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ABSTRACT 

Sustainable Community Design and Subdivision in Calgary: Development lndustry 
Attitudes and Opinions Regarding the Sustainable Subutfs Study and Improved 

Environmental Radces. 

Murad Shivji 

Supervisor: William T. Perks 

Prepafed in P a W  fuffillrnent of requimrnents d the M.E-Des. (Planning) Degree in the 
FaaiIty of Environmental Design, The University of Calgary. 

This study Q a wrvey of the Land Deveiopment and Housing industry induding land 
developen, homekrilders, pbnning design consultants, and other urban consultants about 
issues mlated to urban sustainability, community and housing design, affordability. 
environmental management, and technolqies for improved environmental wrfomanœ. 
The total nurnber of fims that responded m s  66. induding 12 out of 20 developen 
mgistemd with the Urban DBvelOpment Instituta. Calgary Chapter. 

The Survey-Questionnaire addresses 6 major themes: The Calgary Sustainable Subuhs 
St* (July 1995); innovation for housing and cornrnunity design: consumer proferences and 
choiœ; business practices and the environ- know(edge and state of awareness about 
innovative p r o j e  for suttainable aprnrnunity design and; siîuation and challenges for 
affordability and impmving it 

The study also reviaws and disaisses in relation to !he Urûan Oelivery Systern in general. 
and Calgary in parb'cubr, the neeâ fw aLmaüve sita development and infrastructure 
standards, banien and constraints to innovation, amsumer mptivity and market tesüng 
for sustainability choices. 

The Sbidy amdudes with a set of observations about the Deiivery System and interactions 
among the key industry players, strategies for dimising innovathns for sustainable howing 
and aornmunity design, prinaples for improving municipal pdicy and regulations, and 
industry cornmitment for irnpmved environmental pfformance. 

Kay Wordr: Sustainable Urban Dwolopnnnf Community Planning, Subdivision, 
Sustainable Community Design. Ulbrn Environmental Management, City Planning, 
Uibrn Development Standards, Inlnstructun, Municipal Policy, Development 
Industry, Mordabla Housing. Consumer Pnhnnœs, Innovation for Sustainable 
Housing and Community Design. 



The apgliution of the a n c e p  of SustainaUe Oevelopment (SD) to the prach'ce of U M n  Planning 

has Men a muchldebated h u e .  Academics, govemments, and proctib'oners have adopted the tem 

and agplied it vario~sly to 'public polic)r, 'theory' and 'practicew- sornetimes without sehous scrutiny. 

For those who subscnbe to the concept. the pradice of it mes dimcuît in a numôer of important 

mpeds and aiduoosly ÉhaUenging, espedally when it m e s  to deflning, pmscribing, or rneasun'ng 

the sustainability performance of the planningdesign W u d  or outcorne: and, es~ecr'ally, those 

developnent pacb'ces described as being inore sustainable' than the conventional. 

At its inception, arca 1986, SO qmssd a thesis and a concsptual fameworlt for f8cundiflg 

consumptian wÎth tonservaüon, environmental stewardship wiVi the exploitation of mnewabie and 

nomnewable resources, quality of life witn poverty and dispanty, anâ competib'on with cooperatiori. 

Howwsr, SD was also a sadmnomic-envitonmentai - and th-& planning thesis mat needed 

hlher expihaüon and definiüon if it was going to be effedively applied at the mauu or miao scales 

of urbon deveiopmerit, fhe ami f i do r i s  of SO for urban planningdesjg~evdopnent pndica are 

süîi being workeâ out; and pilot pmjects end public p m g m  (mm parücuiady in Europe) have 

begun !O tmper and *ope the thesis into pmdkable @mi. Within the field of Residential 

Community Planning and m n ,  signifiunt attmpts h m  bsen made by designibis and audernics. 
snd muniapal Mnning pmdtioners and hiiders to define, operaüonaiize. and apply the concept. 

ud to rsssss the 'prac3kabiütle.s' and 'postibiüties'. (e.g. van der Ryn and klthorpe, 1986: Perks 

ond Van Wet 1993, Perks and WltoH3ark 1998, WÎdramagel& Rees, 1996, Grant, Joudrey, and 

Manuel, 1993,1996; Todd and Todd 190); Rees and Roseland, 1991; frisdman 1993, 1994). 

today. a d d e  Mer the B#'undtland Commission puôîicrtlon, viid are much bet!er positioned to 

masonably and comparativety atsass the sustainabiiii merits of a partiailar development project, an 

vii  



profits take pmcedence wer the partidor issues and the concems for 
envionment; and scdogy that Qum in SD; 

&k of ducation and awareness about environmentpl issues, and ecalogical science 
a d  'design'; 

poor communication and cooperation between acadernics, governments and the 

indu- about su~tainabi~ty; 

bsnefits of improved environmentai performance and swtainability p r a d i ~ e ~  am USU~IIY 

rneasured in nonnionetary ternis, wuhile cos& of doing business and delays in 

mgulatory procws a n  quantifid in monetary tem; 
the lack of connectedness of ln8 notion of sustainaMe devdopment with spec#b 

U n e s  operatfons and pmdices 0.e. nct frarning susbinaMe devdopment issues 

mfically within the context of particular business operations and padices); 

a posiüoning of pubüdwnsumer m i t m e n t  to sustainabiiity practices as preferential to 

business-açusual has not b e n  convindngly argued or forcefully demonstrated: and 

an immature state of invesbnent in, and deveiopment of, innovation and market nsearch 

in the Canadian housing delivery system about sustainability choices, and pradice 
d!ematives. 

O<M hsr tô sssnh widely aaoss many subjsd areas of Nanning prodice. ampirical n?ieorch and 

thso~, houriw darign, infnstniQum and housing technology, environment, etc., ek, to mbiish a 

c o c ~ d ~ o n  or rsfutation of th- commoirly-expsed rwsons. The ta& is large. a subjed for 

Ph.0. res8archl My (Wensive) Mterature search on these rnyrfad amiderations indicates then is as 

yet no single w o k  that encompasses them. 

Furthsr, 1 is important to note there is availabie only a siim repertory of studies that pmôe Yldusûy 

M o n s  or positions on the matter of SusZaineble DeueiopmmüSustai~~abiTi in the uBan 

amtexî. For U X m p k ,  the American Uiban Land lnstitute is only now in the proass of 



1. 70 ideirüfy key sistrinabili issues and challenges, a d  the mponses to these by the housing 

and rasidential community ddivery system in Calgary. 

2 To evaluate the arneid situation and state of #airs of indu* agents mtti mgard to 

8rivimnmental performance and sustainability praetices. 

3. To gaugo the opinions and Lrnowlage of various indm fim invdvd in the planning. 

designing and development of rwidenüal arnmunitks in Calgaiy about various tsdinology. 

~rdabii i ty ,  and susllinabiûty isucs: and to assess the extent of pfactice!~ mgarding these 

rupeds. 

4. TO alticolly d i s a ~ ~ S  the City's SustâiWk Subvbs n&ies in ligM of the industy perceptions 

anâ pcadrpcadrces, and ta comment on the pmpsnsity for succsss of tbese poliaes. 

5. D m  soma condusions about the situation and of urbPn SustainobiMy prsdces in 
Cslgary, with WC iaemnur to the SWahable Subuas Shrdy pdides and design aiteria. 



Uteratum Review 

The Elsrotur8 rsvbw ~8wsd tm, main pufposus 1) Ta gain r cletaiid unclefstanding of the issues 
ud corics* and technologies mlateâ to sustaimbie devcslopnent: and 2) gain an u m n d i n g  

dord the iritemdons between cfelivery systern agents (land devdopsrs, homekiilders, urban 

pluurinO corisuîtants, etc) generally, and mth speci& ruference to the situation in Culgary. Key 
sauns of Information induded municipal govemment p~bGcaüons and City of Cdgery Planning 

Pdidss and ReguWons, research publications fmm me Canada Mortgage and Housing Capoation 

(CMHC), book, end trPde and Professional journal pubkations mIaed to lerid devalopment, housing 

design rnd technologies, infrastNdure systems, dssign ond Osrfmance standards, and ttie dwign 

of ~ u n i o e s  and subdivisions. 

Key wrd searches induded the followirig tems and concapts: Sustainable Urban Developrnent, 

Sustainable Housing, Residerrüai Community Design, City Planning, Environmental Management. 

Urban Planning, Urban Intensification, Ufban Villages, New Urbanùm, Sustainable üevefoprnerrt. 

Muniapal Planning, Devefoprnent Standards, SuMMsion Planning. Some 400 publications, research 

reports, and governrnent documents were reviewed. 

Key Informant Interviews 

ln Phase 2, Key Informant Intenciews (Kll's) were conduded in the winter of 1996. Eight individuals 

frwn the land development and housing industry in Calgary were visited. We diiscussed the issues 

rslated to the delivery of housing and resïdential communities hom aie per;rpective d Ihe indusby. 

l h a  i ide~ews helped to Mentify key phases in the produdion of housing and land development that 

tom part of the regulatory and approvals process in Calgary. They furmer idenWied key forces and 

=ors of produdion - bath mgulatory and housing metiire!s - which drive the industty and shape the 

parlkdar pradas of pûannlng, designing and ôuilding of communities in Calgary. And, liwn the 
interview, curtain lines of eriquiry for the survey dssign wem develoged. 

A summary of the i n t e ~ b m  asppears in Chapter 1.  

Suwey Questionnaire 

The design of the Survey Questionnaim went thmugh severai d m  and infonnal twng of question 

fomwlations, purposes, etc. mth Professors William Ptrlrs, Hanie Vmdenburg and Dixon fhompson. 



1. Sustainable Suburbs - The City of Calgary Policy and dialogue pcess leading 
up to it 

2 Innovation in the Housing and Davdopment lndwtrj 
3. The Market Consumer Prefemces for Sustainabiiii Features 
4. Business Pradias and the Environment 
5. Innovative Projads for Sustainable Communrty Design (Innovation in the Calgaiy 

Industry and their state of knowledge and awareness of SD p m W S ,  
technologies, etc) 

In total, 145 questions were addressed to 5 types of fim, The fim f ie  questions (suôdivided into 29 

s u b - q ~ ~ o n s )  gauge the perceptions of industry agents abut the various goals and abj- of the 

iïw main policy amas covered in the Sukirbs W y .  me polies wers rsprintsd in the 

quedonnaire. Respondents indicated thsir h e 1  of Wmement of disagreement for a suries of 

pmpositions about the likely success of the van'ous m i n a b i l @  poiiaes in achieving consumer 

behavioral changes, improved environmental qualüy and peifomnce, m u r w s  conservation, cost- 

smeiencies and improved Mordability, consumer satbfadions, and market advantages. Questions 

wsrs fonnuleted so that mponses coulâ be mparsd between palicies that have similar objedives 

(e.g., CO& emciency, Moidabiüty, and communily dasign); and so that the pemons of vanous 
indwlry agents ahut the effeCüvenes of each poücy cou# be detsnnined. 



Wvmbly or unhwJraMy mgaidecl. opüniisticaüy w pesirnisticaüy mived. etc. S&nilarly with the 

qwstion of the mspondents' fsmiiianty wiai up-todate tsctindogies and res8areh infornation that a h  

fadm in innoMtion - one canna get a meaninghd apprscietion of the position of the mspondents 

*ut 1esting' tfieir aivaribnes agairist sorne minimum Ust of the more relevant projsds and works. 

Sm Appsndicus 1 and 11 forthe fuU questionnaire and the findings, rwpsdivaly. Question by question 

llndings and aMlysss are variously presentd in Chapten 1 to S. 

F i m  M s d  for the survéy qussüonnaire came fr#n m-ip  lisls oôtained fmm the two major 

OSSOCjaüons - the Urbn Devalopment InrWute (UDI) and the Calgary Hom ~ U I M ~ R  

APsociaüon (CHBA) - and hwn the YetUow Pages. The UD1 list oonsisted of hno sublists - one for 
Und dentdoper' memben. the other for 'urbpn plPnning arwrhntsD. The CHEA ust aiso consisted 

of two sublists - one indicating rand devedopef firms and the other Wng riome buiiders'. Further, 

planning consuttants wuho do not appear on the UDI lis2 wsre suppiernented by seledions frwn the 

Urban and Regional Planning consultants listed in the Yalow Pages. 

YELLOW PAGES LIST: 
Uibrn and Regionai Plrnners I 

Ni of the land devolopen on the UDI Memberstiip Rst wem seledeâ. nie ansuîtants on this list 

w m  categorizod by UD1 as being mer surveyas, engin-* erdiiteds, land pianners, gee 

tecWcai and trarispottaüon erigineecSIpîariners; only those who do land use planning, subdivision, 

and commurrity design wem invitecl to participate. An avsrlap dsted behneen the UDI and CHBA 

dovelopsr Iists. mirteen devdopen are members of both UDI and CHBA and, therefore, appear on 
both lists; oniy those Land developer fimis mt aksaây indudsd on the UDI lm wem seleded to 

prRidpate from CHEA. F m  the CHBA M e  buildes' Ilst, f&ms operathg o M e  of Calgary and 



lh054 that sgsariize in ~ a w b u l t  hœnm w m  dïminated; ( t ~ i  those nmaining. mcy second (Inn 

SAMPLE AND RESPONSE RATES 

Attogether, 119 surveys were distributed. Fdlow-up @wne ails and remindes for questionnaire 

mturns were made over the penod August la to Septomber 31a, 1997. Retums wem aCr;apled unW 

W o k r  1 5 ~ .  1097. -six (66) qucaüonmires ware ntumed; Uiey am u t a o r i r r d  into 5 gmups. 

pet figum 1. ne rsspondents included repesentatiub~ from land dwelopent. homebuilding, 

ucchitecAuml. engineering. snd m u n d y  plonning fimu in Calgay. An overaii responss ntê of 55% 

was r8aliTed Fiure 2). Only 8 of the major land cbvelopment fimis decüned; thus the survey 

aptures rottisr well the more infiuentiai or lead pleyers in the Caigary indwtry. Amonq the 

homebuildsn (i.0. the tm, CHBA groups), 28 out of 61 mpondsd; mis representaion r8fiects the 

gsneral involvement and parücipaüon, and dative degrses of power exemisd by homebuiMers in 

the fornath  proc4sses of the Oehsry System. the rate of rwponse by the Comrnunrty Planners 
their attentiveness to the CAy's susbinability posate and is evidence of the sefiouuiess with 

Widi sustainable developnent pfadicas am rsccrived in that -or. 

CHBA iand Orwlopœs 

w8A Hom8 Bui#rn 

CommunityPhn~o 

MDP Qutline 

46% 

42% 

82% 

- - 

13 

46 

- 
8 

20 

Z 1 18 



Chimr 1: Residuitial Community Piannina and Sustainable Urban Dewlopment 

Chrpbr 2: Sustiinabk Community ûesign and Development in Caigary 

T b  second chopter disamas the mb fmm S u ~ y  q~esüons la. lc, Zc, 3d.4b. 4C 0.7.78.13, 

14.15, 15a,16, 16a. and 17. it indudes a di_uri_clu'on about the Round TaMe process and indwtry 

perespüons about the adequedes and indequades of pmames Ming to, and prsscribed by the 
sEudy document. This chapber a b  dkusses the role of municipal planning mgulations and their 

bnpads ori MOCdabilky and ui-aainabili in residential comrnunity design. 

Chapter 3: Innovation for Affordability, Sustainability, and Rasou- Consenation 

ne third chapter disçwses the role of innovation for sustainable cornmuntty design and housing in 

the urban develoment context. In mis context, findings for Survey questions 1 a, 1 d. 2a. 2b, Zd, 31, 

4d, Se, 18, 19. lQ8, 20, 20a. 22. 27, and 28 am ako reported and discuss8d. This chapler alsa 

disases the specikc constraints to innovation m i n  Calgary Ddivey Syslwn, and examines 
organizaüonal pradices and research and developrnent advities of industry fimis- Perceptions about 
the design changes expeded frwn implernentation of the polides are also d ' ï .  

Chpter 4: Housing and Community AIlordability and Consumer Preferenœs 

This chapter exunines the cumnt situation and industry posüoning with ragaids to affordability. 

Findings from Survey questions 24,3a, -3h, 4a, Sf, 8,9,10,1 Oa, 11, 12, IZa, and 23 are presented 

a M  m i e w d  in ihis chaper. Strolegies for impcoving s(lordabi1.Q and sutainobiMy within the 

Coîgary oorit- am olso disasrad. The fimf sedon of this &apCer &cusse~s the rOls of market 
studies maarch and for gauging consumer pmfersnces, and sugoests an aitemaüve, 'conjoint 
aruiysis' modd for measudng consumer recepovity for MordabTi and sustainability femires in 

mentiai mmunity design and housing. 



Chapbr 6: Condusion - Pmpunrity for Change and Surtrinabiiity Me* of the 

me final chapter summarizes the findings from the Survsy questionnaire and dbcusses the 

progsrrsity for implmentaüon of the Winabiiity poüàes in the Study. lî also provides an overview 

of th8 prssant situation of sustainabiity and affordability prodias in Calgary. In ligtit of the pnseflt 

dtutiori, the SuSa~?~able S u b m  Study poüa'es are assessed and muniapal initiatives are a b  
dkassed. This chapter condudes that, ahhough same oppofluniües for i n n ~ ~ o n s  for imprwing 

sustainak'iii and dordabiiii are evident in Calgary (flcient support eu&& among iridustry fimis 

and certainly within the Planning Department), these arc limited in scope, and constrained by a 

variety of fadors including an incowisterrt cornmitment to innovations on al1 thmt sustainabilii 

fronts: bCdogicaCenvimnmentaI prese~ation, social equhbility, and economic development. 



Canadian govemmentt aenemlly, have mqmndd to the challenges of SD by sdopbng policies and 

prpoc~ms. The G m n  Plan and tubequent n t o r a ~  and pmgnms at the national I d  and 

pwinclsl round !ables w8fe fomed. and hrw p c o d u  poiicy. le~islatn,e and aâministnitive 

m o n t  anâ programS. Munidpal QOV- have a&o fomuleted sustainabiiity poiia'es: but ?O 

d8ta the openüonsiiratioc~ of thsa have nd p r o d u  the Idnds of dmmdic changes in u-n 

devolopment t h l  f8seardim and theorists sssm to of Sustainable Dsvdopment'fn adion'. 
@ea for cpronple. van der Ryn nd Cornn 1 M :  Wadcmrgel and R&S 1998; Wrnn lm: Perks 
rwid WiEtortChrk 1996) 
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Against this background. and beginninp in the eady 19908s, municipal govemments began 

considering, and in xrme places instituüng planning polides and iegufation mon consistent with the 

concept of SD - or 'Sustainability'; pl iaes and pradces wtiich seek to inmase afforûability of 

SeNices as ml1 as housing and infraSrudun, consenration of rasources, stewardship of naturai 

murces, improved envimnrnental perfomance, and grnater social msponsibility. The City of 

Celgar~, for example, produad the SuswnabIe Subrvbs Sudy (Juty, 1995). a policy document thal 

O~raüonalite~ Sustainable Cmmunity and, importantly, sets oui design guidelines and performance 

aiteria for more sustainable communiües. This awarbinnning policy document is aimed et dianginç 

SUbstantially the PmZiCes in land development and housing delivery and in affordability anc 

equkabilrty of community envimnments and setvices. 

1.1 fhe Development Procers and Building Residentiai Communiües 

Planningdesigninpbuüding of rssidential communities involves a m g e x  set of socbpollücal anc 

tisctinologicai proassas, pmdfccs, public policjes, riomtive goals, and consumer behaviour anc 

marlrsting strategies that engage multiple agents in the public and private ssdors, and to an extent 

dtizen gmups. At the same the, mu)tiple tt?unicjpel departmen& and egenàes paRidpate in the 

f~miulati~n, arnicotion and monhoring of mgulatofy d e s  and guidelines, and in the PdrninMratior 

of procedums that atcompany the subdkrisioi~tnrüughix,nstrudion phases of developmtnt projeas 

Municipal departrnents set the dwdopnent standards, establish minimum site servicinc 

mquiments, and adjdikate and a~prwe plan proposais and deveiopment conditions. regard in^ 

howing, on the other hrnâ, they exerciss r i e  or no prrsuiptive or regulatoiy or design contmls 

And in most jurSsdidions 'sxial howing' prograrns have ail but been abandoned. 



1.2 The Housing and Community [klivery System 



Chrpler 1: Residentid Community Pirnning and Sustainable Urban Development 

The mgulPfory instruments used by municipal authocities briudly indude: development control 

standards, building andards, zoning byfews. site-seMang and siteplanning standards, and land 

developnrent and building opproval procosxs (Energy PPthways, 199t5). Oepending on the 

locaüon, =le, sape  and cornpidty of the givtn pmja, uputards of two or three years rnay be 

necessary to obtain a constNdion gwhead. 

M o u g h  the munidpality is not dirtcüy rssponsible for the pmcessing of rsw land for infrastrua~fe 

empiaament. or for the planning and designing of rwidential ammunities, they axemise a 

amsiderable degm of mntrd - through land use designation and subdivision - on the ovefall fom 

and ofganiution of the rssijerrtial tommunity pmdud me CO& of these develogment approval 

'wents' am fadomd into üie puMase pnce of each housing unit buik Thus, cosls lo Vle developer 
mat an's due to pœsing delays (as& of hnowad rnoney and d h d  cas& in saüsfying appmvals 

pmtocols), due to 'goiâ-platedm site devdopnent and engineering standards, and 10 'excesses' in site 

~ 8 ~ d n g  ruquirements, am fonnarded to the ansumer. Tnese have to be amortizeâ by the 

consumer akng with the othet captai cnds of ?he home (and mmunity). 

f.2.2 me lndurty Agent8 

In the Caigary delivery m e r n  the hnd devdogment-homeôu~Ming industry is the paramount agent in 

the pîanning of mmuniües and the a i lm*on  of housing divsrsity, by type and -al distribution. 

Und developer fim arc rwponsibk for the purchasa of iand, suMMsion, community planning. 

installation d infmtruduia. marketing of the canmunity. Md sale d housing? However. these 

rwponsibiüties are dividad mong the vrrious professions and sumdes: pianners, architeas, 
sngineen, homebuilden (framen, drywall Instrllers, etc.). Only a handful of fimis - probably S - are 

Ma'ently larpe so es ta contrPl most 0.8. planning, suMvision, seruidng. construdion, marketing, 

and sales), K not a l  the fadors. The d e p e  of influence exerdxd by the various fims Is thefefora 
mntingent upan their type. size. and mnge of adhhty. The industy in Calgay is canpriseâ of fims 



Omienhip of the subdivision is tnnrlemd to the Cny aRsr r maintenrnœ penod, nomally one or 

Wo yuan. nie fnun#poiity 8swrnes msib ir i ty  for 8 wide nngr of COSS of uülles, mrisgoftaüon 

Md transit, prrk and m r t i o n ,  and an rmy of supporthg c#miunity màlities and me 
pmmr of îhe mwsiidpaGty to inttoducb addftional devdopnent dmrges or ssMeing rsquiments ale 
Med by tfm Planning M Additional sewieing nquirewnenb/eo~buüorrt rnud be nsgoüated with 

uid rgmd to by the d-opsr. Howuver, Councii con lsverage powsr by appmving Land Use 
ndesignations and nrtrid or dduy dwelopnent. (Uty of Calgary, 1994) 



1.3 Rr Sushirubk Suburbs Study and Policy Outtomes 

1.3.2 Objectives and Design Printiples of the Policy 

The main masons for the study wen to impiement the objedivw of the Celgary franqwfatbn man 
(ln95 May 29); contra1 Vie cas& of gmwth; provide a bstter vaMy  of housing and S8hnas in new 

communities: and help achieve the Cfty's EnvlwvnsW Mi, -@us WRI W s  (19W). the 
many spedfiicf of these refem!d objecüves appear in the Smainabk Subrrrbs Study policy, and are 
vanousfy d- in Chaptes 2,3 and 4. 

The polides deaity ofliailate the pinaples of New Urbanism or Nebtradiüonal Planning. (For a 
rmricm of these and an Uppmdaüon of the commuriiües designed in this fiashion, see Home lbm 
I l l o m  by James Howard Kunstler, 1996, 77w MW &Hwbm by Peter Katz, 1994, and Towns end 

TowII.iMekyIcl m p k s  by Andm Durny and UizPbeth Pliter-mrk. 1 901 .) 

