transportstion in mew communities mch
walking, cycling, and public tramsit use.
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3.2.3 Transportation Policies (See Figure 28)

The UDI group expresses the highest levels of disagreement, although one-third of them agree that
the Transportation policies will lead to atemnative street design standards for decreasing capital and
maintenance costs. That one-third of the UDI developers and more than half of the Planners indicate
agreement is interesting, especially considering that the Street Standards Study failed to pass City
Council in March of 1987. Other groups express higher levels of agreement than disagreement; this
may indicate optimism and anticipation for achieving this outcome.

3.2.4 Community Centres and Neighborhood Nodes Policies (See Figures 29 and 30)

The Sustainable Suburbs Study is developed in accordance with Neo-traditional Planning or New
Urbanism Principles. These principles are supposed to make communities more people-friendly and
encourage less use of private transportation in the community. The SSS is therefore designed to
induce behaviour changes in community residents. While developers remain unconvinced, all other
industry groups expect (Indicate high levels of agreement) that the Community Centres and
Neighborhood Nodes policies to increase the use of altemate forrns of transportation in new
communities.



More than half of all respondents from ail groups disagree that the Community Centres and
Neighborhood Nodes policies will lead to reduced (vehicle) trips outside the community. However,
the respondents (except CHBA who indicate higher levels of uncertainty) appear polarized on this
issue: while 42% of the UDI group disagree, 25% agree; 50% of Homebuilders disagree, but 35%
agree; and 50% of planners disagree, but 39% agree. These relatively moderate ievels of agreement
(and uncertainty) point to opportunities for impiementing this particular policy.

Figure 30 - (Question 1d) The Community Figure 31 - (Question 3b) The Housing policies
Centres and Neighborhood Nodes Policies will will resuit in more journeys to work, etc. by
result in reduced trips to work and shopping walking, transit, or bicycle.
outside the commuaity.
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Unsure 15 Disagree 30
Agres 0 Unsure 0
Strongly Agres 5 Agres pos]
Communtty Strongly Disagree s Community Strongly Disagres 17
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3.2.5 Housing Policies (See Figures 31 and 32)

The policies are expected to introduce design innovations that are expected to encourage wailking,
bicycling and increasad use of public transit. Most groups seem pessimistic that the Housing policies
will resylt in more journeys by walking, transit, and bicycle: two-thirds of the UDI group, half of the
Homebuiiders, and more than haif the planners disagree.

With the exception of the UDI, industry groups express higher leveis of agreement than disagreement
that the Housing policies will lead to infrastructure innovations for improved cost efficiencies.
However, one quarter of homebuilders and community pianners disagree that cost efficiencies will
occur. The high levei of disagreement expressed by UDI land developers probably reflects
pessimism as a resuit of the failure of the Street Standards Study. On the other hand, developers
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may indicate disagreement because years of experience lead them to believe littie if any innovations
will occur in infrastructure designs; entrenched behaviours, regulations and development standards
and resistance to change attitudes evidenced (e.g. see questions 18, constraints to innovation) by
municipal departments are most likely reasons for this pessimism.

Figure 32 - (Question 3i) The Housing policies
will result in impovations im infrastructure

Type of Frm Percent
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Panners Unsure a5
Agres 38
Strongly Agres $

| conclude: in order to impiement the policies and encourage the adoption of innovations consistent
with urban sustainability, incentives and benefits must be clearly ariculated to the industry.
Unfortunately, no such incentives are offered by the Sustainable Suburbs Study. Nor are there any
clues gs to the financial and other benefits to industry firms or to the consumer when sustainability
innovations are implemented. In light of the foregoing, the extent to which the Suburbs Study
addresses the concems and opinions of industry representatives is something of a moot point.

The successful introduction of innovations will require support and action from agents in the delivery
systern at the levels at which they operate and exercise the most influence. For example, land
developers, primarily responsible for infrastructure emplacement, site-servicing and subdivision,
together with community planners and urban designers are responsibie for community design and
planning, and can be expected to introduce innovations st this level of design-deveiopment.
Homebuilders are responsible for house design and construction, and other design elements directed
around the lot, and can introduce sustainabilty initiatives to improve performance in these areas.
Municipal govemments are aiso expected to do their part by commilting resources - financial and
technological = and by instituting policies that embrace a sustainability posture so as to induce
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behaviors and actions from the industry and consumer which will inprove the propensity and speed
&t which innovations are introduced.
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Endnotes Chapter 3

! This study showed that consumers are willing to choose sustainability features if given the
opportunity. However, its recommendations and design suggestions have not yet been actively

in any demonstration projects or community plans in Calgary. (The Perks and Wilton-Clark
1998 study is available from CMHC Publications Centre.)
? The Caigary home Builders Association together with Rocky Ridge Builders Cedarglen, Stepper,
Steriing, Jayman, Mapeiand and Avi is undertaking a pilot project in cooperation with Marquis, and
Allwaste Systems to recycie construction waste from new housing. Whether or not recydling will
become a matter of reguiar practice is stil an open question. The costs to recycle most of the
materials is estimated to be between $400 and $800, but participating builders are only paying $393
right now - the same as they wouid have to pay to have all excess material hauled to a landfill site.
Clty-wide recyciing of construction waste is therefore contingent on the success of the pilot project
and the estimated costs of recycling as compared to hauling. (King, Sat., Dec. 6, 1897)
? Personal communication with Ron Wrigley, Walker Brown Consultants.
* Personal communication with Kevin Freose, City of Caigary, Planning and Building Department.
5 This list is not exhaustive. Rt contains significant tems identified by the KilI's and Survey
Respondents.
§ Most (but not all) of these items are innovations only in the sense that they propose to *go back® to
e::i:'r noms of development that pertained in the early 20™ Century Canadian and American Cities
and Towns.
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Chapter 4: Housing and Community Affordability and Consumer Preferences

Housing and community affordability can be discussed from a perspective of social housing policy
and programs, the economy and subsidies etc., and in which considerations of household incomes,
mortgages, interest rates and the local economic situation together with macro-economic policies
would be pertinent. However, such is beyond the scope of this Master's Degree Project. This chapter
discussion is confined to the issue of affordability as it is (or can be) influenced by planning-design-
deveiopment policies and standards, and with a focus on sustainability goals and design criteria.
Findings from Survey questions 2d, 3a, 3c-3h, 4a, 51, 8, 9, 10, 10a, 11, 12, 12a, and 23 are presented
and reviewed In this chapter.

4.1 The Four Main Planning-Design-Development Measures

Affordability has once again become a preoccupation of municipal administrators. They attempt to
attack this concem essentially through their limited powers of urban development, planning and
reguiation (and taxation); the focus given to affordabiiity being the supply of housing and the capital
and maintenance costs of residential community projects.

Thus, affordability measures within the scope of responsibility of the delivery system is, in the first
instance, centered on: the costs of infrastructure, the costs of doing business between the
development industry and the city, the costs of maintaining infrastructure and public facilities in
communities. Second, the municipality customarily tries to negatiate land use area and density, and
the development regulations and rules of the game so as to compel developers to provide housing
affordable to the lowest income groups without subsidy by the municipality. This practice, commonly
referred to as ‘inclusionary zoning' or its equivalent in informal regulatory dealings, usually invoives
requiring housing in multiple or attached forms and of lesser architectural attraction than single-family
detached units in the neighborhood. Third, the municipality can encourage (but seidom if ever,
"demands® or regulates) cost-advantage technologies and fodures in the house. A fourth measure
open to municipalities is to allow for ‘grow’ or ‘sprout-type homes, in all or selected residential
projects, a measure evidently not widely adopted.

The last mentioned option strikes at affordability by aflowing consumers to purchase a relatively
modest house below the average market price, and over the years, 8s income grows, to expand the
house size. The third is aiso not widely practised in regulation or building codes; it usually invoives
some higher initial capital costs to be traded-off against lower home-operating and maintenance costs
over an e&xdended period of time. The second brings capital cost savings to the per-unit charge for
housing and, at the same time tries to ensure that the industry makes a stipulated contribution to the
provision of housing for the iower income groups. The first option provides direct municipal control
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over affordability through deveiopment charges and taxes charged against each unit of housing, the
transaction and carrying charges associated with development approval processes, and via the direct
costs of infrastructure and land; such measures being contingent on the engineering and site
development standards established for minimum servicing requirements. (D°’Amour, 1993; 1Bl 1992;
Perks and Wilton-Clark, 1996)

4.1.1 impacts of Planning-Design-Development Practices on Affordability

Housing and community affordability is strongly linked to land use and urban design-deveiopment
practices. Affordabiiity is contingent on the capital costs of land and infrastructure. For example, it is
estimated that for ail linear infrastructure (roads, pipes, etc.), the detached housing option requires
approximately four times (1) more infrastructure per unit than the dupiex option. (D'Amour, 1983).
Additionally, with changes to site development and engineering standards, significant improvements
can be made towards improved affordability. (Brethour Research Associates, 1892; Essiambre-
Philips-Desjardins Assoc., 1985; IBI, 1992; Marshall Mackiin Monaghan, 1994) Greatest cost savings
are a function of the reduced lot frontage, and a reduction in the road night-of-way is “the single most
effective engineering contribution that can be made to achieve infrastructure cost efficiency
(measured on a per unit basis)". (Marshall Mackiin Monaghan, 1994: 14). However, the site
deveiopment standards and engineering-infrastructure requirements are regulated by municipal
authorities. Therefore, measures aimed at improving affordability are contingent on the relaxation of
(so called) “excessive and inflexible® municipal planning requirements. (Energy Pathways, 1891) A
recent trend has been the application of Neo-Traditional or New Urbanism planning principles to
achieve these aforementioned objectives. For sxampie, in a 1985 comparison of a conventional
suburb with one designed according to New Urbanism principles, the researchers argue

Infrastructure standards can be lowered by adopting & balance of efficient street design,

moderately high densities using compact urban forms of housing, and cost-effective

engineering standards. (Hygeia Consulting Services, 1895)
However, the cost-savings associated with the Neo-Traditional are a by-product of compact urban
form, not of street configuration that characterizes a typical of Neo-Traditional plan. Thus, the street
patteming typical of Neo-Traditional urban design is not the only cost-sensitive option. Any other
community designs that apply higher densities, greater mix of land uses, more compact housing
options, and ecological-design features can be expected to yieid similar, if not better cost-efficiencies
for improved overail community, and per unit housing affordability. (See for e.g. the *Edgemont II°
design produced for the Perks and Wilton-Clark research, 1998.)
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4.2 Industry Positioning for Affordability

Questions 12, 12a, 8, 8a, 9, and 10 sought to determine industry perceptions about the situation of
affordabilty and assess the situation in Caigary. Municipal constraints and recommendations for
improved affordability are aiso investigated.

Question 11 ssks what proportion of fota/ housing production and/or developmert plans are
dedicated to supplying housing — awnership ar rental - for a range of income categories. Ostensibly,
only respondents from the UDI and CHBA groups, and homebuilders were qualified to respond; i.e.
47 / 68 respondents. Thus, while the resuits for this question are not a statistical representation of ail
deveiopers and homebuilders, they do provide a useful indication about the aflocation of land and
housing units for vanious income groups.

In 1991, the median househoid income in Caigary was $43,000. Notably, most housing units and
land allocations are dedicated for househoids with incomes greater than $45.000 (refer to
compilations for Question 11, Appendix I). Most housing production and land dedications are for
markets in the income range of $45,000-359,999 and $80,000-$74,969. This indicates that a majority
of those who responded for Question 11 are producing housing for market segments with incomes
higher than most of the Calgary home purchasers (houseseekers). This raises the question: Is there
limited demand from lower household income groups or, is demand for housing so high from upper
income groups that it actuaily absorbs virtually all of the productive capacity of community and

housing producers?

4.2.1 Current Situation of Affordability in Calgary

It is generaily asserted that housing in Caigary is relatively affordabie (City of Caigary, 1994); but only
a small proportion of new housing - only 8% to 7% - serves the demand for lower-priced housing
($110,000 or less). Most of the housing constructed in Caigary ~ upwards of 80% - is priced above
$150,000, and the average price of single-family detached housing is now over $190,000'. The
average price for a 40-foot lot has increased between $3.000 and $5,000 over 1987 because of
higher costs for raw land and servicing”. According to one developer, costs increased between six
and seven percent last year, and this year will increase an additionai 7.5 per cent. (Hope, 1998)
Further, according to CMHC Caigary, 54% of renters cannot afford to purchase housing in Caigary.

The Sustainable Suburds Study calls for a new Housing policy and prescribes an interimn solution:

developers are encouraged o target a minimum of approximately 10 percent of all dwelling
units in a communily at househoilds eamning no more than the median Caigary household

income. (p.48)
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Two considerations are important. First, while the Susfainable Suburbs Study recognizes that the
sverage purchase-price of singie-family housing is well-above the income-affordability of (likely) a haif
or more of Caigary’s households, it prescribes a measure ensuring only 10% of housing is dedicated
{0 "no more than® the median. What about the other 40% (below the median)? Second, even though
thopoﬁcyaﬂsford\’ordablypdeodhousing.ldoesnotmdfywhatmarkusogmemsorhousehold-
income groups will be targeted. Is it househoids eaming $10,000, $20,000 or $30,000 per annum?
The policy does not specify. The issue of housing affordability has not yet been adequately
addressed.

Figure 33 - (Question 12) Percent who believe the situstion of “sffordability” in Caigary has become
better or worse over the last 10 years,

Type of Firm Parcant
1 Land Better rT
Deveiopers Worse P All Respondents Percent
Dont Know s er S0
No Oginion s Worse 27
CHBA Land Bettar S0 Don't Know 16
Osvaiopers Worse 50 No Opinion 8
HomeBusiders Better P =
Worse 2
?l'l'! Know 11
Community Better 48
Planners Worse »
Dont Know 28
No Opinion _8

Interestingly, half of ail respondents believe the situation of affordability has become better over the
last 10 years. Homebuilders and the UDI group in particular believe this. Planners, on the other
hand, are not so certain: 1 in 5 indicate that the situation has become worse, and one-third have no
opinion (or don't know). As agents who plan and design communities — especially with affordabiiity
and socio-economic diversity as important criteria ~ planners might be expected to demonstrate
greater awareness on this issue.

Reasons given for improved affordability (independent of more favorable interest rates in recent
years) are attributed to (Question 12a):

increased competition (in the industry)

Production of smalier homes

Smaller or narrower ot sizes

Improved efficiency in production and within firns.
Lower/Stable labor, materials, and construction costs.

Higher densities and more multi-family housing production.
Greater supply and diversity of product/Better product design.
Consumer confidence (in Caigary economy, etc.)

Lowered profit margins by developers and builders

g
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Evidently, the respondents believe that the primary driver of affordability has been competition in the
industry. As far as the industry is concemed, they have advanced affordability. Other reasons for
improved affordability are: an abundant land supply has kept lot costs equitable; the deveiopment
industry is listening to market demands; and CMHC poicies regarding first time buyers.

Against these industry assertions, one respondent argued that the only place the industry has
improved affordability has been in energy consumption and reduced wastage by using altemative
building products - i.e. composite materials rather than raw wood (K-3 or MDF board or Finger-joined

wood).

Not surprisingly, the two other significant reasons are production of smaller homes and smaller lots.
Still, these two initiatives point only to the predominance of single-detached housing units over all
other types - innovations such as row housing, condominiums, dual-unit (attached) housing forms,
etc. That predominant subdivision and house-design practices continue, reflect the promotion of
individualist over collective and/or equitability vaiues in the Caligary delivery system. Furthermore, the
improvements in detached house and lot sizes - mostly, if not entirely ~ improve affordability only for
those families already able to afford single-unit detached housing.

Why then did the City include a Housing Policy in the Sustainable Suburbs Study? This was asked in
Question 10(a). Land Developers and Homebuilders say the primary reason is to mandate greater
diversity and supply of housing, as follows:

They want every community to have the same mix of low to high income housing
The City is looking for each community to offer gjl ranges of house prices

To ensure that as properties grow, and the economy continues to move ahead there are still
opportunities to provide this housing and it remains econormically feasible so that market is
not left behind.

So that lower income housing would be spread throughout the cily, rather than
congregating in one sector.
But, the City’s efforts at instituting a housing palicy are characterized by industry agents as:
Social engineering objectives;
Trying to achieve what can not exist;
Trying to legisiate a community rather than letting natural evolution determine the mix;
A misguided belief that everyone shouid have equal access (o each new community
regardiess of ability to pay.

At the same time, the respondents aiso suggest there is

resistance from the middie income consumers to low income housing in close proximity to
higher quality housing
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and therefore
Low to medium income housing is provided city wide — but not aways in all communities.
Besides suggesting that the housing policy was instituted to "include social housing"®, *produce a more

balanced mix of housing options® and "produce a more uniform mix of socio-economic classes”, the
Planners and other consultar..s feel it was adopted because:

o of Political reasons - public consumption and appearance
e the City wants fo control jocation of low/noderate price housing
¢ of [City Planners’] Ideological objection fo free market

4.2.2 industry Initiatives for Improved Affordability

Figure 34 — (Question 8) Respondents’ position on the foliowing statement:

At this time and for the near future, there is little or nothing the industry itself can or should
do (o bring a more affordable community and housing product onto the marke!.

Type of Firm _ Percent
UDI Land Strongly Dwsagree 33
Deveiopers Dsagree 25
Agree b}
Stongly Agree 17
CHBA Land Dsagree 20
Deveiopers Unsure 20
Agree 40
No Opinion 20
HomeBuiaers Strongly Disagree 20
Disagree 10
Unsure 20
Agree 25
Stongly Agree 10
No Opinion 15
Community Strongly Dsagree 18
Unsure 24
Agree 24
Strongly Agres 6

All five respondent groups are divided on this issue. However, a significant proportion of the UD!
group (greater than half) and the planners disagree: viz., the industry can (or should) take further

action to improve affordability.

in Question 8(a), Land Developers and Homebuilders variously suggest introducing changes in the
delivery system to reduce maintenance requirements; produce more efficient infrastructure; achieve
higher density; modify road standards and design criteria; "provide quality without lots of expensive
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extras™; *reduce lot prices through size and access and dedication®; and work with municipalities to
provide sffordable housing. They propose innovations so that:

Planning of whole communities and iand allocation supports a vanety of housing types and
prices. Maintaining rmore mix of product.

The Planners recommend the industry should achieve higher development density, reduce house
‘festures’ and amenities, reduce quality, reduce street pavement widths in local streets, reduce size of
houses, build further out to obtain lower land costs, offer a wider variety of housing options, plan
affordabile housing in inner city communities that already have adequate leveis of public services and
amenities; and ensure a higher level of public participation for developing more choice. (All of these
measures appear in Perks and Van Viiet (1993) and Perks and Wiltan-Clark (1996)).

Interestingly, planners wouid like to see increased public participation; on the other hand, Land
Developers and Homebuilders believe this (eads to costly delays in the approval process.

4.2.3 Municipal Policies or Incentives for iImproved Affordability

improvements for affordability need not be limited to industry action. Ancther Survey question sought
to determine what municipal initiatives could be introduced. The four most frequently cited municipal

policies or initiatives are:

improve processing times for development approvai;
introduce new or revised street design/construction standards;
introduce alternative/revised lovsite servicing standards; and
reduce development/assessment charges & taxes.

Only two incentives were suggested: Introducing the 'Density Bonus' is probably the more promising.
This measure wouid involve a trade-off or exchange of benefits to the deveioper for designing for
higher densities. While it would encourage the industry to produce more compact developments, it
could aiso lead to the preservation and enhancement (through ecological land design practices) of
the ecological environment in communities. A further advantage would include infrastructure
efficiencies and the mitigation of other, deleterious environmental impacts typical of low density urban

subdivisions.

Other innovative municipal initiatives can conceivably include: property tax concessions; land banking
and land lesse policies, public/private partnerships; regulatory actions; increases through residential
capacity through zoning; and inclusionary housing zoning and development terms. (Huichanski,
Eberle, Lytton and Olds, 1990)
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Figure 35 - (Question 9) Municipal policies or incutives that could help the industry piay a greater part

in achieving improved affordability

|
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Municipal Policies or Initiatives Suggested by
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Planners

|Reduce or Relax Planning & Deveio nt Standards
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New or revised street duﬂnleonswem standards
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_Reduced/Revised street lighting standards|
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Reduce house design/construction standarda/building codes
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Reduce periing reguirementa/standards

Allow encroschmant into easements

innovation to Stormweter Systsms

improve Processing Times for Development Approvali

Reduce Development/Assessment Charges & Taxes

~ Reduce fess

-h

Reduce taxes/Tax Relief
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ﬁtduel acreage assesament charges
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Provide Municipal Incentives

Cash incentives for developers

Density Bonus System - Greatsr open space and/or community facuity
provisions for higher density

Mandate a Greater Mix of Housing Types and Aﬂordab;tumts

Inciude provisions for affordabie housing in inner aty developments

Require sdequats supply/greater mix of housng types

Others:

Undertake cost analysis for policy implications on affordability

Greater lavel of public partcipation to deveiop wider array of affordable
option:

Two further observations might be made. It is interesting to note that aimost all of the suggestions
made by industry agents call for a relaxation or reduction in municipal planning reguiation and control.
This implies that most municipal govemment controls are primarily negative in their influence on
affordability; the municipal administrators exercise the greatest influence on curbing and siowing the
pace at which development occurs rather than promoting it. Second, a significant proportion of the
suggestions (56 out of 93) call for some change to planning and development standards. Quite
clearty, the most significant constraints imposed on the development-housing industry for improving
affordability are the engineering-infrastructure and urban design standards used to regulate

development.



Chapter 4: Housing and Community Affordability and Consumer Preferences n

Figure 36 - (Question 10) Percent who agree or disagree that the industry provides “an adequate choice
of low to medisim inceme housing” in the planning and designing of new communities

'F'de Percant
i Land " Dlages 8
Strongly Agree 28
CHBA Land Dimagres 17
Agres 3
Strongly Agres 17
HomeSuidars Strongly Diaagres 5
Disagres 5
Unsure 20
Agres 30
Strongly Agres 28
No Opinion 15
Communty Strongly Disagres 8
Unsure k <]
Agres “
Strongty Agree 11

More than half (58%) of all respondents agree; however a significant proportion are unsure: 1 in 5
Homebuilders and 1 in 3 planners and CHBA developers. It is not surprsing that the industry does
not deliver a more affordable housing product to the consumer; more than half agree that they
siready satisfy an adequate proporticn. On the other hand, one has to wonder how those
respondents who are unsure can be axpecied to advance affordability. Without - presumably - first
knowing the situation of affordability, and without being familiar with the amount of affordable product
cumently provided to the consumer (See responses, Figure 33, in section 4.2.1 above) how can
industry agents adopt changes to improve the situation? Perhaps affordability implies only those
consumers targeted by the current marketing and profit expectations of the industry.
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4.3 industry Perceptions: Susta/inable Suburbs Study Policies about Affordability
This section discusses findings from the expected policy outcomes questions (2d, 3a, 3¢, 3d, and 4a).

Figure 37 - (Question 2d) The Schools and Figure 38 - (Question 3a) The Housing polici

Spmpdkuwmmlthmtmm will resuit in reduced costs of pablic

the City and taxpayers because of more efficient infrastructure for homebuyers.

land use and more compact urban form.

Type of Firm Percent Type of Firm Percent

Tland __ Stongly Daagree < ] Soongy Daagee =

Deveicpers Disagres Q Deveicpers Disagres 42
Unsure 8 Unsure 17
Agres 8 Agres 25

CHBA Land Dimagres 17 CHBA Land Unsure 50

Deveicpers Unsure s Deveicpers Agres 50
Agree 33 HomeBuiders Strongly Dmagree 20

HomeBuiders Disagree 35 Disagres 15
Unsure 20 Unsure 20
Agres 25 Agree 28
Strongly Agree 10 Strongty Agree 10

Commundy Disagres 3 Community Dwagree 24

Planners Unsurs 38 Planners Unsurs &
Agree 2 Agres 18
Strongly Agres s Strongly Agres 12

Figure 37 shows that a significant majority of the UDI group disagree and the other groups are
divided about the Open Space policies. Interestingly, aimost one-third of the CHBA, Homebuilders,
and Planners agree; but a significant proportion are unsure. Evidently, not ail industry agents are as
pessimistic as the UDI group. The high negativity expressed by the UD! developers is most likely
attributable to the ongoing Calgary debate over Municipal Reserve dedications and the aflocation of
space for schools. (Refer to the Kii's in Chapter 1.) it is a sore point that not all sites reserved for
schools are being used by the Caigary Board in Education; deveiopers argue that the land shouid be
more productively used for residential developments instead.

Figure 38 indicates that all groups are divided on infrastructure costs. This spread of opinion may
reflect a vagueness of the Study policy about how savings will be achieved. Savings are contingent
on site development and engineering-infrastructure standards set by the City, and respondents may
therefore be uncertain that administrators will permit relaxations in standards or reduce assessment
charges. Also, industry agents may be indicating uncertainty as to whether or not savings in
infrastructure achieved will necessarily be passed on to the consumer. Currently weil-boistered
property values and a stable property-price structure in Caigary may be one reason why respondents
don't foresee significant price savings for the consumer.
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Figure 39 - (Question 3c) The Housing policies
will resuit in increased affordability of housing.

Typs of Firm Percert
T Land Stongly Disegres 17
Deveiopers Disagree 33
Urawre <)
Agres 17
CHBA Land Disagree 17
Agres 17
HomeBuiders Strangly Disagree 18
Disagres 30
Unsure 0
Agres o]
Strongly Agres s
Community Dsagree 3
Agres 17

Figure 40 — (Question 3d) The Housing policies
will remit iz more choice of bousing for peopie
of different household types, income leveis and

age groups in the peighborboods.
Type of Firm Percent
Uhan Sy Desoe | 2
Deveiopers Disagres 17
Unsure 33
Agree 17
Strongly Agres _8 |
[CHEBA Land Disagres 17
Deveicpars Unsure 17
__Agres (14
HomeBuiders Owagres L]
Unsure s
Agres 48
Strongly Agres _20
Communty Strongty Disagres 11
Planners Disagres 17
Unsure 17
Agres 50
Strongly Agree [

All five groups are divided as to whether the Housing policies will improve affordability; aithough there
i$ a greater tendency to disagree than to agree. Highest agreement is expressed among the
Homebuilders. A significant proportion of all five respondent groups, however, are unsure. Again,
this spread of opinion may be attributable to the vagueness of the poiicies in achieving affordability or
because improving affordability is believed to be more contingent on reduced/relaxed standards and
reduced assessment charges.

Except for the UDI group, Figure 32 indicates that most respondents have a higher tendency tc agree
than disagree: 20% disagree, 28% are unsure, 54% agree. This is interesting, given that in figure 39
(Question 3c), the respondents tended to not agree that the housing policies will lead to improved
affordability. How can these policies be thought to produce more inclusive communities (viz. diverse
socio-economic groups) without improving the affordability of housing?
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Figure 41 (Question 42) The
Tramsportatioa policies will resuilt in
decreased costs for streets aad

roadways.

Type of Firm Percent
Land Owagres 2
m M— 8
Unaure -]
Agres 28
Deveiopers Uneure 40
Agres 40
HomeSBuilders Disagres 45
Unsure 2
Agres 30
w 8
Community Strongly Disagree 8
Planners Disagres 17
Unsure 28
Agres 44
Strongly Agree 8

Among all respondents (Figure 41), 38% disagree, 25% are unsure, and 37% agree that the
Transportation policies will result in decreased cosis for streets and roadways. The strongest
disagreement from UD! is no surprise, given Council's rejection of the Altemative Street Design
Standards in March 1997, just 3 months earlier than the present Survey. However, one in four agree,
and one in four are unsure. Interestingly, planners express the highest ievel of agreement (50%).
The spread of opinion among and between all groups is surprising in light of City Council’s decision to
place a five-year moratorium on the issue of street standards.

4.4 Consumer Preferences and Market Studies

Conventional market research indicates the first order preference for new house-seekers is a single-
family detached home located in a new suburb further out towards the city limits. (Angus Reid, 1995)
This same research aiso indicates some willingness by consumers to consider purchasing homes
with environmental features. According to Angus Reid, the most important energy/environmental
fegtures sought by potential homeowners are: more sfficient windows (78%) and insulation (75%).
Fewer mention water conservation appliances and fidures (49%), efficient lighting (48%), computer-
controlled air exchangers (30%), and the use of recyciable building materiais (21%).

While conventional market research shows that consumers are amenable to certain environmental
and resource conserving technologies‘, maost studies do not ‘test' the consumers' receptivity along a
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ange ; T 3ing ) g ologies. Further, conventional
market research focuses on consumers’ prafemncas for W only, and does not measure
consumers’ willingness to accept a package of features where they might be willing to forego some
features in favor of athers.

An altemnative marketing approach is “conjoint analysis®, where:

Individuals evaiuate more than attribute of a product at a time, or conjaintly, rather
than rating attributes one at a time as is done in typical surveys. Conjoint methods
are weil-suited to analyzing how peopie will make trade-offs among different features
they want in a product, to predicting how people will respond to the introduction of
new products in a fleid occupied by existing products, and to predicting market

shares of new products.
(Green, Paul E. and V. Srinivasan, 1950 in Hamis, et al. 1995)

Three recent studies have employed this aftemnative method. They appear to demonstrate that the
consumer is willing to make “trade-offs® when presented with a *package” of sustainability and/or
affordability choices. The first, by Brethour Resaarch Associates (1982) in Ottawa-Carteton set out to
Quantify potential market acceptance and demand for ADS ("Altemative Development Standards”).
This survey revealed that consumers who are interested in the savings to be achieved by
implementing one of the ADS components - e.g. Iot width - are also interested in the savings to be
achieved by incorporating all of the ADS components (the total package). The study aiso found that:

e 65.4 % of the respondents indicate that environmentai communities were important or

axtremely impaortant.
« 68% of respondents interested in singie-detached homes say they are likely or extremely

likely to purchase an ADS single.
o 71% of respondents interested in a townhome indicated intent to purchase an ADS home.

A second study — most complete for its ‘conjoint’ methodoiogy - was conducted by the Seattle Office
of Management and Planning (Harris, et. al., 1995). it set out to determine the trade-offs people
wouid make if they cannot have all the things they want in a house and a neighborhood. The findings

confirmed that

the physical m?rovemems Zoning changes, and design standards proposed for Seattie's
urban vilages® will substantially increase the attractiveness of city multifamily
neighborhoods and will thereby contribute to the most important substantive goais of growth
management. (Ibid., p.1)

The Seattle study concluded that consumers wili choose to live in intensified (i.e. more compact and
affordable) inner city developments if their satisfactions for amenity-festures, quaiity of life, travei,
crime, and environmental stewardship can be fulfilled in the trade-off from the singie-family, suburban
modei, and if medium density housing altemnatives are readily available.
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The third, most recent study, canied out by Perks and Witon-Clark (1996) in Caigary, set out to test
consumer receplivity to sustainability and affordability features - technologies as well as housing and
land use planning practices. They sought to determine ‘consumer preferences under conditions of
wide and diverse choices of house and community design — particularly in reference to choice that
reflect sustainable deveiopment features, options and lifestyle opportunities™. Initial capital and mid-
term operating cost-advantages were presented to the survey participants, covering selected features
of house design, infrastructure, streets, etc. Although the results from this study are not statistically-
firm accounts of market segments, its methodoiogy, especially the use of a “Hyper-Media Tool” which

provided the consumer an opportunity “visualize®

the altemative designs, suggests marketing

strategies and opportunities for testing consumer preferences prior to planning and construction.

Stx major findings from the Perks/Wilton-Clark study were used in Survey Question 23 to determine
the extent to which they are consistent with the local industry’s experience, and whether or not
industry agents do market research with similar intent. This question was aiso included to inform and
educate the Survey respondents about this particular study and the aitemative market research
approaches demonstrated by it. (Refer to Question 23 in Findings, Appendix II)

Key Findings from Perks and Wilton-Clark
Study (1996)

Findings from the Present Survey

A vast majority of respondents would aefinitely choose
the package of 8 sustainabilty and resource-conserving
festures in the home

Interestingly, 82% say this finding is not consistent with
their experience; however, 72% also indicated they do
not test for these prefersnces.

A vast majorty of respondents strongly favour & package
of 3 street and iot features — reduced street wicths,

reduced front yard depth. and caim street designs

Half the respondents agree with this finding, aithough
only 43% said they test for these features.

A majonty of respaondents wouid want & second
residential unk option for their own house

One-third of respondents find consistency with this
_preference, and only one-third test for it

A significant majority of respondents wouid favour
participsting in the “front end” pianning of their
communiy and house design

Strikingly, this finding is confirmed by half of the
respondents for this question (and most do not test for it).

A vast majority of raspondents favour a communily-level,
neighborhood level faciily snd service for recycing

interestingly, three-quarters say it is consistent, while the
same number do not test for it One is forced to wonder
how they can be so certain?

A [arge majonty favour the idea of 8 more compact (more
dense) community, so thet a vital community core with
diverse services and avic pieces can be supported.

While this finding is not consistent with most
respondents’ axperience, most of them (59%) do not
even test this proposition!

A mejorty favour a predominantly grnd street system with
fow cud de sacs

While 87% report inconsistency, half don't test for this.
That aver 50% suggest they test this is suspect, given
the only recent design experiment with a grid street

is McKenzie Towne.

Because the response rates varied for these questions - from a high of 53/66 to a low of 44/86 -
these findings from Question 23 in the present Survey cannot be reported statistically. Nonetheless,
it is important to note that half the respondents indicated consistency for altemative street designs
and greater participation in the front-end planning of the community and house-design.
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The overwhelming negativity expressed regarding more compact urban form is not surprising, given
the industry’s position about higher densities and Neo-Traditional Pianning concepts. Responses for
this question appear to be fairly consistent with the spread and polarization of the industry on specific

urban development issues.

Some conclusions to be drawn on this aspect of the Survey are presented in Chapter 6.

Figure 43 — (Question 3f) The Housing
policies will vresmit in increased
marketability and saleability of the

Figure 42 — (Question 3¢) The Housing
policies will result in increased

marketability and saleability of housing.

community.

| Type of Fm Percent Type of Firm - Percent
UD! Land Strongly Dsagree 88 UDI Land Strongly Dsagree 80
Developers Disagree 28 Devaiopers Disagree 17
Ursure 8 Unsure 17
Agree 8 Agree 17
CHBA Land Disagree n CHBA Land Disagree 17
Agree 17 Agree 50
HomeBuilders Strongly Dsagree 25 HomeBuilders Strongly Disagree 16
Disagree 10 Disagree 16
Unsure 45 Uneure 42
Agree 20 Agree 21
Communtty Strongty Dmsagree 24 Strongly Agree 5
Panners Dmsagree &7 Community Strongly Disagree 17
Unsure 12 Planners Disagree 28
Agree 18 Unsure 39
Agree 17

An overwhelming majority of the UDI developers disagree - more than half of them strongly ~ that the
Housing policies will produce marketing and selling advantages. Most of the planners also disagree.
Interestingly, & large proportion of homebuilders and CHBA developers are unsure; perhaps these
groups are more candid about their state of knowledge regarding consumer preferences for higher
densities, more compact developments, and innovative house designs. On the other hand,
developers and pianners may be more assertive because of the suppositions they have about
existing development pattemns and community design principles. To what extent the consumer's
residential preferences are contingent on the community features and community design over house-
design choices are also a matter for further investigation.

While a majority of the UDI group disagree, 34% are unsure or agree that the Housing policies will
result increased marketability and saleability of the community. Although 45% of planners agree, a
significant proportion (39%) are unsure. The other groups are also divided and with high levels of
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the marketing and sefling advantages of more ‘sustainable’ communities. On the other hand, they
may reflect industry positioning about consumer preferences for lower density, ‘upper-scale’
residential communities.

Figure 44 — (Questioa 3g) The Housing policies Figure 45 - (Question 3h) Tbe Housing
will resmit s iscreased satisfaction of policies will result in communities which are
consumers and their preferences. more responsive to market realities and
buyer coasiderations.
of Firm Percent Type of Firm Percent
UDI (and Strongly Dsagres 33 uEll.md Stongly Disagres 0
Deveicpers Disagres Q Developers Disagres 33
Unsure 17 Agree 1?7
Agres 8 CHBA Land Strangly Disagres 17
CHBA Land Uneure 20 Deveiopers Disagree 17
Devaiopers Strongly Agree 2 Unsure 50
HomeBuiders  Stongly Disagree | 20 Agres 17
Disagres 15 HomeBuiders Strongly Disagree 10
Unsure 48 Disagres b
Agres 15 Ursure 0
Strengly Agree 5 Agres 30
Community Strongly Disagres 17 Strongly Agree s
Planners Disagree B Community Strongly Disagree 24
Unsure 2 Plenners Disagres x
Agres Ursure 18
2 Agres 24
Strongly Agree (]

Refermring to Figure 44, levels of agreement are low for most land developers and homebuilders, but a
significant number of planners agree. On the other hand, a significant proportion of all respondents -
especially among homebuilders and planners - are unsure.

Responses from land deveiopers may reflect a commonly-heid assumption about consumer
preferences for conventional, curvilinear, spread developments, but it doubtiess points to inadequate
market research and testing of consumer receptivity for sustainability festures and more compact
urban form. Low levels of agreement are aiso atiributable to a general reaction to the Neo-Traditional
principles articuiated in the Susfainable Suburds Study. (See Kil's and Chapter 3 on [nnovation).

Figure 45 shows that an overwheiming majority of UDI developers disagree that Housing policies will
lead to communities which are more responsive to market realities and buyer considerations. Other
groups appear divided. Interestingly, a significant proportion of homebuilders (35%) and community
planners (30%) agree. Do they know something that the land developers are overiooking?
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Uncertainty expressed by homebuilders may reflect inadequate information about consumer housing
preferencess (this was confirmed in Chapter 3 on innovation).

The overwheiming negativity expressed by the UDI group reflects a generalized industry positioning
about residential community design and municipal involvement in general: viz. the assertion of
consumer supremacy over all govemnment interventions in the housing market. it aiso reflects an
industry contra-positioning about the entrenchment of Neo-Traditional planning principles a
condition of future design and development. The industry opposes the Neo-Traditional because of
evidence in some U.S. communities where projects have been poorly received by consumers. Tied
to this, the industry expresses very strong opposition to the density requirement of 7 upa. They argue
that the density goal is unrealistic given ail the other constraints imposed on them — such as urban-
design and engineering-infrastructure standards. (See Chapter 2 on innovation.)

Figure 46 - (Question 5f) The Environmental Issues Policies will lead to increased marketability and
saleability of the community as an identifiable place with special qualities.

Type of Firm Percent
UOI Lana " Stongly Lisagree 25
Unsure 13
CMBA Land Dimagree 17
Osveicpers Unsure <]
Agres 50
HormeBuilders Strongly Disagres 5
Disagree 0
Unaure 40
Agree 18
Strongly Agres 10
Community Dimagres k<)
Planners Uneure oy
Agres R )

We see in Figure 46 that there is no stated agreement from the UD! group; two-thirds disagree. The
other four groups are divided. Interestingly, half the CHBA group, one-quarter of homebuilders, and
39% of planners agree. While industry positioning on this issue appears consistent with other
questions about the marketing and saieability advantages of communities, the ievel of disagreement
and uncertainty among pianners are somewhat lower, and their level of agreement on this particular
issue is greater; 4 out of 10 planners apparently tend to believe that special or unique environmental
qualities wilf produce marketing advantages or opportunities.



Chapter 4: Housing and Community Affordability and Consumer Preferences 80

Endnotes for Chapter 4

! In 1997, CMHC reports that a total of 8,858 single-family houses and 2,559 multiple units were built;
the multi-family are under 23% of the total. While the pace of single family home construction in
Calgary was twice that of any other major city in Canada, its multi-family starts were fourth highest -
compared with Toronto's 11,371, Vancouver’s 11,265 and Montreal’s 5,305. (Hope, Feb. 7, 1998)

2 See Caigary Herald articles written by Marty Hope dated Feb. 7, 1998 and Feb., 14, 1998.

Yinthe Caigary market, builders are presently introducing more “spec” housing — built with little or no

customization allowed. (Hope, Sat., Dec.8, 1987) However, the improved affordabifity is only

fortuitous; spec housing is intended to reduce construction and possession times by shortening the
front-end planning process, and meet the demands of a "booming® Caigary residential housing
market.

* For example, see Consumer Housing Preferences in the 1990s, (CMHC, 1995:72) which found that

“Canadians will continue to prefer snergy-efficiency options and features when they buy or renovate®,

but, their decision is contingent on “economic considerations such as lower energy biiis, the resale

value of their homes, and short break-even periods for investments’. The ‘environmental’
considerstions of this study are limited to energy-efficiency and preferred heating systems, R2000
homes, economic considerations, and indoor air quality. This particular study does not ask
consumers about the preferences for water conservation, trade-offs regarding house design and size,
lot dimensions, energy-efficient appliances, or other ‘sustainability’ features identified by Perks and

Wilton-Clark (1996).

A key organizing concept in Seattle’s comprehensive plan is the urban village. Urban Villages are
largely seif-contained residential and commercial neighborhoods dispersed throughout the
city. Each urban village will have a unique identity in the larger urban environment, reflecting
local history, natural features, and other sources of communily pride. They will inciude a
variety of housing types. Residential densities in urban villages will be high enough fo
support efficient transit service, encourage walking, and provide adequate markets for
neighborhood stores. The commercial areas of the larger urban villages will contain many
Jobs. Most urban villages will contain communily facilities such as schools, recreation
centers, libranes, parks, human services, and open space, all within walking distance of the
village core. (Harris, et. al. p. 1)
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Chapter 5: Development Industry Practices and Corporate Environmental
Management

In this chapter we review the findings for Survey Questions 5, 24, 24a, and 25. These questions
sought to investigate the present situation regarding a number of operating and environmental
management practices for improved environmental performance and sustainability.

5.1 General Business-Corporate Practices

in lght of the historical deleterious impacts of industrial activity, and in response to Sustainable
Development, corporations and businesses are under consiierable public scrutiny and pressure to
improve the environmental performance and sustainability of their operating practices. (Thompson,
1995; Porter and van der Linde, 1996; linitch and Schaltegger, 1995; Jackson 1996) As a result,
Canadian corporations have developed strategies for improving organizational capacities and their
pasitioning vis a vis Sustainable Development and ‘environmental performance’.