According to the Study, We concept for r more sustoinoble community works kst' m e n  applid to a 

ommunity of about pius or minus 12,000 people. Ton major plrrJdesign eiements a n  pRtcribed: 



a) Develop new s t m t  design s2andards 

b) Oavelop a crtylmde pdicy on dfordatrle housing 
c) Develop iridicrton of Sutiiinability 

d) Ravieu mer t e q ~ i ~ e n t S ,  standards and pndices. 
e) -ore oppartunitirs for mu rppioackes to planning anâ managinfa 

cornmurtities. sucli as community-based finandng of tommunity haiües. 

Moge!her, thers a n  28 polià~. orpanired into nvt issue-anas. in surnmary: 

1. Community centres and hkighborhood Nodrs 

Exisbtng rrritual systems must be r'ntsqated Lnto nsw comm-s and burl omn speos mu* 
bebded, StLddmdamf@ndtoueate~sllratarsCirrdiorral, Wb, Ikxibrbsndî&ms 
hksdopnspcu m m .  Jo9itlyiamduse silbssnauld&kcsPsdBi,p~oUnaY~the 
~ ~ m m ~ ~ i b n b i s o r n a ~ n o b r r s ,  onmbansitr~dbanddosetoda~snd&ef 
SAhriObs. 
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B u i M w s m b S k d b : m ~ l b l h s t M n s w b ~ a i s a u M s d W c o n ~ n ; u = ~  
matedais m the consaudion of nsw bWings wimn supphs ars amüabk, euUstUig sliandards 
d k w i ~ ' p d b ~ h ~ c ~ m m ~ ~ $ ~ b h s I b r ~ ~ s b l s ~ r n i s t e ~ n d t ~  
hcate 8 psmreneM cwnpoder orr süe; ab-, kcats and consfrucf el1 buihî.ings h h w  
ammrsnAiss wàh üm 06- of mdw enefgy msumpIion. AII homes shuid have 
weter metm and manufadursd WBter-savfng ffdms 

For each of the policies, the Study outlines the 'Pubiic beneft Inîended', 'Acceptable Peffomance", 

and 'Design Guideünes'. These can be found in table 1 of Appendbc I I I .  

1.4 Key Informant Interviews 

In phase hM of the present Projeà, key informant interviews (Klls) were undertaken with 

fepreserrtaüves fmm the land dweloprnent and housing industry during Odober-Novernber 1996. 

The purpose was to undertaice 8 situational analysis and to im/estigate key sustainabili issues 

s i g n K î n t  to the operatlors of the Calgary delivsry system. The Klls each lssted about sudy minutes; 
interviewees were asked thme questions: 

1. M a t  is your fim doing about sustainable developrnent?' 'How is the 

dwelopment industry addressing sustainabili 

2 Wtit are the key foms drfving sustainabitity initiatives in the inâustry3' 

3. Wat spdïc innovations or Initiatives hovs you introdumd to addnss 

arstainabilii 

M of the intewimws hed parüdpated either thmughout or occasionally in the Round Table; not 

surprisingly, they made refemnce to the SustsUla&e Suburbs policy to frame their msponses. Rie 
salient mmerits, conohms and issues raisad by these are now sumrnarlzed. 



2 T b  SustainaMe Subu& Study poficics and guidelines have becDrne synonyrnow with certain 

desigrwhange rsquirernents such as mar bnes, front parches and elimination of the double fmnt- 

drive garage. Riese and other 7eatunsg have seerningly -me the sole PreOCUJpéItj~n of 

those who dispute the golicies/guidefines and the ationafe for them. Çome intewiewees perceive 
thl  municipal pianners have dcgmphasized more important anriderations and plâccd too much 

weight on 'design' considerations fike 'wmrnuntty charnaet, Y e d ' ,  etc 

3. Thr Sustainable Sukifôs Study was dwelogad according to the MnciNes of New Urbanism or 

Nm-Tnd'ional community design. Most dedopers arpue that the Nac+Tmâiional approach will 



4. Neetrodttional deveiopnents in the Uriited S r n e  h m  met mVI IMe or dubious succcss. 
Ikve!opn are eoncumd that they are bing to empîoy unpmMn design prinaples 

uid 'syks'. 

5. 7 7 ~  Susta!nabie S u b d s  Study prcsaibes a dentity of 7 upa; up from 4-6 upa. Some 

Menthees fett mat the pdicy for increasing den* is not needed, because: 

Developers are part of a team, which indudes City poiicymîkefs and administrators, technical 

designers, fiscal agents, finanaal players ut the City, the development industry, homebuilders and 

ammercial property interests. 

6, The delivery system involves negotiations to deliver a produd mat accommodates various 

sectoral intfxUStS, some of which can k in dimd aritlict; compromise or outn'ght negation of 

œrtain pdicydesign stipulations resutt. 

7. Rie indwry hanâles ITW~ if nd al of the of panningdesigninpbuilding of comrnunity 
p j c d s  fmm beginning to end. The municipalii b cwponsibie on& b r  rppmvïng developmenls. 

and ensuring the pubfic interest is not mpwnissd. Effsdivety, the Cfty is not a meaningful 
Sakehoiâer, nor an invedor, in the adions and outeomcs th@ finelly count 



1.4.1.3 Mordabiiity u i d  Abmative Davelopment Standards 

8. ûe~elop8ts and homebuildefi are highly crincemed with the Mordability of their produd. 

'Ahmitive S M  Design Standards' is one by wtiich the indwtry is trying to achieve 
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10. lt is d h n  to apply the Suirtrinable Suburbs design guide lin^ and ais0 oontinue to pmducc 
m m  affordable houshg and communities: 

11. me -alm goab of the S~mümbb S&&S ~hrdy CM mpmmise and urdermine the 

WordabJi i  goals in m e  sïuaüons For ~ o m p e ,  one developcr is nconfiOuilng lots to widen 

V#m and lessen Meir depth. fhe incnuc in fmnt footage will iead to an i n a w c  in rwiang 

cos& and higher werall howe prias, aniy worsening the affordability problem. 

Had the devdoper located the garage at the rear of the house, the lot could have been made 

nammer instead , hence irnproving its Morda bility . 

1 2  Municipal hst~during and provinaal-muniapal fiscal retrenchrnent pdiues are airned, in their 

combination, at incraasing menues and decreasing spending. This has fumer oontn'buted to 

the Mordability problern: 



15. An merping pradice is to establisti tiorneowners ass&aüons for the management and 

maintenana of Iacat cmunity  merritirt: an enaimbnncs is placed on the tiüe of each 
p p c Q  in the comrnunity, and homeamiers an rrsponsible for paying annual dues for use of 

community facilities. me dsvelowr or comrnunity -ives a rebate each year for the arnount the 

City wuld bave *nt meintainhg the amtmty (e.g., parlt area). This pad ice  dwolves 

maintenance responsibil'Ries to the midents, and 8 Ieads to the aeation of 'exdusive' 

communities whenby only those able to Mord the axtra amenities can f i i  in the community. 

16. While the indwtw associations aduiowiedqe the legitimate rois of public policy, there is strong 

mentment toward policies designed to change consumer bahavior: 



1.4.2 Key Informant Intefvkws Summrry and Questions Arising for Inclusion in the 

Sunmy Questionrilire 

A numbsr of condusions and inferenas for the Questionnaire design were drawn ftom trie Kll's: 

AU of the respondents were irtümateiy farniiiar with the SUS18riiable Subrpbs ISfudy and Round 

Table but q m s s d  reserwtions, skepidsm anâ concem. The nature and extent of this 

mdion  n d e d  furthet invesügaüon and expfanation. 

The policy seemingly compromises the interem of the industry and the homebuyer. Infamants 

sug~ested that whiIe the pdiaes wre padtaged to ünpmve the charader of rssidential 

communnies, tnsre b significant doubt this WOU# indeed occur: wufd the design guidelines 

producs undesireable o u t m e s  for the indu* and &s aorners? 
The ôeüvery d howing, and planning and dssign al iwidsntiol m u n i t i e s  does not ocair by 

luid dsvdoper firms in bolation: th p m e s  immhm Weruive interaction and negotiution of 

vrrîous agents, rep i r t rng  #doml inteissts. mis suggested t h l  a M e r  understanding about 

the pmpensity for success of the sustainability poiicies wu@ have to be gained by 

disaggisgaüng the industry by firm type and by the leu& of innuena exerdsed in the design- 

ôevelopment of nsidenü J cœnmunities and housing. 

The in te^^ qmsseâ signHicant disdain fw the initiation of r new pîannlngdeveiopnent 

policy which, in their view, challenges consumer supremacy and seeks to cosree industry4rfven 

irinwaîion. They assert that they are dmady sddmng rfbûabiIii, quaiity of Ifle, emrimrimerrt, 



AqM fmm ~ J w  Kll's a numbet of otner -inabiiily issues or queria conceming the Nanning of 

rssidentiaf communities wen idariüfied hwn the iiitemure. mese wsro d m  in the main (tnough not 

exdusively) from Petks and Van Vliei. lQ93; Perks, Bilkhu and Tnornpson 1996; Perks and Wilton- 
Clar)c, 1996; Energy P;ithvays, 1991; Madaren, 1996: and the Sustainablie Suburbs audy, 1995. 

fht fiiff thm research rewfts wem valuable for thcir ~aigary-specrfic information as well as for 

discussion on mpincal and ttieorelical sustainability top's. The Energy Pathways and Madaren 

wrks are of particalar value for an exposition of, and issues discussed canarning alternative 

flanning appfOacheS for imprwing affofdabiiity and sstainability, and devdoging indicators for Wban 
sustainability nporüng. me Sustmnabb Subds Study outiines poliaes, practices, and design 

guidelines m e d  to pmduce changes in indusiry operations and in nsidential development 

mm- 

In sumrnary, questions for the Suwey4uestionnaire WWE fornulatecl amund the following thernes or 

issues gathered togethel ftMn the litemture review and the Kll's: 

Munidpal Planning Regufations - paii6es. adminisirative pndicas, and procedures. 

design guidelines, etc. 

Aîtmotivs ûevdopment Standards 

Innovation in HoSng and Community Design 

Consumer Pfeferericas and Related Market Sudiles 

Mordiibility - af housing, infrostnidum, maintenance of seMces 

AIlemnivc Ranning uid Urban Dssign Models e.g. Wav UrbPnism' and 'Neo- 

tmdiüorral~ 

Envimnmsntai Managemeni 



The Survsy findi- and discussions about the memes eondude with a disasion about the 

envimnmentol management pdices and the Envimnmental Issues policies in Chapter 5. 

Footnotes for Chapter 1. 

Sec for exampie. the Appendix in The GoPlan doament titlcd w s  F u t m  S u b m  Omndh. 
Moving T o m s  Susf~eble &wbpmenf, City of Calgary Ptanning end Building Department, May 
i8W; Perks, William T., J. Bllktiu and DA. Thampmn, 1998; PI4tJke. 1001; and me E c o k p W  City: 
Ceneda's Outm&tw* 7095). 

MunicipWties me no longer nrpondbie for infndrudum emplacement, as wu the case in Vie 
yean fdlowing the Second Woild W8r. Beginning in the ewly tQ50's and eontinuing thmugh to the 
1960's, muniapl govemrrwnts -an to witMnw f m  the Iind d w e i o ~ n t  and swicing field. 
BuiMers bscome msp~nsibit for purctiuing land and s8wicinq i? rrith mit civn funds. In Calgary, a 
gmup of bugdurs matad a paRnership to fomi 8 p M e  knd dmlopment business, aUed Canna. 
The number of W e r s  parüdpating in Cuma grsw to 4. During the l960s, municipal govemment 
i m b e r i t  In the dwdopnent and s8ruieiriq of land becme mars an aspect of control and 
rsgulation. (Clrylon Rasmrtn CUsodotes 1969: 41). 

For r historical rcwuift of the transfer of mnsibiiities for e~mnunlty planning and inmsirueture 
emplacement fmm munidpaWcs to knd dlsvdopers. See CIsyton A-arch Associatas. Repart 
U.les9). 
4 Rnn sites nnged from 1 to 140 for suwey qwstbn 03.1 (FulI-the personnel employed by fimi). 
' Accbrding to the Ctty of Wg8y. devdoper comrlbutions (thmugh a m g e  ossessrnent charges and 
Iavies) ae#runt for only 1296 of 'ofWteD ittfrastrudure costs. (City of Calgary. 1984) 



Chapter 2: Sustainable Community Design and 0evoIopment in Calgary 

21 Rn Surttinabk Subuib, Study and iLI Round Table P r o w s ~  

Thû Subvbs Round TaMe i&ed p;srtiawon ftorn mpressrrtaüves ûf the Urban 

MdopVent  InsWute, th Calgary Homrbuiiden' &so&ion, the Public and swirote School 

Boards, the Faderation of CaQery Cmmuniües, me Alberta -ation of Ardiitsctt, the Aiberta 

Assoa'ation Canadian lnstitute of PTanners and the Univaruty of Calgary. ALso partiapating were the 

diredors of CaQafy Parkt and Reawatïon, Engineering and Environmental SeMces. Transprtation 

and Planning & Building ûûparbnents, and sweal mers - e.0.. numemus Iandowers, consultants. 

marketing expwts, buildm and staff fmrn C i  departmen& and agencies - were incfuded. 

(Suda&rebk Subms Study, p.4) 

mw, the process is describecl as an extensive and indusive one - representative of public and 

prtvate agenciu, and @ans. Given this, one would e-ct firms engaged in land development and 

homebuilding to have a sound and faim comprshensive urrderslanding of the poîicy and its intendeci 

outwmes. Second. one might aped tha the indwtry would bu fairiy sîtjsfieâ Mat moSt, if not al1 
intefests were adequately npnsented. Finally, it should t>e expeded that since the poky is di~eded 

towârd tne adMies anb operating pfaai- of land dedoper and homebuilder firms, tnat al1 of these 

llnns in CaQary wouiâ have a mpy of me Study (Palides). 

fout quwtlons (vit Qb, Q7, Qta, and Q18e) i ougM to establïsh the feelings and opinion about the 

nrtum and efwcweness of partiapaüon and input frwn Vie vrdoirs indu* agents. Question 17 

sugM ta âetemine how many of the qxmdem have a c o ~  of the p ~ a y  doaiment. 

Roughly 4 out of 10 rsspondenwfilcms do not have a copy a f  me Study; rnost land developcr and 

community planning fimu do. mile v8ty fw horneknknlden - only 30% - said they have a -W. The 

mc#ss of the poiicy is COnti~ent on owersness and infornation about the policy p-pions and 

the changes themin. How the poliaes bu succestfully implemented if a signifiant nwnber of 

fitms do not poses a cogy thet a n  be rsgularly rtftrenced? 



When ssked about the npnsentation and participation of other sedoral interest groups or 

assO9ations. the* an unequivocal diffennas in the perceptions of the five industry groups; sec the 

Figures 4 and 5 ( h m  Q6 and Qt) below. 

6a. Adaquate Development Indu* Participation and Input? 

Of the UDI Land Devdopers. 4 out of I O  disagree; only one-thid of them agree. A significant 

majonty (84%) of the CH8A devefopers are unsure. mere is no disagreement from homebuilders, 

ahhough 56% are unsure. Disagreement is low among the planners, but only onethird adually 
agfee, and onbhatf indicate uncefîainty; and they may be miting this prücular question. Thus. 

tR8re is stron~ disagr88ment among UDI deveiopcrs; m i n  the other four gmups opinion is divided, 

rlthough more pionnes and homebuüders tend to a g m  !han disagret. 

ab. A d e q m  Homabuilden Participation and Input? 

it is iritmsting to note thet while UDt devefopen maüy disape, homebuildeis and pianners are 

dmded. One Gan eondude mat participation of IwrnebuiMers in the Round Table was judged 

unnüsfoetory. Mayba hmekiildes wen under-npsentcd; or myk thair mie was subordinated 

to other, mors assertive players. 
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AI1 Respondents 
Strong i y Damgrce 

Percent 
11 



cartainfy munidpal diidais and departmen& had adquate prtîcipetion (no disagrsament). The 

rwponses for mis question suggest mat muniapal omQaIs haâ the stronges! and possibly 

pmponderant pfesena in the process, and doubtless in the final policy document. 

6e. Other relevant exparts (rrehitec?s, planning coiiiuttants, nmanhem, axpertt on 
sutbinrble development, auttrinabk comrnunity design, atc.): Adequate Participation and 
Input7 

Just under hatf of the Planners disagrsa (and an equal number are U ~ S U ~ ) .  Developen and 

homebuilbers are more satisfied with the participation lrom relevant experts. Perhaps community 

planners did not enjoy the level of paru'a'pation they would have preferred: but apparently, they were 

considered by others to have had an 'adquate say'. A dearcr arüarlation for this disagreement is 

fofthcoming in other sections of this paper. 

M. ûthen Adequate Participation and Input? 

Some ~pbndents disagree that the Round TaMe induded adequate participation from the reai 
estate industry and h9m other ffnandal institutions. 

BaJancr of al1 Interrsts R.fkctmd in th. Policy Outcome (Qwstion 7)  

ûnly 18% of ufi mspondents a~m; more than onethird d aü mpndents disagrne. UDI land 

âevelopen e x p m s d  ttte oreutest Ievd of d i m m e n t  - 83% ûîsagree (33% strongly). A 

Sgnifïcant number of mpondents - 50% of the CHBA group, 47% of homebuiiâers, and 24% of 

community pfanners - IrWatsd no opinion on this question. 

The% rts~onses may be attributable to r variety of mesons. first, the issue rnay be so p~liti~ally 
h8atbd Mat mnderrts wre unwilling to pcdvide a fuîly andid opinion. On the m e r  hand, the high 



Further masdrrs for disagrrernent indude: 
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Anathsr muon for âisagreurnent ir tha powd mppo~ for the Suburbs policies is nat unanimow 

imong &psftmnts and bdwmn a d m i m o r s ,  pokymakers and eMed oma'al~. It is furthet 

uguwi that the cummer does not pmfer the mTrsdtüonal concepts to ~ ~ ~ f t ü o n a i ,  ar~linear 
subdhrion designs. Hsrs, they moy be M M ;  houever, only b u s e  the n~ tnd i t lona l  comrnunity 

typiully envisaga In Calgary is McKenzie Tonrne. ln Caigary, nwtnditional planning h u  becorne 

associated with the Nsw England urôan form i d i m  applied in McKenzie Towne; as this is the onfy 

demonstration of the neo-traditional planning concept. However, white the Suburbs Study 

m m n d s  design guidelines, lt does not prescn'be architedural styling or didate constmdion 

materials, e k ;  therefore, there is no reason to believe that al Ab-Traditioonabsryled communities in 

CelOary need imitate McKeiiP'e T m e .  

Another argument from the developers and hornebuilders is that the pdicies address new 

MM. An argument typically mode is that !ha guidelines, applying only to new 

communiües, will lead 10 unfair incteases in property values in conventional cornmunities and will 

thenby mate inequities between residents of new and established neighbomoods. Change must. 

hwever, begin somswhere - and it is arguaMy elsirr and m o n  effedive to design communities 

which inhere prlna'ples of uistainabili than it is to retrofit and re-design (wtiich of course leads to 

Wâed costs). 

mat the City did net anücipiite the coslJ of irnplmerfüng the pdicies and design guidelines b a &on8 

concam. An rccr~unting of the casts for Impmhng the W a l '  and aesthetic environment was not 

undertaken to pdid and caicuîate the afforûability outcornes, nor was this method us4 to convince 

policymakers and the industry abut the ~ainabii'Ry4iTordabiI'i me- of the policies. This lack of 

an accourrting study undermines the City's posiüon and signifies the seriousness with which the 

policies wam fomulateû. 



The hivo nspondents bath suggested mat the ~ustarirabk polides must be a-pted by 
consumen as a matter of chois% not impressed ugon them: 

A nurnber of legitimate m-ns am offemd for Waining wi~y the Sudy document did n à  achieve a 



2.2 Th. definition of Sustaimbiiÿ and Sustainable Subufbs 

-il ~npondents 1 Percent 
Y s  I 4 1 

The dafinilion is nat dequate for ahost onethird af oll rwpondents. An wual number indicate no 

opinion for what fs i n  ostensibly signiîhnt policy eonwpt for the planningdesign of new 

dwelopnent p r o j e  in Calgary. Prsdidobiy, w a n  e- poor rsosptMty by those diuaisfied 

with the definition and the suôsequent pmpsitions d m  fmm its artfculation. 

No 
No Opinion 

The UDl land dsvslopsrs wuid Pke the dsfinib'on to rndude some risfersna to the market and 

consumer prsfenntss, and mquirsmmts for recyding. One ribsponâent mggssts th& the definition 

b rlnudy too ûmâ and does not nesd furthor daboration. W6A hnâ dwdopen niouid like to aâd 

m e  reference made about flsrdbiiity in applying the pdicies und sale of davslopment pmjeds. 

29 
30 

r 



me Pianntn altogethsr wuld like to see additional considerations embodied in the sustainability 

concept: Mail and ofi# (business), transgortation, evolution ovcr tirne, beauty, urban design and 

ctiariider, humanly-scaled communities tbat enhance quality of He and sense of mmunity, regional 

(and landscape) perspective, and protection of natural systerns. 

23 Municipal Planning Regulations - Policies, Administntive Pnsticas and 

Pmcadures 
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It h8s been uiiidely arpued h m  the siâe of public policy idvocites, thrt a m n t  pianning pradi- 

aZrongly favom th8 produetion of single funüy homes owr aaiw types of nsidentiui units. V i s  

rpQsars 20 b hs4d ori r betîieftha! as lot and h o m  &es inmase, Che vrlue of the pmpeCfiS 

iiiaSase and. hm-, the assement and taxes p r  h o w  incnasC (iBi.1992: 5.4) Second. the 

pmdudion and supply of mrinly singladetached h o u s i ~  uni& as the pndominant housing fom. 
thib or mSfh% the numkr of low income rssidents in a communrty; size and fonn M e d  

Wich is r proxy for incoms-affordabiiii. Types and size of housirig mfied the socio-economic 

diwrsity m i n  the W e n ü a l  mmunity. 

ûelays in the land demiopment and building approval y s  increase the cost of housing 

construction and ad as a barrier to the deveioprnent of innovative housing types, materials and site 

plans. (Energy Pattrwa~~, 1991) Reasons for delays in the developrnent appmval p m  indude 

cornpliateci and uncoordinated building permit application and review procedures, inadequate 
information and undear applicaüon foms, lack of trained staff, competing junsdictional authorities. 

oveilapping jurisdidions between govemrnent departrnents, and effective mechanisrns for public 

consukation. (W.) 

In Calgary. the munitipality is attmpting to a&r the aicl appiiuüon of policy by in di tu lin^ a numkr 

dianges to ils developnent appmval proass and cornmunity pianning and design phases. These 

n w  processes am txpsded to encourage industry innovation and facimate the m o ~  îoward grnater 

rilbrdabiiity and sustainabili in nsw W e n t i a l  mmunities. Thm questions (QI 4, Q15, Q1Sa) 

sought !O masure industry opinion about the New Community Plan P m  outlined in the 

sustamle srrtrubs Study. 



14a. I u d  to gruter emciencies in Ma development approval pmcess. 

men won gmater Iwels of disagreement than agreement h m  all gmups. The land developers 
rhowed the highest Ieveis of dkagnamen! - 67% of Vie UOI gmup disagm. 17% stmngly; and one- 

h a l  of the CHeA group dron~ly disagree. Homebuilders a n  the only gmup for which an unequivocal 
isrponse is not indima: white one-third digne. 39% are uiwm and 28% agm. Plannefs and 

ottier ooruuttants indicated high levels of cikagrsement. 

lm. kad to bettnr input of public rnd consunwr intrnsts in #O planningl8sign phaw of new 
nsid8ntkl communities 

Only the UOI gmup q m s ~ e d  s$pincsnt dkagrwment for th* qutsüon. The CHsA land devdopen 
and Homebuiiden wsm mon likely to am. rühough then an high levds of uncettoiMy Bcplassd 

same nmber ox lm~~s  unœctainty and 29% qm. m e r  ~nsuflanU ais deady divided. The 

h@h levefs of unaitainty by the CHBA. hûmebuilders. and pannes groups may mfled 
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14c. rdd to tn. customary CO* of doing business 

A mr/orily of iII nspondents agmseâ agreement for Viis question. Strongaii Iev& of agreement 

m e  n#n the knd dwdopm groups. Howuver. a significsnt pmportion of Homebuiiders (44%). 

ffrnnen (31%). ud other conaibnts (Wh) expms unartainty. Pefhap the pollcy iacûs dear 

dlndion about the cos( implications - Le. swings tM an W e â  due to changes in the ganning 

pPcsss. On the hanâ. thme wsts rnry be d i fk~ î t  to predid rt Mis @ne. g i i m  the large 

iMnb8r of fadoa and agents invohnd in the plsnning pmcsst; the pace of P ~ a l s .  and hence 

aWng and oVIer W. may b highly imgular Md no( quantifiable by rnemben of the industy. 