A common strategy among the private sector invoives the formulation of environmental management
practices and operating procedures for monitoring, evaluating, and obviating adverse environmental
impacts (e.g.. Thompson and van Bakel, 1995; Jackson, 1986; Cascio, Woodside and Mitchell, 1996;
Thompson, 19985). This approach involves the impiementation of tools as part of a comprehensive
system for environmental management. These tools may be applied singly or in combination, but
they are most effective when applied as part of a complete Environmental Management System

(EMS).
Environmental Policy Statements

Strategic Environmental Impact Assessments (SEIA's) and Strategic Planning
Environmental Audits (EA’s)

Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA's)
Environmental Performance indicators
Environmental Reporting

Accounting Systems

Product and Technology Assessments (PATA's)
Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) and Lifecycle Costing
Risk Management

Organizational Structure and Decision-Making
Education and Training

The present discussion does not offer a detailed examination of these tools; an overview can be
found in a few key sources e.g. Thompson (1996), Thompson and van Bakel (1885); Cascio et. al.
(19986), and Perks, Bilkhu and Thompson (1996).

in Canada, the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) is the lead promoter of EMS and has already
published documents dealing with environmental labelling, life cycle assessment, auditing,
teminology, site assessment, environmental purchasing guidelines, poliution, environmental
management systems, stakehoider invoivement and risk assessment. The CSA updating process
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sllows for ‘continuous improvement’ of these various environmental standards and procedures. |t
also brings together stakehoiders from different sectors and different levels of govemment. (Perks,

Bikhu and Thompson, 1996).

While businesses in other sectors — some 89% of firns surveyed by KPMG in 1996 — are reported to
have an EMS in place, littie or nothing is known about the situation in the land development-housing
industry. (My own personal literature search was disappointing.) The preliminary Kii's conducted in
October-November 1968 for the present Study indicated that the level of awareness and
implementation of environmental management tools are still scarce among industry firms in Calgary.
Therefore, the survey sought to investigate and report on the current situation of environmentai
management practices and day-to-day operations.

§.2 Driving Forces for Improved Environmental Performance and Product Design

Question 26 asked respondents to rate nine factors that wouid likely influence — or have influenced
their decisions to make their products and practices more environmentally-friendly. (Refer to
Appendix [t for complete findings.) The four most influential factors reported were:

= Senior or municipal govemment reguiations and standards are increasingly
requining better environmental management practices in the industry;

= They can avoid or lower the risk of fines and liabilities relative to our products or
practices;

= Better environmental management/sustainability practices improve corporate
image, and therefore help consolidate market share; and

s Adopting environmentalsustainability practices can give fimns a competitive
advantage.

While Planners responses are generally consistent with the other industry agents, they identified one
additional factor as somewhat more influential:

= Environmental management/sustainability practices will play a part in anticipating
and reducing environmental impacts that are generally associated with the

industry.
All five groups were more divided about the (evel of influence of the remaining factors surveyed:

¢ Financial and lending institutions require or ike to see environmental
considerations in our business plans

* Adopting better envionmental practices can give us & competitive edge by
raising barriers o entry for new competitors

» Better environmental management and sustainable design practices are a trend

that our competitors are adopting
« Consumers expect us and our products to be more “environmentally-friendly” or

meet sustainable development goals.
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Clearly the most influential factors are senior govemment regulations, and fines and labilities
exacted by civil and (possibly) criminal legisiation. However, {0 date, according t0 a recent pan-
Canadian study (Perks, Bilhku, and Thompson, 1996: 78), “none of the Alberta initigtives sppears to
have measurably improved the environmental-pianning situstion, or to have effectively addressed
the reisted regulatory-procedural issues.” At the municipal level in, “the EMS for the City of Caigary
is not fuly mature and requires further deveiopment”. (Bilkhu, 1968: 123) One might infer,
therefore, that the municipsl govemment is currently in a weak position to effectively regulate,
monitor, and advance environmental management systems as a matter of regular practice. This
does not mean that the first two factors must be alogether discounted; they are simply not as
effective as otherwise they might be. Thus, at the present time, “improved corporate image® and
‘competitive advantage® might be more significant drivers for change.

However, the degree to which effective EMS practices can offer competitive cost and market
advantages in this sector has not yet been adequately resesarched. | am inclined to the view that
evidence that demonstrates the market advantages and consumer preference-advantages of
improved sustainability will provide the impetus for change in the Caigary delivery system.

5.3 Development industry Practices

Table 47 - (Question 24) Percent of firms that have am environmental policy or standard operating
procedure that considers environmental concerns

| Type of Firm Percant
m :: : All ses pondents | Percent
es 27
Don't Know 17
NoOpinin | g No 50
CHBA Land Yes 50 Don't Know 15
Developers No 17 No Opinion a
NoCpinion | =
Home8uiders No 0
Oon't Know 20
Community Yes 4:
Planners No “
Don't Know s
No Oginion 8
Other Urban Yes 28
Don't Know -3

Notably, only 27% of ail firms, and less than haif of all Land Developers and Planners do not have an
environmental policy statement or related operating procedures. Given the poor articulation of
environmental policies (see beiow) and activities, the rather impressive rates of affirmative response
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on this issue is suspect. Obviously, a consideration for environmental concems does not form an
important part of the management philosophy for a significant proportion of the industry. The
response from homebuilders is not surprising, given the average size and scale of activity of these
agents; they are also the only group that offered no response for Question 24a.

Question 24a asked respondents to summarize the main points of their corporate environmental
policy or operating procedures.

For the most part, Land Developers (only 10 out of 18 responded) do not have dearly articulated and
publicized environmental policy statements. The most commonly cited response is to undertake
Phase | Environmental Assessments; however, these are akmost siways performed for ‘greenfield”
sites. Therefore, the environmental practices are not really “strategic’; they do not anticipate and
predict adverse impacts of deveiopment projects; nor do they take action to mitigate the
environmentai impacts of development projects. Only one respondent stated they undertake regular
monitoring and reporting on development sites. Two other respondents suggested they consider
environmental issues in development projects and are “sensitive to the retention of naturai attractive
features desirabie in a new community.®

Interestingly, none of the responses indicate action beyend municipal requirements. Obviously the
industry has not yet recognized or unleashed the potential for economic and competitive opportunities
from improved environmental management and performance.

The five planner responses were limited to employing one’s “own insights and methods of design and
development®; “using as much organic materiais as possible®; “design based on ecological integrity”;
and “incorporating as many sustainable design features without resulting in a time consuming
approval process.” One cannot heip but wonder about the imtegrity of the affirmative responses
provided for question 24 (i.e. firms having an environmental policy).

We can conclude that environmental policies are not formally instituted and are not a standard
consideration for planning fims; this coincides with an overall apathy by the Caigary planners to
innovate more ecologically-friendly and sustainable community plans and developrment projects. This
situation is most likely attributable to the relatively weak regulatory snvironment for legislating EMS
practices. Also, standard professional practice is siow 1o evolve; the professional association
(AACIP) has only recently brought forward a discussion paper about Municipal Environmental
Assessment (April, 1996).
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5.4 Local Sustainability Practices in Housing Design

Other indicators are the reguiar design and construction and operating practices of industry firms.
Whether or not certain sustainability initiatives are regularly performed indicates industry commitment
for improved environmental performance and sustainability. This issue was investigated in the survey

(Question21) among the fims responsible for designing and building homes.

A number of sustainability initiatives and resource-conserving technologies identified by Natural
Resources Canada publications were reviewed and selected for investigation’. Industry firms were
asked to indicate the frequency of practicing activities involving the implementation of these initiatives
or technologies. The results are presented in Figure 48 below.

Figure 48 - (Question 21) Regular Implementation of Sastainability Practices in House Design and
Coastruction

a) Choose fixed windows with an ER rating of +2, and operable windows with an ER rating of -11 or
better.

b) Install high-performance windows instead of conventional ones.

¢) Perform regular waste audits

d) Install water-efficiens toilets rather than conventional ones

e) Install low-flow shower heads and /ow-flow aerators on faucets.

f) Install high-efficiency gas-fired furnaces over conventional ones.

8) Install more energy efficient compact fluorescent lights instead of standard incandescents.

h) Select appliances with the /owes: EnerGuide label.

i) Install solar paneiling for heating homes.

-4
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Type of Firm Quastion 21

CHBA Land Deveiopers |None of the lime
Some of the time

Half of the time
Moet of the time
All of the time

Homebuiiders None of the lime
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Most of the time
All of the time
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A significant majority (80%) of integrated firms (l.e. those who engage in land deveiopment and
housebuilding) install water-efficient toilets, low-flow shower heads and aerators, and high-efficiency
gas-fired furnaces over conventional ones most or af of the time. A majority of the CHBA group aiso
chooses more snergy-efficient windows (item a) over less efficient ones. However, very few from this
group install more energy efficient lighting, and even fewer firms instail solar paneling in any of their
homes. A significant proportion of Homebuilders indicated they perform regular waste audits (32%),
select appliances with the lowest EnerGuide label (33%) and install water-efficient toilets (44%), low-
flow shower heads and aerators (42%), and high-efficiency gas-fired fummaces (58%) over
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conventional ones most or ail of the time. However, homebuilders are not as diligent choosing
energy efficient windows, installing energy efficient iighting, and instaliing solar paneling in their
homes.

While water-efficient toilets, low-flow shower-heads and aerators, and high-efficiency gas-fired
fumaces are seiected by at least 50% all respondents haif-of-the-time, these rates of practice can
certainly be improved. Policy E.8 - requiring that all homes in new communities should have
manufactured water-saving fbdures will perhaps improve these numbers considerably. On the other
hand, the Sustainable Suburbs Study has been formally published since July 1995, and these rates of
practice reported in July-August 1996 ciearly indicates “no mad rush* to come on side with the City's

policy.

It is surprising that very few numbers of firms perform regular waste audits and select appiiances with
the lowest EnerGuide label. !f the lower EnerGuide label transiates into higher capital costs for the
builder, and subsequently the consumer, this might be one explanation. Movement towards low-cost
spec homes (from question 19) aiso supports this conciusion. in addition, the industry is very
competitive and is presently experiencing considerable amounts of growth in Caigary; these demands
for construction-efficiency and deadlines for finished-products likely translate into decisions focussed
strictly on price-competitiveness. On the other hand, if given a choice, consumers may be willing to
pay slightly higher initial capital costs — if informed about the relative efficiencies of appliance
technologies; but opportunities for the consumer to make such choices are apparently not offered in
the Caigary market.

Policy E.1 “encourages” builders to ensure that all new buildings are audited for construction waste,
but this is not a mandatory requirement; the loose wording of the policy doubtiess transiates into
diffuse and indifferent application of the policy. The irreguiar performance of waste audits also points
to an inconsistent or weak implementation of EMS in the industry.

$.5 Familiarity with Guidelines and Techniques for Improving Environmental
Performance and Product Quality (Refer to Appendix Il for Group Comparisons)

Question 25 sought to test industry awareness about guidelines and techniques for improving
environmental performance and product quality. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of
awareness about 7 environmental management guidelines and tools,
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Figure 49 — (Question 25) Familiarity with Guidelines and Techniques for Improving Eavironmental
Performance and Product Quality

a) ISO 9000 Guidetines for Quality Management

b) ISO 14000 Guidelines for Environmental Management

¢) Canadian Standards Association(CSA Z750-94) - A Voluntary Environmental Management System
d) Urban Land Instimte (ULI) - Principles for Environmentaily Responsible Development

¢) Envirommental Aundits

N Lifecycle Costing

20 Waste Aundits

Groups Combined | __Question25 T~ 3
W pe Not st all Famiiar B
rmes Somewhat Famifiar 2
Moderstely Familiar 16
Considerably Familiar 10
Very Familiar 3
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Cne item in this question tests the “integrity" of responses; this is the ULl Principles for
Environmentally Responsible Development®, an intemal policy document not availabie at the time of
the Survey for industry scrutiny. Interestingly, respondents from all groups (though not all
respondents) indicated some level of awareness for this item. Therefore, the overall results for this
question are likely somewhat skewed and, therefore, nat entirely accurate. It seems fair to infer that
responses for ail questions are exaggerated to indicate greater familiarity than is actually the case.

A few observations warrant discussion. First, Homebuilders and Planners are more familiar with ISO
Guidelines for Quality Management than the other groups. Given that Homebuilders are responsible
for construction processes and practices, this is probably true. However, the relatively higher levels
of familiarity expressed by planners are certainly not tied to their professional training or stake in the
construction process; it is therefore open to question. Second. And more interesting, is the relatively
higher levels of awareness about Environmental Audits, Lifecycle Costing, and Waste Audits. High
awareness about these issues are probably attributable to the recent interest about them as a result
of the Round Table process. Waste Audits are also specified by policy E1 in the Sustainable
Suburbs Study. Interestingly, none of these management practices was cited in Figure 48 (Question
25) abave as part of the standard environmental operating procedures of firms.

5.6 Propensity for Improved Sustainability Practices and Resources Conservation

The Sustainable Subwts Study policies and design guidelines are intended to achieve certain
resource conservation objectives such as reducing waste and reducing water and energy
consumption. Question 5 in the Survey sought to investigate industry opinions about whether or not
the policy would achieve these.
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Figure 50 - (Question 5) The Environmental Issues policies will resuit in:

a) reduced waste materials during land development and building construction.
b) reduced water consumption in the house.

¢) reduced overalil (aggregate) water consumption in the City.

d) recycling in the home (and in the commmity).

g) reduced energy consumption in the house.

ype of Firm [o-uhn s ) b — d

UDI Land Developers Strongly Olsagres o 8 8 8 8
2 Disagres «Q 17 17 = 3
Unmure 8 8 8 17 17
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Homebuilders Strongly Cissgree 10 5 5 5 5
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While all groups appear divided that the Environmental Issues policies will resuit in reduced waste
matecials during land development and building construction, agreement is highest among the UDI
group and planners. Interestingly, half of the Homebuilders disagree, and 45% are unsure. That
planners are obviously more certain and optimistic than the homebuilders, raises the question: why
are the pianners more knowledgeable and pragmatic about this issue?

All groups tend to agree that the Environmental Issues policies will result in reduced water
consumption in the house and in the City; two-thirds of all respondents express agreement for both of
these issues.

Overall, agreement is not as high for recyding and reduced energy consumption; however, all groups
except UDI are more inclined to agree than disagree. Interestingly, levels of uncertainty are higher
about reduced energy consumption than recycling among the CHBA group and planners.

It is also significant that a majority of planners (nearty two-thirds) agree that the Environmental Issues
policies will lead to reduced energy consumption and three-quarters believe they will lead to
increased recycling. Evidently, the planners are more enthusiastic than any other group on these
issues; they express the highest levels of agreement about them.
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! For exampie, the Consumer's Guide to Buying Energy-Efficient Windows and Doors (1984) and the
Consurner’s Guide to Keeping the Heat In (1998) provided the ER ratings for energy-efficient
windows, doors, and insulation.
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Chapter 8: Conclusions and Inferencaes for the Calgary Delivery System

6.1 The Caigary Susta/nable Suburbs Study

Clearty, the City did not achieve a consensus during the Sustainable Suburbs Round Table and more
work is needed to sell sustainability practices to the industry and municipaily-elected officials.
implementing sustainability practices and principies across all of the Delivery System agents will
require greater support and commitment than have been given to date.

A number of factors contribute to the skepticism and negativity expressed by a significant proportion
of industry agents. First, the Round Table process did not have adequate participation and input
from homebuilders and homebuyers. The disaffection with the process is confirmed by the extent of
dissemination of the policy document, not to mention the inadequacies of the definition of
sustainability as seen by a significant proportion of the respondents. Second, there is a lack of
consensus about the specific issues addressed by the policy. For exampie, there is a misperception
about the situation of affordability in Caigary and the intended affordability benefits of the
Sustainable Suburbs Study. Third, the (assumed) cost savings and market advantages of the policy
were poorly investigated by the municipal administration. Fourth, the policy fails to offer industry
incentives for impiementing these policies; and similarly, no sanctions for resisting them. Finally, the
effective force of the policies is reflected in the timidity of the language by which a good number of
the policies and design guidelines are framed. Possibilities for enforcing the policy are undermined
by lack of timelines, phase-in periods, and sanctions when industry agents hesitate or fail to
implement.

The industry offers a number of reasons why the Round Table process and the poiicy document did
not achieve a fair and considerate balance of interests among all stakeholders. First, the Round
Table process was manipulated to producs an anticipated outcome. Second, the respondents tend
to believe that the policies will lead to the design and development of communities that imitate
MciKenzie Towne; Neo-Traditional with New England urban form idioms. Third, municipal
administrators either oppose the policies, or are not fully committed to ensuring the successful
application of them. Fourth, the costs of the policies were not anticipated or demonstrated to
improve the situation of affordability. Fifth, the policies do not encourage sustainability in
established neighborhoods. Sixth, it is argued that consumer interests were not represented.
Finally, the policy is poorly operationalized.

Thus, in Caligary the institutionalization of urban sustainability has yieided very limited approval. The
industry is skeptical and uncertain about the benefits and market receptivity of sustainability choices
and preferences. At the same time, the industry is quick to adopt an antagonistic position without
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having itseif introduced or tested innovations for improved sustainability and environmental
performance.

One can conciude therefore, that the approach adopted for advancing urban sustainability principles
and practices in Caigary was poorly strategized. Why the Planning Department chose to establish a
City-wide policy instead of a program of gradualism whereby the cooperation of agents favorable and
amenable to testing sustainability choices in a partnership demonstration-build program remains
unanswered. (A proposal first advanced by Perks and Van Viiet in 1982-83.) A more successful
strategy may well have been to plan, design and build a demonstration project on a site on Caigary,
to gamer industry and consumer support, and to investigate the merits of particular sustainability
practices. Instead, the Planning Department has siected a jump in fashion — the ‘New Urbanism’ or
‘Neo-Traditional’ ‘styfistic’ approach to sustasinable urban form; a style that is not by any means fully
exemplary of the sustainability goals the City has reached for.

The rejection of the Afernative Street Standards Study was a clear signal to the industry about the
City's lack of support and commitment to sustainability in Caigary. In fact, it flies in the face of all
the sustainability goals and policies developed in the Study document. Without altering the
“excessive” municipal roadway and site development standards, the industry cannot achieve the
higher densities cailed for in the Sustainable Suburbs Study. Evidence of the ongoing density
debate also appears in the Midnapore /il Communily Plan where policies for residential density of
17.3 units per gross developabie hectare (7.0 upa) and variety of dwelling units other than single
detached are qualified by a caveat stating

Further refinements to these policies, as well as ways of achieving these objectives, will be
added pursuant to the findings of the joint City/UDI Study aimed at developing
Implementation strategies to achieve the Sustainable Suburbs Study objectives. (p.11)

Furthermore, the City has still not prepared an Affordabie Housing Policy or finalized its sustainability
indicators for establishing comparative baseline data and for monitoring the merits of sustainability
initigtives in new communities. The argument offered by the Planning Department is that there are
currently no communities to monitor, so there is no hurry to produce the indicators, Perhaps the real
reason for not releasing the indicators information is to avoid public scrutiny.

6.2 Innovation for Affordability and Sustainability

The introduction in innovation has been driven primarily by increased competition for consumer
satisfaction and improved affordability. However, it appears that most industry firms are competing
for & larger share of the same market. To what extent the industry captures ail housing markets in
Calgary shouid be further investigated. Also, the extent to which competition among industry firms
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really drives innovation - for affordability and sustainability, not just luxury - also warmants further
study. The introduction of innovations for improved sustainability and environmental performance,
such as °green building™ practices are not readily apparent in Caigary. The marketing and
productivity advantages of introducing such innovations still remain somewhat of an under-exploited

opportunity.

The present Study indicates that research and development expenditures play a very limited role in
the marketing strategies of land development and housing firms. Leveis of knowiedge and
awareness about innovative projects, programs, studies and demonstrations are very low among
industry agents. One can infer from this that industry firms do not actively update their knowledge
even about readily available, and widely promoted CMHC programs and research-design projects.
The lack of municipally-promoted demonstration projects in Calgary, a lack of ecological-design
culture and professional expertise, and a system of incentives for innovations to improve urban
sustainability further contribute to the problem. (See for e.g., Perks and Van Viiet, 1993) Perhaps
the most effective strategy for raising awareness, testing the merits of economic-ecological-social
initiatives, and heightening support for innovations is to undertake a public-private demonstration

project.

The housing policies do little to attack the problem of affordability. Policies aimed at diversifying
housing types and socio-economic mix of population in a community are presently ineffective at
improving the availability of housing for low t0 mid household income groups. Moreover, the Policy
does not prescribe proportions of fand and housing units expected to be a particular type and
intensity; thereby propagating the existing industry practice of diversifying single-family lot
dimensions to satisfy diversity. Stricter requirements for phasing of house-types and variant multi-
family forms early-on in the development would likely satisfy the diversity and affordability criteria.

The Sustainable Suburbs Study policies express only pious hopes regarding affordability; and,
indeed, they may well worsen the situation. Innovations for sustainability are also not readily
apparent in Caigary. While the Calgary Home Builders Association is currently undertaking a
recycling study, its results and propensity for widespread recycling initiatives across the Housing
industry is not yet evident. The Neo-Traditional design precepts employed in McKenzie Towne have
limited hopes for duplication in Calgary; its absorption rates are lower than what land developers are
experiencing with other communities in Calgary and, general receptivity among the industry is
limited.

Two significant innovations prescribed by the Sustainable Suburbs Study warrant discussion. The
first is the preservation of wetlands. Although wetlands provide storm and sewer water-treatment
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altematives, the preservation and construction of artificial wetlands are treated as marketing and
hkoury amenity features in upscale communities. For example, the wetland in the subdivision of
Bridlewood is touted as a “naturai and virtually unspoiied wetland amenity”, surrounded by housing
and lots priced between $150,000 and $200,000. (King, Sat., Oct. 4, 1997). Another example is the
established community of Edgemont. The second innovation is the creation of Homeowners
Associations. While the City can (and in places has) devolve maintenance responsibilities to the
community, the Associations can become (and some are becoming) a way for passing on higher per
unit capilal and operating costs to houseseekers in search of upscale or ‘gated” communities.
Therefore, these two initiatives can in some situations actually worsen the affordability ingredient to
sustainability, even though they may improve it from the perspective of the municipality.

That the Sustainable Suburbs Study has not been weil received by a significant proportion of
Housing Delivery agents, especiaily by land developers, does not mean sustainability policies and
practices must be altogether abandoned. Rather, the Delivery System agents must work harder to
develop innovative solutions to advance urban sustainability in Calgary. Three categories of
innovation that couid possibly achieve desirable resuits are: innovations that redefine product and
production; those that define markets and marketing; and those that redefine roles and
responsibilities. (Vredenburg and Westley, 1994) For example, one fim is aiready attempting to
position itseif to capture a niche market and introduce innovations for improved environmental
performance and sustainability in Calgary. Lincolnberg Homes is constructing an EnviroHome in
Hidden Valley and estimates that 50 will be built in Calgary. Among the benefits these homes offer
are °cleaner air, more recycled materials, better heat conservation, less off-gassing of potentially
harmful chemicals, and better air circulation.” (King, Sat., Feb. 14, 1998)

6.3 Reguiation and the Market

Industry reaction to the Sustainable Suburbs Study is based on a {ong standing (and somewhat
embittered) experience with a ‘chalienge and response’ type development approvals system, in
which innovations are heavily regulated and constrained by municipal regulatory processes and
urban development standurds. Changes must be negotiated among a diverse range of inter-
municipal departments (each with individual agendas and interests) and therefore, do not always
come about. A recent example is the politicization and rejection of the Altemative Street Standards
Study by City Council in March 1997.

Tabled at the Canadian Home Builders' Association's 55™ annual conference is a report about
regulatory problems relating to innovative housing ideas. According to John Kenward, chief
operating officer of the CHBA, this report “points out that while builders are trying to be innovative or
unconventional in housing designs, they are constantly running up against a regulatory system that
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creates obstacies.” Regulatory obstacles have a negative effect on seif-contained residences
designed and engineered to operate independent of municipal water or electric services and “healthy
houses”, for people with allergies. (Hope, Sat., Feb. 7, 1998) Thus, the Homebuilding industry has
already begun attacking ‘rigid’ regulations from a sustainability front. . .

According to Porter and van der Linde (1995), Principles of regulatory design that will promote
innovation, resource productivity, and competitiveness are:

Focus on outcomes, not technologies.
Enact strict rather than lax reguiation.
Reguilate as close (o the end-user as practical, while encouraging upsiream solutions.
Empioy phase-in periods.
Use market incentives.
Harmonize or converge regulations in associated fieids.
Make the regulatory process more stable and predictabile.
Require industry participation in setting standards from the beginning.
Devefop strong technical capabiiities among reguiators.
Minimize the time and resources consumed in the requlatory process itself.
(Michael E. Poner and Claas van der Linde, 1995)

That the Sustainable Suburbs Study does not satisfy a single one of these criteria’ reflects the
inexperience and lack of expertise among municipal policymakers for formulating environmental
regulations. To date, municipal authorities have established the urban development and
engineering-infrastructure standards, with little flexibility, and limited opportunity for change.
However, improved sustainability requires greater cooperation and consensus between public and
private agencies with a stake in the outcome of planning processes. This means that increased
consumer participation in the front-end pianning of communities and housing is aiso required; a
change opposite to the existing industry practices and trends regarding “spec” housing.

6.4 Environmental Management Practices (EMS)

While the Sustainable Suburbs Study asks the industry to adopt some EMS practices such as waste
audits, it does not prescribe the implementation of a complete system of corporate environmental
management. Also, there is no requirement that davelopers and homebuilders use a checklist or do
impact studies. (Perks, Bilkhu, Thompson, 1896: 80)

At the present time consideration for enviranmentai concems does not form an important part of the
management philosophy for a significant proportion of the industry. Existing environmental practices
are not really “strategic”; they do not anticipate and predict adverse impacts of deveiopment projects;
nor do they take action to mitigate the environmental impacts of development projects. The degree
to which effective EMS practices can offer competitive cost and market advantages in this sector
has not yet been adequately researched.
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6.5 Areas for Further Study

A number of questions that emerged during this Master's Degree Project remain unanswered, and
are open to further investigation. For exampie, Why does the industry not prepare subdivision plans
to include greater proportions of attached forms of housing? To what extent do planning and
designing communities, and residential environments, meet the income-affordability and housing
needs of all market segments in Calgary? To what extent do community plans and designs reflect
general socio-economic conditions, trends in demographics, general employment characteristics,
househoid types and needs, ecoiogical pressures and constraints, technological evoiutions, and
consumers’ lifestyle preferences? What kind of EMS for land development and housebuilding firms
could be developed? What types of environmental quality considerations shouid be anticipated and
strategically addressed by the development industry when building new subdivisions?

Further research about the cost implications of implementing the sustainability policies and design
guidelines are needed to appease the industry and begin a new dialogue for finding new ways of
reducing the costs of municipal infrastructure. An investigation of consumer preferences for
altemnative urban design and development standards, and the trade-offs consumers (at least in
specific housing markets) are willing to make for advancing urban sustainability would heip to design
and plan communities that are tailored to meet specific preferences and choices of houseseekers in

Calgary.

6.5 Concluding Remarks

While a paradigm shift has occurred in policy, it has yet to materialize in practice. The limited
receptivity for the Sustainable Suburbs Study is evidence that it is still too early to institutionalize
Citywide sustainability policies and design guidelines. Moreover, the lack of well-developed
performance standards for improving social-economic-ecological conditions in Caigary retards the
operationalization and specificity with which solutions for advancing sustainability can be proposed.
However, the present situation can be improved by developing innovative policies and practices.

*Innovation is aided by breaking down barriers in order to reconceptualize product, market and
organization. A context for innovation is one where organizational actors are brought together in
partnerships and new combinations.” (Vredenburg and Westley, 1984) The Sustainable Suburbs
Round Table could have laid the foundation for developing greater intersectoral and community
support — among public and private agencies and new homebuyers and City of Calgary
residents - for cultivating and fortifying interest in sustainability initiatives. Unfortunately, a poor
vision, circumscribed participatory process, and lack of conviction to follow through with
sustainability goals has led to a watered down policy which has become simply another regulatory
requirement for development approval.
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Endnotes Chapter 8

! Through the Corporate and Effective Planning Applications Review Process (CEPAR), the Clty is
sttempting to improve the efficiency of pianning and development approval processes. What
tmm“mc@mmmmfwmmmmmmsm
goals are not yet evident.
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Environmental Buiiding News

Environmental Protection Agency (United States)
bttp:/www.epa.gov/

Green Building Information Council
it buiidi !

Rocky Mountain lnstiu_ne

Sustainable Community Design

Urban Land Institute (United States)
hitto:/Awww.uli.om



Appendix I: Survey Questionnaire



juawadeuepy Jo Kinoey]  udsac) jepauuon A jo Koy
108$3J04 | SNLIOUE] JOSSO1 ]

dmquopaip apvt] YIS WCHITM

..J)Q_JSSSJ ~ \

Mok quepf, paamal
uoayy aavy sasjeuuonsanb (e 1apje SHHIIM XIS Apppxordde
no£ 0) IUIILAE DPYE A |(IM SHNSDS Y, -Aedje)y up sperngjo
signd pue Ansnpup uawdopAsp ay) se |PM St ULl mok
0} 18210jU] 2|GEIBPISUOD JO 3Q PINOYS ADAINS S JO SHNSIT AL

*€LED-E6T 10 L669-0TT 1€ IN|ILIsH
a peuod few nok ssuopsanb Kue aavy nok | Qupaasond

21032q  98ed peas asedy) -aspeuuopsanb ay ajapdod o) sapmunu
ov-0t Aewxordde nok aqer pm g Aaamms o PaaldM
aAvy nod ey wispyuod o) auoyd £q papejuod aq [Im nop

udisap Apununuod apquineisns
0y asuodar aasod Ajjesauad e padxa WSy Ansnput ap
(9661 ‘Mady) ‘uSisa Appuminmo) ajqoutvisns o fipagydasny)
umsuo) Supsag up papsodas sy SINIUMLIUOD [LHUIPISDI
uy vo.s.a&hou:_ a1e  juyy  saInged) FunA125U00-02IN08D 1
pue Aupqeupeisns jo a8esxoued nj e Ajsnes 0y paudisop aiv
ey Suisnoy pue S3RIUNLIWIN 0) puodsas pjnom s1aWNsuULd
Moy Jnoqe umowy S| AN A19a 1aRaMOl ‘soydrens

Sunoyrew  pue quaudojaaop Qupuuepd  ruonuaaund
Jo xauod g upm passaadxa se Jsauasajad Jugsnoy,
JOGE JQUILAE UONEULIOJU I|QRIIPISU0D S} MY, (€
‘5101238 Sugppmgauoy pue qudawdoasp
puep  CHuuuepd e ugEm speawRIURApE s
JOJUAXD S0 NJEU Y} IN0QE SIAIMOY ‘UMOY ST
10N paawaidun Apeags uaaq asey sayqpesd yuawdojasap
Jjqeujeisns  pue  [EJUIABUOIIAUD U0 sapyjod  aesodiod
rapueaap isud oy up Ansnpuy pue ssauisnq moy8noayy, (z
‘suoyjesado
wowdogoasp  ueqm - pue yonupodsues)  HUsURINIAUD
Qupuepd  Apununuod s Ay a0 pue ‘Ansnpuy
o s0) samgapind udisap pue sapsjod Supuuepd o
Qo8 squgns pquuesns 5a61 ‘Al ut poysyagnd sum fipmg
sqangng apguppysng Kiedje) jo AND Y1 ‘SH-b661 WY ISIIDXD
apqey, punoy aapeuasadas Aproiq ¢ Sumopiog (1

:£aaing ay) 0) punosBydeg

gaseasas paudissapun ay) £q 9661 Av| W N0
porsied “sioffeueur £nsnpug yim sMjAINY XIS D) Lo spuedxa
pue dn smopjoy pafoad oy, - Aupqupiogge,, pue L Appqeaieisns,,
OWNMUUONALD,,  punoae Guiiowra  ase ey sallueyd
A9ojompay pue Anjod jo sagqunu ¢ noqe A1e@ped wy Aysnpu
puarudopraop ayy woaf pndug sy9as yer pupy i Jo Apris 1531 € st sy,

‘uopeossy s1appng awopy Lsedjed ay) pue dey)
Aefpey sy wdwdopasq ueqin ap jo votpesadood
o) yim o pagssea sy cKaedped vy Ansnpuy Juawdo|aaaq pue
Fuisnogg A) UL SPULHNSUOD pue ‘SIPIINGIWOY ‘s133euew 101U
05§ awos oy passaappe s aseuuoyisanb £aains spiL

SADLLDVUd ANV SNOLLJIDUAd AULSNANI
INTINd013ATA ANV NIISTA ALININWNOD ATVNIV.LSNNS

£661 A1N[ ‘TUIVNNOLLSINO ATANNS



Sustainable Community Design & Development: Industry Perceptions and Practices, July 1997 2% ¢ » "RV

Alternative and Sustainable Housing: Situation and
Challenges for the Delivery System in Calgary

Researcher: Murad Shivji {M.E.Des. Candidate)

You are invited to participate in a study dealing with the
planning-designing and building of residential communities in
Calgary. The participants in the study include development
firms, homebuilders, architects, and planning consultants.

Please take the time to read this page and to understand any
accompanying information. If you would like more detail about
something menltioned here, or information not included, please
direct your questions to the researcher.

The purpose is to inquire about industry perceptions and
investigate current practices in the planning-designing and
building of residential communities in Calgary. Specific
refcrence is made to the Sustainable Suburbs Study. The
questionnaire has five (5) sections:

1. Sustainable Suburbs

2. Innovation in the Housing and Development Industry

3. The Market: Consumer Preferences for Sustainability
Features

4. Business Practices and the Environment

5. Innovative Projects for Sustainable Community Design

All information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.
Only general conclusions and interpretations by respondents will
be revealed in the final research report. If any quotes are used,
they will not be attributed to individuals. Six months after the
conclusion of the project, all data will be destroyed.

Your participation in this project will provide useful information
to the industry and the planning authorities responsible for
producing and administering policies, and regulating the
planning, designing, and construction of residential communities

and housing in Calgary (with possible wider application to the
development industry in Canada). This study will give you an
opportunity to think about the possible implications of the
Sustainable Suburbs Study and innovative approaches to housing
and community planning and design.

It should take approximately 30 to 40 minutes to complete the
questionnaire. The questionnaire will be mailed to you, followed
by a phone call from the researcher. You will be provided with a
postage paid return envelope so that the questionnaire can be
mailed back to the researcher at:

c/ 0 Murad Shivji

The Faculty of Environmental Design
The University of Calgary

2500 University Drive N.W.

T2N IN2

Ph#t 220-6997, Fax# 284-4399

Your decision to complete and return this questionnaire will be
interpreted as an indication of your consent to participate. In no
way does this waive your legal rights nor release the
investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal
and professional responsibilities. Your participation should be
as informed as your initial consent, so you should feel free to ask
for clarification or new information throughout your
participation. If you have further questions, please contact
Murad Shiviji at 293-0373 or 220-6997. You may also contact the
Local Area Research Ethics Committee and ask for Dr. Richard
Revel at 220-3622.

Sincerely,

Murad Shivji,
Researcher
Faculty of Environmental Design




Appendix I: Survey-Questionnaire

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE, JULY 1997

SUSTAINABLE COMUNITY DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT
INDUSTRY PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES

Before proceeding with the survey, please answer the following:

Please indicate the type of work your company engages
in: (check off as many as are applicable):

___land development __urban design

____ single-family homebuilding _ house design
_____community planning _____subdivision planning
____engincering ____market research
___oonstruction ___ multi-unit building
_____architecture other

How long has your company been involved in planning,
designing or building of residential commaunities (or
housing) in Calgary?

0-2 years 11-1$ years
3-5years_____ 16-20 years_____
6-10 yrs 21-25 years
Other ___

Please indicate your title and position or area of
responsibility within the company you represent:

Please indicate how many persons are (or will be)
directly employed by your firm in the period January-
October 30, 1997 (including administrative, managerial,
designers, sales, marketing, accounting,etc.):

Full-time personnel;

Part-time personnel:

Scasonat stafl:
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Appendix I: Survey-Questionnaire

3. Housing

New communities must be capable of achieving a minimum density of 7 upa, provide a wide choice of housing types, provide
adequate choice of affordable housing, and focus multi-family housing near community centres, neighborhood nodes,
recreational areas, other public amenities, and be close (o transit stops.

Please indicate your level of agreement/disagreement with the following statements.

. . . . Strongly Strongly
The Housing policies will result in: | Disagree Agree
(a) Reduced costs of public infrastructurc for homcbuyers | 2 3 4 5
(b) More journeys to work, etc, by walking, transit, or bicycle 1 2 3 4 5
(c) Incrcased affordability of housing [ 2 3 4 L
(d) More choice of housing for people of different houschold | 2 k] 4 5
types, income levels and age groups in the neighborhood
(¢) Increased marketability and salcability of housing | 2 3 4 5
() Increased marketability and salcability of the community [ 2 3 4 S
(8) Increased satisfaction of consumers and their preferences 1 2 ) 4 5
{h) Communities which are more responsive to market realitics 1 2 3 4 5
and buycr consideralions
(i) Innovations in infrastructure designs and technologies for ! 2 3l 4 5
improved efficiencics and reduced maintenance costs
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Appendix |: Survay-Questionnaire 10

8. "Affordability" is referred to in the Sustainable Suburbs Study, and the industry is urged to advance
affordability. Please indicate your position on the following statement:

At this time and for the near future, there is little or nothing the industry tiself can or should do to bring a
more affordable community and housing product onto the market.

Strongly Disagree | 2 3 4 5  Suwongly Agree No Opinion

8a. If you responded 1 or 2 above, what could the development industry do to deliver a more affordable community and
housing onto the market?

9. What would be the key municipal policies or incentives that would have to be put in place (or changed) to help the
industry play a greater part in achieving improved affordability.

-

10. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the industry provides “an adequate choice of low to medium income
housing” in the planning and design of new communities?

Strongly Disagree | 2 3 4 5  Strongly Agree No Opinion

10a. If you answered 4 or S above, why do you think the City included a housing policy (H.3) for low to medium income
housing in new communities?




Appendix I: Survey-Questionnaire "

11. In your present business plans and marketing strategy, what proportion of your fotal kousing production and/or
development plans are dedicated to supplying housing (ownership or rental) for the following houschold income
categories: (HOME BUILDERS PLEASE FILL IN TOTAL PERCENT OF HOUSING UNITS. DEVELOPERS AND
CONSULTANTS PLEASE FILL IN PERCENT OF LAND DEDICATED TO HOUSING.)

Household Income categories: % of total housing units % of land dedicated to housing in plans
(a) $10,000-$19,999
(b) $20,000-529.999
(c) $30,000-$44,999
(d) $45,000-559,999
(¢) $60,000-$74,999
(f) $75,000-$120,000
(8) Over $120,000

Total  100% Total  100%

12. Over the last 10 years, the average real income of houscholds has decreased or, at best, remained stable. At the
same time construction costs, property (axation, assessment charges and other related costs of development and housing
construction have increased. In your opinion, has the situation of “affordability” in Calgary become better or worse in
this period?

Better Worse Don't Know No Opinion

12a. If you answered better, what have been the 3 most important factors of development and housing production
(independent of more favorable interest rates in recent years) that improved affordability?

@
(i)
(iii)




Appendix |: Survey-Questionnaire 12

13. What do you think were the main reasons why the joint proposals of UDI and The Planning and Building
Department on Alternative Street Design Standards were not approved by City Council?

@)
(i),
(iii)

(iv) No Opinion ___

14, The Community Design and Planning Process

The Sustainable Suburbs Study outlines a new “Hierarchy of Plans” designed to establish a more cooperative process between
developers, builders and the City, and to “simplify, speed up and improve the Community Plan preparation process”. Such
improvements could conceivably include more effective input from potential homebuyers and community groups in the planning
and designing of new communities.

Please indicate your opinion regarding the following statements:

.y . . Strongly Strongly

The City’s wew Community Plan Process will... Disagree Agree

(a) lead to greater efficiencies in the development approval 1 2 3 4 5
process

(b)  lead to better input of public and consumer interests in the 1 2 3 4 5
planning-design phase of new residential communities

(c)  add to the customary costs of doing busincss | 2 K} 4 5

(d)  lead to improved overall environmental and sustainable 1 2 3 4 s
qualitics of new residential communities in Calgary

(¢)  provide opportunitics to experiment with alternative site 1 2 3 4 5
devclopment standards for affordable and sustainable
communities
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Appendix I: Survey-Questionnaire

20. Does your firm have a designated budget category and activity for Research and Development (R&D)?

Yes No Don’t Know

20a. If you responded Yes, please indicate the percentage (%) of annual gross expenditures - operating and capital -
dedicated to R&D:

0-0.5% 0.6-1.0% 1.1-3.0% 3. 1-6.0%

More than 6%
21, THIS QUESTION IS FOR RESPONDENTS WHO DESIGN OR BUILD HOMES.
Please indicate how often you practice the activities listed below.
None of All of
the time the time
(a8) When sclocting windows, choose fixed windows with an ER rating i 2 k) 4 5
of +2, and operablc windows with an ER rating of -11 or betlcr.
() Install high-performance windows - low-E coalings, incrt gas fills, and 1 2 3 4 L
insulated frame and edge components - instead of conventional ones,
(c) Perform regular waste audits - keeping track of what goes into the 1 2 3 4 5
wasic bins at your work silcs over a period of time.
(d) Install water-efficient (low volume) toilets over conventional toilets in | 2 3 4 5
the homes you design or build.
(c) Install Jow-flow shower heads and low-flow aerators (o faucets in the i 2 3 4 s
homes you design or build.
(0 Install high-efficiency gas-fired furnaces over conventional gas-fired t 2 3 4 S
furnaces.
(8) Install more energy efficient compact fluorescent lights instead of | 2 3 4 s
standard incandesoents for the homes you design or build.
(h) When choosing among various appliances for homes, selecting 1 2 3 4 5
appliances with the lowest EnerGuide label.
(i) Install solar panelling for heating the homes you design or build A 2 K} 4 S
() Other(s)? | 2 3 4 s
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Appendix ): Survey-Questionnaire

Section D. Business Practices and the Environment

24, Does your firm have an environmental policy or standard operating procedure that considers environmentat
concerns?

Yes No Don’t Know No Opinion

24a. If yes, please summarize the main points (OR please enclose a copy of the policy document)

25. How would you rate your familiarity with the following guidelines and techniques for improving a company’s
environmental performance and product quality?