Id. k.d to impmwd ownll rmrimmntil and sustainabte qurlZties of nrw residential 
comrnunia'es in Calgary 

The UDI group and planners an iess optimistic than any of the dher groups. One-third of 

Homebuilders and haK of Vie CHBA group agne. althouoh a signifiant nurnber of them are unsure. 
The uncaftainty cxpressed by homebuiiders and other groups migM rded the StudyL wgueness or 

la& of direction about Mich m c  initiatives (cg., murcslconsewing pndices and technologies 

introduc4d in the home and the mmunity) will Jea  to imprwements in envifonmental and 

sustainable qualiües. This issue is further explorecl in a Chapter 5 discussion about Environmental 

issues Policies. 

16.  provide opportunitics ta experiment witti aiternative site development standards for 
Mordabla and sustainable comrnunities 

High levels of disagreement from the UDI group and pîanners cornes as no surprise, espcially since 

the City Counal rejected the AIYbmathe m t  Dusiws Study and piaced a fie-year moratorium on 

this b u e .  mat 50% of the homebuiiders a~rac is inter#ang. They are erher wry passimistic, or 

les awam amut the outcorne of the sbw& debate. 



Dkcoungiw 
No Opinion 1 1 ; J  
No Impact 

All ResporidenW 
Encoumgmg 

Most dwdopers remsin -mistic üiat !ha Communrîy Plan Pmces will encourage innovation. 

Homer. rsopondents who erpiasscd opthism. wggest the new pmccss: Vil aled devefopon to 

ConSumer sMudes and chanping pmfenncesm; prwi*de hurketable feedback from the end-usef: 

and ' w e d  things up overall'. One homebuilder suggested, 

Percent 
42 

Reasons why the process m'Il discourage innovaüon are: 

nie Sustainable Subds criteria are fixed: 

Rie polky does not address changes to exisüng deveiopnent standanis and ngulations: 

Grsater community invalvsmerit in the proass w i O  kad to deiays and esdate costs: 
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9 An indusive p m e s  wilf Mng about communüy opposition to change 

Most respondents f m  these groups blisve the process m'Il encourage innovation. Planners and 
cansuttants are optimistic that the procsss: generates 'more flexible attitudes at the conceptual 
planning Isvtl', Vevelops unique solutions', is an al1 indusive process: encourages dialogue and 
'allows a fonrrn of explanation for innovations'. 

In addition, opporluniüu for innovation are foreseen because 

Plannefs and consuttants who believe i i va t ion  will not OCCW, uiggest 

Municipal administrators ara not mmltted to change: 



The two sets of standards of main concern an: 1) Land eu r&an  design standards - such as 

dimensions aWor ama of lob, streets and lanes, pa-. *ml sites, front/rear/side yards, lot 

coverage, the arrangement and configuradon of sites and buildings in space and in efationstiigs to 

othec and 2) Engineering design-canstnJdion mndards fbr infmstfueture - essentially 

engineen'ng d-gns that detemine mpacity (e.g., traft5c an m t s ,  size of sewage or stomiwater 

p i m .  etc-) and conSmdion spcafications (durabiiii, lilsyde, etc). Both of these have capta1 cost 

implications. The urban design standards have fumer impücations for land rrsounes conservation, 
fundion or comteniencc and smdency in m u n r t y  srudure, and land ecology oppominiües 

@merration, etc). 
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8 ndudion in the mrd clghtsf-way width is the single most Medh 'engineering* 
contribution t h l  a n  be mrde ta rdiieve infnstniduris Mciency (mmwrsd on a 
per dwelling unit bis) .  ROW W/btn cm be rsduced by consideriri Sâewalks, 
pwefnerit, wrtermains, uüiities. 

the source of gmasst -ngs is 8 Wudion in lot site and lot frontage- 
innovative standards can mît in savings of 9% to 12% on a pcr m m  serviang basis. 
Wudion in rood rlgtit-ofinay width from 20.0 m to 16.0 m produces a worthwtiiie 
Mudion in land usage. 
mila the bsnefits of individual changes in land use intensification. innovaüvt flanning 
and snginssriw standards, or joint use community fociliües may not seem signifiant, 
the cumulative med of th& impiementation will be signibnt infradrueun cust 
smciency and Snodh/entss. 

(Marshall Macûiin Monaghan 1991: 31) 

The M a e t  Study of AîtenWW Oswbpnt Swdatds Ib R@M& MmiCipelity of ûüawa- 

CWuZon (Bmthour Researtn Associates 1992) also demonstrated that significant savings can be 

adiieved by oflering a package of %DSm (Altemative Devûopment Standards) cornponents mat 

indude lot wiûth, lot depth. h n t  and mar yard stbadrs, door to door separations, and reduced right- 

of-way (ROW) widths. Estifnatsd cost savings a n  $9,000 to $12,500 for single-detached homes and 

SS,SOû for a tomihouse. 

T w  additional rwsardwlcsign studies am mrrth noting. The fia invoiveâ the d e s i g n  of a site in 
ûWM-Carleton, using aitemative deveîopment aindords. The oltcrnatbe plan induded 8 more 
cornpict urban fom, a finet rn& of knd usw, highsr rssidentid densities, naminar road right-af- 

ways, a rnodirfied grld system of slrisas, r tnnsit-supportive design. and m e r  featurw. (Essiambre- 

Phillipûesjardins Associates 1995: 4). Per un# emglocsment cosz swings of $5,000 auld be 

rsrlltsd - ~tuiming oasts Wre pnssed on ta the ansumer - due ta the inetsase in rssidential 

demRy and the inmase in land use mk (which M u a s  Vie residsrrüal W o f s  shPm of copital, 

operaüng and maintenance costs). 



Ch.@er 2: Su&ainabk Commun@ ûesign and ~ o p m e d  in Calgary 

Mon mœnt ~ ~ a t i o n r  sugges2 thth aithough altemaüve InfrastNQure and 8Wif'wrined~ign 
st8ndards w d u c e  capital mâ op8ntlng and mainteninca mm of midential cUmuniticl~. 

unit coB Slvings in [more compad deveioprienq are no( m u g h  to offset d u d i o r s  in par unfi 

menues, making the commtionol pian mors ettridivs under the aimnt property Jystem.' 

(Hemson Contutüng U, lm) Mho~gn cornpria airmunitics rrrduce capital, operob'ng and 

mrintenoncu cos&, the cm& of many munidpaf survices - Le. thos not significantly irinuenced by 

-al fadors - ire uMmed by mrnunly design. Furthemore, M i n g  muniapal menue rate 

sbudums do not odequately ammodate  the alternative plon, for- masons, First, the aitemative 

Mn contains propoitiondtiy more higher-dsrrsity hausing which generates Iess develo~ent 

charges on a per unit bas& than single-family detached houses whid account for over 61 % of al1 the 

housing in the conventional plan. Second, the aiternative plan also generates significantly l e s  
ppsrty tax menue than the conventional pian becam the smaller houses and smaller lots in the 
aflemaüve plan are assumed to be mors affordaôie. But to this, the question mains: Why should 

W COnün~e 10 promote a system of taacatfon and revenue genenüon that pmpels wef-aXWnption 

and encourages development standards exceeûing the neeâs and requirernents of urban midents 
and Challenges afiordability? Should municipal policy çontinue to support overdwelopment of urban 

infrastNd~fe because our wmnt system of taxation is (seemingly) menue-dependent on a? 
Perhaps changes not oniy to existing development andards but to otner municipal plides, 

proosduns, and ~radices as mll, are called for. mus, a miution of the site developmerrt 

standards is not simply one of uhan design and engineering design; it is contingent on municipal 

-1 policies as well. A hrrtner contingency is the matter of City charges to the devdoper - the costs 
of 'doing business'. 

2.4.2 The Consumet in th. Argumnt 

~ n s u m e r  to the rfofemenîioned altemathm 0.0. inmased densty, mix of housing. 

Fsduced rtîndards, etc.) is another corscam. Consumers am accusZorned to oonventional 

development standards, and downward changes migM be pmived inferior, lowcring the quafity 

of Me Md the value of wpew Immbment cumntly rnjoyed by u-n msidents. Fumer 

rnunidpaliües are still generally dudant to ri* increased maintenance costs by compmmising 

engineering standards that M m  derhred f m  long-tenn experiencs, espeaally if the compmmh 

wouM inçrease the developets pfOfb and undemine the mnsumefs faith in s sounû, durable, value- 

rppmdating pmperty. (Hygeia Consulting Servias, 1995) 
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it mu# wrn that thme cansiderations am important for r succsssful strategy of altering 

mbmsrit standards. Flrst. both the indrutry and ttirir munidpal counterparts must be wiling to 
L 

impîefnent dianges in cleveiopnen! standards for a sucœssful tramon. Sscond, c)iangu in 

standards musî be marketed to the consumer in ways that deariy uüailate Me financiai ben8fÏts and 

0th non-rnonstary advantoges (8.0. environmental, aestheîic, etc.). Thid, the choices must be 

w d  US a package of changes rather than a series of discrste and mutually-independent 

the CCIStdantagdradesll of many alternatives in a site design setierne, was done by Perlrs and 
HlFltwChris (1996) to tes2 the consurnefs mptniity to such aîtemaüves. (See aiso. mbsite: 

2.4.3 UDI Calgary lnvesügaüons for Altamitive DeveIopment Standards 

In Calgary, the Urban ûevelopment lnstitute has wameaded efforts to change exMing municipal 

site development and engineering standards, Their ncent report requests: 

Reduced rightaf-way widths for residential streets 
Reduced roadway widths (Mm 12.0 to 11.5 rn) 
Rwised curbing from 500 mm !O 250 mm for all major mâways 
Eliminaüon of the design requirement for super-elevation on any colledor roaâways with 
park, school site, or residential frontage 

Redudions in sidewalk widths on colledor roadways 
Reduced corner radii on residential street intersedions (to decrease length of pedestnan 
aossings and reduce trafic speeds) 

Inmase environmental standard trafic levels on certain types of local and colledor 
roads 

Minimum amount of Municipal Reserve should be set at 6% of developable land 
(Reduced open spacs component) 

The City of Calgary impmft pmces*ng thes for devdopment approval? 

UDI Calgary has also ctiallenged the rnunicipali about acreage assement charges and fisite 
dweloprnent charges.' A 1990 discussion pppr argues th* 'amage assessment charg =...have 

r d v m  distributional consequenas and to the extent that they bscorne hidden taxes, the integrity of 

the City's fisal rsgime is comprmised.' (Wright Manseîi Research Ud, 1986) Another UDI- 

mmissioned study c~nclude~ that dsvelopment charges violate many of the fundamental principies 

of faim- and suggests that 'If the City of Calgary rsquires adâitional fun& to finance infrastnidure, 

i! It more quitable and f ident  to incmase user fees and pmperty taxes than to introduce 

developrnent charges.' (Wright Mansel! Research Ud., 1983) 

FoWowfirg fast upon the Sustar;nab/s SubMs Study* the Calgary administration together with the 
Gaigay UDI, traled the matter of strwt design and produced the IVmtivs m t  Standards 

Study. A h e d  at introdua'ng both rsduceâ standards and costs, and enhanced aesthetic values t0 the 



The masons point to the highly poiiüd nature of municipal p o ü y  and dwelopnent decjsions. tt 

appears that. atthough the m a t h t u  Sbwt Design Slandards m c i v c d  endmement and funding 

fmm the Calgary Planning and Building Department, mis initiative Iacked Vie uippofl f m  other 

(Stmts and Engineering) departments and elMecl officiab. It is iiderrsting 10 note th* only t r i m  

mspandentt ttrink the street standards lacked support because of a cuncern wer future maintenance 

CDSIS. Cleady. the political arguments look -ence m e r  the affordability and su!%ainability 

ONidenüOns for inslituünq the sVca design changes. tf this is an indiation of the IaCk of political 

Support and Isvd of importance of the sudainability initiatives in Calgary. we can elcped that the 

aaier sustainability maas and design guidelines indiMed with similafly low levels of cornmitment 

and intensity. 

Furlher information and Survey firidings mlevant ta the issue of site development slandaids and 

charges are prtsentud in Chapter 3 on innovation. 
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2 5  Propnsity for Community PknlOIsign Changes 

me SuzM.bk Sububs policjar and design ~uidelines an irlanded to Mng about changes in 

urbon form to achieve the objedhs of the Tmnsportaüon Plan and the C&'s Emn'mnmental Poky, 

Mnging about diange. 

So far. P seerns that the indurty agents ara O- to the City's sustainabiiii poliaes b3eauSe they 

achievabie by applying Ne+traditionsf prinavco is welCmearaied (e.0.. Marshall Maddin 

Monaghan, 1994; Hygeia Cona*ing 1995; Wambn-PhillipDesjardins Associates. 1895; 101 

1992). 1 also widely undestood that in order to achime the capital and maintenance cod-advantages 

of Neo-Traditional design. oVKr Stnte~ies - nich as inmasing msidential densiües. and relaxing 

Mich industry agents ara optirnistic that the policies will achieve the deslred communrty pladdesign 

dianges are investigated by Survty questions la.1 b, 1c. 2c, M. 4b, and Ic. The findings for these 

questions are now dixussed. 

Figure 11 - (Question le) Tbe Community 
Centres and Neigiibrbooâ Nodu policia 
wül rrailt in r significrnt mir of public and 
ammemiai rctivitiu in tbe community to 
d d y  d d e n t  accdr for rhopping and 
ICrViCCS. 



In Fqum 12, agmmsnt is high among aU the groups; 63% of oll rwpondents agme. Am we to 

andude th& comrnunity pians and designs will indude grseter drculaüon - paths for bicyding and 

walking - withln mw rwidential communkies? Evidently, a majority of a8 rsspbndents seem to 

bdieve so. 
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bis of QIWmW aûout I)M tnnspoftation plicy (Figunr 14 and 1% outcornes is high for a 

Wnificont pmportion of al indurty gmupr: amough m n g  the UDI develo9ecs. îevels of 
disagreement are equaiiy signlcant. bwever. in üght of îhe dlrpmpoilionate disagreement 

by the UDI glwp on most questions. their spraaâ of opinion h m  is mfmhing. Clearly. 

mast indusly agents batleve that the Transportation pollei.5 wili lead to *mpmed ped-an and 

c y d i  modes of a e e s  and safer stmts. 

and poliücal will to fdlow thmugh wiVi fi m a i n s  an open question. 



2 6  Summay of findings 

A9r 
CHBA Lrid @=W- 

The Suwey mspondents. a n  d ~ d e d  u to whether poliaes will achinn incnrased employment 

77 
17 

Op9oRunities. incmased m# of seivias and business adMb'es, and inmased diversrty of housing 

(and socioleconomic groups). mey am, howaver, IGS divided. and more indined to a g m  that the 

Suslarirabh SuburBs Study poliaes will Vnpme psdestrian and cydist occes, and resuit in safer, 

more pedestrian-oriented stress. On the mer  hand. mndents am n d  optimistic that 

~nsgoitatioii bafiavior dianges ml1 corne about Fmin changes in design. Importanüy, disagreement 

among the UDI gmup is d ~ p o r ü o n a î e l y  p a t e r  than any of the mer gmups a- al1 of the 
r h e  issues. 
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- 

' Sm key infornunt intewbw findings OQobr4owmbcr 1998. 
~ h e  pe~ormana w approach wi11 mate  standards set for adual rates of use. not ~eveis W ~ I C  

beyond th- mquifed. Question: if a rood is rngineweâ to handle 20,000 vehide tn'ps pet day, but 
only 16,060 adully use the road, does  this mean the mad will las twice as long and the 
maintenana cos& will be spreaâ over a longer period and therefore Iead to cost savings in the short- 
terni? Or, does it mean that lower standards require more regular maintenance and hence greater 

uenaes of incuinrenienca, discornfort, etc. for the consumer3 
higtlest Iewb of swings PCDlr not only beause of t3e density fador. bu? a h  because SeWage 

is riot taken &site tnmugh large pipes ta a distant point: it is treated in the neighbarhood at 'solar- 
aquatic' plants. 
4 Remmendations indude: 

a) The Planning Department should seize the authority to better contml the response time 
from other departments. Applications submitted with aU ne-ry infoimation should 
riot be delayed beyond the normal circulation pend. 

b) the Administration should only comment on applications from a technical and policy 
amsideration and leave political decisions and considerations to City Council. 

c) City Council mus2 indiate to Comrnuriity Associations their role in the approval process 
and mir m e d  msponse tirne. Inordinate ddays currenüy occur with some 
Communrty Associations. (UDI undateâ document), 

For a t yp ia~  house in Caîgaiy: v a ~ u ~  at ~ 1 2 1 . o ~ .   MO tq R. and 10 mnt R. Vie total 
dsvelopment charges (induding inffastnidure, land dedicotiorw. development application prOCeSSinQ 
f-s, and building pemit and plurnbing fees) are esümated to bs $5,000. (Levies, Fees, Chyges, 
Terss, fnuiS8djOff Co- on Mw Housing, CMHC. 1996). Development Charges and 
Tmnsadion Co* and GST for a typical single-farnily detaccicd house in Calgary amounts to 
apgroximate!y 12% of the purthase price: Canada-wide the ptreentage can be as high as 2û% (The 

indlisby end husing ih?nds m can8d8, Canadian Home Buildes' ASSoû'ation, Nov. 1997) 

1 Bmakdown of Was. fees, Charges, T m .  and Transidion coQs for New Homes in Calgary 



3.1 Innovation in Housina and in R e s i d ~ ~ a l  Community Design 

ûMst if nOt ûU authors on sustainabilw design and msearch dedam th& mwment toward 

b8üer. mors susteinable communiües m'Il mquire innoMtio~ in the planning, design and cofistmdion 

Of rssidenüd communities and hOLISing; and Morm and reSmduring in the muniapal administaüve 

SfNdum and management -ces. (Sm for ag. Perk and Van Vliet, 1893) 

lnn0v8tion hem rsfews to a eontinuous process of introdud~ improvements to urban fom. planning 

prfnaplas, paürrns of devdopnerrt. and mgulatory proceses, community pians and designs, hous* 

-ris and technologies, etc. Such innovation wauld be to vadous -logid, pdiücal, social, 

technologid, and aconomic pressures and theorstical propositions. Innovations can k at the lwel 

Of munia'paf golicy, regulation and site devdopmeM standards, or in cunrnunity design, site planning, 

m e t  design, subdivision, site-setrvicing, lot pUsitioninq and dimensianing. house type, size and 

dimension, construction methods and materiais, iype of krilding envdope, appliance technologies in 

the home, etc. Th& innovation amibutes have been identifid in numerous tmde magazines (e.g.. 

Builder MagaUne), and in many CMHC and various mer rcssereh reports end publications (e.g., 181, 

1992; Energy Pathways, 1891; Perks and Van Wiet ,1893; Marshail Maddin Monaghan Ud., iQH; 

h k s  end WinotGlark ,1998; Bmthour Remarch AssoQetes, 7992; D'Amour , 1993: Hygeia 

Corisulting S e m ,  1895; C M  Hill Engineering, 1994; E#lambefhiliipsOesjardins &snciéites, 

1995; Marshall Madslin Monaghan, 1884: Booth and Retîenbil, 1894; Van Vliet. 1800; and Witon- 

Ctark, 1895.) 

Recent planning theones and frmeworlu have also emrged and deal with the dialIenge of urban 

sustainability or sushainable urban devdopnent. The most pmminent ones indude Ecdogicil Oesign 

Whn, IQM), Landscape Ecology (0.g. Grant Jaudmy, and Manuel, 1993; Dmnstaâ, Oisan. and 

Fonnin, 1998) and E#)SYSfem Planning CTomatty, et al.. 1994). €a& of thesa fmmeworks attempts 
to integrate, MNM~ âher features, grnater cmœm fOT -cal (naturai scosystem) pmasses in 

the planning arid design of urban environments. 



3.1.1 Common 8urkrr and Comtmints to Uinovrtfon 

OVier factors contributing to the siuggish paco of innovation in Vie homebuilding industry described in 

8 mpoR by Cîayton Research Associates and Sanado Consuhnts United, (1989) are: the industry 

is mposed primanly of maIl  fimis compand to m e r  indusiries; the evdutionary nature of 

homebuilding pmdudion proasse and pmduct inhi& the willingness of  builden to seaich adively 

for changes; the Iirnited size of the market reinforces the prsdominana of small fimis, thus retarding 

the introduction and adoption of change; and o(CCSSiVe mulotion retards innovation. The average 

land dweioper firm size is Iarger. thou~h market hgmentation and dose regulation a n  alto 

charadefistics which are attributable to protractad rates of innovation. 

Two key fadon idenütïed by Perks and Van met (1993) as missing in the Canadian delivey *cm 

mat woukl impmve the pace of innovation for suslsinability are: demonrtnüon pmjeds and 
conünuous expeiimsntation; and expert pmetiüoners in sudainaMe dwalopment Speaking to the 

Colgay mntex!. Viey report a nwnbsf of fadon dircouraging innovations: mistakes are king 

mpseted men though a nurnbor of exempiary rssidentjol p r o j e  have been kit in other 

jurlsdidions; costs us high for tuseareh and deudopnent of now technologies; i n w u a d  tirnuiines 

for gaining municipal appvais; tack of governent incentives for innovation; structural bsmfen that 

pisdude inter-sedoml and int@mted pîanning m i n  City adminimition; and 'aawunting 

pocsduresB for dculeting futurs bendits of innovathm produd design. 

Mer nurrch  Dy Peks and Won-Clark (1996) chaUengeâ indusly uipporilions about the 
aonsurner reœpthrity to innovations In swtoinable community d a n  and form. They rsded~ned a 

suburb in Calgary (Edgmont) to demonstrate sustainabilily pfindples and pradices. and they 



Rn mes svrilabilüy of innovative technologies and produas, however. is not a wficient condition 

for change. In their rwiew of innovative firrns in ScandanaVian wuntn'es, Perks and Van Vliet (1994 

iderrMy a nurnber of factors and prsa,ndiaons ma aurd make the Canadian housing deliveiy systern 

mom sucassful at adopting innovations, including: 

3.1.2 m a r  0rglnizatiori.l Constmintt to innomdon 
While the variow studies on innovaion examiria municipal-goliücll and macrctleuel corrdraints, they 

say very nttle about the o r g a ~ o n a i  impediments or constraints for dimision of innovation. None of 

tns# sludtes ansuers quesüons such as: What an the organirritional apcities of land dwslopment 

and housing n m  to rsspand psümiy to suztoinaùiüty polides? mat Is the airmnt mtus and 

posiiloning dfim with raspsct to r8search an6 dwefopiMnt (RaD) -es? Wbol am Me aimnt 

kvab d m n n e s s  and mong indudy llm for innavliin puduas and designs? 
Obviorilly the pmars of innovation ir nQ enümly depandent upon fsston Wernal to ind- fimrs: 
Intemal orgoniutional pmdices. khsviour anâ aittura a h  factor into the ppnaty  for change. 

Questions 18.19.10a, 20.20a. 27,21. I r .  29.21. and 2 wugM to iwcsügate these issues. 



Cnapter 5:  innovauon Tor ~fromaDilny, SustainatSlity ana Resources Gonservauon 

3.1.3 Spccffic Constmintr to Innovation Among CIlwry Industry Fims 

Question 18 (Figure 17 below) in the survey sougM to determine M a t  are specific mnstraints to 

introducing innovations by industry fimis. 