Not at all Very
Familiar Familiar
(a) 1SO 9000 Guidclines - for quality management 1 2 k] 4 5
() SO 14000 Guidelines - for environmental management | 2 3 4 5
(c) Canadian Standards Association (CSA Z2750-94) - i 2 k] 4 5
A Voluntary Environmental Management System
(d) Urban Land Institute (ULT) - Principles for Environmentally 1 2 3 4 5
Responsible Development
(¢) Environmental Audits 1 2 3 4 5
(0 Lifecycle Costing | 2 3 4 5
(g) Waste Audits . ! 2 3 4 5




Appendix I: Survey-Questionnaire

26. Assuming that your organization is or will be considering adopting (or has already adopted) business practices for
making your produci(s) and operating practices more environmentally-friendly. Please rate the following factors that
would likely influence (or have influenced) your business decisions.

Not at all Extremely
Influential Influential

(a) Financial and lending institutions require or like to see | 2 3 4 5
cavironmental considerations in our business plans.

(b) Adopting environmental/sustainability practices and | 2 3 4 5
products can give us a competitive advantage.

(c) Environmental management/sustainability practices will play | 2 3 4 L)
a part in anticipating and reducing cnvironmental impacts that
are (generally) associated with our industry.

(d) Senior or municipal government regulations and standards are I 2 k] 4 5
increasingly roquiring better environmental management
practices in our industry.

{¢) We can avoid or lower the risk of fines and liabilities 1 2 3 4 5
rclative (o our product or practices.

(H Adopting betier environmental practices can give us a | 2 3 4 s
competitive advantage by raising barriers to entry for new
competilors.

(8) Betier environmental management/sustainability practices 1 2 3 4 5
improve corporale image, and therefore help consolidate or
improve our market share,

(h) Better environmental management and sustainable design 1 2 3 4 5
practices are a trend that our compelitors are adopting.

(i) Consumers expect us and our products to be more 1 2 3 4 5
“environmentally-fricndly” or meet sustainable development
goals,




Appendix I: Survey-Questionnaire

Section E. Innovative Projects for Sustainable Community Design

27. A number of governmental and non-governmental agencics have been experimenting with innovative products,
designs, and standards for improving the quality, affordability, and environmental performance of housing. Please
indicate your degree of familiarity with the following innovation and research-design studies, projects or programs:

@
®)
(©

@
©)
0)
@®
()
)

“Edgemont II" - A Study in Sustainable Community Form
Sprout; the versatile, dynamic house

Affordability and Choice Today (ACT) - Regulatory Reform
Activitics to Improve Housing

Healthy House (Vancouver, Toronto, Montreal)

The “Grow Home"

R2000 Homes

Autonomous Sustainable House (ASH) in Calgary
EnviroHome demonstration program/projects

Asscssment of Built Projects for Sustainable Communitics

Not at all

Familiar

Familiar
i

N N N NN

w

W W W W W W

3

o b & s b &

Very

w

(7 TV I B L

28, Have you implemented any concepts, ideas or design practices listed in question 27 in any of your residential
communities or house-building projects?

Yes, Many

Yes, Some of them No, None

28a. If you responded Yes, briefly describe what idea(s) you used and which project/location it was used:
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS:

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT
INDUSTRY PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES

This document contains the preliminary data compilations for the survey conducted in July
1997 in Caigary. This information is part of a work in progress by Murad Shivji and cannot be
reproduced or published without the permission of the author. If you have any requests about
publication, reproduction, or distribution, you may contact the author at (403) 293-0373.

The survey was addressed to senior managers of land development and homebuilding firms, and
urban consultants (planners, engineers, architects, designers, etc.) engaged in the pianning,
designing, and building of residential communities. The purpose is to seek input from the
deveiopment industry about a number of policy and technology changes that are emerging around
‘environment®, °sustainability’, and °affordability". The City of Caigary Planning and Building
Department instituted a policy entitied, The Sustainable Suburbs Study, in July 1995, which sets out
planning principles and design criteria for the creation of more sustainable residential communities.
The survey was designed to gauge industry perceptions about this policy document.

The project was funded in part by UD! Caigary (The Urban Development Institute) and the City
of Calgary Planning and Building Department. Support was aiso provided by CHBA (The Calgary
Home Builders Association). The author thanks these organizations for their initial and continued
support in making this project a success. This survey would not have been possible without the help
and cooperation of UDI, The City of Caigary Planning and Building Department, and CHBA.

Altogether 119 surveys were distributed; 68 were retumed. (The response rate was 55%.) The
breakdown of respondents is in the tabie below.

T of Firm Frequency | Percent
[T UDiLang Developers 12 18
CHBA Land Developers 6 9
HomeBuilders 20 30
Community Planners 18 27
Cther Urban Consultants 10 15
Total _66 100

Fimms selected for the survey questionnaire came from membership lists obtained from the two major
industry associations, UDI and CHBA. Further, Urban and Regional Planning consuitants were taken
from the Telus Yellow Pages for Caigary.

The questionnaire was organized in five sections:

1. Sustainable Suburs

2. Innovation in the Housing and Deveiopment industry

3. The Market: Consumer Preferences for Sustainability Features
4. Business Practices and the Environment

S. Innovative Projects for Sustainable Community Design

This data compilation and response summary follows the same order and lists the survey questions
that were addressed by the respondents. if you wish to share your commaents or suggestions
about the survey resuits or format of this document, please do not hesitate to contact the
author. Any helpful comments, criticisms, or recommendations will be appreciated.

Copyright © 1998 Murad Shivji



Appendix IL: Survey Findings
Survey Section A - Sustainable Suburbs

Community Centres and Neighborhood Nodes

This section of the survey was designed 1o probe members of the industry and obtain their opinions about the
likely outcomes of the various policies contained in the Susfainable Subwrbs Study. Responses are Categorized
by five groups of respondents: UDI Developer Member, CHBA Developer Member, CHBA Homebuilder, Urban
Consultants (includes engineers, architects, landscape architects) and Community Planners.

Each community must have a community/public activity centre and neighborhood nodes and must
encourage pedestrian and bicycle access and transit use. (A community is expected 1o be about 12,000

population.)

Q1. The Community Centres and Neighborhood Nodes Policies will result in:

8) increased use of alternate forms of transportation in new communities such as
walking, cycling, & public transit use.

b) more employment oppormunities within new Residential communities.

©) a significant mix of public and commercial activities in the community to satisfy
resident needs for shopping and services (30,000 sq. ft. community centre with food
store).

d) reduced trips to work and shopping outside the community.

I b | e | a

Type of Firm uestion 1 e T
UDI Land Deveiopers Strongly Disagree 17 17 18 -]
ns12 Dissgres Q L s} » 1?7
Unawre -] 17 18 k <]

Agres 17 8 9 ]

Strongly Agree 0 8 18 0

CHBA Land Daveiopers Strongly Disagree 0 0 17 0
=g Dissgres 17 0 e 0
Uneure 17 S0 k<] k<]

Agres &7 0 17 17

Strongty Agree 0 0 0 0

Homebuiiders Strongly Diesgree 0 (o} 0 0
n=20 Disagres o] = 0 0
Unaure 20 40 & 15

Agres 45 b o) 40 ko]

Strongly Agree S S 15 0

Comimunity Planners Strongty Disagree [} (] 12 []
n=18 Disagres 22 3 24 o“
Unaure = r- ) -] 11

AQres n 17 k- »

Strongly Agree 17 17 0 0

Cther Urban Consuitants  {Strongly Dissgree 10 [} 0 1]
=10 Dissgres 10 0 10 0
Unaure 0 [ +] 0 0

Agres 20 0 «© 10

|Strongly Agres 1 | 10] 1] o

[All Groups Combined Question 1 . ) c d
ly Diemgres (3 S 3

Ineds Disagres 2 0 17 Q2
Unsure 28 k] M o)

res » 20 31 27

Strongty Agree 8 9 9 2

Copyright ® 1898 Murad Shivji
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Schools and Open Space

Existing natural systems must be integrated into new communities and built open space must be located,
sized and configured 1o create places that are functional, safe, flexible and form a linked open space
system. Joint/shared use sites should be located in proximity to the community centre or neighborhood
nodes, on the transit route and close to daycare and other services.

Q.2 The Schools and Open Space policies will result in:

a) beter or more protection of natural and environmentally sensitive areas.

b) greater passive recreational areas than are now available in existing suburban
communities.

¢) improved pedestrian and cyclist movement within the community.

d) cost efficiencies for the City and taxpayers because of more efficient land use and
more compact wrban form.

¢) increased community and user participation in the planning and design of open

& ! b c | 4 | e
Type “fm Icuolllon 2 #uoonu

UDI Land Deveiopers Strongly Oisagree 17 -] 8 42 17
n=12 Disagree ] 3 k<] 42 p-]
Unaure -] 17 8 8 ke <]
Agree > 17 50 8 17

Strongly Agree 8 8 Q 0 8

CHBA Land Developers [Strongly Disagree 17 0 0 Q 0
n=§ Disagree 0 0 b} 17 2
Unsure 17 3 33 50 p.o]

Agres 67 67 67 k<] 60

Strongly Agree 0 0 0 0 s

jHomepuiiders Strongily Disagree 5 5 Q 0 +]
n=20 Disagree 5 21 0 s 2%
Unsure k -} 186 xS 2 11

Agree 40 47 50 ] 47

Strongly Agree 1§ 11 -3 10 16

Community Planners Strongly Disagree 1 11 0 0 6
n=18 Oisagree b 2 § 31 39
Unaure -] e ) 38 44

Agree k<] k <} 33| S 11

Strongly Agree Q 0 2 6 0

Other Urban Consuttants (Strangly Disagree 11 0 o} 2 0
In=10 Disagree 2 2 11 3 50
Uneure 2 “ 2 11" 38

Agres k<] 2 67 g 13

Strongly Agree 0 11 0 11 0

All Groups Combined a b c [] e
L 9 9 2 1 S
) 2 2 9 < xr
S rig S a p-]

3 % ) 2 /g

9 6 14 6 6
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Appendix IIZ Survey Findings .
Housing

New communities must be capable of achieving a minimum density of 7 upa, provide a wide choice of
housing types, provide adequate choice of affordable housing, and focus multi-family housing near
community centres, neighborhood nodes, recreational areas, other public amenities, and be close to
transit stops.

Q-3 The housing policies will result in:

a) reduced costs of public infrastructure for homebuyers.

b) more journeys to work, etc. by walking, transit, or bicycle.

¢) increased affordability of housing.

d) more choice of housing for people of different household types, income levels and
age groups in the neighborhood.

¢) increased marketability and salability of housing.

f) increased marketability and salability of the community.

8) increased satisfaction of consumers and their preferences.

h) communities which are more responsive to market realities and buyer

considerations.
i) innovations in infrastructure designs and technologies for improved efficiencies and
reduced maintenance costs.
" s | b | ¢ | a | e I t | g | h | |
Type of Firm louution 3 T hesoonse
UDi Land Deveiopers Strongly Disagree 17 p-} 17 p-] 58 50 3 50 17
n=12 Dismgree 42 2 k< 17 -] 17 42 k<) 42
Unsiure 17 -] <} 3 8 17 17 0 3
Agree 25 8 17 17 8 17 8 17 8
—_ Strongly Agree 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0
CHBA Land Deveiopers [Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 o]
|n=6 Dissgree (o] 3 17 17 k<) 17 0 17 0
Unsire S0 50 67 17 S0 3 80 50 &7
Agree S0 17 17 67 17 50 0 17 3
Strongly Agree 0 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0 0
Homebuiliders Strongly Disagree 2 p. o) 15 0 - 16 2 10 15
n=20 Oisagree 15 0 0 5 10 16 15 -] 10
Unsure 0 0 k's} o] 45 42 45 0 S
Agree ] 20 2 45 p.] 21 15 X 40
Strongly Agree 10 0 5 20 0 5 S 5 10
Communtty Planners Strongly Dissgree 0 17 o] 11 24 17 17 24 0
n=18 Disagree 24 39 9 17 47 28 <) 2 24
Unsure 47 28 “ 17 12 39 2 18 35
Agree 18 17 17 50 18 17 2 24 k-
Strongly Agree 12 s 0 8 0 0 0 6 6
Other Urban Consuftants [Strongly Disagree 0 0 10 0 2 10 0 0 11
n=10 Dissgree 11 80 2 10 2 10 40 p.o} 2
2 50 20 K<} S0 0 80 k<
0 .o} & 1 20 2 2 3
0 0 0 11 0 10 0 0 |
All Groups Combined b 3 d e (] h !
15 9 8 -} p-3] 17 o] 9
42 k o 12 7 18 2 F- ] 2
S 4“ p. ] ] 37 k7 | ] 34
14 18 45 16 = 17 = 31
0 2 9 2 2 S 3 S
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Appendix |I: Survey Findings

Transportation

The transit system must be integrated into the community design and be a key component of the
community centre, neighborhood nodes and other community focal points. New street design siandards
must be developed 10 meet the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, and transit users, while continuing to
provide for vehicular transporiation. Commector (based on a grid pattern) versus collector roadway

networks should be considered.

Q4. The Transportatioa policies will result in:
a) decreased costs for streets and roadways.

b)mum&bicycﬁngmodsofmmmmdmwiminthc

community.
¢) safer and more pedestrian oriented streets.

d) alternative street design standards for decreasing capital and maintenance costs.

ype of Firm

[Question ¢

)|

(|

e | d

sponse

UD! Land Developers

2

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Unsure

Agree

Strongly Agree

-
~4

-
~

Gid-]

CHBA Land Developers

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Unsure

Agree

Strongly Agree
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Homebuiders
ns20

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Unsure

Agree

Strongly Agree
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Community Planners

Strongly Dissgree
Disagree

Unsure

Agree

Strongly Agree

- o
-

-
-

Y

n=t0

Other Urban Consultants

Strongly Dissgree
Disagree

Unsure

Agree

Strongiy Agree
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o83cojay
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[All Groups Combined
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Strongly Disagree
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Appendix II: Survey Findings
The Sustainable Suburbs Round Table Process

Q6. By and large, the Sustainable Suburbs Round Table had adequate participation and input from:

d) City municipal officials/departments.

¢) Other relevam experts (architects, planning consultants, researchers, expernts on

sustainable development, sustainable community design, etc.).

f) Others?
a | b | € | & | e
ype of F_ii" ln" ) ‘ % Response

VDt Land Developers Strangly Dissgres 17 8 ] 0 8
=12 Disngree S 42 ¥ 0 8
Unawre r—] k<) 17 0 3
IAgree S 17 17 58 42

o |Stongy Agree s 1ol o |ale

LCHBA Land Deveiopers [Strongly Disagree 0 0 o 0 0
el Disagree 17 0 17 0 0
Unawre 84 100 &7 50 67

Agree 0 0 17 < 17

Strongly Agree 0 0 0 17 17

uHomebuulders Strongly Oisagres 0 6 ] 0 0
ns20 Disagree 0 p-] 13 0 6
Unmure 55 k1| 56 k]| 8

Agree 8 31 r~] 63 S0

Strongly Agree & [ 0 ] [

Community Planners Strongly Dissgree o 0 21 0 0
[n=18 Disagree 14 ) 36 0 4a
Unewre 50 K ] 43 7 43

Agree 21 ] 0 0 14

Strongly Agree 14 7 Q 43 0

Other Urban Consuitants |Strongly Disagree 0 0 o] 0 o]
=10 Disagree 11 1 6 0 11
Unewre 6 67 44 2 67

Agree k<] p 73 0 “ 2

Strongly Agree 0 0 ) 3 Q

All Groups Combined Question § 3 b 3 d e
Strongly Disagres 4 4 12 Q 2

Disagree 12 ] k- 0 16

Uneure 5 %6 44 19 46

Agree p. 3 a3 12 L] k-]

Strongly Agree Il 4] 0 1 2] 5

f) Others having "adequate participation and input in the Sustainable
Suburbs Round Table (1994-95)"

_ Frequency Opinion
Reaitors/Real Estate industry 2 Disagree

Calgary Community Associations 1 Agree

Financial Considerations 1 Strongly Disagree
Special Interest Groups 1 Strongly Agree
Elected Officiais 1 Strongly Disagree
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APPETIULX 11, DYIvey Fuings
Affordability

Q7. The Sustinable Suburbs Study and its 28 policies achieved s fair and considerate balance of all
interests — current and potential homebuyers, land developers, homebuilders, the City municipal
departments, private consuitants.

Type of Firm Percent
WiGnd ——Soa Deseee T 55
D.m m 50
Unsure 8
| No Opinion 8
CHBA Land Strongly Omagree 17
m Unsure 13
HomeBuiders Strongly Disagree 12
Disagree 8
Unsure 18
Agree 18
No Opinion 47
Community Dwagree 15
Planners Unsure 24
Agree 18
No Qpinion 24
Other Urban Disagree " 10
Consuttants Agree 50
No Opinion 20

Q7a. If you responded Strongly Disagree or Disagree to question 7 (i.e. that the Sustainable Suburbs Study
achieved a fair and considerate balance of all interests - current and potential homeowners, land
developers, homebuilders, the City municipal departments, private consuitants), please explain:

L.and Developers and Homebuilders

The most frequently cited reason by developers is that the Sustainable Suburbs Study fails to represent
consumer preferences and “market realiities":

The study and process repeatedly ignored “the market” and its realities in pursuit of a utopian, dated
(this is 1970’s pianning theory) planning concept.

The process was weighted in favor of ideology and took very ittie account in the wants and needs of the
marketplace.

Concem was expressed about density required by Sustainable Suburbs:
What if no one wants to live in a 7 upa neighborhood?

Other reasons for disagreement inciude:

The Sustainable Suburbs Study will create unattractive identical boring communities and increase
demand for oider traditional deveiopments.

Municipal officials and politicians not committed to support recommended changes — want 7 upa without
required changes in standards.

A small land developer (50 acres) cannct be expected to deveiop under the same guidelines as a
company holding a site consisting of 400 acres or more.
Copyright © 1988 Murad Shiviji



Appendix |i: Survey Findings *]
Not all Clty departments appear to have bought in. Also, the consumer is very ‘unaware” of the

implications.

All new communities will be forced to be the same, which is definitely not what the consumer is iooking
for. Not all consumers warnt to kive in small iot, multi-family communities

The exercise was too academic. Not enoum weight given to the actual costs of these policies. Not
enough expenenced practitioners invoived.

Some consideration needs to be given on how to incorporate current communities into new zoning and
expectations.

# was manipulated to a predetsrmined outcome by those controlling the process.

Total emphasis was on pew areas. Many people who prefer higher density accommodation or are
beiter served by R, (.e. seniors & jower income) either cannot or will not live in outer suburbia of new
subdivisions. The sustainable suburban goals cannot be properly reached without the accompanying
considersation of urban renewal.

The re-sale market was (and is) not informed enough. Therefore the initial homeowner is led into
buying based on re-sale information given to them by an uninformed realtor. The realtors are extremely
conventional. (This respondent felt that the real estate industry was under-represented in the process.)

Community Planners

More than the other groups, Community Planners presented explanations for disagreement that touch
on the policy process. Respondents suggested that the process did not adequately represent the
interests of non-human residents, potential homebuyers, and some design professionals. However,

one respondent stated that:

if you have a *fair and considerate balance of all interest” you usually have a watered down, vague
policy that you never really know if you're achieving anything.

Concem over the implementation and operationalization of the policy was expressed:

The process breaks down going from the theory °Sustainable Suburds” to policy/implementation
(community plans)

One respondent expressed disagreement because:

The policy objectives were predicated on public sector objectives of increasing transit ndership and
decreasing the reliance on the automobiies - through intervention in the marketplace without a review of
the fiscal implications or the cumulative impacts on the delivery of cost effective deveiopment of

housing.
Other Urban Consultants

The two respondents both suggested that the Sustainable Suburbs policies must be accepted by
consumers as a matter of choics, not impressed upon them:

“Sustainable Suburbs” should come from consumer demand and not forced upon them. If they don't
agree with higher density, will move to smaller Towns, or oider neighborhoods. You can't force higher
density on consumners. If consumers move (o surrounding towns, transportation problems will increase
rather than decrease. Sustainable Suburds should be one of many options. By making it mandatory
you are showing disrespect for the nights of consumers to have a choice.
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Appendix iI: Survey Findings . w
Q8. “Affordability” is referred to in the Sustainable Suburbs Study, and the industry is urged to advance

sffordability. Please indicate your position on the following statement:

At this time and for the near future, there is little or nothing the industry itself can or shouid do to bring a
more affordable community and housing product onto the market.

Type of Firm Percert
Developers Disagres >
Agres =
_Strongly Agres 17
CHBA Land Disagres 20
Deveicpers Unsure 2
Agres &
No Opinion 20
HomeBuiders Strongly Disagree 2
m 10
Unsure 20
Agree >
Strongly Agres 10
No Opinion 15
Community Strongly Dissgree 18
Pisnners Disagres 29
Unsure 24
Agres 24
Strongly Agree 8
Other Urben Strongly Disagres 10
Consultants Disagree 0
Umaure 20
Agres 10
Strongly Agres 10
No Opinion 10

Q3a. If you responded Strongly Disagree or Disagree for question 8, what could the development industry do
to deliver a more sffordable community and housing onto the market?

Land Developers and Homebuilders

Recommendations made by respondents include: reduce maintenance requirements; produce more
efficient infrastructure; achieve higher density; modify road standards and design criteria; “provide
quality without lots of expensive extras®, “reduce lot prices through size and access and dedication®;
and work with municipalities to provide affordable housing.

Developers and homebuilders propose innovations in community design and subdivision so that:

Pranning of whole communities and land allocation supports a variety of housing fypes and prices.
Maintaining more mix of product.

Community Planners and Other Urban Consuitants

Planners suggestions for industry efforts at improving affordability are: achieve higher development
density, reduce features and amenities, reduce quality, reduce street pavement widths in local streets,
reduce size of houses, build further out to decrease iand costs, offer a wider variety of housing options,
plan affordable housing in inner city communities that already have adequate levels of public services
and amenities, and ensuring a higher level of public participation for developing more choice.
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1

Other consultants reiterated suggestions made by planners that “amenities could be sacrificed to

reduce costs”.

Q9. What could be the key municipal policies or incentives that would have to be put in place (or changed)
to heip the industry play a greater part in achieving improved affordability?

——

Municipal Policies or initistives Suggested by Land Deveiopers _ [Homebutiiers | Consuants
Ui CHBA Planners [Others Yomis
; 3 ) 8

4 2 7
K 1 [] 3 14
2 3 2 12

1 2

2 3

2 9 4

1 1 1 3

1 1

[] 1

1

e
|Provicie Muncps! Incenthves 1 1
C for 1 1

- ] comm #Qify prov
for regner denasy] 1 1

e
Mandaie a Greater Mix of Housng Types and Affordadie Unfs

=T ) mons {or Sorcatie hausing in mner
L rester mor of POUS 2 2
Oers:
ClM anat' for m on sffcoraecsi 1 1
CAC i Sacipabon GICD QBT ATy e 1 1
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Appendix |I: Survey Findings 1€
Q10. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the industry provides “an adequate choice of low to

medium income housing” in the planning and designing of new communities?

Typs of Firm Percent
Ubi tand " Dmagres s
L Stongly Agree 2
CHEA Land Disagree 17
Deveicpers Unsure n
Agres k<]
Strongly Agres 17
HomeBuiders Strongly Disagree 5
Disagres 5
Unsure 20
Agres k1]
Strongly Agree b
No Opinion 15
Community Strongly Disagres 8
Unsure <]
Agres “
Strongly Agree 1
Other Urban Disagree 20
Consuitartts Unsure &0
Agres p.4]
No Opinion 2

Q104 If you answered Agree or Strongly Agree for question 10, why do you think the City included a
bousing policy (H.3) for low to medium income housing in new communities?

LL.and Developers and Homebuilders

The primary reason cited for the City's housing policy is to mandate greater diversity and supply of
housing for lower income groups in residential communities:

They want every communily to have the same mix of low to high income housing
The City is looking for each community to offer all ranges of house prices

To ensure that as properties grow, and the economy continues to move ahead there are still
opportunities to provide this housing and i remains economically feasibie so that market is not left
behind.

So that lower income housing would be spread throughout the city, rather than congregating in one
sector.

The City's efforts at instituting a housing policy are characterized as:

Social engineering objectives;

Trying to achieve what can not exist;

Trying to legisiate a community rather than letting natural evolution determine the mix;

A misguided belief that everyone should have equal access to each new community regardiess of

abilty to pay.
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Respondents suggest that there is

resistance from the middie income consumers {o low income housing in close proximily to higher quality
housing

and therefore, “Low to medium income housing is provided city wide — but not always in all
communities”.

Some respondents suggested that the industry provides affordable housing independent of the policy
because

& is not the industry’s role (o provide adequate choice of iow to medium housing. However, it does
provide an adequate choice, not because of any policies or corporate goodwill, but because the market
dictates. Low and medium income housing generally seils faster than higher income housing.

Other reasons provided for the institution of the housing policy include:

s To ensure a supply of affordable housing

* low fo medium income housing is provided ciy wide -~ but not aways in all communities.
Presumably the city wants a range in every community.

= For the smaller quick hit developers that come to town in a boom

» Because they didn't look to see it is aiready there

» To ensure that as properties grow, and the economy continues to move ahead there are still
opportunities to provide this housing and it remains economicaily feasible so that market is not left
behind.

* Reducing capital costs when densities increase

= Trying to legisiate a community rather than letting natural evolution determine the mix

= As younger peopie form family units they must be able to afford housing for their family (the origin of
society)

Community Planners and Other Consuitants

Besides suggesting that the housing policy was instituted to “include social housing®, “produce a more
balanced mix of housing options” and "produce a more uniform mix of socic-economic classes”, this

group feels it was adopted because:
o of Political reasons - public consumption and appearance

o the Ciy wants fo control focation of low/moderate price housing
o of an /deological objection to free market
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Q11. In your present business plans and marketing strategy, what proportion of your fotal housing
production and/or development plans are dedicated to supplying housing (ownership or rental) for the
following household income categories:

8) $10,000-$19,909 b) $20,000-$29,999 c) $30,000-$44,999
d) $ 45,000-359,999 e) $80,000-$74,989 f) $75,000-$120,000 g) Over $120,000

Percant of total Number of respondents* who build housing for income category |
housing units a b__ c d ® L g
1-10% 2 2 8 2 1 9 4
11-20% 0 1 4 4 7 1 0
2130% 0 2 4 4 6 a 4
3140% 0 1 0 3 3 1 0
4150% 0 0 1 r 2 0 0
5180% 0 0 1 1 1 0 0
81-70% 0 0 0 1 2 0 0
— 1130% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8190% 0 0 0 0 0 1 )
91-100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Totals| 2 3 18 7] 2| 16 70

* 27 respondents provided information for this question

Percant of land Number of respondents®® who dedicate iand for housing for income

dedicatad to housing category
in plans
1-10%
11-20%
_2130%
31-40%
41-50%
51-60%
__61-70%
71-80%
81-80%
91-100%

~ Totals

B
-

jojojojojo]alain

ajololojojololololoj«ls
of o]o]o|o|o]o]ololm]alo
Nl ojolo]o]o]nlv]vln]<la
Ml olo]o|-={n]a]s{~]~|n]a
8] olo|-={=|o|o|o|w|x|s]e
'}_.’oo-aooou‘rwuco-.

pury
W

= 29 respondents provided information for this question
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Appendix |l: Survey Findings 15
Q12. Over the last 10 years, the average real income of household has decreased or, at best, remained

stable. At the same time construction costs, property taxation, assessment charges and other related costs
of development have increased. In your opinion, has the situation of “affordability” in Caigary become

bater or worse in this period?

Type of Firm Percent
| Landt Beter [T
Den't Know 8
No Opinion s
GHBA Lend Better 50
Deveiopers Warse 50
HomeBuilders Better )
Worse 2
Don't Know 1
Comrmunity Better 44
Planners Worse 2
Don't Know 28
No Opinion 8
Other Urban Better 1
Don't Know o]

No Opinion <<

Q124 If you answered betrer, what have been the 3 most important factors of development and housing
production (independent of moare favorable interest rates in recent years) that improved affordability?

Ali groups except Other Urban Consultants provided responses for this question. Responses were combined for
all respondents. Key factors identified by the respondents are ranked by frequency of occurrence.

Key Factors that improved affordability include: Respondents citing:
1. Increased competition (in the industry) 10
2. Production of smaller homes 10
3. Smailer or narrower lot sizes 9
4. Improved efficiency in production and within firms. 7
5. Lower/Stable [abor, materiails, and construction costs. 6
6. Higher densities and more muiti-family housing production. 5
7. Greater supply and diversity of product/Better product 5
design.
8. Consumer confidence (in Caigary economy, etc.) 4
8. Lowered profit margins by developers and builders 3

Others: (only one respondent cited)

Satellite communities

Better public transportation

Closer amenities

CMHC policies regarding first time buyers

Abundant land supply has kept lot costs equitable

Development industry listening to market demands

For Byyers, aging and equity growth have improved affordability

The Qply place we have improved affordability has been in energy consumption and reduced wastage by
using altemative building products - i.e. composite materiais rather than raw wood (K-3 or MDF board or

Finger-joined wood)
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Appendix {I: Survey Findings 10
Alternative Street Design Standards

Q13. What do you think were the main reasons why the joint proposals of UDI and the Planning and
building Department on Alternative Street Design Standards were not approved by City Council?

Number of respondents from ssch category who cited reason_____
Reasons why Alternative Street Land Developers | Homebuilders Consultants
Standards not approved by Council
ubl CHBA Planners Others Totals
Lack of undermanding by City Council 5 2 2 3 o 12
City Politica/Political Reasons (Fear of 3 1 2 5 1 12
s’ bacidash, laweuits, etc.)
Perosption that Altemative Development 1 1 1 P 1 10
Standards are lower
Poor ssil” by Administrators to Council 2 0 0 3 4 ]
Lack of commitment by City Admin. to
nge and reducing costs, Technicai 8 1 1 8 2 16
s from civic depts.
Concemn over futire maintenance costs 3 0 0 0 0 3

Others:

« City council not willing to take the time to explore total altematives fully.

e Perception that development industry invoivement inappropriate

¢ Timing — unusually bad weather with heavy snowfall (and snow removal complaints) and bad P.R. which gave
public the impression that the new standards would make things worse.

Opinion of the vocal minority.

Fools in government

poorly defined and understood objectives of administration and development industry; i.e. was the goal cost
savings or improved streetscape or both

lack of unanimous support from development industry

City Council took an adversarial approach to the industry’s initiation

UDI was not consistent with their support and endorsement

Benefits did not outweigh costs
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The Community Design and Planning Process

Q14. The Sustainable Suburbs Study outlines a new “Hierarchy of Plans™ designed to establish s more
cooperative process between developers, builders and the City, and to “simplify, speed up and improve the
Community Plan preparation process”. Such improvements could conceivably include more effective input
from potential homebuyers and community groups in the planning and designing of new communities.

The City’s new Community Plan Process will:

a) lead 10 greater efficiencies in the development approval process.

b) lead 10 better input of public and consumer interests in the pianning-design phase of

pew residential communities.

¢) add 1o the customary costs of doing business.
d) lead to improved overall environmental and sustainable qualities of new residential

commumities in Calgary.

¢) provide opportunities to experiment with alternative site development standards for
affordable and sustainable communities.

a | b | ¢ 1 a9 | e

Type of Firm lduulon 14 ~CEeconse
UDi Land Developers lswngiy Oisagree 17 P 0 17 50
=12 Disagree S0 <] 17 S0 8
Urmure 17 8 0 ] -]
Agree 17 3 50 8 17
Strongly Agree 0 0 33 0 0
CHBA Land Developers [Strongly Oisagree 50 [} 0 0 0
rﬂ*ﬁ Dieagree 0 17 17 0 0
*Un-.n 17 50 17 50 &0
Agres k<] k<) 3 50 40
Stongly Agree 0 0 33 Q o]
Homebuilders Strongly Dissgree 11 0 0 0 6
n=20 Disagree 2 11 (] 2 0
Unsure 3 i 44 44 44
Agree .} k-] k<] 2 o
Strongly Agm 0 8 17 11 6
Communtty Planners Strongly Disagree 12 0 o 6 13
n=18 Dissgree 41 35 25 41 i“
Uneure S8 s N 24 19
Agree 18 p-:] 3 29 =1
Strongly Agree 0 0 13 0 0
Other Urban Consultants |Strongly Disagroe 11 (o] 0 0 0
hnﬂo Dissgree ) 3 13 1" 0
Unaure S8 33 50 56 56
Agree 11 k<] 38 k< <] 3
Strongly Agree 0 0 0 0 11
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Q15. Do you foresee the new Community Plan process as encouraging or discouraging industry
innovation?

Type of Firm Percent
ml e Discouraging 3 Land Deveiopers Only Percent
CHBA Land Encoursgng = couraging 33
Oeveiopers Discouraging = Discouraging 56
ini ot No Opinion 19
N Opinin £<
HomeBuiders Encouraging %
Discoursging »
No Opinion » { Ali Respondents | Percent
Cmﬁ ~ Encoursging 47  Encouraging a2
Diacaouragng 3 Discouraging 32
No Opinian 13 No Opinion 25
o mpect z No Impact 2
Other Urben Encouraging 58
Q15a. Please explain.

Land Developers and Homebuilders

Most developers remain pessimistic that the Community Plan Process will encourage innovation.
However, respondents who expressed optimism, suggest the new process: “will alert developers to
consumer attitudes and changing preferences”; provide “marketable feedback from the end-user”; ana
“speed things up overall®. One homebuilder suggested that innovation would occur because:

As industry perceives an environment receptive to new innovation and opportunity, it will respond
positively to such a positive environment.

Reasons why the process will discourage innovation are:
The Sustainable Suburbs criteria are fixed:

Planning Department is stuck on a fixed template or design as to what all new communities should look
like.

All new communities must now conformn to the same “cookie-cutter design”.

The policy does not address changes to existing developmant standards and regulations:
Until all standards, zoning regulations, etc. change - liitie innovation will occur.

Greater community invoivement in the procsss will lead to delays and escalate costs:

Any time you siow down the process of approving new communily plans - you increase the cost to the
consumer - the industry then begins to build only what is most easily approved.

Too many cooks spoil the broth! An all inclusive planning process suggests the invoivement of those
with no vested interasts with nothing to risk, being given a say in how privately owned land is

developed.
An inclusive process will bring about community opposition to change

More community involvemnent will lead to more NIMBY attitudes thus discouraging any and all types of
innovation.
Copyright © 1998 Murad Shivji



Three respondents suggested that innovation would occur independent of the process because:

The market place will uitimately be the dominating force to encourage or discourage innovation - not the
wei-meaning but of ten uninformed wishful thinking of “wannabe” pianners. When consumers are
convinced of the necessity for innovation, they wiil exert pressure to obtain. (For example, “Air Bags” in
the aufo industry.)

Industry innovation is driven by individual companies not a cast of community regs or Chty Planners.
The Community Plan seeks a standard solution to il problems and hopes to eliminate any one
individual concern.

Community Planners and Other Consuitants

Most respondents from these groups believe the process will encourage ipnovatxon. Planners and
consuitants are optimistic that the process: generates ‘more flexible attitudes at the' conceptual
planning level®, “develops unique solutions”, is an all inclusive process; encourages dialogue and
“allows a forum of explanation for innovations”.

In addition, opportunities for innovation are foreseen because

It [Sustainable Suburts] encourages developers to consider altermnatives to the design concepts which
were considered “tned and true”.

Process encourages the exploration of different options by having the public invoived and meeting with
City departments together.

Since it is non-statutory, there should be more rcom for discussion of non-traditional approaches,
reasonably close to the development design stage.

Planners and consultants who believe innovation will not occur, suggest
Municipal administrators are not committed to change:
While the process, in theory, is forward thinking, many of the stakehoiders are not to date prenared to
relinquish the status quo and/or trade off their position for the greater good — process is also very
Developers will produce plans that appease municipal administrators, not innovative ones:
Obtaining approvals for innovative planning is very time consuming and developers are Simply not
willing to hoid land off the market while approvals are obtained. This results in many taking ‘the path of
least resistance’ to obtain approvals meaning innovation is sacrificed. This problem will be further
compounded as housing markets ‘heat-up’.
Sustainable Suburts policy is inflexible

Preconceived ‘community model” underfying all community plans, although som_ewhat q”:ffer'ent than
present deveiopment, nevertheless, encourages stereotype development and inhibits creativity.
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Appendix II: Survey Findings 20
Defining Sustainable Communities

Q16. Is the City of Calgary’s definition of “sustainable community” adequate? - Does it include a// of what
you might include for planning, designing, and building sustainable communities in Calgary?

Type of Firm Percent
UDi Land Yes 0
Devalopers No © All Respondents | Percent
Oeveicpers No Opinion S0 No Opinion 30
HomeSBuiiders Yes 45 m—
No 2
No Opinion %
Community Yes 44
Planners No )
No Opinion 17
Other Urten Yes 33
No Ooini _:

Q16a. If you answered No, what would you add to the definition?
UDI and CHBA Land Deveiopers

Responses were very limited. The only suggestions made by UDI land developers were that the
definition shouid include some reference to the market and consumer preferences, and requirements
for recycling. One respondent indicated the definition is too broad and does not need elaboration.

CHBA land developers had nothing more to add except that the definition should inciude some
reference to flexibility and size of development projects.

One respondent stated that

The /and owner should have the flexibility to design large or small cells of different price bands of house
as the market defaults.

Homebuilders

Homebuilders presented more specific recommendations: the concept of lifecycle costing; crime,
security, and “sense” of community; and provisions for old as well as new communities to share the
costs of development and growth in urban municipalities.

One respondent suggested the definition is contradictory unless weighting favors either fiscal or social
criteria for sustainable communities. Ancther argued that Sustainable Suburbs “will be hindered”

uniess

the city changes &s policy of building freeways and overpasses fo facilitate easy automobile movement
from one community to another for work, entertainment, shopping, etc.

Community Planners and Other Urban Consultants

The Planners altogether would like to see additional considerations embodies in the susta_inability
concept retail and office (business), transportation, avolution over time, beauty, urban design and

P ami it 4009 llur—xd th\l“



Appendix {I: Survey Findings &1
character, humaniy-scaled communities that enhance quality of life and sense of community, regional

(and {andscape) perspective, and protection of natural systems.

Only two responses were received from other consuitants: “sustainable development implies self-
sufficiency but the word ‘minimize’ does not”; and, “communities must promote neighbourliness and
pride of ownership so that they can flourish®.

Q17. Do you have (own) a copy of the City’s Sustainable Suburbs Study?

Type of Firm Percent
| Land Yes @0
Developers No ) All Respondents | Percent
{CHEA Land Yes 0 Yes 62
m No %0 No *g
[ FomeBuiders Yes ~30
No 70
Community Yoo ey
Planners No 17
Other Urben Yes 58
Consultants No “_
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18. From an industry perspective, what would you say are the most signi:ﬁc:fnt constraints to introducing
innovations in the planning-designing and building of residential communities in Calgary?

Most Significant Constraints fo introducing innovations | Land Deveiopers [Homabuilders | Consuttants
UDI ] CHBA Planners [Others |romis
pal R ons, Poiicies, end W Standards
W of exati icies, and 2 2 3 4 11
Excsanive municipal byisws, enginssring snd sirest standards, esvicing
it i i (] 3 3 L 3 20
Denatiss in exoses of markst INCI/CONSUMS rences 1 2
Grd of Subdivision Sustanabis Suburde Guidelnes| 1 ] 2
3&. planming (front sirest for peopie. land for Wlilities)
ipal Admrnsiretors and Poltic:ans 1
Counal/Elecied Officiais ‘remstance 10 1 1 2 5 1 1
Mu&@idammmﬁ’ 7 2 1 10
INOrY ention in the 1
— interference of poiticisns i the 1 1
Clty is sireid (0 take Tnovetive wieps becees of linbility 1 1
Poor staft in the 1 1
Feas of 1 1
~ i 1 1
“Ov er-controlli iD8i SOCIS! SNQINGSTs” 1 1
Delays m the Develo, A val Process
Slow snd inefficem dev [ al 1 1 3 1 1 7
Additionst COSIS retated o tme 8 1IN dav t 8 at 1 1 { 2
Adotionsi deizys for anerlﬂW Siandards of ngw products) 2 1 i 3
|Consumer Wm« Trends |
Exmr_:g CONSUMEr PArCEPLIONS snd eftituges regarding property velues! 2 ! 2
‘ Commundy/Public retssience of unwilingness (o scaspt chenge| 1 2 3 2 8
Overcoming contumernt” mindast regarding what they wil gve up! 1 | 1
“The public has only baen expoesd 1o traditional busding rypes: 1 11
Exraling markets and oattems of developmentt 2 | 2
Cost 1 1 1 3
Consumer senartn ty and resisence [0 comt incressss 2 1 3
Whgh cosl of infrasiruciure] 7 1
Carrmmr/ tnvoMmm/Pubhc Pardcipaton 1 2 2 | 5
Rnwcmom ‘Diaying 1t safe” 1 ) 3 1 5
Time Constraums 1 1 | 2
Others:
« Outside M.D.S. gaining strength and will offer alternative land development opportunities
* Ingrained attitudes of developers and builders - afraid to try real new ideas
¢ Inertia in the industry and engineering, transportation departments.
* The City Planning Department, deveiopers, builders, planning consultants, consumers.
* Lack of regional planning
= Weather —-i.e. snow and snow removal
* Ignorance to the current and future changes to the demographics of Caigary and ail Canadian Cities
* Uni-City Concept - the continued suburban expansion growth form is not compatible with innovation.
s Safety
]

Visibility
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Appendix |i: Survey Findings 23
19. What are the most significant innovations that your company has introduced in recent years that
delivered a better housing product or better community environment to the consumer?

192. What would you say was the impetus or “driving force” for each of the innovations you listed?

Forces
Sywws, [}
Most Significant innovations -

introduced in Recent Years l';: jroswoon n Nortn ” & e
Nanber of tes e

RRRatan ves ‘m“

Consiructon
M eranes Fram Exunor Finesh 1 2 2
o) Rowr Sytem ) 1 b
Pngreves o SRNEWDE o 4 3 1 1 2 3
Uus & st @naive Manichin g croduct o 9 1
e —
Serw Macherveni Fi
mradalon 1 1

wel ] caumohan 9
rmnm'] 1
Nov & PRSIV HeSe SR [ Brereve Saumary. 10
= 10 1 3 3 4 7
Ariasharet of mne Aone ;]

Sarws Reom Mans 1 1
»n Scevc Acres 1

‘ ¥
P of “NO FRILLE® ew aolt spec
SnenerNuTONS WS B eftoranpery]
Eharter shanw wef's

and M o
ngrevas Mo AMenty & Haysng Tyoe (Graster Chece.
mul-tamdy_end avars
- qunety asveaanex (7 37 Sups )
[ TY Arundms
e PP e Al wetianat
HET™ G Waed to WP VOO NS e

af

@y (i3 #OD 8 SRR YEH @YD DRSS 0

o~
o ER
——

A

o S s
ﬁm.unw.ﬁ

irest Scaie

Srems 10 retste oLt

Rofong Sres! SINANGS (Vang B NG COVAOS'
| Venstian « raad pellers and

AQENO Wremt eMMarvtes ¢ ¢ shreat s, .