Municipal Adrninisûators and Poiiiaans 1 1 1 l 

Cfty CouncilîEkaed Mark 'nudime to chripe'! 1 1 - 2  5 1 1 10 
MM wt rold thniune') of a t y  adminirtnton and poliliain 7 2 1 1 10 

Cdy interircnbon in t h  mintttplrœ 1 1  I l  3 
InteHerem of pditiaam in the p m a u  i 1 1 

Crty n -id to tike tnnovitiue rtem b-se of lmbildy nrws 1 1 r 
eOar staff in t n  my, 1 1 1  1 1  

I I I I I  

Excessive municipal bylrnis, englrtwring and s2reet stondarûs, sorvia'ng and 
infmstrudure mquiremtnts, and Building Code requitements; 
Rigid/lnflexibie appkation of exisüng policies, isgulaüons, and standards; 
City CounciYEledod M~uals 'nsistanœ to change'; 
Mind set Cold thinking') of city rdministtators and politiciens; 

i Community/Public nsistana or unm'llingness to accept change; and 
Slow and inenident development approval process. 

' Abditioml delays for 8pproww 'no~tndttiorm~' rrinartas or r m  p ~ ~ s -  
Consumer PreferencedMarket Trends 

f n t t i n ~  w m e r  perceptions and rttnudes fwp8tdfn~ oropcrty v r ~ w s  

2 - 1 

2 

1 1  

1 
1 

Cost I I l  
Cornumer reniitivity and rarMentc to wrt ~nereasesi 2 f 

CommunnylPublit nuaenœ or ~ l b r i p n e u  to raib~! thripe 
Onrwming wnwmen' mindrct regardmg wtltt they m'il p m  m 

1 3  

1 
6 

Hiah cost of infnstrwn 
Communtty InvolvemenüPublic Participation 
Fùsk/Developers 'playing it safe' 
,Tirne Constmints 

1 3  
1 3  . 

s 
s 

f 2 

1 1 1  
1 i 

l 

The pubbc h i s  wrly b.cn e w u d  to mdrtiomi buildirip typas1 1 t 1 1 1  1 1  
Lorting markets a m  pinems ofdevelopmentl 1 I Z !  1 ! 2 r 

1 1 2 1 3  
1 1 1  

I 

2 
1 

1 

2 I d  
1 1  

1 

1 t 
3 



Chapter 3: Innovation for Afbrdability. Sudsinabiiii end Resourccs Contervation 

3.1.4 ?-nt Sibinion and Positioning of lndurtry Fimis for SWOirubility Innovaüons 

Ton pursiions (19. 19.. 20. 20s. 27, 28. 28a. 29. 21. and 22) sougM to imstigate the current 

rituoüon f8gmding Innovation. Spedticrlly: M a t  types of innw&tions have ben su&e~~fully 

introdud by i n d m  firrns. and what a n  the drinng forces for these innovations? What it the Ievel 

of wfeness and knowlsdge by indudy fmns about innovations for SUStPi~bilitp How many f ins  

amdy engege in research and devdopment of new ideas. concepts. and propodols for 

~ ~ i c ~ a b l ~  Whst s p M c  arstlinabiiity iniüatives am intmduced by îhr indudy? How up tMate  

i f8 the induotry fim about innoMthn pmjects. pmgrams. and research publications about imprwing 

affOrdabYi. environmental parforniance, consumer prefemnces. msourres consewrüon. and social 

in anmuniües? Mat dogmes of infiuence do industry fims exerOse over Vie intmduciion of 

uistainabiiity initiatives at various m e s  of m'denüal mmunity planning. design and development 

F i g m  18 - (Qticstion 19,198) Mort J i g n i f ~ t  innovations iatnxiuced in ment y c a n  that ddivemd a 
m e r  bowhg produet or better community eaviroamcmt to tbc coauwr & îhe Ynving forrc' for cpch 
d the innovations. 
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-)y ifmudknr CiMd hvo or mon timm an indudd in Yhe Figure 18 table. @ m @ ! e  r i  appears 

h sunmy tindiirgs in AOQsndix II.) Unfortunatdy, ws are unam to dirn whether each innoWon is 

brboduœd iridividuafly of in combination wiVt othen. lt is not lrnown whether these innovations 

~ l b  irrtrodw;sd rpdomly by various firms or if innoveüve pmducts and pradicss am unique to a 

pritiarlar gtoup Or typs of fim. FinaBy, we am unable to asautain if innovations were not listed by 

some because tney am not maiIy innovations but more a matter of regular pradice for 

îhem. 

Firsl. innovations dihg the use of recycied building msterialZ or opcmünting pndices for improved 

environmental management, rffiliration of ecological landscaping, solar-energy maximhtion or for 

iIbsourees ariser~ation are riot mentioneû. The industry in Calgary has yet to vigorously adopt 

'green' building prodices. 

Second, some of these innovations are consistent with affordabiiity and Uainability. For exampie, 

the inûod~dion of bonus m m  plans (an additiona1 m m  hi# above the garage) improves space 

u t i i i o n  Ah in  the home without incteasing the building footprint The ASH buiit in Sanic Actes is 

one example of a dernonstatlon project in Calgary, buüt according to conventional sire and lot 

dimensions but induding technologies for hproved swtainability in the home (e.0. composting toiiet, 

water dstem, sdar paneling, etc.). 

One type of innovation, the bare land condominium, is a type in which the hmeowner purchases a 
W n g  unit but sham ownership of the land on Mich the p i e d  Is situateci. The advamage of 

ernpîoying the b r s  land condominium con-pt is that the devuIopar - and evsntually the cbomrers - 
rssume the lon(pten maintenana and operating cos& of the project. for mi& it rscsives certain 

exemptions fr#n munidpal development standards and regulations. These axts a n  of cwrse paid 

by the homaowners through a yearly mmbership or c ~ r i d ~ n i u m  fee. On the other hand, these 
pcojeds could abat8 inequity among CofnmuniUes and only exacerbate the number of exdusive or 

private Cgated? ~ofmunltiuS. I3arnpies indude Baropm. PI#dis Greens and Heritage point? 

The indûence of innovation for higher density developments is a mfleaon of the general industry 

pnciice In Calgary. Most devdoopnents are mprised of lowdensity singledetached housing units. 



topit 0(demi!y h.r Id to 8 heatad debote abut the d ~ i l o u ' ~ n  of if'bâ the cornpurton of 

d.Wües in mistirig w a y  aamiunitfes. f- m o n  of de- hsr not b e n  unifomify or 
- M ~ Y  a- throu~hocd the munioprl pnning drprrtmmL4 T?w Saubs Snidy 

@.=) deîlnes delDity as the mber of dwelling uni& in a piinn 8.. Qipnrtrd in M j l k r g  par 

hraus W m. Hûwewer, the ahîaüon a( midenüai dm&y w i P  USWUY exdude: 

The four m m  ihquently cited driving forces for innovation an: 

consumer demand or prefersnas; 
innovative community design pmjeds buiit in NoRh America: 
amsumer feedback on m~wfy-finMed pmjeds: and 
impmed cost efficieriaes for business. 

The intmduction of innovation has been d&en pimariu by cornpcotion for consumer 

satisfaction and irnproved affbrdability. Govemments have Memd vety r i e ,  if any, inCt?ntiVc~ for 

ericouraging innovations for irnproving rssidential mrnunities in Calgary. 

Rie high incidence of consumer demand and pmfemnas 8s a key driver for introdudion of 

Innovations suggests that any Morts dinded towarûs the i n d m  to initiate urstainabiïi prodices 

mua olso tamet the consumer or hmekiysr. The ind~stry pampüons and pmuppotitions about 

the consewaüve naturc and pcbferecices of !!te consumer am a major canstrairrt for Iirtroducing 
SustainabMy design-itlitMMs. HOwwef, this amint a n  ôe tumd into an op~orlunity if the ris& 

and ms& associatecl wiVI inftwaüons con bs mahedly reductd, and, if pragrnaüc, ancrete 

opportunities am erseted for tesüng the consumer Hordabil'i and rsaptvay to such innovations. 

(The Perk and Wtlto-ark (1996) study did dernomlrate such market mc8ptNify fo Wainability 

featurss, M ils methadofogy has not been rsproduced nor h m  Rs findings been impiemented in any 

pmjeds in Calgary.) 



Of those firms who adualfy do dedicate funds for R&Q mod spnd leu than 3% of their operating 

and capital budgets. Only t'wu planning fimis indicated they allocate more ttian 3% on R&û 

These nurnbers am cMdenœ of the limita d e  RID ptiys in the deveiopnent of housing and 

residentfel commuiiities in Calgary. They suggest thPt Vie lurd d ~ o ~ n t  and house ôuilding 

indwtrles mcaIly unûertake Iess iibxareh and development for innovative produ& than is 

arstomanly m e d  in other sadors. This is olso confimed &y a m n t  CHBA poll wtrich reports 

îhat onty 1 in 5 buiiders in Alberta undertake astom reseatbi on the sWchaaderistks of tneir 



Urpa mikets, or condud mdt i r i t m  andlot foao gmups with viaors to their new home sales 
uid. 3n geneml, the majonty of buiidan are not uring vrrious types of maiket 

kdemWW~b56aM on a frisquerrt basis. (Ctoyton Rusorch Associates, i997:12) 

A numbar of innOV8ÜVe resardi design pmjeds, pmgnms, studia a M  demonstmüons were 
mewed by the mssrcher. A miedion of these wem induded as part of the querüonnaiia in ofder 

to measurs the degm of faminarity by industry ff m: 

Spmut - is an innovative Miter home designed to meet affordabiiity needs of Young 
families. This house design ailows the owners to make modifications to the house as their 
needs and household ske may change. 

Mordability and Cnoic8 foday (AIC-T) - üiis m r a m  was initiatecl in 1990 to enauage 
muniapaliües and private -or and non-profit builclers and developers to work CO~perativeiy 
la elirninate excesske midential regulations and to stmarnline the development appmval 
proccsses. A G T  has providecl funding for numerout demonstration projeds such as infil1 
housing on small lots, Garden Suites, stacked fourpiexes on single-family lots, suburban 
houses and more. (D'Amour, 1993) 

m t t h y  Hou- - is the mnning design in CMHC's Heatlhy Housing Design Cornpeüüon. 
This awarb-winning design is mpletely setf-suffiasnt in M e r ,  sewage, heat and eledricity. 

The Grow H o m  - wâS developed at McOill Univenrty. The design of the house addresses: 
resource consenration (land and infrastructure), 8ffofûabüity, envimnment, design effiaency 
(use of cunstnrdion rnaterials). 

R2000 Homes - was launched in the early 1980's by Natural Resources Canada to impmve 
enerpy efkiency in Canadian homes. The program m e s  information, tmining and 
education, ~atlification, and prwnotionaUmarireting assistana to homebuilders pamcipating 
in this voluntary program. 

Autonomaus Sustdnrbk Musa - is demonstrPtion pmjed IOCBfed in the W a r y -  
subutban camrnuni2y of Sanic Aabs. Key sUainabiüty feaurw of the hose indude: 
Xerisaping and native Wbs pianüng in the frorit yard; use of rscydaâ materiais for home 
constnrdion; use of 8n8rpyamcient windows and 'ecwduâs'; use of fomraldehyde-free 
nksbaards end other chefnicai-frse mleriais; grey-water mcyding; solar-panels; water- 
oolleding cistem; and a mposting toilet. 

EmriroHonu - was eSablisbed in 1991. It is a consumer education and marketing pmgrarn 
designeâ ta showcase homes mat biend higbquality design iird constmdion with innwative, 
but proven, energyaClicient and Healthy Housing feîtum. 

ktessment of Built - is a CMHC funded research pmjject mat rsviswed wer 30 
Sandanavian comrnunity design and houshg projects Wh sustainability featums. 



AppannUy dl groups are most farniliar with FU000 Hornes. mis is not sufprising; WOOO is one of 

the o#est pmgrams (initiated in the sarly 1QWs as a Federal Govemment initiative) and has 

meivcd sigMcant m o t i o n  murces. The ather initiatives quite farniliar to a signifiant proportion 

of aU msponderrts are the Heatthy House, Edgernont II, and The ' G W  Horne. 

The low Ievds of familiarity with the Autonamous Sustainable House (ASH) are surgnsing, given that 

it is a local dsmonstraüon prosecl, dtsigned by local arch i l e  Yom and Helen Ostrowski, mat has 

I I 

65 
23 
8 
3 
O 

rscsived much puMkity in Calgary and nationally. Pertiaps the higher levels of ' ~ 0 m M a t '  and 

'moderately famiiiat msponses am attributable to name recognition for the projed; and low levels of 

Fa a rwkw of by indus~y pup, rc S w y  Results ur Appeodix IIL 

h 
50 
27 
15 
3 
5 

All Group~ Combined 

n-66 

&tirnate familiarity' are because responderrts have not yd visited the site. 
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47 
13 

Z 
S 



Strfiu'nQlY. 36% d ail nrpondmts indiate they mpkmented at IeaS some of Vie Concepu and 

mees fmm the innavath rmearch design pj-,  pmgrpms, dudies and demofwations. 
Havcver, mfemnccs to m c  pcrijects and devdopnents on quedon 28a) are dissppointingly 

I Ï e d  and vague. One suspects thsi the pmfessd mannes is l i e d  (extremely) to the (few) 

Ouany and mer U.S.-&sed Neetradfional pmjeat. Only two mspondents M e  they have buiit a 
'Grow Home' in Calgary. 

3.1 .a Fmilianty with Othsr Researcfr Reports and Publiutions 

Notably. the m n d e n t t  ex&mss rurprkingly low Iev& of famiiianty with other m a r d  publications 

and technial mpaRs about housing desQn, technologies. and market trends ( s e  question 29 in 

Survey Findi-). 

The UDI group expmsed highest degrees of farnilianty with: 



fo nrmrnarlte: The fndings suggest that issues suth as market recupavity for SUainabiiÏZy, 

afbrdability, and improved environmental perfonrimce ore not adivcly mar tned and immügated 

by lhe fimis in Calgary. The UDI gmup expmsd most familiarity mth àudies about innovative site 

development and engineering standards, and assxiated çost efliciencies. AMough we would exped 

hnd dsvelopef fimis to investigale lhese issues - and indeed, UDI-Calgary has invedigatf2d these 

h e s  on behalf of the industry - the mlaüvely high levels of famiiiarity am smmhat susped. 

esQsa*ally in tigtrl of the rwsponse for item (1). Most disappointing among the Homebuilders is that 

75% inûicate no Wnilien'ty rmh item (h). CMHC's wste management and rscyding pradices 

publication. 

th8 publication frwn Scettle about midefial prefersnces for 'urban villages' - item (fi - was 

induded as a 'test' item; mpondents were W e d  to have no famiüanty with this publication. 

However, mat more than one-third (36%) of the UDI gmup indicated 'somewhat familiai' for mis item 

suggests that resutts for this parücular question am dubious. (înterestingly, at least one respondent 

from each group indicated famiiiarity with this publication.) 

3-1.9 mg- of IMumnca for fntroducing innovations for Mordability, Sustainability, and 
b%ourt rs  Coriunrtion in community projaetr 

The madw will mal hwn the Kll's (Chaptet 1) thst indusiy Rnns are only one agent in the ddivefy 

system. They oompae, deal and coopsrate mth a muftitude of uther sudoral interwts to bring 

development proposais to mition. An understanding of these vrrious agents in the delhrsry sysiem 

and their various roles in the planning, designin9 and cananiaion phases of dmlopnent would help 

to sstablish imptovsd and, arguably, mors focusad municipal poliaes and inontives for influenang 

th rdopüon of sustajnabiiîty initiathm. 



m e r ,  contml owr  the *es of the homes and lots. and the (composition) number, percentage 

and fadors. 
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Poliues and incentives dcsi~ncd to achieve sustainability in its various potenfiais and possibilities 

mwt therefom be directed towards changing the perceptions and pradices of rll agents in the 

detivcry system - no! just the developers, as it would s t e m  was the City's strategy in the Sustainable 

Suburbs Round TaMe. 

Equivalent numbers of hmekrilders and Land developers psmive thmnsehrcs to exereise modemte 

ta considerable degrses of ifluence over innovations for the diirsity of choiœ and prias for all 

incornt groups In the community. We mn thamfore infer that the roie and influence of the 

hamebuUder is more hnportrint and consequential in the Deriry System than is m o n f y  argued. if 

homebullders and deveiopers are equally mponsibie for deeiding on the types, styles and prices of 
housing, thty are jointfy msponsibie for esîabfishing the market bandinidth and diveisfty of housing 

planned and designecl into communiües. Therefoce, municipal Qdicits intended to induce innovations 

for 8ffordabiiity and sustainabiiÏty should qually be aimeci more fomfully and strstegically towards 
homebuiiders. 

Homebuilders assume the dominant position in introduang innovations for house designs and 

technoiogies for optimal tnergy and water consurnption, and for choice of construdion m8terials for 

housing. Together with planners, homebuilders mercise considemMe inOuence (relative to the other 

agents) over the introdudion of innovations for the design of housing, for homofice, second-unil 

options, and flexible designs. Therefore, administrative poliaes and regutations ~ p e ~ c a l l y  aimed ai 
housing design and constnidion - e.0. choice of materiots for embodied energy, 'mdle-to-grave' 

lifecyde asessments, recycled compunents, waste management, resoutce cunse~hg technologies, 

and ecofogicsl landsaping on private lots - should be dinaed towards the housing component of 

the Calgary industry. However, performance indicators and monitoring and evaluation proceses 
must atso be estaMished to guarantee the succesful and mgular application of policies intended to 

advance innovations. 

One-third of the Community Planners perceive that they excrOse considerable or deasive infiuence 

wer the introdudion of alternetive S t m t  design standarbs. me other industry agents indicoted lower 
îuvels of influence for mis Rem; mis m e s  as no surprise since the Attemaüve Street Design 

Standards failed to pass Cfty Counâi in Mar& of 1987. 

Cilgary has embraced and insütuüonaiized We+Tndüionat' Planning pincipies (Sustainable 

Srab- Study, Juty 1995). Tnt pdndpks are varfously riiticulated in the works of Ptter Kitz, NW 

Utmism (1996). Andm Duany and EnuMh Plattr-Zybeik. T m  Md TmwMakrhg PrUicipks 

(1991). and Puter ClRhorp. The M s t n h n  Poc(ieZfxmk (1994). b n ü a I l y .  lhis approrch or style 



A numôer of innovotive initlativs are W e d  in the Sust&~&s Sdubt M y .  mese indude5: 

innovaions for the developnent a-4 pmtss (GRAMPS), MW smet design standards. a dy- 

wide policy on affordatrle housing, and indicaton of SWinobility. Other innovations spclled out in 
the design guidefines an: community centres and neighborhood nodes mthin 400 rn of housing; 
mors pedestn'an-friendly Sm&; higher densities around the community adMty c8nt.m; bicyde paths 

in wery community: increased community partiàpolion in mmmunity planning: establishment of 

h o m m e n '  assoaaüons; incteased densities to 7 u.p.8.; garage and driveways at the rtar with 

bneways (Le. di iurage fmMrive garages): connador (Le. grid system) versus coileaor dreet 

system; use of natual systems for stomiwater management (e.g., constmded wetlands); recyding 

~PQI~WS in the house and neighbomood; business pradiccs such as waste audits, use of recyded 

materials for construction; recyding waste products; ' x+Mping l  or scological fandscaping; 

installation of technologies for water and mergy consewaüon in the home; and design of housing to 

mmdmize solar orfentation 1 Howuver, the Su-k Sububs Study doas not a d d ~  al1 of the 

f adon  atfccting the inspiration and dH&don of innovajon (Set PeW and Van Vliet, 1993): a.. it 
does no< speak to mfom or nsiniduring of the deliwry syriem qw r system of negotiations. deals. 

consumer participation, partnerships and incentives for demonstration and test, and other factors. 

Sufvey questions 5e. ?a. 2b. 2d. 4. 18 Id, 3b and 31 m m  intended to probe Me mp0ndentS about 

ttidr perceptions of the likdy succes of the polides in rchieving numemus uiban design. mident 

bhavior and ecanomic, social or rnvimnrnrntal b e n a .  n n d i ~ s  for these questions am disanred 

below. 
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T y p d F m  PriPnt 
UOI L+d 42 

Onsttiird (33%) of the UDI group. and haIf (50%) of the CHBA land developers. Homebuilders and 

Plannefs agree that the mvimnrnental policies m'II Iead to ammunities mat are mote 
emn'ronmcntally-ffiendly aird designed mth sustainabil@ features. High Ieveis of uncertainty 

expressed by al1 groups migM indicîte skeptiasrn about the pdicy outcomes or, they migM indicate a 

'maybe' position; the outcoma may depend on the administntion. The high numbers of 'unsure' 

rwponses may also rsfiect a vagueness of the pdicy or pocir famifianty with the policies and the 

intended banefits of these. 

3.2.2 Scliods and Opon Spa- Polich8 (%a Figures 25.26 & 27) 

The UDI devslopcrs and Community Plonners express higher lsvels of disagreement than agreement 
thrit the Open Spa- pdicies wiii lead to mors pfotedion of natual and envitanmentally sensitive 
amas. However, onetnird of UDI developers and Planners a b  expms agreement. m e r  industry 

gmups a n  more inâined ta a~ree: 67% of CHEA developsrs and 55% of homebuilders. Rie levels 
of unsure rrsponse migM Med ske@kism about the outme, vagueness of the policy dincb'on, or 

uncuttainty about the adminwtation. 



UDi ~dopen indMe oinmhelrning dIsogmment (Wb), whilo the CWBA. homebuildes and 

pimwfs gmps  a m o r  dividecl Lh8t th8 Sthoois and Open Spaœ Poüaes will lead to COS 

dkiendes for Vis City and tîxpayer bscsuse of mon dkient land use and wrnpad urben fon. 

The UDI nrponte probably mfiads the conam mf the aflOCÎt/on of Munidpal Roseive lands and 

the hoatd cîebate about vacant schoof sites in CPlgary. Howwer, the high Wds of unœriainty and 

dbsonance of opinion m y  M W  ignorance abou! the cost bnpliatiorts of the polky mpüons 

sinœ thesa have not yet been mpidcally tsstsd in Wgary. 



Type d F i  
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3.2.3 TnnsporWoir Policies (Sm Figun 28) 

The UDI group expresses the highest l m  of disagreement, ~ o u g h  one-mird of them egne that 

the tnnspoItation pdicies m'Il lead to alternative street design andards for dewasing capital and 

rnairrtenan~e costs. mat one-mird of the UD1 devolopers and m o n  then han of the Pianners indicate 

4tgteement is ifItW€!Sling, ~mally considering that the Street Standards Study failed to p a s  City 

Coundl in March of 1987. aher groups express higher Iwds of agreement than âiigreement; this 

rnay indicate opümism and anticipation for achieving this outame. 

3.2.4 Community Cariari and Mighborhood Nodrr Polickr (Sn Figuru a and 30) 

The SushinaMe Suburbs Study b devdoped in accordancc mth Netraditional Manning or New 

Ufbanism Prindpies. mese prinafles am supposed to make oomrnunities more people-fn'endfy and 

encourage les use of prSvate tmiugoitrtion in the commun@. The SSS is thersfore designed ta 

induce behaviour changes in mmunity midents. M i l e  dwdopers mmdn unconvinaci, ail other 
I n d m  groups expect flridiute high ieveis of a g ~ s n t )  that the Community Centres and 

Mghborhood Nodes polides to incrsase the use of etternate forms of transpartation in new 

communities. 



The policies an expaded to introduce design innovations thst am expected to encourage waliong. 

bicyding and haeased use of puMe tnW M a  grou- M m  pcssimistic that the Hodng poüaes 

will rwun in more journeys by walking, transit, ond bicycle: -mi& Of the UDI p u p ,  haIf of the 

Homsôuiiders, ond more than hrif the plrnnen d i i g m .  

WRh the ~tC8p(ion ofthe UDI. industy gmup e x p e s  highet 1ev& of rgnamen! than d W p ? f n e n t  

thrt the Hocui'ng poricies wil nrd to infnstnidure innovations foi impmMd COS dMenaes. 
Houever, one quailer of hmakYldem and community planna  d h g m  thot cosl ~ e n a e s  will 

mi. The high kvei d dirrgmma mpessed by UDI land d W o p c n  pmbobly ntlW 

-miun as a resuf! of the faifurs of the Smet Standards Study. On the other hand, deveiopers 
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I condude: in order to implement the pliaes and encourage the adoption of innavations ~ ~ e n t  

with u-n sstainability, inamtiws anâ bneîïts must be deariy articulated to the indu*. 

Unfortunataîy, no such incentives are Mered by the SusfahaM Sub- Strrdy. hior are there any 

dues as to the finanaal and mer benefits to indu* fim or to the consumer men sustPinability 

inwations are! implernented. In Wh! of the foregoing. the adem! to which the Subu- Study 

addresses the coricams and opinions of iidwtry repressntatives is something of a moot point. 

Ths smasful introduction of innovations will rsquim suppurt and adon from agents in the delivery 

system aî the levsls at which they opemte and exe- the most influence. For m g l e ,  land 

developen, pfmadly responsibie for infrostnidure anpiaœment, site-servicing and subdivision, 
tagethw with commuriity pianners and wbrn dosignars us responsibie for comrnunity design and 

planning, and can lm m e c l  to i m u œ  innavetions d th& lsvsl of desigdeveiopnerit. 

Homakrilders am rw~onsibie for house design and construdion, uid other design elements diriedecl 

8rwnd the lot, and can introduœ sustainabifity initiathtes to Lnpmve performance in these areas. 

Munidpal govemrnsnts are abo etcpeded to do their part by cOmmjtfjng m u r a s  - financial and 

tsdrnological - and by insîituting pdicies that mbrace a wstainability posture so as to induce 





- - .- .- . - 

' ~ i b ~ ~ t h d c o n a i r n m m w i l i ~ t o d i o o s r ~ ~ ~ i t y ~ u i s r ~ f g k a n ~  
opprtwdty. Hawever. Ib rscomnandsooirs anâ design ~ S s t i o c c s  have nd yet barn a f S v d y  
mpkysd In uiy dmonsbition priojsds or tommuri& pians in Caîgary. me Pwlcs and VWtowClarlr 
1- sbdy b IMCIPW fnwn CMHC Ri#icotioiis m.) ' T)ir WQuy hane Buüdecs kroddion m~ether wtVi ROay Ridge BuiId(~s CadargIbn, SLeppcr, 
SerEn~. Jlymrn. Wpehnd ud Avî b uid.itiking r pWt pmjsct in 0 0 6 ~ n  mUi Marquis, and 
m m t o r s y e k - d i o n u a a e f r u n n s w n o w i n g .  Whetherornotrscydingwill 
bscornrmlttwdiaguiurprctiesbstiB~opmqusalan. Thecaststorœydemostdthe 
~ ~ b ~ 4 d t o b e b a w s s n ~ u d ~ ,  brAprrtia'Oetingkii#eisamorrlypryingS393 
rlghtrwnn-thesamrstheywbuld hwetopaytohawolexassrnPtsriai hau ldtor  lmdfîiisits. 

mcydng of ambudm wmte b thamfore contingent on the SU- of the @lot pmje 
Vie esümtd costs of rsyding as eomporsd to hauling. (King, Sot, k. 6,1997) 

' Persanai canmunîath vvYh Ron Wilgky. Wabr Bnmn Consultants. 
' mnil cornmuniution wiUi K e v h  fmose, City d Calgary. Planning and Buading DaparIrnent ' This B b rot QchiwWe. It coritaicu anilkant items Writified by the Kll's and Survey 
Resporidents. 
Most (but nat al0 of these R e m  an innovations on& in the sense that they pro- to 'go ôack' to 
eailkr nomir of detveloprwnt that peWned in the wily 2ûm Century Canadian and Amr ian  Cilies 
and T m s .  
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4.1 Th. Four Main Plinning~s1gn0.wlopmeW Measuns 

AnodabiMy bas once again bacorne a prsocaipation of municipal administratom. They Pttempt to 

aü8ck mis concem essenüally through thsir Iimited pwen of urban devefopnent, planning and 

n9guiciüon ( a d  taxation); the focus given to dfordabiüty being the supply of housing and the capital 

and maintenana cusZs of miderttial cmmunity pmjeds. 

nius, affordabri rneasures within the sape of responsibility of the delivery system is, in the first 

insbnce, antefed on: the as& of inftoslrudure, the mcts of doing business between the 

developnent indusu)r and the &y, the cos& of maintainiw inhsbuaure and public faalities in 

communiües. Second, the rnuniapality customarity tries to negotiate land use ana and den*, and 

the developnent nqulations and rules of the game so as to m p e l  devdopers to prwide housing 

affodable to the lowest income groups without subsidy by the munidpality. This pradce, mmonly 

r8fêcred to as 'indusionary toning' or its equivalent in informal mgulatory dealings, osually involves 
quiring housing in mUple or aüached fotms and of 1-r architedurai attradjon ttian single-family 

daached units in the neighborhood. TWrd, the muniapaüty can ecrcouiage @ut seldom if mer, 
'demands' or mgulates) cos&-edvantage technologies and ibdurss in the h o m .  A fourth rneasure 
open to muniapaüties is to aüow for ' g W  or %pmUt'-typ homes, in all or seleded residential 

projscts, a measure evidently not mdely aâofled. 

The lest menüoned option strikes at Mordabiiity by oQouui~ carisumers to purcfiase a nlaZkely 

W e s t  house below the average mu- prlcs, and ovsr the years, as i n m e  gr-, to ewnd the 

house size. The third is aîso not nridely pradsd in ~ u î a ü u n  or building cades; i! usually invdves 

m e  higher initial capital cos& to be tradsddn wainst lower home-opereting and maintenance costs 

over an mîenâed period of time. The secorid Mngs m@aI cost swings to the r#t-unit charge for 

housing and, at the same tfme tries to ensure that the induStry makes a sügulated contribution to the 

prwision of housing for the lower i n m e  groups. The first om'on provides direct municipal control 



Hoccsing and community a lo fdah i  is shngly linked to land use and u-n dmiwbdwdopment 

pmdces. MOCdlbllQ b amthgent on the cspnnl m of land and InfrostNdum. for m p t e ,  it is 

sstlmated that for a l  Enear infmWudum (ma&, pim. etc.), the dm&eâ housing opion ribquires 

rporoximateiy four ümes (I) more infrosbudum psr unit W n  the duplex oqtion. @'Amour, 1993). 

Add'ionaüy, with changes to site dewlopment and engineering standards, si@fi~ant imprW8fflents 
an bs mode tcnnmrds imprwed alfotûability. (Brethour Resmrch AssoQetes. 1992: Essiambre- 
Philipsûeqadins Assoch, 1985; !BI, 1992: Marshall Maddin Monaghan, 1994) Grelest cost savings 

am a fundion Of the feducsd lot frontage, and a rgdudiorr in the rond right-of-uay is 'the single moSt 

MecZive engineering contrlkrtion tnat con &e made to ediieve infrastnidure cost effiaency 

( m 8 ~ r a d  on a per unit bas&)'. (Marshall MaWin Monaghan. 1994: 14). However. the site 

ôevelopment standards and engineen'ng-infrostrudum quiremeitts am rsguloted by municipal 

airthorities. Thersfore. msosums aimed 1 im- onMdability am contingent on Vie mfaxaüon of 

(SO called) 'srcessive and inflexibJe' muniapal planning mquiremsnts. (Energy PothwPys, 1991) A 

f ean t  tmnd has beeri the appîication of NmTrodiUorral or New Urbanism pîanning prina'ples to 

achieve these afomentiond objedives. For m p l s ,  in a 1995 compa-n of a conventional 

subufi with one designed awrifing ta New Urbanism prindples, the marches  argue 

InFrastnrdum sbndads can be l ~ r s d  by edoping a balance d efficient stmet design, 
moderately high densities &ng compact urbon forms of housing, and eost-enedive 
engineering standards. (Hygeia ConsuMng S e m ,  1995) 



4.2 Industfy Poritioning for AnordrbilRy 

Iri t 991, the rncsdian household i m e  in Calgary was $43,000. Notably, most hotuing units and 

land allocations a n  daimcd for households witti i n a m  gnater man W.000 (Mer to 
compilations for Question 11. Appedix II). M m  housing produdion and land dedicaüons a n  for 

martrets in the income range of 545,000-$59,999 and $80,00&$74,999. This indimes tfiéit a majonty 

of those who responded for Question 11 an praduang housing for market ~egfIWnts with incornes 

higfier than most of the Caigary home purchasan (houscseeicers). Tni raises the question: IS the= 

limled demand fmm lower howehold income groups or. ir dernand for housiW SO high fm upper 

incorne gmup that it amiaily absorbs virfuaUy all of the pcodudive capaaty of CmmunQ and 

housing producers? 

me SWaimbk SubMs Study ~aUs for a nsw Housing policy and prwcribes an iritedm solution: 



Naopniar 8 
CHBA trid Brar 

Intfmiüngly. haif of dl respondentr believe ttie & ~ ~ O C I  of Wodabilûy has becme batter avar the 
kst 10 yean. Homeôuüden and !he UDI gmup in peRicukr beîiew this. Planners. on the mer  

Mnd, are not so certain: 1 in 5 indicate thot the si- hos bscoriM vuorse, and onMird  have no 
opinion (or dont know). As agents who pian and design oamuniües - sspadafly with affordability 

ud 3 0 C i ~ m k  dhrersity es irnpatant uiteria - plinnefi rnight be acpeded to demondrate 

amer awateness on this issue. 



Why then did the City indude a Houu'ng Policy in the Susfsinebk Sub-s SfudI) This was asked in 

Question 10(a). Land Developers and Homebuilders say the pcimary reason is to mandate greôter 

diveisity and suppiy of housing, as fdlows: 

But, the CAy's efforts at instituting a housing poky are charaaerizeâ by industry agents as: 



Chapter 4: Housing and Community Affordability and Consumer Preferences 

and therefore 

Bcsides sug~eoüng that the housing policy wss inMutad to 'indude social housing'. 'pmduce 8 mon 

balanced mix of housing options' and 'produce a more uniform mix of sociwecanomic dases', the 

Planners and other consultan-s feel it was adopted because: 

4.2.2 lndustry InitWhs for lmproved Affordrbili 

Figurt S4 - (Quertion 8) Rcrpondcotr' position on the foiiorring rtrtcmcnt: 

AI this tirne md@r fhe nearfi~ure. there is linle or nothing the indusrs, iwvcon or shodd 
do ro bring a morio @or&ble wmmainiry and houting prodvcr onro ihe ma~kef- 

All five resgondent groups are divided on this issue. However, a significant proportion of the UDI 

group (greater than haff) and the planners disagree: v k ,  the industry çan (or should) take further 

In Question 8(a), Land Developers and HomebuiMers variousfy suggest introduang changes in the 

delivery system to reduce maintenance requimments; pmduce more efficient infmstrudure; achieve 

higher density; modify road standards and design criteria; 'provide quality without lots of expensive 



4.2.3 Municipal Policias or Inwntives for Impmvd Anordaôility 

itnprove pmcedng ümes for developmerrt a p p a i ;  
intrPduca new or revised Street de$gn(construction standards; 
introduce al!ernativ&revised lotlsite seniking standards; and 
reduce deve lopment l~ment  charges & taxes. 



1 1 1 1 4  

RduœaxdTaxRoi ie f l  1 1 2 1 1 3 
1 
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CI .h  inandva. br dawlopd  1 1 
1 

bmdy Bonw Sysmrn - Grwor omn grœ andior oorrrriunity iraiRy( 
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Mandate a Greater Mix of Housang Types and Aitordable Uni6 f 3 
Indudo provirions lbr aClbfûabio howinp in inrnr d.vakpnwnts 1 i 

Raquiro doauatm wpply/gmatmr mx of hournp typos1 2 2 

T w  further observations migM be made. tt is intsresting to note that a h &  ail of the suggestions 

mede by industry agents caU for a relûxation or rsduction in municipal planning mgulation and oontrol. 
This implies that most munidpal govsmment cmtmls are primarily negative in their iwuence on 

afbrdabiiity; the municipal administrators exereise the grsatest influence on airbing and slom'ng the 

et which development occurs M e r  than pcomating it. Second, a signifiant proportion of the 

sug~estions (56 out of 93) cal1 for some change to planning and developnent standards. Quite 

dearty, the most sr'gul5ca/if amfhhts imposed on the devdopmenthousing industry for imprwing 

Mordabiiity are the enginæn'ng-i-dure and urban design standards useâ to rugulate 



Moca than hal(58%) of dl rc~pondents sgne: hûwever a signifiant proportion are unsure: 1 in 5 

Homekiüdem and 1 in 3 @mnnecs and CHBA davslopn. ) is nu2 suWsing that the indu* does 

not deüver a mors affotdabk housinq produd ta the consumer: more than haif agree Viat they 

a ~ ~ y  WWy an adequate proportion. On the mer haM. one has to wonder how those 

respondents who ara unsure am be expaaed to advance ~ o r d a W i .  Wdhout - prrsumably - fim 
knowing the situation of affordability. and W o u (  Mng fiuniliarwith the mount of Nordable pmdud 

ainantly provided to the consumer (see rrsponscs, Fqum 33. in sedon 4 2 1  above) how can 
indusUy qents adopt changes to im- the *hiation? Pe-p affordabiii irnplies only those 

consumers largeteci by the currsrit marketing and profit aqedaüorrs of the industry. 





ulrri. 

Aorr l o l  

M fivs gmups are diviâed as to wtiether the Housing pdkies will irnpmve atlordabifity; amaugh there 
is a grader tendency !O disagret than ta agree. Highest agreement is expressed among the 

Homeôuilders. A significant proportion of al1 five respondent gmups, however, are unsure. Again, 

this spread of opinion rnay be attributable to the vaguwms of the p r i e s  in achieving affardability or 

bscswe impmving affordabiiüy is believed to be more contingent on mduodhdaxcd standards and 

mducsd assessment charges* 

m p t  for the UDI gmup, Fgufe 32 indicotes th* most mpondents have a higher tendency to agree 

Uun dhsgm: 2û% disogrw, 26% are unsure, 54% agm. This is imeredng. giMn mat in Rgum 39 

(Question 3c). the mspondem tended to not egme mat the housing poiiaes will lead to imprwed 

atbrdabüity. How can ülese pliaes bs thougM to produca mors indusive communities (viz. diveme 

~~0 .8conomic  groups) mthout impming the afhdabiüty of housing? 



38% disagne, 25% are unsurs, and 37% agres that the 

Tmnsportation powes will result in deasased cas& for slrsas and madways. The strongest 

disagreement from UDI is no surprise, given Council's mjadion of the Alternative Stmt Oesign 

Standads in h f c h  1997, just 3 rnonths eaftier than the present Sunrey. Hovuever, one in four a g m ,  
and one in four are unsure. Interesüngly, planners eupress the highesl levei of agreement (50%). 

the spread of opinion among and behveen al1 groups is surprlsing in üght of City Council's decision to 

piace a five-year moratorium on the issue of sbeet standards. 

4.4 Consumer P m ~ r e ~  and Market Studies 

Conventional market reseamh inâicates tne first order prefmncs for new housbs4skers is a single- 

fPmily detacheci home located in a nsw sukrrb furthsr out towards the city l'uni&. (Angus Reid, 1995) 

This sarne mearch a b  indicotes soma wiliingnes by oonsurnm to andder putchashg homes 

with envimental feaUres. Atcording to Angus Reid, the mod impoRlnt energy/envlmnmental 

fimitutes sougM by potential homeornieris am: more windows (78%) and insulation (75%). 

Fewer mention Mer conservation appTinc8s arid fbdums (4896). ofMerit @Ming (48%). cornputer- 

coritrr,üed air -ange= (30%). and the u# of rscydable buMing materiais (21 A). 

While conventional market TesBarch shows that amsumers are amenaHe to csrtafn environmental 

and resource conswing tctehnologie-s4, mort Sudles do not lesr the commema mceptivüy abna a 



T h m  rschnt M i e s  have mployed this ettemative methad. lhey appear to demonsbae that the 

~ n ~ ~ m s r  is wiitrng to rnake %ad- when pnsented with a 'package' of sustainabiiity and/or 

Pnordability dioicas. Rie first, by Bnthour Research Associaes (1992) in Ottawa-Cartcton set out to 

q~rnüfy poterrtial fnarkbt aaptance and damand for ADS wemative Oevdoptnent Standafdsl]. 

This survey reveaied that consumes who are intemed in the swings to be actiieved by 

hglsmentiw one of the ADS mgorients - 4.0. lot width - ers also iriterested in the SVings t0 bê 

Ut~ked by inwrporating &i of the AOS çarnponents (the total package). The study alsa found that: 

63.4 % of the mspondents indicate that envimnmental mmuniües were important or 
adnmely important 

88% of f i n d e r i t s  interuted in singfe-detached homes say they are ükdy or erdtemdy 
llkely to pureirase an ADS single. 

7t% of mspondents intemsled in o tmmhorne indicated intent 10 punhase an AûS home. 

A second study - mod complete for it;r 'conjoint' mahodolqy - wos amduded by the Ssotlle Ofke 

of Management and Planning (Hanfs, et. al.. 1995). 8 sa out to detemine the trPd- people 

wûuld malte Sthey cannd have aii the things t h y  want in a ho- and a neighbomood. nie findingt 

mmed that 

the physkal imprwemmts, mning changes. and design standads proposad for W e ' s  
urbîn viilages wifl suktantially intrs8se the mdivsness of crty multifarnily 
~ h b o r h o o d s  and wiil thcraby contribute ta the rr#st important substantive goals of growth 
management. (lbid., p.1) 



third. most ment study. turial out by Pals  and Won-Clark (1996) Ln Calgary, aH out to test 

Wategics and opportunioes for testing consumer preferences prior to Nanning and constnidion. 

Sk major findings fmm the PerksrWlon-Chrk sudy wre tsed in Survey Question 23 to detennine 
the extent to which they are ansistent with the l m  indm's  experiene, and whether or not 

Indusby agents do market research with m i a r  intent. This question was aiso indudeâ ta inforni and 

educate the Survey respondents about mis particular study and the alernaüve market researeh 

appmaaes demonstated by it. (Refer to Question 23 in Findings, Appendix II) 

Key Findings fmm Perks and WiltonClark 
Study (19961 
A v u l  me- of m s ~ d n t s  WOU@ d&nAely droose 
the pdtag8 d 8 susîW,ebrüoy and m s - m g  

Findings from the Prasent S u m y  

Interestjngly, 8 '  say this finâing 1s not conristent wfth 
thar experiericq howumer, 72% also indiGrted they do - 

b8tures h? the home 
A vast melonty of mspondents sbwrgly f m r  u package 
of 3 mwt and kt îb8tures - rrducdd stm wn~. 

not tmt for t)im prsfmncas. 
Half the rmpondents agrss mtfi this finding, dthough 
only 43% u i d  thsy test for these fsaturss. 

ti8l unit option for awn houss 
A stgnmCant rnapnly of mspondbnts wou# f r w  
partr;ap+ting in the Y b d  en# pknnrirg of thsr 

, m m u n d y  and house deuqn 
A rn- of m s m n t s  fsvour a mrnuniï)irkvd. 
naghborhoud kvd f '  and semb & m g  

Riat ovu 50% suggest they t&t this is sus- givsn 
tho oniy mant dœign expsrirnant with 8 gfid strsa 
pdwll is McKaruie Tonino. 

prdefsnw, and-only onahird test for it - 

Stnkngly, this nnding is coni[rrned by half of the 
mpondmts for th* quesüorr (and mott do nat test for it). 

Intwsrtingl y, threoquartefs #y it is consitt6nt, W l e  the 
urne n u m b  do not test for it One is forcd to wonder 

A krg. mejonty f a w  the Moa of 8 m m  mm (m 

Because the response rates varied for these questions - f m  a high of 53/66 to a low of 44/86 - 

h w  they can ôe $0 m i n ?  
While mis finding is n d  Cfjn~irtOnt wth most 

these findings from Question 23 in the prssent Survey annot be rsportecî statisb'cally. Nonetheles, 
il is important 10 note that half the rsspondents indiatad eonsistency for altemative shet designs 

and grsater participation in the front-end planning of the community and houswlesign. 



r 

Chapter 4: Houshg and Community Affordabiiity and Consumer Preferences 

The wcm*hemng nqphdty aqesed regardin~ mon compact urban fom is not surprising, given 

the industry's position about higher densfties and Neu-f radilional Planning concepts. ResQo~es for 

this qucrstion appear to bo faiily consistent wiVi the spread and polarkation of the industry on spamc 

urban development issues. 

condusions to be dmwn on mis asped of the Survey are preserrted in Chapter 6. 

An overwhelming majority of the UDI developen disagree - more than haIf of them strongly - that the 

Housing policies will produce marketing and selling advanta~es. Most of the piannen also diMgree. 

Interestingly. a large proportion of homebuilders and CHBA developers are unsure; perhaps these 

A90 
CHBA Lmd w 

gmups are more candid about their slate of knowledge nagerding consumer merences for higher 

densilies, more compact developments. and innoveüve house desi0ns. On the uther hand, 

17 
17 

developers and pianners may be more assertive beceuse of the suppositions they have about 

emding development patterns and community design prinaplw. To what Qdent the cmsumefs 

rasidenüal fmfemncas are contingent on the community festum and mmuni ty  design over house- 

design chaices are also a matter for further investigation. 

m i l e  a majodty of the UDI gmup disagm. 34% are unsure or agme that the Housing policies will 

resutt increased maricetability and saleability of the community. Althouoh 45% of pîanners agree, a 

signficant pmporüon (30%) an unsure. The other gmups cire a b  d M e d  and wlh h m  kvals of 



Rsfsmng to Fium 44, levels of agreement am low for mast land deveiopors and homeôuilders, but a 

signiticant number of planners agm. On the other hand, a signifiant pmporaon of dl r e n d e n t 5  - 
8sp~Wty  arnong homebuilders and pîannm - ors unsum. 

FiQum 45 show mat an owrwhehning majority of UDl devdogsrs d h g m  that HousÏng polides will 

ked to communities which orih mors m n s i v e  10 market reaiBîes and buyer eonsidentions. Other 

appear divided. Interestingly, a signiRCaR1 proportian of horneûu~Mers (35%) und uirnniuw 

pieniMrs (30%) agree. Do they know somahing thot the lrnd devolopen are ovsrlooking? 



PI- 46 - (QU& SI) Tbc Eovirwmc~ltai fracr Pd&& Lid t~ k d  m u t "  and 
i t l c r b i l i t y o f t b e c o m m o n i t y u l a I ~ ~ k p ~ r r i t h ~ q i u i f t i e r  

Wh- 1 O 
Dliigrw 33 

Wb sec in F i u n  48 that B e s  is no stated .grmement fmm the UM gmup; tmttNrds disa~m. The 

oSher four groupcr am dividsd. Intsmn@y, han the C H ~  gmup, anaquartet d homebuikfers, and 

3Q% of piannen agme. Mile industy poritloni~ on thir hsua a p p e n  onsistent wi(h other 

qwstions about the marketing and sakability advantsgss of cunmunlties, the lwd of disagrsament 
nd umrtainty mong plannefs am mWat b r ,  and thdr levai af agmmrit on thb prrtiaJar 
irais ir grmater; 4 out of 10 plrnneo appannüy tend to b e k e  Vi.1 or unique snvironmental 

quditiss wd9 groduce markcürig richrantages or oppartwiitisi. 





rought to invesügate tha pmant situation mgarding a nmhr  of opeobing anâ m~mmerrtal 

In d the hModcal delaterious imprcl+ of indaal rdiiny. and in nrponso to sustainable 

bbpnent.  cwpomtions Md busin- are undsr conJdMoble public scnRiny and prsssum to 

the envimnrneMI pfformance and suslainobiMy of Meir opeoting padiceSces -W. 
1995; Porter and van der Linde. 1990: liinitch and Sckaltegger. 1895; Jackson 1996) AS a m k  
Canadian corpotations have deveiopeâ strategies for improviig ocpanizatjonrl aipadti~ and lheir 

positionhg vis a vis Sustainable Developnent and 'environmental performance'. 