MIanganng adweets|

I Mal-farrely & oorwrs of vty T owre ¥ 1 1

l_rL Bare Lind Canaomnsm 1
L ] and (Mew Lrtervem) Ovvel 4 1 k)

| INErove overst que ity $n0 rvhurety leal” of prqects F Al 1 1
Uss ovvar in Budurd

1
B o e e 15 s

| same ot ] 1 1 1

e e B Toaed 3

MMZﬂuumummgm 9 1 K] 1

mmMA 4 1

of g PRy 8

[ PHMBNG DSSUNEN IO 1

Consrwiivic carsrs en wie
Yord Saong

Wanis Pracisars

A

b]ea] o]

1
olg _ 94 ) 14 11

— ——

The 3 most frequently cited driving forces for introducing innovations are:
1. Consumer demand or preferences
2. Innovative community design projects built in North America
3. Consumer feedback on one or more of your previously-finished projects.

il
"

sl

K-

The least referred to driving forces are: (1) Municipal or senior govemment programs/incentives; (2) UDI, ULI,
CHBA or FCM advisory or research documents; and (3) Municipal bylaws, policies, procedures, or provincial
regulation.
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Appendix II: Survey Findings
20. Does your firm have a designated budget category and activity for Research and Development (R&D)?

Type of Firm Percent
UDt Land Yes 17
Deveiopers No 83
CHBA Land Yes 33
Developers No 87
HomeBuilders Yes 1"
No 84
Don't Know 5
Community Yoo 24
Ptanners No 71
Don't Know 6
Other Urban Yes 25
Consultants No li

24

20a. If you responded Yes, please indicate the percentage (%) of annual gross expenditures - operating and
capital - dedicated to R&D:

Type of Firm Freque
UDi Land 0.6-1.0% 1
Deveicpers Prom =% ¢ Ty
CHBA Land 1.1-3.0% 2
Developers Prota ™ "1 Ty
HomeBuilders 0-0.5% ?
1.1-3.0% 1
Wotd "~ ™™ )" 37
Community 1.1-3.0% 2
Planners 3.16.0% 1
More than 6.0% 1
G TR
Other Urban 0.6-1.0% 2
Consuttants Prom = | 5"
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b 20

il. Please indicate how often you practice the activities listed below. (FOr KESpLLUTIL wuy wisrge v

build bomes).

a) Choose fixed windows with an ER rating of +2, and
operable windows with an ER rating of —11 or better.

Type of Firm Percemnt
HBA Land ~Some of the tme 20
Deveicpers Helf of the time 20
Most of the time 40
All of the ime 20
HomeBuiders None of the time jgg
Some of the time »
Half of the time 33
Most of the time 11
Al of the time 8
¢) Perform regular waste audits
Type of Firm Percent
CHBA Land Some of the sme 80
Deveicpers Ha!f of the time 20
Al of the time 20
HomeBuiders None of the ime a7
Some of the time 5
Half of the time 28
Most of the time 16
All of the time 18

e) Install Jow-flow shower heads and low-flow gerators
on faucets.

 Type of Firm Percent
CHBA Land Some of the ame 20
Deveiopers Most of the time 80
Al of the time 20

HomeBuilders None of the tme 26
Some of the time 21

Half of the tme 11
Most of the time [ 1
All of the time a7

g) Install more energy efficient compact fluorescent

lights instead of standard incandescents.

Type of Firm Percent
éH%ﬁ Land ~ Some of the tme 80
Developers Half of the time 40

HomeBuiders None of the time 17
Some of the time 26

Haif of the time 21
Most of the time 11
All of the time 5

Copyright © 1998 Murad Shivji

b) Install high-performance windows instead of

conventional ones.
Type of Firm Percent
HBA Land Some of the tme 60
Deveiopers Half of the time 20
Most of the ime 20

HomeBuiders None of the tme 16
Some of the ime 47
Haif of the tme 26
Most of the time 11

d) Install water-efficient toilets rather than
conventional ones.

Type of Firm — Percent
HBA Land Some of the tme 20
Deveicpers Most of the time 80
Al of the time 20
HomeBuiders None of the ume 28
Some of the time 11
Half of the time 17
Most of the time 2
All of the tme »

f) Install high-efficiency gas-fired furnaces over
conventional ones.

| Type of Firm _ Percent
CHBA Lang Some of the ume 20
Deveicpers Most of the ime 80
Home8uiders None of the tme 21
Some of the ime 11
Hatf of the time 11
Most of the time 2
Al of the time 5

h) Select appliances with the /owes? EnerGuide
label.

Type of Firm Percent
CHBA Land ~ Some of the tme 40
Deveicpers Half of the time 40
All of the time 20
HomeBuiders None of the ime 22
Some of the time 13
Half of the tme 11
Most of the ime 1
All of the time 9
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Appendix 1. Survey Finaings . vee
Survey Section C - Consumer Preferences for Sustainability Features

In 1996 CMHC published a project report titled Testing Consumer Receptivity to Sustainable Community
Design: Designing an Alternative for the Residential Suburb in Calgary and Seeking the Consumer’s Opinions
and Choices.

In the study consumers were asked what they think about possibilities for environmental improvement and
resources conservation, and better affordability and housing choice that can be offered when a community is
designed o achieve sustainable development goals. The study included visualization of design and land use
alternatives. Information was provided to respondents about capital and operating costs for alternative
technologies in house design and community infrastructure. This project also included an illustrative ‘redesign’
of an existing community, with neighborhood densities ranging between 7 and 10 units per acre.

23. A selection of findings from the Testing Consumer Receptivity are listed below. Are these findings
consistent with your experience? Do your market studies “test” for these preferences?

(@) A vast majority of respondents would definitely choose the package of
8 sustainability and resource-conserving features in the home#

@ The 8 home features were: energy efficient building envelope, energy and water conserving interior fixtures, district heaung,
“dry landscaping™, recycle & re-use grey water, collecting and re-using rain water, recycling & composting in the home,
permeable surfacing for driveways and patios.

Comishn't with your Do you tast such
experience? preferences?
Percent Percent
Yes 18 Yes 28
No 82 No 2

(6) A vast majonty of respondents strongly favour a package of 3 street
and lot features - reduced street widths, reduced front yard depih.

and caim street designs
Consistant with your Do you test such
experience? preferencas?
Percent Percent
Yes 51 Yes 43
No _49 No _57

(c) A majority of respondents would want a second residential unit

option for their own house
Consistant with your Do you test such
experienca? preferances?
Percent Percent
Yes 31 Yes 33
No 69 No 57
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28

(d) A significant majority of respondents would favour participating in
the “front end” planning of their community and house design

Consistant with your
experiencs?

Percent
Yes 52

No 48

(e) A vast majority of respondents favour a community-level,
neighborhood level facility and service for recycling

Consistent with your
experience?

Percent
Yes 77

No 23

Do you test such
preferencas?

Percent

Yes 38
No 82

Do you test such
preferences?

Parcent

Yes 27
No 73

(0 A large majority favour the idea of a more compact (more dense)
community, so that a vital community core with diverse services

and civic places can be supported

Consistant with your
experience?

Percent
Yes 12

No 88

Do you tast such
preferences?

Percent

Yes 41
No 59

(8) A majority favour a predominantly grid street system with few cul

de sacs

Consistent with your Do you test such
experience? preferencss?
Percent Percent
Yes 13 Yes 48
No 87 No 52
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Appendx Ii. Survey rinaings .
Survey Section D - Business Practices and the Environment

24. Does your firm have an environmental policy or standard operating procedure that considers
environmental concerns?

Type of Firm Percent
UDI Land Yes 42
Oereiopars e - All szpondents Perzc;nt
Don't Know 17 No 50
| No Opinion 8 Don't Know 15
CHBA Land Yes 50 No Opinion -
Deveiopers No 17
No Opinion a3
Home8uilders No 80
Don't Know 20
Community Yes ﬁ«
Planners No 44
Don't Know 8
No Opinion 8
Other Urban Yes 25
Consuttants No K1)
Don't Know 25
No Opinion 13

24a. If yes, please summarize the main points:

UDI LAND DEVELOPERS
» Level | Environmental Assessment report on all property.
* Regular monitoring and reporting on lands
» Environmental issues are considered in planning new projects
CHBA LAND DEVELOPERS |
Level | Environmental Assessment required for ail lands we purchase
= Carmry out Environmental Phase | reports on all land. Sensitive to the retention of natural attractive .
features desirable in a new community.
* We do what we can e.g. recycle waste matenals
* Foliow City Standards
= We will be the first subdivision in Caligary to work at re-cycling. This is a CHBA project in conjunction with
builder waste from construction of homes.
¢ Foilow standard environmental guidelines.
COMMUNITY PLANNERS
* [t is our policy {0 reduce environmental impact for all scaies of development (community to individual
homes)

My own insights and methods of design and development.

Use organic materials, usage as much as possible, insulate for high efficiency.

We design based upon ecological integrity, sense of place, environmental ft. This is far too broad a
question to answer.
(1) To incorporate as many sustainable design features as possible without resuiting in a time consuming
approval process. (2) Company purchases must be toward the more environmentally-fiendly .
product/service. (3) Recycling, energy conservation.

OTHER URBAN CONSULTANTS

® ltis inherent in the day to day activities rather than a fixed policy or procedure
s Use of recycled materiais; Recycling mateniais
* Landscape architecture deais specifically with environmental issues design requirements and practices.
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Appendix {l: Survey Findings . . . 30
25. How would you rate your familiarity with the following guidelines and techniques for improving 2
company’s environmental performance and product quality?

a) ISO 9000 Guidelines for Quality Management

b) ISO 14000 Guidelines for Environmental Management

¢) Canadian Standards Association(CSA Z750-94) ~ A Voluntary Environmental Management System
d) Urban Land Institute (ULI) - Principies for Environmentally Responsibie Development

e) Eavironmental Audits

) Lifecycle Costing
® Waste Andits
a b 3 da | e | |
ype oLFier Question 25 L L J%—E-Tponu
UDI Land Developers Not st ail Familiar &0 T
=12 Somewhst Familiar 2 18
|Moderately Femiliar 2 *
Considerably Familiar 0 18
Very Familisr Q9
CHBA Land Deveiopers |Not st ail Familiar 67
e Somewhst Femiliar 7
Moderatsly Familiar o
Considerably Femiliar 17
Very Familiar 0
Homebuilders *Na =t ail Familiar 45
=20 Somewnst Familiar 15
Moderatsly Familiar S

Conaiderably Familiar 10

coobdlcmondlenantloo 32 o oz 8a
cogRaloonlonzamlat o8 2ls 28 Y0
cagblsonanlocoanglos 90 2la na oy
cogttlroguloanatlog on slo nunsl fo

coiilco U R|onsBRlo] B J|o

coogglonartleconatlocozBlocs ua

'Very Familiar S
Communtty Planners Not at all Familiar 47
=18 Scmewhat Familiar 18
Moderately Femiliar 18
Considerably Femiliar 12
\ery Familiar 6
Other Urban Consuitants |Not st all Famuliar ]
n=10 Somewhat Familiar K ]
Moderstely Familiar 0
Considersbly Familiar 13
Very Familiar 0
Il Groups Combined |__Question2s 3 ) < d — e T 9
Not st all Famiar CE] 65 S8 b p-<] ) 3B
=65 Somewhat Familiar p.o] p-o] -] P 19 15 3
Moderately Familiar 16 13 5 p- ] 24 <] p<]
Considerably Familiar 10 2 3 11 21 8 15
Very Familiar 3 0 2 0 8 5 2
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26. Assuming that y;u; organization is or will be considering adopting (or Das mrcauy suvpicu; vuaiuess
practices for making your product(s) and operating practices more environmentally-friendly. Please rate
the following factors that would likely influence (or have influenced) your business decisions.

(a) Financial snd lending institutions require or like to see environmental considerations in our business plans.

(b) Adopting envirenmental/sustamability practices and products can give us a competitive sdvantage.

(c) Eavironmental management/sustainability practices will pley & part in anticipating and reducing environmental

impacts that are (genenaily) associated with our industry.

(d) Senior or municipsl government regulations and standards are incressingly requiring better environmental

mansgement practices in our industry.
(¢) We can svoid or lower the risk of fines and lisbilities relative to our product or practices.

6] mmMMmmﬁmmlmpdﬁwmwmmmmwy for new

competitors.
(§) Betier environmental management/sustainability practices improve carporate image, and therefore help
consolidate or improve our market share.

(h) Better environmenta! mansgement and sustainable design practices are a trend that our competitors are adopting.

) :::ma:mu:mdmgud:mmhzm“amﬂy-&imﬂy” or meet sustainable development

e | b ] c | a4 ' e |} f | ¢ | n [ 1
UDI Land Deveiopers Not st a infiuential 4« 10 0 [} 20 0 0 10 0
12 Margiraily Influsrtial 10 40 ] 10 10 80 20 0 40
Moderately influsntinl 10 20 « 0 10 20 40 80 30
Considerably Influsntisl 0 10 0 0 50 10 k. 0 2
Extremely influsrtial 10 20 0 10 10 10 10 Q [}
CHBA Land Deveiopers [Not at ail Influermiai 17 Q 0 17 £<] 17 17 17 17
s Marginaily Influsrtial 17 0 17 17 0 17 0 0 17
Moderamly Influsrtial n 50 3 k< 3 SO S0 .14 =
Considerably influertial 17 N 50 17 17 17 17 17 (s}
Extremely (nflusrtis| 17 17 0 17 17 0 17 0 n
Homebuuders Not st all InMusrtai b, -] 11 H °] 1 26 S 28 1
=20 Margireily Influsntial 1 11 21 1 18 186 1 1 16
Moderamly Influsntig! 21 21 47 3 7 16 37 2 26
Considerably (nfluertial 2 42 F- ] 21 29 7 37 28 42
Extremely Influsrtiai 18 18 0 18 18 ] 11 5 [
Commungty Planners Not at akk Irfluantai 23 0 8 0 [+) 13 6 7 6 1
18 Merginaity influsrtas! n 13 s s s e 13 13 19 !
Moderately Influential 15 31 44 N «Q 27 -1 47 33 :
Consideradly Influertial | 31 “ £ 58 a3 13 “ n 25 i
Extremely Influsrtiai 8 13 8 8 17 13 13 0 13
Other Urban Consultants |Not at ail Infiusrtial 3 0 17 14 14 14 14 0 0
=10 Marginaily Influsrbal ] 14 o 14 14 14 0 0 14
Moderasly Influsrtial k< 2 %0 ] 14 14 14 Q 29
Considerably Influsrtial h <] 57 3 Q 57 7 Al 7 57
Extremely influsrtiai 0 Q Q 0 0 ] [] 0 0
All Groups Combined Question 38 a b 3 q 0 T { 1"! h ]
Not at all (Musrtiai H H 3 13 18 14 7
reas Marginaly (rflusrtis! 1 1 wﬂ 1 11 10 12 21
Modarstely Influential 2 7 38 304 < & 3N
Consicerably nfluential 1 38 33| 28 40 26 h<B
Extremely Infiusrtial 11 14 2 10| 13 10/ 2 g
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Appendix II: Survey Findings 32
Survey Section E - Innovative Projects for Sustainable Community Design

27. A number of governmental and non-governmental agencies have been experimenting with innovative
products, designs, and standards for improving the quality, affordability, and environmental performance
of housing. Please indicate your degree of familiarity with the following innovation and research-design
studies, projects or programs:

a) *“Edgemont II” - A Study in Sustainable Community Form

b) Sprout: the versatile, dynamic house

c) Affordability and Choice Today (ACT) - Regulatory Reform Activities to Improve Housing
d) Healthy House (Vancouver, Taronto, Montreal)

¢) The “Grow Home"

f) R2000 Homes

g) Autonomous Sustainable House (ASH) in Calgary

h) EnvircHome demonstration program/projects

(i) Assessment of Built Projects for Sustainable Communities

a | b | | d e | 1 | | h | 1
Tm of F_Im % Response i

UDI Land Deveiopers (3] 58 7 3 2 o 50 46 50
12 1”7 25 17 25 17 17 17 k" 50

8 17 8 17 17 17 2 18 0

17 0 s 17 17 3 [ ] 0

- - 25 0 0 s ] 3 0 0 0
CHBA Land Deveiopers [Not at all Familiar [ £3) 3 17 3 ) 33 £<) 0
1“ Somewhat Femiliar 0 3 33 17 17 7 33 k<] k<)
Moderstely Familiar 17 ) 17 50 17 o 17 n ]
Cormidersbly Farmiliar ] 17 17 0 17 (14 ] 0 17

Vary Familiar 0 17 0 17 17 17 17 0 0
Homebuilders Not st sl Fasmeliar 70 80 70 73 s5 ) 70 © 70
1:—20 i 10 10 10 20 10 5 15 25 20
15 5 3 10 10 20 [ 15 10

s s 5 10 25 50 s 10 )

- 0 0 10 5 0 25 5 10 0
Communty Planners Not et el Familisr 20 (.14 a7 29 k] 7 40 53 &7
=18 Somewhat Familisr 7 7 13 7 13 7 © 33 7
Moderstely Famiiiar «© 0 0 22 20 7 7 13 20

Corsiderably Familiar | 20 7 0 14 7 ) 7 ] 7

Very Familiar 13 0 0 21 7 0 7 0 0
Other Urban Consultants |Net at all Familiar 38 100 100 ) 7 ) 63 (7] 86
n=10 Somewhat Familiar 13 0 0 25 14 2 (s ] 14
Moderately Familiar 13 0 0 0 0 7 13 0 0

Comideradly Famitiar | 38 0 o 13 14 0 0 0 0

Very Farmiiiar 0 0 0 0 0 14 25 13 0

All Groups Combined ‘Question 27 a b < d . 1 ) h T

P ™ 7] < I 3 34 ) 85

jmes 10 18 13 18 13 12 21 27 bz
2 s s 18 13 2] 1 15 s

1S s s 12 2 40 5 3 a

8 2 3 10 s 23 8 s 0
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App.ﬂulx 1. DUTVEY FruRiiys . - . -
28. Have you implemented any concepts, ideas or design practices listed in question 27 in any of your

residential communities or house-building projects?

Type of Firm Percent
UDI Land es, Some 33 All Respondents | Percent
Deveiopers No, None 67 Yes, Many 3
CHBA Land Yes, Some 67 Yes, Some 36
Developers No, None 33 No. None 60
HomeBuiiders Yes, Some 40

No, None 60
Community Yes, Many 15
Planners Yes, Some a8

No, None 48

282. If you responded Yes, briefly describe what idea(s) you used and which project/location it was used:

Responses for this question were few and not specific with respect to the type of innovation and project location.
However, of those who did respond, four indicated that R2000 standards were applied and 2 respondents said'
they have built a “Grow Home" in Calgary. Resource-conserving type innovations — such as more energy efficient
windows - were also cited by some.

Copyright @ 1998 Murad Shivji



Appendix IL. Survey FInGings
29. Please indicate your degree of familiarity with the content of ea

() Infrestructure Casts Associated with Conventional and Alternative Development
Patterns, Summary Report , Essismbre-Phillips-Desjardins Associates Lid., 1995,
CMHC, Regional Municipality of Otawe-Carleton.

(b) Testing Contumer Receptivity to Susiainable Cammwrity Design: Designing An

ch of the following research
publications and technical reports about housing design, technologies, market trends listed below.

Alternative for the Residential Subnri) in Calgary and Seeking the Canswmer s Opinions

and Choices, William T. Perks and Andrea Wilton-Clark, 1996, CMHC.

(c) Sxwminoble Residential Developmenis: Plarming, Design and Construction Principles
("Greening the Grow Home "), Avi Friedman, Affardsble Homes Program, School of

Architecture, September 1993.

(d) Planning for Telework and Home-based Employment: A Canadian Survey an Integrating

Work into Residental Environments, David Marlor, March 1995, CMHC.

(e) [Imovative Site Development Standards and Practices: Review of Industry Perceptions,

Final Repart, March 1993, Alberta Municipal Affairs: Edmonton, Alberta.

(f) Residential Preferences, Growth Management, and Urban Policy, Peter Harris, et al.,

Februsry 1995, Seattle Office of Management and Plamning: Seattle, Washington.
g) Oppornumities for Accelerating Implementation of Emvironmentally Susisinable High
Performance Housing, Peter Booth and Peter S. Kettenbeil, December 1994, CMFC.

(b) Construction and the Environment: New Home Builders ond Renovators Can Help Build

a green Future, 1993, CMHC.
(i) Achieving Infrastructure Cast Efficiency/E ffectiveness Through Alternanive Plarming
Approaches, Marshall Macklin Monaghan Ltd., 1992, CMHC.
(j) Future Trends in Housing: Atticudes of Potential Home BuyersTowards Housing,
Angus Rexd Group, 1995.
(k) Towns and Town-AMaking Principies, Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk,
1992, Harvard University Graduate School of Design.

() Canadians and their Houting Expenditures, 1978-1992, John Engeland, 1994, CMHC.