A m m o n  strategy arnong the piivate &or invdvm the fomulation of emhanmental management 

fmadices and operating procedutes for rnonitorfng, sreiuating, and obvisb'ng achrsrst em*ronmental 

hpads (e.9.. lhompson and van 8akel. 1995; Jackson, 1086; Cascio, Woodside and Mitchell. 1996; 

Thompson. 1995). This approach invokes the irnplementslion of tools as part of a compmhensive 

tystem for environmental management. Thes toois may ba applied singiy or in combination, but 

Wey am most Medive M e n  applied as part of a complute Environmental Managemenl System 

Environmental Policy Statements 
Strategic Environmental Impact Assessments (SEM'S) and Sttategic Planning 
Environmentai Audits (EA's) 
ErivironrnentaJ Impact Assessrnentr (Eh's) 
Environmental Performanca Indicators 
Environmental Reporting 
Aceouriting Systems 
Pmdod and Tachndogy Assassments (PATA'S) 
Life Cycle Assemen! (KA)  and Lifecyde Costirig 
Risk Management 
Orgenizational Saudure and DecMoMaking 
Eâuatiori and Training 

The pm8nt disamiion does not offer a ddtailed examinrition of thes4 1001s; an ownhw mn be 
found in a fsw key sou- e.g. Thompson (1986). Riompson and van Bakd (1895); Cescio et. al. 

(1Oge). and Perks, Biikhu and Thompson (1996). 

In Canada, the Canadian Sandarûs AssocMon (Cm) Is the lead prwnoter d EMS and hm alreaây 

management systems, staicetiolder involvsment and risû asesment. The CSA ugdating pmcuss 



Question 28 asksd respondents to rate nine fadon that wouid likely influence - or have infiuenced 

their dscisions to make their products and pradicss mom mmnmentaüy-fn'endiy. (Refer to 

Apmndix II for cornpiete findings.) The four mosf YIflumW &dm tsported were: 

Senior or muniapal uovemment rsgulations and standards are incieasingly 
wuin'ng better environmental management ptadices in the industry; 
They can avoiâ or lower the risk of fines and liabilities relative to our products or 
pradi-COS; 
8etter envimnmental management/SUStblinabiîii pradces improve Cofporate 
image, and therefore help consolidate market share: and 
Adopting envimnrnefltaUswtainabiiii pracüces can give firms a ~ofnpeütive 
advantage. 

W e  Piannen rrrsponses are geriemlly consisterit with the other indu* agents, they idenüfied one 

additional fador as somewhat more infïusnüal: 

Environmental managment/sustainabiîii pmdices will play a part in anücipating 
and reducing environmental Unpaàs that am generally associated with the 
indas2ly. 



All Responderrtt 
yes 

Pefcent 
27 



For the mst  put. M üeuelopets (only 10 out of 18 mpmdeâ) do not have dearty arliculrteâ and 
publidzed envhmmW poky stetements. fhe most commonty dled ruspm is ta undsrlake 

Phase I E n v i r o m  Asasments; howuver, thme are rlmost aha* for 'grssrifield' 

sites. Thersfom. the snvirwimentol pct iœs am not reaüy 'sttotegic'; M y  do not antia'pate and 

pwad adverse hpa& of devdopment nar âo they cake adon to mitigatt the 

environmental hpWs af dûvdopment me. Only one raspondent stated they undertakt regular 

moniton'ng and reporting on developmerit sites. T w  other nsspondents suggested they corisider 

envilonmental issues in devalornent projeds and are 'serisitive to the retention of natural aümdive 

faatums desirable in a new community.' 

Int0restingiy, nane of the f8sponses indicate adon bay~nd muniapal requirements. Obviousiy the 

indu* h m  not yet maqnized or unleashed the potenüal for ecanomic and compeütive opportuniües 
frwn improved environmerital management and performance. 

The five planner responses wem Iifnited to empîoying one's 'orni insights and metnoris of design and 

developmeM; Wrig as much organit materials as possibleo; 'design based on ecological integrity'; 

and 'Inmporating as many sUainabîe d-n featurss mthout resutting in a time consuming 
epproval p m 8 s m  One cannot help but wonder abcuit the integrity of the afRrmutiw m n s e s  
providecl fw quesüon 24 (1.0. fimis W n g  an smdmmmW pol i ) .  



A signifiant majonty (80%) of integrated fim (Le. triose who engage in fend deveiogment and 
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howûuiiding) inslall water-effiaent toilets, l d w  stiowar heads and aerators, and highef?iaency 
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k k s u w n g  that vmy feu numben of fimu p e o n  nguiar wste audits and seleci appUsnc8s wlth 

the lowest EneGuide label. If the lower EnsrGuide Iabd trortsiates into higher capital as& for the 

builder, and subsequentiy the consumer, mis might be one rnanation. Moment towards lowcost 

spec homes (from question 19) also supports this andusion. In addition, the industry is very 

cornpaütive and is presentiy experiencing considerable amounts of growtti in Calgary; these demands 

for wnstnicüowfiaency and deadlines for finistied-produds likely tanslate into decisions focussecl 

strfdty on p f i ~ g e t i t i v f m ? ~ S .  On the dtier hand, if M n  a choiœ, consumen rnay be wiiiing t0 

pay siightiy higher initial capital - if informed abut the relative officiendes of appliance 

tschnobgies; but opportuniües for the consumer to make such choices are appaferitly not offered in 

the Calgary market. 

Pdlcy E.1 'encourages' buikîers to ensurs that dl n w  buildings o n  audited for construetfon MSte, 

kn this is not a mandatory requimerrt; the loosc wording of the pdicy doubtless translates into 

d i i  and indifferent application of the policy. The irregular perfomance of waste audB also points 

ta an inconsistent or weak implementaüon of EMS in the industry. 

5.5 familiuity with Guidelines and Tmhniqur for lmproving Emrimnmental 
Parformance and Product Qurlity ( R a  to Appmndix II for Gmup Comprrisons) 

Quesüon 25 saught to test industry uwarmess about guidelines and techniques for hpmving 

emrfmmerrtal petformance and pmduct quaBty. Resporidenb wem &ad to indicate Vieir leveî of 

mvarensss about 7 environmental management gwdeliries and tools. 



One item in this question tests the Sntegrity' of responses: this is the 'UU Principies for 

Ertvironrnentally Responsible DevdopmeM, an intemal policy document not available at the time of 

the Survey for indu* sauüny. Intemngly, resgondents frorn all gmup (though flot ail 
mspondents) indicated some level of awareness for this item. fherefore, the ovewi3ll results for mis 
question are likely somewtiat skewed and, therefore. not enu'rely accurate. It seems fair to infer mat 

mpnses for ail quesüons are exaggecated to indicate greater farniliarity than is adually the case. 

A few obsewations wanant disasion.  First, Homebuikfers and Planners am more familiar with ISO 

Guidelines for Quality Management than ttie ather grpup. Given that Homebuildes are responsibfe 

for construction processes and pradices. th& is probably true. However, the relatively higher levels 

of familiarijr expressed by planneis are certain& not tied to their profesional training or sbke in the 

constniaion grocess; it is therefore open to question. Second. ~ n d  more interesting, is the relaüvely 

higher Iweb of awareness about Environmental Audits, Lifecyde Costing. and Waste Audits. High 

8warsness about these issues are pmbaôiy atlributable to the recent interest about them as a r'ësun 
af the Round Table pnxass. Waste Audb am aisa specdietj by pdicy El in the SrCstarirable 

Subur6s Study. Interestingfy, none of these management pradces was cited in Fiure 49 (Quesüon 

25) abave as part of the standard environmentai operating procedures of fim. 

5.6 Propensity for Impmved Surtainability Pnctices and Resources Conservation 

The ~ustaUlabCe S u b e  Sudy pdiaes and design guidelines are intended to achieve certain 

rssourcu ~riS8tvation objschves such as redueing wste and reduang water and enefgy 

eonsumpüan. Question 5 in the Survey sought to irtveWgate industry opinions about whether or not 
the policy would adrieve these. 



Whib all groups appear divided that the Environmental Issues polides will resuCt in reduced waste 

materials during land devdopment and building constnidion, agreement is highest among the UDI 

gmup and PlmnefS. InteWngly, haif of the HomebuiMers disagree, anâ 45% are unsure. mat 
plannefs am obviously more certain and oplimisüc than the homebuilders, raises the question: why 

are the planners more knowledgeable aiid pragmatic about this issue? 

AU gmups tend to agme that the Environmental Issues poliaes will resuit in reduced water 

corrsurnpüon in the house and in the City; two-thirds of ail respondents express agreement for both of 

these issues. 

OveraU, agreement is not as high for recycfing and reduceâ energy consumption; however, aU gmups 

6xc6pt UDI are more indined to agm than disagrse. Interestingly, levels of uncertainty are higher 

about rsduced energy consurnpüon than mcyâing among the CHBA gmup and planners. 

It is also significant that a rnajonty of planners (nearty twtWWs) agm that the ErMmnmental Issues 
policies wiU lead to reduced energy consumpion and thmequarters believe they will lead to 

i~=teased recyding. Evidently, the pianners ara more enthusiastic than any m e r  gmup on these 

issues: they express the highest levels of agreement about thm. 







CI,apter 6: ConcIusions and InIOmnces Ibr the CÎIgaty DeIhrery System 

A numbsr of fedm contrlbute to the s i c m  *rd mglüvity wpmseâ by a @nitican( propoiüon 

of lndusly rgerits. Fia th Round T a M  pmmss did not have rdquate pulidpation and input 

fmm IKMlebUildem and homebuyefs. The disaffection mtn the process is confirmd by the ex!ent of 

dbmiMUon of Uie policy document. not to mention the inidequacies of the definition of 
SWainability as seen by a signifiant proportion of the mndents. Second, thefe is a lack of 

mnutnu about the specific issues addrrrsed by the policy. For example. then is a rnispefception 

about the situaüon of affoidak'iity in Calgary and the intendeci affordability benef& of the 

Susfahbk SubufBs Stuby. Thid, the (assurned) oost savings and market advantages of the policy 

-rie poorfy invesügated by aie municipal administration. Fourth, the policy fails to offer industrj 

incentives for implementing thau, policias: and similady, no sandoru for resisüng thern. Finally. the 

effective force of the policies is refiected in the timidity of the language by which a good nurnkrr of 

the policies and design guidelines are framed. Possibilities for enforcing the policy are undermined 

by la& of tirnelines, phase-in periods, and sandions when industry agents h u e  or fait to 
Impiement. 

The lndustry offen a number of reasons why the Round Table process and the piicy document d u  
not achieve a fair and considerate balance of interes& among el1 stakeholders. First, the Round 

Tabis proce~s was manipulateâ to pmducet an antidpaed outcorne. Secund, the m n d e n t s  tend 

to bslieve that the palides will iead ta the design and detvelopmsnt of comrnunities that imitate 

McKsnzie Tomie; Ne+Traditional wiVi New England urbon foim idioms. fhird, municipal 

administraton either oppose! the polkks, or am not fu~ly comrnitteû to ensuring the sucœssfi~l 
appiication of thern. Fourth, the costs of the pdia'e~ m m  mt anticipatecl or demoristtated to 

impmve the situation of affordaMlity. Fiith, the policies do not encourage sushinability in 

WablWied neighbxhoods. Sixth, i! b rrgued that -mer interests w m  not mpresented. 
Fïnally, the policy is poorfy opentionalked. 

mus, in Calgary the insütuüonriliration of urben sustainability h a  yielded very limited approval. The 

industiy is skepücal and uncertain about me ôeneffts and market riscsptivity of sustainability ch0iCeS 

and preferences. A l  the =me tirne, the indu- is qui& to ad* an antagoriistic position mthout 



The m j d o n  of the ABemüw Sbsa Standerids Studjr was a dear a n a l  to the industry about the 

City3 lad< of support and cornmitment to swlainabiiity in Calgary. A fad. it lies in the face of dl 

the susl;iinability goals and polides developed in the Study document WRhout altering the 

' e x ~ v e m  muniapal madway and site development standards, the industry m n o t  achieve the 

higher densities called for in the Sustainable Suburbs Study. Evidsnce of the ongoing density 

deMe also appears in the M&apore 111 Com3nunrity #an whem poliaes for residentiel density of 

17.3 wiits per gros developaMe hsdare (7.0 uge) anâ veriety of dmlling uni& mer than single 

detacfied are quafifiecl by a caveat statîng 

Fumer refinements to Viese policies, as -11 as wiys  of athieving these objedives. will k 
edded pumuant 10 the ncrdings of the joint CityRIOl Stuây aimed at dsveloping 
knpiementation slrategies to ectiieve the SuàelnaMe Sukrrtlc Study objedives. (p.11) 

Furthemon, tne Cfty has *Il not prspared an AffordoMe nousinq Poficy or finafiaad its sustainability 

indiCators for es2ablWIing comparathte bamline duta and for monitoring the merits of sustelnability 

(nitietives in new ammuniües- The argument offed  by Ih. Phning Department is that then are 
cunwilly no communiües to monitor. so than b no h u y  to m u -  thu fndi~om. M a p s  the ma1 
m n  for not risleasing the indiaitom inf- b to ivoid pub~ic M n y .  



rUaQ d m  innovation - for affordabilily and wsûainaMiii. not just Iuxury - rlso warrants 
riudy. The intmdudlon of innovrüons for improved sustainabiiidy and envimnmcintsl paf'fofmanC8. 
such as 'green krildlng' pnaius am not madily apparent in Calgary. The ma-ng and 

pmdudivity pdvantt~tr of iiitmdudng such innovations süll main  sornewhat of an underaxploited 

oppftunity. 

me pressrit Study indiCatee 2hat msearcii and development expnditurss play a very limited role in 

the marketing strategies of land deveiopment and housing fim. Lsvsls of k n d q e  and 

awareriess about innovaüve proje-, prograrns, studies and demonsbations are very low amorig 

indusby agemts. One tan infer from this that industry fim do not aahrely update their knawledge 
men about rsPdily available, and widely promotsd CMHC programs and marchdesign pmjeds. 

The la& of rnunicipally-prornated demonstration projects in Calgary, a lack of ecological-design 

culture and pmf8SS/onal expertise, and a system of incentives for innovations to impmve urban 

sustainability further contribute to the pmblem. (See for e.g.. Perks and Van Vliet, 1993) Pehap 

the most effeaive m e g y  for raising awareness, testfng the me& of econorni~îogica~sOdai 

initiatives, and heighteninq support for innovations is to undertake a publiopnvate dernonstration 

ProW. 

The housing polides do IMe to attack the probiern of affordabili. Policies aimed at diversifying 

housing types and socio-ecxnomic mix of population in a community are presently ineffedive at 

improving the availability of howing for tow to mid household incorne gmups. Moreover, the Policy 

does not presaibe proporüons of land and housing units expeded to be a partfcular type and 

intsnsity; ttiemby propagating the existing industry pradics of diversifying single-farniiy lot 
dimensions to sPtlsfy diveisity. çtrlder requirements for phasing of hous&ypes and variant m u b  

family f o m  earty-an in Ule development wouiâ likely satisfy the diversity and affotdabiiity aiteria. 

The Swtainabie Suburbs Stuly policies e x p s  only pious hopes regardhg affordability; and, 

ind88d. they may well worsen the situation. Innovations for sustainability are also nat readily 

apparent in Calgary. While the Calgary Home Builders Association is armntly undertaking a 

wcling study, its mlts and pcopensity for widespread rscyding initiatives a m  the Howing 

kidustry is not yet evident The Nw-Traditional design precep~~ employed in McKenzie Towlre have 

limited h o p  for duplication in Caigary; its absorptjon rates am bwtw than wtiat land developen are 

experieircing mth othet communiües in Cal~ary and, Oeneral reçeptivity arnong the industry is 
limited. 
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uitmatives, the prsservaüon and constnidion of aRificial wetlands are treated as marketing and 

Lmty amenity feahres in upscate mmunities. For exampie. the weüand in the s u M i i o n  of 

Bridîewood is touted as a 'natual and virtualty unspoiied &and amenw, sumunded by housing 

and lots priced between $150,000 and $2W,000. (King, Sat., Oc&. 4,1997). Another example is the 

estaMished ammunity of Edgemont. The second innovation is ln8 aeation of Homeorniers 

AssoCWons. m i l e  the Cfty can (and in piaa?s has) devolve maintenance responsibil'ies to the 

community, the Associations can m e  (and soms am bcaming) a way for -ng on higher per 

un# capital and operaürig cos& to housesssksrs in ssardi of upicale or 'gated' communiües. 

Thrnsfom, these tm, initiatnces can in some siûmüms adually w m n  the afforâability ingredient to 

sudainability, even though they rnay improve it fmm the peispedive of the municipality. 

That the Susfarirable Suburbs Stody has not been wefl teceived by a Sr'gnIïTixW proportion of 

Housing Delivery agents, espeûally by land developers, does not mean sustainability poliaes and 

mces mus& be aitogether abanâoned. M e r ,  the Delivery System agents must wark harder to 

develop innovative solutions to advanœ urban sustainabiiity in Calgary. n r e e  categories of 

innovation that could possibly achieve desirable mits  are: innovations that redefine pfoâud and 

produdion; those that define rnar)tets arid marketing; and those that redefine mles and 

msponsibiliües, (Vredenburg and Westley, 1994) For exampie, one fim is already attempting to 

position &if to capture a niche market and introâuce innovations for irnproved environmental 

perfomance and sustainability in Calgary. Lincolnberg Homes is constnrding an EnviroHome in 

Hidden Valley and estimates that 50 will be buitt in Calgary. Among the benefa these homes offer 

am 'deaner air, more recycled matenais. better heat conservation, less offigassing o f  potentially 

hamiful chemicak, and better air cirarlation.' (King. Sat, Feb. 14,1998) 

6.3 Ragulation and the Market 

Indicstry rieadion to the Sustainable Suburbs Study is based on a long s2anding (and somewhat 

embitlered) experienœ with a 'challenge and msponse' type development approvals system, in 

wtiich innovations are tieavily regulated and constrained by municipal regulatory pmcesses and 

urbn developrnent standards. Changes mu& be nsgotiated among a div- ange of inter- 

muniapal departmen& (each with individual agendas and interiests) and themfore, do not always 

come about. A ment  example is the poliüciration and mjecüon of the Alternative Street Standards 

Study by City Coundl in M a M  1997, 

Taôîed at the Canadian Horne BuMers' Csocidon's annual conference is a rrport about 

nguiatory pmblems rslathg to innovative mng idm. Acçording to John K e ~ r d ,  bief  
opfaüng officer of the CHBA, this r a p t  'points out that Mile builders am trying to be innovative or 

uncunvenüonal in housing designs, they are eoiutantly running up against a regulatory system that 



mates abstadas.' Regulatoiy obstades have a negative eff- on çalfcontained rssidenax! 

dedgned and engin- to oprate independent of municipal water or elednc sewices and risaCViy 

house$, for people mth alhrgies. (Hope, Sat, Feb. 7, 1998) mus, the Homebuilding industry has 

al- m u n  attadcing 'rigid' mguiations fmm a susbinability front, 

Aceording to Porter and van der Linde (1995). Prinaples of mgulatory design that will pmmote 

innovation, resource produdivity, and competitivenes are: 

~ o n o ~ s , n d ~ s  
E i i a d ~ ~ ~ / a x ~  
Rsgu(eteasdoseto~endussraspWtai,  /,&encouragurgupsbemsoI~n~. 
mpky PIi- psriods. 
Use met i.%wtiws 
HamKMcar ar comtwgtl regulatrons in assochW 158Ms. 
Ma&e Ihe reguiaiwyproarssmore StabIs andpl9didable. 
Req- Mu* m p a f i o n  rir s8tting standards h m  the beço'nning, 
Lbvelop Scrong technkaî capabrZib;es among regufatom 
MhUrrize the time and ressrrrr=es amsumed in the mguiatory proces fieIf 

(Michael E. Porter and CIaas van der Linde, 1995) 

Ria the Sustahabk, Suôuibs Study does not saüsfy a single one of these aiteria' refleds the 

inexpenena and la& of expertise among muniapal poficyrnakers for fomulaüng environmental 

rsgulations. To date, muniapal auttiorities have esîablistied the urban development and 

engineering-infrastnidure standards, müi little flexibility, and lirnited opportunity for &ange. 

However, irnproved sustainability requires gmater cooperaüon and consensus between public and 

mate agenaes uith a stake in the outcorne of planning processes. This means mat inaeased 
consumer participation in the front-end planning of cornmunities and housing is also required: a 

change opgosite to the e-ng indwty pradices and trends mgarding 'spec' housing. 

6.4 Environmental Management Practiws (EMS) 

While the SustaurabCe Subi#& Study askt the industry to adopt sorne EMS pradices such as m e  

audits, it does not prescribe the implemmtaüon of a cornpiete systern of corporate environmental 

management. Also, them is no q u i m e n t  ü18t dweloprs and homebuilders use a chedrlist or do 

impad studies. (Per)u, Bilknu, mompson, 1996: 80) 

At the present time ansideration for environmental concsms does not fom an important part of the 

management philosomy for a SiQniffcant proportion of the industry. Existing environmental praafces 

are not really 'strategic'; they do net adk@a& and -id adverse impads of development pjeds: 

nor do they tak8 ôcüon to mRfgate the environmental impacts of developrnent pmjeds. The degree 

to which effective EMS predices can offer cornpetitive cast and market advantages in this sedor 

has not yet been adequately researcheâ. 
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6.5 Amas for Fumer Study 

A mmbr of q u d o m  thPd e n w p d  during th& Mastefs -me ProNa fernain unanswend. and 

are o m  to fumer investigotkn. Fur example, Why does the industry not pmpart subdivision plans 
to indude grsater proportions of attached f m  of tio~sing? To what extent do planning and 

designiftg cornmunities, and residential erivironments, meet the incorne-affotdability and housing 

needs of al1 market segments in Calgary? To Mat extent do community pians and designs ref ed 

g e m f  socio-economic mridiüons, ttenâs in demographics, gsneral .employment chamderistjcs, 
househoid types and nssds, ecological pressures and constraints, tedinoiogical evoluüons, and 

consumes' lifestyle pfefefenCeS? What kind of EMS for land development and housebuilding firms 

muld be developed? What types of environmental quality considefations should be antiapated and 

strategically addressed by the development i n d m  Men building new subdivisions? 

Further research about the cost implications of impiementing the sustainability plicies and design 

guidelines are neeâed to appease the industry and begin a new dialogue for finding new ways of 

reducing the COS& of municipal inftastnidure. An investigation of consumer preferences for 

attemative urban design and development standards, and the trade-offs consumers (at leasî in 

specific housing markets) are willing to make for advancing urban susbinabiiity would help to design 

and plan communitiw that are tailored to meet specific pferences and choices of hocsesôekers in 

Calgary. 

6.5 Cancluding Remarks 
While a paradigm shift has ocwrred in policy, it has yet to materialue in pradice. The limited 

receptivity for the Sustariable Suburbs Study is evidence that it is still too early to institutionalue 

C i e  sustainability policies and design guidelines. Moreover, the la& of welCaeveioped 

performance standards for improving çocia~nomioecoiogical conditions in Calgary retards the 

operaüonalizaüon and speafiuîy with which solutions for advancing sustainability can be proposeâ. 

However, the present situation can be improved by developing innovative policies and pradices. 

'Innovstion is aided by bmaking down baniers in order to mconceptuafire produd, mar)tet and 

organization. A context for innovation is one Mere otganitational adors am brought together in 

partnerstiips and new combinations.' (Vmdenburp and Westley, 1991) The Sushiriable Suburbs 

Round Table could have laid the foundation for developing grnater intersectotal anâ community 

support - among public and p W  rganch and mw homobuyen and City of Calgary 

midant8 - for culüvating and fortifying interibst in swtainabiiity initiatives. Unfortunately, a poor 

vision, cirwmsuibed participatory prooem, and lpds of convidion to follow through with 

sustainability goals has led to a watered domi policy which has becorne simply another regulatory 

requirement for development approval. 
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Altenidive an J Sltstnitinbk Horrsiqq: Sit irnt ioii artit 
Challctiges for t h  Dclivtry Syslrir~ iii C d p r y  

Researcher: Murad Shivji (M,B.Deç. Candidate) 

You are invited to participate in a study dral ing w i lh  thc 
planning-designing and bui lding of residcntial conimuni t i~s in 
Calgary. The participants in the study inclitde dcvclopmcnt 
firnis, homebuildcrs, arcliiiects, and planning consultatits. 

Please take the time to read this page and to understand any 
accompanying information. I f  you would like more detail nbrmt 
something mentioncd here, or information nd incliidcd, plcase 
direct your questions to the rcsearcher. 

The purpose is to inquire about industry perceptions and 
investigate current practiccs in the ptaiining-dcsigning and 
bui lding of  residential communities in Calgary. Spccific 
refctcnce is made to the Sustnirrtible Slrbrrrfrs Strrdy. Ttic 
questionnaire has five (5) sections: 

1. Sustainable Suburbs 
2. lnnovation in the Housing and Development lndust r y  
3. The Market: Consumer Prekrences for Sust;iinihility 

k a t  ures 
4. Business Fractices and the Environmcnt 
5. Innovative Projecb for Sustainable Community Design 

A l l  information you provide will be kcpt strictly confidentid. 
Only general conclusions and interpretations by  rcspondents w i l l  
be revcaled in the final rescarch report. I f  nny quotes are uscd, 
thcy w i l l  not be attributed to individuals. Six monihs after the 
conclusion of the pnjject, al l  data w i l l  be dest royed. 

Your participation in this project w i l l  provide useful information 
to the industry and the planning au t horit ics rcsporisitilc. lot 
prodiicing and administering policics, aiid rcl;iiliitiiig thc 
planning, designing, and construction of rcsicic.nti;il coinn\itnilics 

and housing in Calgary (with possible wider application to the 
dcveloptncnt industry in Canada). This study w i l l  give you an 
opportriiiity to Ihink about the possible implications of the 
Siist(~ittnblc Sitbrrhs Study and innovative approaches to housing 
and community planning and design. 

I t  should take approximately 30 to  40 minutes to complete the 
qucstionnaire. The qucstionnaire w i l l  be mailed to you, lollowed 
by r\ phone cal1 from the researcher. You w i l l  be provided w i th  a 
postage paid rcti irn envelopc so that the questionnaire can be 
m a i l ~ d  bnïk to  the resenrcher at: 

c /o Murad Shivji 
The IC-tcillty of l invironmental Design 
The University of Calgary 
2500 University Drivc W .  
T2N 1N2 
I'h# 220-6997, Pax# 2û4-4399 

Your dccision to complcte and return this questionnaire w i l l  be 
interprcted as an indication of your consent to participate. In n o  
way dcwis this waive your legal rights nor  mlease the 
invcst igators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal 
and professional respunsibilities. Your participation should be 
as inlormcd as your initial consent, so you should feel free t o  ask 
for clarification ar ncw information throughout your 
participaiion. I f  you have lurthcr questions, please contact 
Murad Shivji a l  293-0373 or 220-6997. Ynu rnay also contact the 
Local Arca I<csc.;irch Ethics Cornmittee and ask for Dr. Richard 
Rcvcl iil 220-3622. 

Murad Shivji, - 
Itcsca rc hcr 
1:aciilly of linvironnicntal Design 



SURVEY QUE!H"IONNAIRE, JULY 1997 

SUSTAINABLE COMUNI TY DESICN AND DEYELOPMENT 
INDUSTRY PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES 

Picar indicatc the type OC won< your Company engages 
in: (check OR ns mnny a3 i r e  applicable): 

- lad dcvtlopmcnt - urban design 

single-fmily hoBebuilding - liousc design 

ammunity planning - subdivision planning 

mgincering n w k d  m r c h  

consirudion mulîi-unit building 

uchilbdure dhcr 

Plcase indicatc your eitlc and position or arcr of' 
rcsponribility within the company you rcprcscnt: 

llow long hns your company ben involvcd in planning, 
dcsigning or building of midentid cornmunitin (or 
housing) in Calgaty? 

0-2 years 11-15 ycur___ 
3-5 y a r s  16-20 ycars 
6-10 yrs 21-25 y ~ a r ~  
a BEC 

Plcasc indkatc how mrny pcnona arc (or will bc) 
Jircctly cmployed by your Tirn in the pcriod Januamy- 
Octobcr 30, 1997 (including idminbtralive, mnnagctial, 
designers, sales, marketing, accounting,ttc.): 

Full-lirnc pcrsonncl: 

Part-he personnel: l 







New conununities musf be uywible ufachieving a minimum cleruiry o/ 7 u p ,  provide a wide choice of housing î p s ,  provide 
rilleqwte choke of a#or&bte housittg, atd f i u s  rnulfi-fiamily housitg taear cnmtnuniîy cet~tres, neighborhd naies, 
recreatioml areas, other public ammities, a d  be chse lu t ru r~ i t  stops. 

Please indicate your level of agreemenVdisagreernent with the following statements. 

The llousing policier w l  r d (  in: 

(a) Rcducad cads of public inFras(niclurt for homcbuyers 

(b) Morcjouniys to worlr, dc. by walldng, transit, or bicyclc 

(c) I n c m a d  pffordabiliîy of housing 

(d) More choia of housing for pcmplc of di ffcrcnt houschold 
î y p ,  inoomc Icvels r d  agc grwps in itic ncigliborhood 

(c) I n c d  marlccbôiliîy and saltability of housing 

(0 I n c m d  dctobil i ty and salcabili~y of the conimuriity 

(g) Incmad mtisfaction of oonsumcrs and thtir pmfe'erences 

(h) Cammunititr which rrc more rtbponsivt to maikd realiiies 
and buycr ansidcrations 

(i) Innovations in infiastnrcturc designs and technologies for 
improvd clficiencics and rcduced mairitcnaiicc cosis 









8. wArCorûability" t dmcd to in the Sustainable Subwrbs Study, and the industry ir urgd to idvancc 
affodibility. Pleise indicatc your position on the following statcmcnt: 

At this tirnc ancl for the ncar future, then is M e  or nothing rhc rndusrry Itseifcan or should do to brins a 
nwwc affordable community and housing product onto (he markd 

Sîrongly Disagrec 1 2 3 4 5 Simngly Agnt - No Opinion 

an. IC you mpondcd 1 or 2 ibove, what codlthe deveIopncnt indusfty do to delivcr a more iffordiMc community and 
housing onto the market? 

9. Whmt would be the kcy niunicipcrl policies or inccntiva that would have to bc put in place (or changcd) ta hdp the 
industry play a grnater part in ichicving improvcd afl'ordibility. 

10. To whrt entent do yoo i g m  or disagm that the industry provides "an odequote ch& of low lo medium income 
houslng" in the planning and design of nm communities? 

Strongly Disape 1 2 3 4 5 Stmngly A g a  - No Opinion 

10i. l fyou rnswered 4 or 5 ibove, why do you think the City includcd a housing policy (H.3) Cor low to medium income 
houaing in new cornmunitics? 



I 1. In yo i r  prtscnt businas plans and marketing stratcgy, what proportion OF your tdd hmsingp&Hor, m&ur 
d~~cIopmentplaas are dcdicited to supplying housing (owncnhip or rentat) for the following household income 
catcgoncr: (HOME BUILDERS PLEASE FILL IN TOTAL PERCENT OF HOUSING UNïïS. DEVELOPERS AND 
CONSULTANTS PLEASE FILL M PERCENT OF LAND DEDICATED TO HOUSING.) 

HouslCCdd lricamc mfcgarics: 

(a) S lO,Oûû-Sl9,9!N 

(ô) $20,000-$29,999 

(c) S30,OOOISJ 4,999 

(d) SJS,000-$59,999 

(e) %0,000-s74,999 

(f) $75,000$120,000 

(g) Ovtr $120,000 

94 of land &&cd to hiousing ir, 

12. Ovcr the hat 10 yu- the average real income of  households ha8 dccrcascd or, at k t ,  reniaincd stable At  the 
rame t i ac  constmction costa, propcrty taration, assessrnent charge8 and othtr  n l a t d  costa ofdevdopmcnt and housing 
con~truetion have incrcrscd. ln your opinion, has the situation o f  "ifforâability" in Calgary bceomc b a r n  or wme in 
this period? 

M e r  Worsc Don'e Know - No Opinion 

121. JCyou rnswcrcd bmm, what have bctn the 3 most important factors ofdcvelopmcnt and housing production 
(inde~cndcnt o f  more favorable interut  rates in rcccnt ycars) that impmvcd rfforâability? 



13. What do you tbink w m  the main masons why the joint proposab OC UDI and The Planning and Buildinl 
Department on Alternatiw S M  Desi'n Stattdarcls w e n  ipprovcd by City Council? 

The Su~laimbIe Suburbs Siut& outlines a new "Hicrirchy or Plans" designecl to establish a more c o o p t i v e  process betwan 
deve lop ,  builders and the City, and to "simpliFy. speed up and improve the Community Plan preparation process". Such 
improvemcnts m l d  conceivably include more effective input From potentiel homebuyers and cornmunity groups in the planning 
and designing of new wmmunities. 

Pleue idkate  your opinion regarding the following staternents: 

The City's len Community Plan Procas will... 

(b) kad Io bdtcr input of puôlic and cartsumcr intcttsts in t hc 
plan~ng&ign phase of nm rcsidcntial cornmunilies 

(c) dd to the asîomary cosls of doing business 

(d) kad io impravad ovcrall emrironmcnîal and sus&inablc 
qualitics of new midential cornmunitics in Calgary 

(e) p&& oppominitia to citpcdment wiih altemalive site 
dcvclopmcnt &andards for affordablc and sustainable 
communjties 







20. Docr yout Cirm bave a dcri~natcd budgtl catcgoy and acîiviiy Tor Rcrcrreh and Devdopmat (RBD)? 

21. THIS QUESVON IS FOR RESPONDENTS WHO DESIGN OR BUILD HOMES. 

('ô) Inslrill high-prfiomumce windowd - low-E cualings, incil gas fllls, and 2 
insulotedfime and edge mmponcnts - instead of amvcntiond ones. 

Plcast indicatt bow oftcn you practict the activilics listcâ bclow. 

(c) Pcrfionn qptu wask audits - ketping track of whar gocs into ~he 
W B ~ C  bins ai your wrk sites wcr a period of timc. 

(a) Whcn selac(in8 windows, choom fixai windawE wiih an ER Ming 
d+2, and oprablt winâows wilh an ER rating of -1 1 or bctkr. 

(d) lnsloll water-eflclent (low volume) ioilcts over convenlio~l loilcts in 
the homes you dtsign or ôuild. 

None of 
fhe dtne 

I 2 

(e) 1115(11ll IowfloW h w c r  hcads 8d low-jlow aerators 10 f a m s  in the 2 
homa you design or build. 

(g) IndaIl more criergy eflclent awnpad fluonsant lighls insîead of 
srandard iimswhanîs Cor tht homes you b i g n  or build. 

(h) Whm choosin~ amng variair applialwxs for homes, sclecîing 
appliamns wilh Ihc lowest Encffiuidc label. 

1 (i) Insîall solorprmclling for heaîing lhc honw you design or build 2 







Section D. Business Pnctices and ihe Environment 

24. Docr your fim have i n  environmental poliçy or ~tandard opcrating procedure that considen cnvimnneatal 
concerna? 

- Don't Know No - ycs - No Opinion 

24a. If  ycc, plcise sunmarize the main points (OR pleasc enclose i copy 01 the policy document) 

25. How would you mtc your familiirity with the roltowing guidelines and techniques for impmving a comprny% 
environmental pcdonnance and produci quality? 

ISO 90 Ouidcliricr - for q d i t y  management 

ISO l4ûûû Ouidcllm - f i  tnvliwumntal management 

C l d i a n  Sîaidardr Associaljm (CSA 2750-94) - 
A Volunîary Environmcnlal Jblanagcmcni Systcm 

Urban Lurd Inairute (ULI) - Principles for Environmcntal l y 
Rtsponsiblc Dtvelopment 

Enviroruntnial Auclils 

Lifacyck M i n g  

Waste Audits 



26. A w u ~ I ~ ~  th14 your orgrniartion h or will be conridering rdopling (or hir ilrudy adopted) burificri prncticea for 
maliing your prduct(a) und opcrating practicca more cnvironmcntally-fritnlly. Plcasc r i t e  the tollowirg b c t o n  lhrt 
would liheb infience (or have influci~crd) your business dccisions. 

Fi- and kndin~  idh~tions requin or likc to sec 
environmental ooiisidtrations in our business plans. 

Environma#rl n u r u g c m e i r ~ ~ n a M I i ~  pmdiccs will play 
a part in anticipahg and rcducing cmironmcnîal impacts thal 
an (gtncnlly) ossocialcd with wr induslry. 

Adopling bctta tinrironmtntal pradiœs can givt us a 
oompditivt obnntagc by raising bamers io cniry for ncw 
ampetitm. 

W t r  environmental ma~gcmcnt anâ sustainable design 
practices arc r innd thai our compctiiors are adop(ing. 

Consumen trrpaà us and out pduct s  to bt mort 
"cnMronmcnlally-rfltndly" or mœt aidainabîc devclopment 
goals. 



Section E. Innovative Projecb for Sustainable Community Design 

27. A numbcr of govemmcn~il and mon-pvcrnmcntil agencia have bccn capcrimcnting nith innovrtivc produc(r, 
daigna, and ctiadards for improving the quality, ihrdability, and environmentil pcdormince of housing. Pkase 
indicatc your degrcc of f'amiliirity with the following innovation and rcscarch-design rtudier, projntr or prograna: 

28. ffave you implementeâ mny conccpti, idem or design pmceiccs listcd in question 27 in any of your midcntial 
communitits o r  housebuilding projccts? 

yw, Many- Ycs, Somc of ihem No, Nonc 

28r. ICyou rcrpondcd Ycs, bricfly dcscribc whai idca(s) you uscd and which projccülocaliaa it wis  used: 
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 

SUSTNNABLE COMMUNm DESIGN AND ONELOPMENT 
lNOUSTRY PERCEP77ONS AND PRACTEES 

Th. p w c î  wu fundd in part by UDI Calgay (me U r b ~  ûewlopmem Innmita) and the City 
of algary Pknning and Building Dapartment. Support was a i s  provided by CHBA (The Calgary 
Home Builden Association). The author thanks these orpanizations for their iniüal and continued 
Support in meking this project a success. This sunrey WOU@ not have been p s i M e  without the help 
and ooopemtion of UDI, me City of Calgary Planning and Building Department, and CHBA. 

CHBA land Devetopem 
HomeBuilders 
Communrty Pbnners 
m e r  Urbîn Consultants 
Total 

Type of Fim 
UDI Land Deveiopen 

Fimis seledeci for the suivey questionnaire came h m  rnemborship Iists obtained from the two major 
indudry ~ a ü o n s ,  UDI and CHBA. Fumer, UMn and Regional Planning consultants were taken 
fmm the Tdw Yellow Pages for Calgary. 

Çrcquency Percent 
12 1 18 

The questionnaire wss organkd in five seàions: 

1.SustaiirableSUb~s 
2 Innovation in the Housing and Developnent lndwtry 
3. The Market: Cwumer Pmfefenas for Sustsinabiiity Feotures 
4. Business Praaices and the Envitonment 
5. Innovative Prioj8d.s for Suslainable Community k s g n  

This data complotion and mqmnse summary fonom the same order and r i  the suivey questions 
mat wefe addnssed by the rwpondents. if y w  wish to mri, your comrnanb or suggestions 
about the rumy n ~ u l b  or format oî this document, p l m u  do not hesitate to contact the 
author. Any hdpful somment$, cnticisms, or ~omrnendatïons will ba appnciated. 
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Survey Section A - Sustainable Suburbs 
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~ s t m g ~ u i r y n c n r ~  must & r'niegmîed intu nw commnities d buil1 o p  F e  nnrri bc Ztxu~ed, 
SrrCr md ctmjiped zo amte pdaces Ihm ate/uncn'ollQI, Me,  flenenbIe d j ~ m  a linked open -ce 
systcm, J o i r r t / M  urc &es b I ; d  Oc l&uteà in ptaxjmity to t k  wmmnity ceme or neighborhood 
nodrs, a i ~ ~ ' t r ~ t l t e a n d c l a v r ~ d q y u p e d o ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ c e s  

4.2 The Scbodr rad Opcn Sprn polKia dl mult in: 

~ 6 0 ~ 1 ~  Agrse  15 11 2S 1 10 1 16 
Cornmunity Plannen Sborigiy w r s a  11 11 O O 6 
n-18 m m  28 P 6 31 39 

Urmm 20 33 39 38 4 
33 33 33 SS 11 

l~aonql~ Agree 
r 
CHBA Land Davdopen [~aongiy Dingroe 
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-panda II: S u ~ y  Findings 
Houslng 

Q9 The housing p o ü e k  rin rcr& in: 
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1 

Typ. of finn 

UD1 Land Davelopen 
n-12 

CH- U n d  Deveiopers 
n-6 

Homebuilden 
~ 2 0  

I 

Coiwminity Pbnnen 
n-18 

Othar U M n  Consultrntr 
n-1 O 
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Qwrtlorr 3 

Strwigiy Dirigrme 
Dirgree 
Unw8 

Strwigly Agme 
Sinxigiy Oiugria 
Oirgree 
Unus 

rom 
Stnmgly Agme 
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4l- 
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D'mgr- 
Urure 
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-dix II: Suny Findingr 
me Sus2ainabk Suburbs Round Table Pmcess 

Qé. By and lyC tbe Siptiinabk Siiburbr Round Tabk b d  dequate participation and input from: 

Sborigly Pgm 
Homebuilden Stongly Ongrœ 

s m t y  M m  
I 

Otfitr Ufban Consultants Sbociqly û o g r œ  

f )  Oth.n hiving "rdequate puticiprtion and input kr th. S u s t a i ~ b h  
Subuhs Round trbk (199445)" 

Copyright (O 1998 Murad Shivjï 

ReattoWReaI Estate lndustry 
Frequency ) Opinion 

1 

2 1 Disagme 



Type of F i  
UUI l m d  

Q7r If you rtsponded Strongly D û q r a  or Dïsagree to question 7 (ir that the Sustainable Subvrbs &dy 
acbicved a fGr and coasideratt b i lana of oll hterests - current and potentid homeamen. Ilad 
devclopers, homebuilden, the City municipal depirtmenu, privite consult.nt~), p k w  crpl.in: 

- mer Urbui Drrîgree 
Comumm AOl- 

No Opinion 

Und Cbveloperr and Homebuilden 

30 
50 
20 

The most fmquently Qted reason by devalopan is that the Sustainable Suburbs Study fails to represent 
consumer preferenœs and 'maricet realities': 

Conmm was eupressed about dmsity mquirad by Sustairnbie Suburbs: 

ûtbf masons for disagtesmerit indude: 

A smdl land ddwbpsr (50 ecnts) COnW be expedeâ to develop under the seme guidelines as a 
oompeny hoMing a sAe msisting of 400 acres w m. 

CoWright 0 1998 Murad Shivji 



7ha rslssk nwka was (snd is) mt Plib;lmad mugh. ThrHslbrs the müi'al homeownef is led into 
buyhg bas8d on rs-sait? irrlbmration g k n  to them by an uninIbmied maRwOT The ma#ors an? exbemely 
OomntionaI. (This respondent feît that the real estate industry was under-repnsented in the process.) 

Community Plannem 

More than the other groups, Cornmunity Planners presented explanations for disagreement that touch 
on the policy pmcess. Respondents suggested that the process did not adequately represent the 
intem~t~ of nonhumen tesidents, potential homebuyen, and some design professionals. However, 
one tespondent stated mat: 

# p u  haw a Bir and mnsiderafe balance of al interne jau usually have a wateried down, Mgue 
pari thet you newr mally know Ryou'm adiiewng anything. 

Conœm over the implementation and operationalkation of the policy was expressed: 

The p-ss breaks domi going h m  the ü?eoty 'Sustainable Subutbs" to poiicyfimpkmentatjon 
(-un@ plans) 

One nspondent exptessed disagreement because: 

The two mspondenîs both suggesteâ mat the Sustainable Subuhs policies must be accepted by 
consumers as a matter of chois, not irnpressed upon them: 

Copyright cb 1998 Murad Shivji 



II: S w q  F indings lu 

QA uARordabilityw L n f e d  to in the ,cudinobIc lPvburbs Jk&, and the indwty is q d  to rdvlace 
inordabüity. Pluv indicate your position on the following statemcnt: 

Q8r If you responckd Strmgjy D i s a p e  or Disagrce for question 8, wbit could b e  dmdopmiit do 
to deliver a more rfïordable community and housing onto the market? 

Land D.velopen and Homebuilderr 

Recornmendationr made by mspondents indude: reduœ maintenance requiremants; produce more 
efl?cient hfmsüucbire; achieve hîgher dans% modify road standards and design aiteria; 'provide 
quality without lots of expnsive extrasu; 'reduœ lot prias thrwgh sire and access and dadication'; 
wid work wiü~ mwiicipalities to provide Mordable houshg. 

b v e l o p ~ ~  and hombuilden pr-w innovations in community design and subdivision so that: 

Community Plrnnen and ûther Uiban Consultrnts 

Pbtmen suggestions Ibr inductry efforts ai improving âffûdabiiii are: achieve higher development 
d ~ s i t y ,  mduœ fmtures and amanities, n d u œ  quality, Mucu street pavement widths in bal streets, 
mucil sbs of houses. build fuithet out to dea'8asr land o~sts ,  offer a Ader variety of housing options. 
plan afbfdabk hwsing h mnar city ~ f n m ~ i i t i e ~  that alnedy have adequatt, kvels of public services 
and amenities, and ensuring a higher kvel of public participation for developing more choice. 

C o m h t  iO 1898 Murad Shivji 



Q9. What couid be tbe key munidpd pdicie or inaotivrr thrt would have to k put in plra (or chmged) 
to belp the iadustry play 8 m p Ü  in achicwg irnproved diordability? 
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A g p d u  II: Sufuey Findings I L  

QlO. To what extent do you agne or  ditape thn the indu* provida uun udèqume choiçc of IW !O 

d m  tieanic Itousirrg" in tbe p l d g  and drrigning of new communiticr? 

QlOr If you ulnered Agrce or Strongly A g m  for question 10, why do you tbink the City inchdeci a 
houring policy (HJ) for low to medium incorne housing in ner communitia? 

U n d  Developers and Homebuilden 

The primary reason ated for the City's housing policy is to mandate greater divenity and supply of 
housing for lower incorne gmups in residentiai eornmunities: 

They want evsry mmmuniiy fo have fhe seme mix of low to hi@ i m m e  housing 

The City's efforts a instituting a housing policy a n  characterizad as: 

CôpyfQM @ 1988 Murad Shivji 



anâ thamfore, 'Law îo medium incorne housing is provided city wide - but n0t always in al1 
communitiesD. 

Some mspondants suggestad thst the indu- provides affordabk housing indepandent of the policy 
-rue 

0 t h  r w o n s  provided for the institution of the housing policy indude: 

Community Planneri and Other Consultants 

Besides suggesüng that the housing policy was instituted to 'indude social housing'. 'prodoce a more 
M a n d  rnk of housing options' and 'produce a more uniform m k  of seOo-eamomic dasses', mis 
group feels it was adopted because: 

C0WrlgM @ 1098 Murad Shivji 



Qll. Ii your bruinas pians .iid marketing struegy, whit proportion of your mal hwsing 
mdh am&r h d q m u n t  plonz ue dediutcd to mpplying houring (ornurhip or  MU) for the 
foflowing boosthold h a m e  catqories: 
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Q12r If you iiisrered bma, wbat have k e n  the 3 mort important factors of developrnent and housing 
production (incimendent of more favorable inte- rues in reçrnt y t m )  thac irnproved affordability? 

AH gmups except Other Urban ConsuRants prwided respanses for this question. Responses were cornbined for 
al1 resgondents. Key factors identified by the respondents are ranked by frequency of occurrence. 