" s | B | c ] d | ¢« t [ @ n g ]k [
Type of Firm Question 29 "% Response !
UD! Land Developers Not at il Familiar 5] 18 3 £ % [ I 5 55 45 18 70 i
na12 Somewhat Famsiiar 9 L] 18 = 0 k] rig k] 9 7 9 20 i
Moderately Familiar 18 18 ] 9 7 ] 0 0 0 9 18 10 I
Comsiderably Familiar| 18 0 9 0 bid ] 0 9 s 9 7 o
Very Famiiiar 18 9 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 9 reg 0
CHBA Land Deveiopers  [Not at all Familisr [<] 80 9 [<] 87 8 [<] [ [<] 0 [14 <]
res Somewhat Femiliar o 20 17 | 17 0 17 17 ] b <] 0 17
Meoderstely Familiar 17 ] ] 0 0 17 ] ) 17 50 17 o,
Considerably Familiar| 0 0 ] 0 17 0 (] 0 o 17 0 0
Very Familtiar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 0
Homebuilders Not st all Famniliar s 80 & | 1 [ ) %0 75 3 40 70 74
=20 Somawhat Familiar 5 s 0 10 10 5 10 5 0 10 10 5 |
Moderately Familisr o 10 100 10 5 5 0 15 5 15 15 1
Considerably Familiar| ©O 0 3 10 0 ] 0 s 0 25 5 5 |
|Vety Famitiar o | s | s| ol ool ol o o | 0| ot s |
Cammunty Pisnners Not at all Fsmiliar [ =] 50 v [ 50 ™ 88 7% 64 7 21 86
=18 Somewhat Familiar Fed 19 13 [} 14 0 14 0 7 7 14 7
Moderately Familiar 7 e 3 (] 14 14 0 14 14 21 14 0
Considerably Familiarj 7 13 7 0 14 7 0 7 14 14 29 7
Very Famifisr 0 13 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 21 0
Other Urban Consultarnts [Not st all Famiisr as [ s s <) 1) 100 | 100 | 100 83 a 88
|n=10 SomwwhetFemitiar | 13 | 13 ] 13| 13| o 0 0 0 0 13| 2| 1
Meoderatsly Familisr 0 0 0 13 38 13 0 o 0 25 ] 0
Considerably Familiar{ 0 o 13 0 0 0 ] (] 0 ] » ]
7Vofy Familiar ] [] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0
All Groups Combined |___ Question 29 _ a | b | ¢ RO T 1 9 O ] X T
Not at sH Femwar | 13 | & 6 | & | 86 | 76 | & a4 | 45 O
) Somwwhat Familiar 122 | 20 10| 18 s s “ | 10 3 5| 2] n
Moderately Familiar 7 8 13 [ {5 8 0 8 7 20 13 ]
Considersbly Familiar| 3 3 7 3 10 3 0 s 10 15 17 4
Very Familiar 3 7 3 0 ) 0 ] 0 Q s 13 2
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Appendix ill: Sustainable Suburbs Study Policies and Design Guidelines, July 1995 1

private activities must be located In
and around the community ceatre
and neighborhood nodes.

Policy Statement _ Design Guidelines
C.1 Mixed use public activity a) Plan for up to | sq m of commercial deveiopment per resident in the community
ceatres must be located in all b) New sector and regional centres be planned a minimum of 3.2 km driving distance
communities in the form of a from any community centre
community centre and s number of ¢) 5.500 to 7,400 sq m of commercial space is recommended on a 1.2 to 2.4 ha site.
rhood nodes. d) Offices and public uses will require additional e at the community centre.
C.2 The community centre and a) Local streets leading to the community centre and neighborhood nodes shouid be
neighborhood nodes must be as pedestrian-friendly as possible
located strategically and shouid be b) There should be a number of direct linkages that allow residents a choice of routes
as central as passibie, while 10 community centres, as opposed to a hierarchy of streets that finnel traffic onto a
recognizing topographical collector loop.
constraints.
C.3 A mix of both public and a) The key component o community centre viability is a ange and mix of uses to

attract residents to the site for a variety of purposes. [n planning the site,
consideration should be given as to how the mix of uses might vary if, after the
community is substantially built-out, there proves to be insufficient demand for all
the recommended retail.

b) Opportunities for housing should be explored.

c) Permitted Uses, Certainty of Use, and a Direct Contro! designation for spesific
uses should be considered as ways to encournge the mix of activities.

d) Higher density housing should be located around the community centre and
neighborhood nodes in order to maximize the number of residents within the shortest
walking distance. Higher density around transit facilities is also desirable.

C.4 Community centre and
neighborhood node site designs

must encourage pedestrian and
bicycle access and transit use.

a) Supermarkets in the communuty centres should have side or rear parking whenever
possible in order to maintain the continuity of the pedestrian street environment.

b) Shared and/or on-street parking should be considered where there is a mix of uses
with a staggered peak period of demand. Commercial on-street parking should not
be allowed on streets with residential frontages.

c) Site design shouid be such that pedestrians do not have to cross a parking lot to get
from a sidewalk or transit stop to shops and services.

d) In a main-street configuration, building frontage should be continuous and
pedestrian-unfriendly gaps, such as wide parking lots, avoided.

) Community centre and neighborhood nodes should be at the hub of local roads.

£) Storefronts should be narrow, incorporating window ifrontage, awnings for shelter,
and recessed doorways

g) Exterior landscaping should be provided for pedestrian shelter and visual relief.
h) Bicycle parking should be provided on-site.

i) At the community centre, sidewalk widths shouid be as follows:

- a minimum of 2 m where street parking is parallel

- minimum of 2.5 m where parking is angled at 90 degrees

) Street frontage building height shouid be no more than the right-of-way width on
which it fronts.

_ regional open space system.

C.S Compatible home occupation | No specific design guidelines

| sbould be encouraged
C.6 Community centre and a) Interim uses could include temporary buildings, temporary uses in permanent
neighbarhood node sites may be buildings, or some permanent uses in temporary facilities.
developed with interim uses, b) Other uses might be a tree pursery, community gardens, farmers’ market, a central
provided that the eventual community mailbox, etc.
development of the preferred mix | c) The City should use its resources to encourage interim uses.
of uses is not precluded.
OS.1 Existing natural systems a) Various components of an open space system, utility rights-of-way, linear parks,
(including significant etc. may be used to ensure that a contiguous regional open space system is
eavironmentally sensitive areas) maintained
must be integrated into new b) Components of the regional pathway system should follow off-street linear parks
communities and will form part of | to ensure a safe, viable option for transportation and recreation.
a comprehensive and contiguous ¢) Chamelization, utility crossings, etc., within natural areas should be minimized.




Appendix lli: Sustsinable Suburbs Study Policies and Design Guideiines, July 1992

OS .2 Built open space (Including
Joint use sites) must be located,
sized and configured to creste
places that are functional, safe,
flexible and form a linked open

space system.

a)Snb-nnghbuthood.nﬂghbahoodmdmmmnypuks:bmﬂdbed:mMso
that all community residents have access to some public activity areas.
b) Park configuration and design should respect and reinforce views and linkages 1o
streets and other public spaces and buildings.
c)Jammeadefmhmsfe.cﬁaunpdmmmvmwmgw
sttractions. Joint use sites may represent the major land use in a neighborhood node
if there is little commercial development, but their design and configuration must no
detract from the accessibility and effectiveness of the tansit stop or other acuvities.
d)Puk:mdjommstuMlzbamdndbyloulm These can make
public areas safer because they are visible from the surounding streets and the
residences fronting on the streets. Further, it provides for grester on-street parking
and reduces traffic problems associsted with these facilities.
¢) Small single-use parks should be avoided and their fimction (e.g. plsy areas)
incorporated into larger muiti-use parks.
f) Local open space elements should be linked, but not necessarily contiguous.
Lmoamhqummumwuwmemdm
:yfmmpmuo{thewnlpzhwymhwmm:mMyngmp
-way.
8) The local pedestrian mnd cyclist systems within the community should primarily
follow the enhanced street system (which has residential frontages). Local streets
must be designed to safely accommodate cyclists as well as cars.
h) Local open space linkages through parking lots or along the rear of residential
developments (which duplicates the street system) should be avoided.
i) Components of the regional pathway system should follow safe, off-street
connections through linesr parks. If it is necessary to follow the street system, the
street design should accommodate regional pathway users.
j) Parks should be designed to accoramodate the anticipated intensity of use through
appropriate configuration and use of materials. Where possible, nanurai vegetation
should be retained.

0OS83 Local open space must
provide a variety of opportunities
for peaple of all ages, interests and
abilities.

a) Large, engineered stormwater facilities which limit recreational opportumties
should be discouraged. Engineered stormwater facilities should be aestheuically
pleasing and integrated into the open space system.

b) Stormwater ponds should incorporate natural elements such as varied topography
and native plant material which can enhance the recreational opportunities of the site
and improve water quaiity.

¢) Consider a broad range of possible activities (e.g. community gardens) in addition
to the more common recreational pursuits.

0S.4 Joint use sites (clementary
and/or junjor high school sites and
plsyfields) should be located in
close proximity to the community
ceatre or neighborbood nodes, on
the transit route and close to
daycare and other services.

a) Work with the Site Planning Team to assess the community’s needs m terms of
joint use sites.

b) Schools should be in a location that maximizes the aumber of students who can
walk to school.

¢} Joint use sites should be bounded by streets to provide adequate road frontage and
access 10 meet the needs of bus and vehicie loading in a safe and efficient manner.
d) Large joint use sites (that accommodate schools, playfields and community
facilities) can undermine efforts to achieve higher residential densities around the
community centre. Not all playfieids are required for the school curriculum;
therefore, separation non-essential playfields from these joint use sites should be
considered. These playfields will be provided elsewhere in the community at
locations which will minimize residential/sportsfield conflicts.




0SS The community centre must
sccommodate s community hail or
similar facilities and contain
functional public open space.

a) Provide a site for a community facility in the community centre. The type of
facility may vary, depending on the needs of residents and their invoivement in
designing, operating and maintaining the facility. Further, its location may depend
on opportunities for shared use of sites and/or buildings.

b) Where possible, the residents of developing communities should be mvoived in
the planning of the community facility.

¢) Provide & commons or central park in the community centre with opportuniities for
both active and passive recrestion (e.g. skating, tennis, busketball, play area, seating,
fountains, gardens, etc.). While this may incorparate & hard-surfaced plaza, the
emphasis should be on providing a green, treed area for social imteraction, relaxation,
d) Neighborhood nodes may contain a smaller public open space component.

d) Large joint use sites can undermine the efforts to achieve higher residential
densities around the community centre. Seperation of non-essential playfields from
these sites, and their relocation eisewhere in the community, should be considered.

0S.6 Opportunities for long-term
community financing and
[mvoivement in the design,
construction, operation and
maintensnce of community
facilities or local open space should
be pursued.

a) During preparation of Community Plans, consider how commumuty facilities or
special open space features or amenities could be financed. All
developers/landowners should work with the City Administration to jointly
determine and assess options for possible solutions (¢.g. developers could finance he
cost of the community building, additional tree planting, etc., by s small additional
charge on esch lot).

b) Consider establishing a homeowners' association where residents contribute
directly to the cost of managing and maintaining open space fesnres or amenities.
No homeowners within the community shall be excluded, but the long-term
implications of mandatory or optional membership and participation shouid be
evajuated.

¢) Community facilities may be the first structures in the community centre and
could play an important role in creating a commumity focal point and tggering
further development.

OS.7 Opportunities for shared use
of sites snd/or buildings for public
facilities (e g Fire, emergency
services, library, police, schools,
community facilities, social
services, bealth services, etc.)
should be pursued

a) Work with the Shared Use of Facilites Committee (and the Federagon of Caigary

Communities for community facilities) to determine options and possible solutons

during preparation for GRAMPS for:

-  shaved use of a site 10 take advaniage of parking oppormunities, land efficiencies,
location, etc., and;

- shared use of a building to take advantage of land efficiencies, sharedower
construction and maintenance costs. etc.

H.1 All communities must achieve
a minimum density of 17.3 units

| per gross ha (7 units per gross ac).

No specific guidelines.

H.2 All communities must provide
a wide choice of housing types in
addition to single-family.

Buildings shouid be predominantly
oriented to the street and be
compatible in architectural style
and finish.

a) See policy H.4 gusdelines regarding location of mult-family housing.

b) The garage and driveway should not be the dominant architectural fearure. Front
drive garages should not protrude far in front of the house. Garages located at the
rear of the ot with lane access are encouraged. This issue is especially tmportant
with narrow-lot housing.

<) Front porches, bays and baiconies are semi-private spaces that should be
encouraged to provide interaction with pedestrians and ‘cyes on the street’ security.
d) Blank walls, fences or rows of garge doors fronting the street, which provide
minimal access or visual interest, should be avoided.

¢) Small front yard setbucks are encouraged to bring houses close to the street and to
provide human scale and visual interest. This allows s greater portion f the ot to be
private backyard (provided lot depth remains the sme).

f) Additional dweiling units in basements, lofts, ar over garages (with proper
mmwﬁm)mmumdad.mm&ymlmmdmmmt
stops, the community centre and nodes.

g) Housing should be constructed and landscaped in accardance with the
recommendations of Section 4.7.

h) Walled residential areas, which segregate parts of communities, should be
avoided.




sodes, schools, open spaces, major
eatrances).

HJ Polidies and guidelines AS an intenm measure, pending the mtroduction of the proposed policy on affardable

easuring that an sdequate choice | housing, developers are encouraged to target a minimum of approximately 10

of low to medium income bousing | percent of all dwelling units (any type, excluding additional dwelling units) in 8

is provided I suburban community at households eaming more than the median Calgary household income. !

communities shall be developed as

part of a new comprebensive city-

wide package of policies oa

| affordsbie

HL.¢ Most muiti-family housing a) Multi-family housing should be ocated on sttractive sites, comparabie to

should be locsted near community | conventional single family housing, and enjoy similar amenities. It does aot have to

centres, neighborbood nodes, be on the best but it should not be placed in marginal locations or used as a buffer

recreational areas or other public | against road noise, industrial development, etc.

smenities, sad be close to transit | b) Large areas of multi-family housing are best avoided. Sites of 1.2 ha (3 &c) or

stops. less, and designs where all units have street frontage, fit better predominantly singie
family aress and are preferred.

T.1 The street system i a a) The street layout shouid be based on a system of ‘connector streets’ hat link the

community must provide all major destinations.

residents with direct links between | b) Connector streets should be designed without barriers (e.g. fences, medians, etc.)

key community focal points o pedestrians and cyclists.

(community centre, neighborbood | c) Festures that moderste vehicle speed to make walking and cycling safe and

comfortable should be incarporated in street design. Examples include narrower
pavement where low traffic volume is expected, shorter blocks and reduced corner
curb radii (See Policy T.3)

d) Use of resr Lanes as part of the pedestrian and cyclist system should be avoided
¢) Consideration should be given o a grid or modified gnid pattern for residengal
streets (o support the alternative routes provided by the connectors, and to improve
emergency vehicle access.

f) Where short-cutting traffic may become 8 problem, consideration should be given
10 modifying the street layout to discourage vehicle traffic, while stll maintaining
efficient ] list and transit routes.

T.2 The transit system must be
integrated into the community
design and be a key component of
the community centre,
seighborbood nodes and other
community focal points

a) Transit stops shouid be incorporated 1nto the community centre and neighborhood
nodes and should be attractive structures, architecturally compatible with adjoining
buildings They should provide sheiter and seating {or pedestrians, convement
passenger loading/unloading zones, telephones, adequate lighting, and secure bicycle
storage. If development of the community centre is delayed, temporary transit
shelters should still be provided at appropriate locations. The City should ry to find
ways of providing such shelters, perhaps in conjunction with other uses.

b) Transit stops not located in the community centre or neighborhood nodes should
be similarly designed, but may contain fewer features.

c) Large open areas, park’n’ride and other parking facilities should be designed so as
not to create a large ion between transit and transit-users.

T.3 A new package of street design
standards (road hierarchy, width,
right-of-way, bouleverd and
intersection design, landscaping)
must be developed to meet the
needs of pedestrians, cyclists and
traasit-users, while coatinuing to
pruvide for vehicle transportation.

8) The streetscape shouid incorporate feanires that are aestheticaily pleasing and
provide mare of a public presence (‘eyes on the street’): buildings which front on the
street, porches, front-windows, small front yard setbacks and shad trees along the
street.

b) Resr lanes and/or shared drivewnys should be considered in residential areas for
garage access.

¢) Where possible, streets should frame vistas of the community centre, parks and
nanral festures.

d) Pedestrian routes should be bordered by residential frontages, public parks, plazas
or commercial uses.

) Local pedestrian and cyclist routes an the street are preferred to rear and sideyard
pathways.
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E.1 Builders are eacouraged to &) A waste audit shouid address the following waste categories:
ensure that ail new buildings in -  Dimensional Lumber
Bew communities sre sadited for |-  Drywall
coastruction waste. - Masonry and Tile
- Mamiactured Wood
-  Carrugated Cardboard
- Asphalt
-  Fibreglass
- Meaal
- Plastic and Foam
- Other Packaging
b)AwwwmmﬁMmmmimwwmm
for use in ublic areas.
E.2 Builders are encouraged to use | a) Builders should idenufy the suppliers of recycled products and make this
recycied materials in the infarmation svailable to home buyers so that informed choices can be made on
coastruction of new buildings product selection.

when supplies are svaiisble,
existing standards allow, sad the
| cost of materials is feasible.

E.3 Provision for a recycling depot
must be included in the design of
the commaunity centre.

n)Plrhnguthedqot. for puposes other than the drop-off of recyclabies, should be
restrictad

b) Community associations should establish & collection program for recyclables
aimed thoss who cannot, ar choose not to drive 1o the recveling depots.

E.4 Builders are encouraged to
equip all buildings (residential,
commercial and Institutional) in
new communities with bins for
sorting recyclable dry waste
(paper, piastic, metal and giass)
and to locate s permapent
composter on site for degradable
wet waste and yard waste.

8) Measure should be considered for the ajternative storage and collection of
compostabie materials destined for centralized composting units.

b) Commumity associations should coordinate recycling programs, bottle drives,
book drives, etc., as a source of revenue for community improvement projects.

<) Community associations should promote and assist, where appropniate, the
endeavours of agencies collecung used household goods, such as appliances,
furniture, clothing, etc.

d) Commercial/retail cutlets in new subdivisions should be encouraged to promote
the use of biodegradable or recycled products (e.g., paper bags, cloth bags, recycled
plastic, etc.)

E.5 As part of the future
Integrated Solid Waste
Management pian, the feasibility of
waste limits and/or yard waste
hans will be determined.

8) In conjunction with the provision of composters on all readential, commercial and
institutional sites in new communities, 8 yard waste ban should also be considered,
regardless of whether general waste limits are also imposed.

E.6 All homes in new communities
should have water meters and
msnufactured water-saving
fixtures.

a) *Ecoiogical landscaping’ or “xenscape’* should be used as a means to reduce
water consumption and fertilizer and pesticide use.

b) Rain water should be collectad to supplement residential watering.

¢) Community associations should work with Calgary parks and Recreation and
public hesith agencies to deteymine the feasibility of using recycled or ‘grey water’
for irrigation on public speces.

—

E.7 Alternstive methods to
traditions! stormwster
matagement techaiques must be
exsmined, in terms of
appropristeness sad cost, for use
in new communities.

l)mwmmgemwdbemedmsndof:mﬁadmm
management systems, where site conditions allow. Water quality and/or flow leveis
Mdmnm-dﬂdqnﬂnlﬂdgnthud\emmoﬁhemis

not jeopardized.

b) The location and configuration of stormwater management facilities, particularly
retention ficilities, should complement the open space system, reinforce views and
accommodate public sccess for social intaraction and passive recreational use.

¢) Native vegetation should be used to enhance water quality, provide passive
recrestion use and control public access to the water’s edge, where necessary.

d) The ares of impervious surfaces (pavement, asphait, cemnent) should be reduced
and alternative materials that allow water percolation should be used wherever
possible.
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(1.8 Builders are encouraged 0 a) Houses should be positioned, where sppropriate, to reduce sun blockage.
design, lecate and comstruct all b) Attached greenhouses are encouraged 1o trap and redisgribute passive solay heat.
buildings ia new communities with c)Bm]&andhnv&hﬂdmﬁmmmmﬁzmoﬂmlm
:nahd s

d) Energy-saving sppliances and lighting fixtures should be incorporated in all
buildings.

¢) The surface exterior of buildings should be minimized.

ggﬂdingsshouldwmdrhnimmd vapour retarders to prevent hest loss
air leaks

g) Buildings should have an open ares pian to allow for maximum distribution of

saunlight.

h) Buildings should have large south/southesst facing windows and incorporate

skylights to maximize natural lighting.
x)mmmmﬂwm“ﬁnedwhm;

J)Hmzmm&mymdtudzbulm
with

k) Buildings should incorporate centralized mechanical ventilation in conjunction
vith sirtight design techniques.

' Encouraging deveiopers to provide approximately one in ten suburban homes to be affordable by
half of all Caigary households, addresses affordable home ownership in a modest way. (p.49)

? The terms ‘ecological landscaping’ or ‘xeriscape’ relate to the use of native and drought-hardy plant
material rather than the conventional lawns and omamental plants, which typically have higher water
demand. (p.68) Toilets consume approximately 25 percent of the total household water using 23-37
fitres of water per flush. Manufactured low volume toilets can reduce the amount of water used by
approximately 50 percent (12-14 | per flush).
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