I 1. Incnased cornpetition (in the indr 
Z Production of smallei homes 
3. Srnallar or runowaf lot sirar 
4. lrnproved efficiency in produdion and within firms. 
5. Lower/Stabie labo?, materiais, and construdion costs. 
6- Higher densities and more mubfamily housing produdion. 
7. Greater supply and diversity of producüBetter produd 

design. 
8. Consumer confidence (in Calgary econorny, etc) 
8. Lowered profit margins by developem and builders 

omfs: (only one r s s p o ~  cifed) 
SatelBe communities 
Mer pubiic tmsportation 
Clossr amenities 
CMHC policies fegardirig first time buyers 
Abundant land supply has kept lot cos& quitable 

  or B*, agitg and equity growth have impmved affordability 
The a place we have @rmved Mordability has besn in enerpy consurnpion and redoced wastage by 
@ng altemotive building pmducls - i.0. composite materials m e r  Vian nw wood (K-3 or MDF board or 
fingsr-joined wood) 
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Alternative S m 1  Design Standads 

Q13- Wbrt do yoli think were the main -us why the joint propos& of UDI and the Planning and 
bdduy Depir<mcot ~ ~ A k o t i v e  &- DcPgn SIm&ards were ipproved by City Cound? 

City auricil nat willing to take the time to ocplore tutal affematives fully. 
Percepîion that development industry invotvment inappropriate 
Timing - unusually bad weather with heavy snowfall (and snow nmoval complaints) and bad PR. which gave 
public the irn-on that the new standafds would make things worse. 
Opinion of the vocal minority. 
Foois in govemment 
poorly deflned and understood objectives of administration and development industry; Le. was the goal cost 
son'ngs or improved streetsçape or b t h  
Jack of unanimous support from development industry 
City Couneil took an adversarial appt'oach to the industry's initiation 
UDl was not consistent with their support and endorsement 
6enefrts did not outweigh costs 
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-1ULIS I L  Y Y e  r r j  . ..-..-- 
me CommunHy Design and Planning Pmcess 
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Typ. of F h  
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O 
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6 
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17 
O 
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31 
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13 
O 
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Land Otveiopen Only 
Eneounging 

Discauragirig 
No Opinion 1 
No Impact 

Percent 
33 

Oisçounging 
No Opinion 

Land Developen and Homebuilden 

56 
11 

Most developers nmain pessimistic that the Community Pian Pmcess w'll enaurage innovation. 
Homver, respondents who expressed optimism, suggest the new process: %il1 alert developen to 
consumer attitudes and changing preferences'; provide 'marketable feedback from the end-usef; and 
'speed things up ovenll'. One homebuilder suggested that innovation would occur because: 

d b 

As indu* perceives an envrlronrnent m p t i v e  to new rirnovstion and opportunity, it WIN respond 
p~sr'tively fo such a pusjtjve envriPnment. 

Reasons why the process ~ i l l  discourage innovation are: 

the Sustainable Subuttas criteria am fixed: 

flannihg DepMWefIt is stwk on 8 ffxed lsmpiate or design as lo Mat al/ new axnmunities should look 
Ilke. 

Th. po(icy ûoes not aâdnss changes ta eximing developmont standards and ngulrüons: 

Omar  community involvrmrnt in th prouss will krd to dehyr and ascalata CO-: 

An inclusive pmeut wil bdng about community opposition to change 
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Community Plrnmn and Oth.r Consultants 

In addition, opporhrnities for innovation are foreseen because 

Piannefs and consultants who believe innomfion wiil not occur. suggest 

Municipal administrators a n  not cornminad to change: 
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AppœWa II: Surwy Findings 
M n i n g  Sustainabk Communitiès 

Q16. P tbe of Calgary's &finition of Y ~ a b l e  community* idquite? - D o e  it include al1 o f  w h t  
you kght indiide for planning, bignhg,  rnd building s d n i b l e  communities in Cdga y? 

Q 1 6 ~  If you ~ l l t ~ e d  NO, whaf wodd you add to the definition? 

UDl and CHBA Land Developen 

Responses were very limited. The only suggestions made by UDI land developers were that the 
definition should indude some iaferenca to the market and consumer preferenœs. and rcquiraments 
for recyding. One respondent indicated the definition is too broad and does not need elaboration. 

CHBA land devekpen had nothing mare to add except that the definition should inciude some 
mferance to flexibility and sue of development projects. 

One respondent stated that 

Homabuilden 

Homebuilden presenthd mont specific mcommendaüons: tne aoncept of lifecyde casting; Mme. 
m n t y ,  and 'sense' d community; and provisions for old as well as new communities to share the 
cos* of development and growth in urban rnuniupalities. 

One mspon&nt suggested the definition is aonüadidory mless weigMing favors either fiscal or s~cial 
aiteria for sustainable mrnrnunities. Anolher argued that Susianable Suburbs %Il be hindered' 
u n l a  

Community Plrnnen and M e r  Urbrn Consubnts 

The Plannefs abgether would like to see additional considentions embodiet in the sustainability 
concept mil and omce (business). transportaüon. evolution over time. beauW. uiban design and 



Only Iwo nspausr wem mœiwd h m  mer mnsuhnts: 'sustainable developrnent implîes seif- 
d a a c y  but üm wwd 'minimÏze8 does n&; and, ocommunitias must promote neighboudiness and 
-8 of omrnhip $0 thpt t h y  a n  flour*hœ. 

Q17. h yoa hme (ma) 8 cow o f  the City's Srnuinable Suburbs Stody? 
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Survey Secüon B - innovation in me nousing aiiu YCVSIW~I~ISI IL  . I I W Y ~ U  J 

Outside M.D.S. gaining strength and will offer alternative land development opportuniües 
ln$rained attitudes of developers and builders - afraid to try a new ideas 
lnertia in the industry and engineering, tfansponetion departmem. 
The City Planning Department, devdopers, builders, planning consultants, consumers 
Lock of regional planning 
Weattier - i.e. snow and snow removal 
bno-n~b 10 the  nt and Mure changes to the danographie of Calgary and al1 Canadian Ciües 
Uni-City Concept -the eontinued suburbPn expansion g m h  fom is not compatiMe with innovation. 
=ety 
Wbility 
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Appondndix II: Surwy Çindings 23 
19. wh.t M the most rignifiunt innovations thrt your compioy hm intioduced in recmt y u n  that 
delivered a better h o d g  produd or kttrr community environment to the conrumu? 
1% What would you rry w u  th impchu or 'drMiig forcem for uch  of the innovations you Wed? 

me 3 mosi lteqmntfy dted M .  Ibress for intmdudng innovations am: 
1. Consumer demand or prsfemn- 
2. Innovative m u n i t y  design pmjsds krill in North Amsrka 
3. Consumer fesdback on one or mom of your pfeviously-firiished pmjeds. 

RI8 kest mfefred to tbces are: (1) Municipal or senior Qovemment programslinurnüves; (2) UDI. ULI. 
CHBA or FCM advi~ry or m a r t h  documents; and (3) Municipal bylaws, polides. procedures. or provincial 
quletion. 
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M a  H: Survry Findinga 24 
20. Does pur  firm have i desigrmtcd badge! atcgory and aain'ty for Rerurcb and Dcvtlopment (R&D)? 

Ma. If you respondtd Ycr, pkuc inditate tbe percentige (Yb) of moud gross eirprnditum - opcratiag and 
upitd - dcdicated to RBD: 

m p s n  No 
CHBA Luid Yw 
m m  No 
Homm Yœ 

No 
Ckn't Knaw 

Çommuniîy Ym 
Pbnnws No 

Don? Know 
ahu Urbui Yœ 
Conuilhntr No 

Type of Fin 
UOI Lnd 0.6-1 .O% 

83 
33 
67 
11 
04 
5 
24 
71 
8 
25 
7: 

~ l o p e r c  *-.Tc.' 
HomeBirniders M1.596 

1.1-3.0% 

B a -  - -7' 
Commun~y 1.13.0% 
Plamerr 3.16.0Y 

More th8n 6.0% w u  .- -: -- 
û î h r  Urban 0.&1 .O% 
Conwitom m-a. L. ::.-. * 
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- -  - 

Type of Fm Percent 
' CHBA Cuid ~ o m e  of me nme 20 

Type of Firm Pertent 
' cnm m d  ~ o m e  of me ~ m 8  J go 

All of the time 20 
I 

Home8uiiders None of the time 2% 
AI of tne üme 20 

HorneButlders None of the time 37 
%me of the time 
HJI  of the time 
Mort of time 

C) ïnstaii Iow-jlow showa tua& and lm-flm aerarors 

Type of F i n  1 Ptrcem 
CHBA m a  Some of me urne ( 20 

Type of F i i  Percent 
CHBA LÎnd Some of 8m urne 20 

Al of üw time 20 
HomeBuildm Narie dthe tirne 26 

Haif of me time 
Mort of- time 





&plrida II: SuiMy Finaiflgl - 

Survey Section C - Consumer Preferences for Sustaina bility Features 

23. A rdection of hdings h m  the T h g  Coruuiw Rfoaai>iiy are lirted W w .  Arc these findings 
~ ~ d m t  rith yoar Crpcnmct? Do your market midies "test' for these prefuenca? 

Percent t l  
- - -  - 

r 

Yes 

Conafsbnt wfth your 
upfimœ? 

- -- - 

Percent 
18 

Do you diwt such 
preferencss? 

percent - -  I I I  
(c) A nugority of rtjponaènts mnrld want a second rcs'dentiai unit 

option for their own AOYK 

Percent 11 
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1 Percent 
YCS 1 n 

Do you 6#t such 
pnf . rmtr r?  

1 

Yes 

Percent r r l  

Percent 
38 

Consisrnt with your 
upwima? 

Do you bst ruth 
praferanar 3 

Percent 1 . 1  Percent 1 1 1  
@ A mojorify f m r  a pdominmt& grid street sysrem with few czif 

&sacs 

Do you test such 
prderancu? 

f Percent 
1 

Yes 1 13 
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Appmatx tç wrvoy rirnrnga 

Survey Section D - Business Practices and the Environment 

24. D#r your firm have io environmcntd poiicy or -dard operathg procedure thit considers 
droumentd coneuas? 

No Opinion g 
CHBA Land Yas 

Type of Firm 
UDI LInd Y= 

Percent 
42 

No Opinion 6 
I 

Yes 2s 

No Opinion 
Hom.8uildws NO 

Ur If ya ,  plcase sumrnirize the main points: 

33 . 
00 

ni1 Respondents 1 Percent 
Yss 1 27 

I NO Opinion 1 R I 

? 

UDI W O  OEVELOPERS ! 
Level I Environmental Assessment regort on al1 property. 
Regular monitoring and reporting on lands i 
Environmental issues are considered in planning new projeds 

CHBA U N D  OEVELOPERS 
Lwel I Envitonmental Assessment required for al1 lands we purchase 

i 
I 
I Carry out Envimnmental Phase I reports on al1 land. Sensitive to the retention of natunl atlraaive . 

features desirable in a new community. i 
We do witat we can e.g. rscyde waste materials I 

I 
Follow City Standards 1 
We will be the fi- YIM*MS~O~ in Calgary to work at rssyding. This is a C H U  pmjed in conjunaion wiîh 
builder wasts from construction of homes. 

Follow standard environmental guidelines. 
COMMUNITV PLANNERS 

1 
8 I( is Our policy to d u c 8  environmentai imprd for ail sca& of devdo(opment (community to individual . 

homes) 
8 My own irisights and methods of design and devolopment 
8 Use organic materialS. usage as much as pssible. insulate for high efiuen y. 
8 We dm*gn based upon ecologial integrity, sense of piam. envimnmentaI R. This is far too bmad a 

question to answer. 
(1) To incorporate os many rudainable design featuns as pouibie without esuhing in a ürne consuming , 
rppmval pmccss. (2) Company purchases mus2 be toward the more envimnmentally-fnendly 
p m â u d l s s ~ a .  (3) RecycJing, energy conservation. 

OTHER URBAN CONSULTANTS 
it is inhennt in the day to day adivitks rather than a fixed policy or procedure 

8 Use of mcyded materiais Recyding materials . Landsca~e architedure deals speGifically with environmental issues design nquirements and pradices. 
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L 

Typa of Pimi 

UDI Urtd Wdoglrr 
-12 

CH8A Land Dlvdopws 
~6 

v 

Homebuitdem 
wP 

WOII tS 

Na 1 ail Fmmiliar 
SœnawM Fimiliar 
-y Fimiliu 
b r r i b n b l y  Frniiirr 
h y  Familim 
Nd ~t J I  F81nilUr 
San- Fmiliar 
-ly Familur 
m y F m i l h r  
Vwy Fomilirr 
b& 1 dl Familirr 
Som- Famifiir 
M a d r r t d y  Familirr 

8 l b l c l d l . i  1 I Q 
I -panse 

CommunRy Piannets 
i r l 8  

mer Urban Consuitam 
n-1 O 

9 
27 
27 
18 
18 
17 
P 
O 
S 
17 

O 
Y) 
P 
10 
17 
O 
67 
17 
O 

3 1 T 3 0  
P 
10 
P 
O 
17 
33 
O 
50 
O 

27 
10 
36 
18 
O 
17 
33 
J3 
17 
O 

S 
O 
25 
Z 
31 
19 
O 

40 
50 
10 
O 
O 
67 
17 
17 
O 
O 

80 
a0 
a 
O 
O 
S? 
17 
O 
17 
O 

" 1 :  O  1 0 

56 
3) 
1 O 

5 
O 
63 
ZS 
6 
6 
O 

80 
30 
10 
O 
O 
rn 
17 
O 
O 
O 

Cori.d.nbly Fmiliar I :" Vwy Familiar 
24 
6 
a 
a 
6 
13 
a 
50 
O 

45 
15 
2j  

55 
a 
1 O 

O 
O 

4i5 
1s 
a 

56 
15 
10 

85 
15 
P 

66 
P 
15 

Nd it dl Farnilirr 
Som- Fimiliar 
W t d y  Familirr 
Carid.nbly FmilNr 
Vwy Firniliar 

29 

J5 
6 
12 
25 
25 
30 
13 
O 

Neir 1 al1 Frmiliir 
~~ Frmilirr 
M W y  Fmiliar 
C a i r d . n M y  Fmilirr 

Familiir 

29 
Z 
a 
6 
6 
43 
43 
14 
O 
O  

75 
Z 
O 
O 

X) 
js 
O 
13 

38 
25 
38 
O 
0 . 0  

80 
13 
O 
O 

0 . 0 . 0  

47 
10 
18 
12 
6 

53 
24 
18 
6 
O 
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Agpmdix II: Survry Findingt 32 
Survey Section E - Innovative Projects for Sustainable Community Design 
27. A ntunber of gowamentd rnd noa-governmentd agencies have k n  uperimc~ting with innovative 
prodpcts, design* and standards for improving the q u J i i  ifloniibility, and eavironmentai pedormmee 
of houring P b  indiate your &grec of famiiiuiy with tk followhg innovation and resutcb-design 
*dies, projects or progrms: 

CoWtight Q 1998 Murad Shivji 

T m  of Flnn 
1 

UDI hnd Davabpn 
i r12  

CHBA Llnd ûavakprn 
r d  

1 

HOmrbuildrn 
-20 

Comrnunity Piannon 
-18 

0 t h  U m n  Coniuîtants 
ni10 

a*.ronn 
Nd mt IN Fi* 
8omdwFrrJit 
hbdomefy Fa* 
bnibwrblyfirnliir 
Vay fmmiliar 
Not it mu F id ia i  
SomwM Fndliir 
Mod~~~taly hniUk 
bnibrd)yFimlliir 
Vly hwili lr  
Not rt rii Firriliu 
SomuM F e r  
mdW8t.b hrmiu 
biubwib)yhmilœr 
Vay Fimilœr 
Not n r u  hrriiiiir 
~omnhit F ~ T  
YobiiUIy Firniliu 
&mWmbiyFmiriilir 
Voy Fmrrrilhr 
Mof i t  84 Fimüu 
Somrvihd FYnilbr 
U6drmtoîy Fimliir 

Fiirilirt 
V ly  FamilOr 

r I b l c I d 1 o l f l o l h l i  1 
% Rorgonrr 

50 
17 
25 
8 

33 
$3 
17 
O 
17 

O 
17 
17 
33 
3 3 - 0  
O 
17 
O 
67 
17 

13 

42 
17 
17 
17 
8 
53 
17 
17 
17 
17 

O 

33 
17 
8 
17 
25 
a) 

O 
17 
O 
O 

O 14 O 

46 
36 
18 
O 
O 
$3 
33 
53 
O 
O 

25 

so 
50 
0 
O 
O 
50 
r) 
O 
17 
O 

40 
25 

70 
20 
10 

56 
1 O 
1 O 
25 

33 
13 
20 
21 
7 
71 
14 
O 
14 

70 
10 
lS 
5 
O 
30 
7 
Y) 
10 
13 
38 
13 
13 
3a 

31 
a 
17 
17 
8 
17 
17 
50 
O 
17 

O 

56 
25 
17 
O 
O 
33 
33 
O 
17 
17 

O 
5 
20 
SO 
25 
7 
7 
27 
40 
20 
O 
rn 
51 
O 

O 

67 
17 
8 
8 
O 
33 
33 
I I  
17 
O 

70 
1s 
5 
S 
5 
«) 
a 
7 
7 
7 
63 
O 
13 
O 

O 

ii 1 O 1 O O 

56 
20 
10 
10 
5 . 0  
29 
7 
29 
14 
21 
e3 
1s 
O 
1s 

60 
1 O 
5 
5 
O 

53 
35 
13 
O 
O 
88 
O 
O 
O 

70 
1 O 
5 
5 
10 

67 
7 
20 
7 
O 
86 
14 
O 
O 

67 
n 
O 
7 
O 

100 
O 
O 
O 

87 
13 
O 
O 
O 
la0 
O 
O 
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T m  of Firm 1 Percent 
UDi Land Yes, Some 1 33 
Deveiopers No, Nom 67 
C H U  Und Ye8,Some 6f 
b ~ e i o p c n  No, None 33 
HomeBuilders Y-, Soma 40 

No, Nom 1 sa 
Cornmunity Y-, Many 
Pbnnen 

No, None 

Yes, Some 

All Rnpondents 
Yes, Many 

Rssponses for this question wen fw and not spccirn wilh mpeQ to the type of innovation and pmjed locaion. 
Hwever, afthose who did mpond, four indiutcd mat R2000 aandards wem applied and 2 mspondents said 
lhey have buih a Yimw Home' in Calgay. Resourcs-conserving type innovations - such as more energy effluent 
Mndows - were also cita by some. 

Percent 
3 
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ni12 
Ndomîoîyhrriiliar 18 18 Q 9 27 O O O 
-mWhmiliir 18 O @ O 27 O O 9 
Voy Farriiiiir 1 8 O Q 0 Q 0 0 0  

CHBA Clnd ûmdog.n Noc u r Y  Fimdmr ~ # ) b J p t n 6 3 8 3 s 3  
nib Ssmiw)iitFimimr O ;20 17 17 t7 O 17 17 

YsdrnufyFadhr 17 O O O O 17 O O 
Conlknblyhmilhr O O O O 17 O O O 
Vary Famliir O O 0 1 0  O L O  O O 

Cbnnkmld8n Ils( i t  i U  F8rniii.r Q 5 W W t O M W m 7 5  
-20 -Furiliir 5 S O 10 10 5 10 5 

MdamWyhirjli.r O 10 10 10 5 5 O 15 
~ n U y F a m i l i i r  O O S 10 O O O S 
Voy Pinrilirr O .  5 O O O O O 

bmrnuiry Pfuvnn Nat at i U  Familiir a) Y1 47 8 8 ' s  rn 79 
-18 lbmwMFmnilLr 27 10 13 1 14 O 14 O 

WdmmWy FmwMut 7 6 13 1 14 14 O 14 
~ n U y h m i l i i r  7 13 7 O 14 7 O 7 
Vwy F~nikr  0 1 3 0 0 7 O O O  

Otrrr U M n  M m  !da at am F a d u r  R B  s s r w i o o  
ni10 - F H i r  1 11 11 1 1  O O O O 

YsbmibyFandiat O O O 13 4 13 O O 
CorYbnWyFwniiiir O O 1 O O O O O 
Vwy C~niribr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
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Appendix III: Sustoinable Subu- Smdy Policier and Design Guidelines 



&@endix III: Surtahabk, Subrrrbs Shrdy Poüties and Design Guidelines. July 1995 

Bdgborhmd nodu mwt be 
bumi smîegidy d s b d d  be 
uœmamiupordbk,whUe 
=w-wcopoqr~- 
wlutmws 
r A or borh public md 
pifrnte rrrivftfa mua k locrtcd & 
rad .rwnd tk community cc- 
md ~ b o r h o o d  aodcr 

C 4  Community ceatre and 
aclghborhood r ide site d a m  
mplt  cncourrge pudrrtrim and 
bicydc r c a u  and truuit iuc 

nvhnmmt8uy sensitive i ras)  
lPIt bt WgNcd  hm new 
ommanitki and wül fom prH of 
comprrhwrive md coatiguour 
g o n d  opcn sprce system. 



for p p k  of rll qp, Inîercrtr rad 
rbDftkr 



au in t ra~dnrmniua icy  
frcilltkr or i o a i  open rprce ihould 
k punutd - 

should bc p u n u d  
El Ail cornmunitics must .cbitvt 
8 aiiaimrim dcadty of 17.3 rinitr 
per m a  ha (7 mits pcr g m s s  rc). 
82 A1I communitkr musc provide 
r wiâe cboia of bous@ types in 
rddftfoa to dngbramily. 
Buildings sbouid be predomlp.ntiy 
orjeami to rbt rtrœt and bt 
compatible in urhittcntd s t y k  
rnd m* 

6;3 iymry.Py.~0Q&ofre ibssdthar iwdvevmm 
~~d ld ' ' ,tkfhdiq. F ~ . i O l e e i U ~ m i y d c p c D i  
a n a p p a a r n i t Y s f œ ~ u r c d 0 t a d ~ ~ à r i l d i n g z .  
b) wbarr Q rui&~#~ ofdcpelapirig sommdfia &ouid bc inwivcd in 
t b t ~ o f t k ~ t y t i n l i t y *  
c ) M r l r m m a u a r d p d E i n r h t W h , ~ ~ W i f h ~ t i ~ f m  
b D I h ~ v c d p i s t i v c d ~ ( c g ~ t a m i . ~ p J w ~ ~  
-prdair,elr). ~hilrthu~~~~iosapartcabird-rdrcodpkta,tbe 
a @ a i s d c i l d b e m p r o r i d i i l g r ~ ~ . ~ i f a d ~ f i N i u r b j a q  
rsPocioaiadwrrLIf. 
d ) ~ m d P m * , ~ 8 m r i i = p a i i s ~ ~ ~  
d ) ~ j o i r i t u x m C r a a u œ h x b t k d a r ~ t o r h i c w ~ ~  
ddt i r rdh- i ra i tyempr S c p i n b a l l o f ~ ~ d d s b  
tbst ne a d  thek r d d m  c k w k m  in tbt dnmmuaity, should k &dacd 
8) m a  of mrmiv  p h &  bow m ~ t y  h d h C S  Or 

~ O p a l ~ ~ t X ~ e O u I d b e ~  All 
b e f q m V h b w œ s  M d  uwk witb tbc City -an to joimly 
daamintmdiaraapti~~fœpom'blc~~)hiti~(tgdcvelopcndd~hc 
eost of the -ty building, d a u l  ûœ p h m g ,  UL, by i andl &onai 
cwgcai ach lut). 
b)rma'ckaub~ibarPsawncn'dcQwhaerrsidaitJdbi~~ 
d i i s e u y t o t b t c o s t o f ~ a a d ~ a p e n s p e c f i a u r r s a a m e n i t i a .  
N o ~ ~ w i t h i n t k t a i m n i m i t y s b a i l b t o r d ~ b u t t h c l u n g - t r r m  
impiidons of r m d m f y  or *ad m a n k d i p  d pgUQptim should bt 
d u d r A  
C) CanmirPity hciiitia may be tbe fh stnrtmrcs in the cux~~&miry cmnc and 
~ d p k y a i ~ r d c i n a a ~ a ~ a m m i m i t y f d c a l p o i m a n d o l g g ~  



n~ricctlod des&& IandsapiBg) 
iostkdcvdopdtomœtthe 
iseb ofpdacrlar, qdirb rad 
mEsit-asm, wu& c o a t i o a  ro 
,M& for v tuc l t  triarporutlon 

kulûiqs T b y s b o u l d p l b v i d c ~ t a d ~ f œ p s & s r n a a s , c o e r v ~ m t  
1-rrpdinp tmCS, MlephaiwS daqugc li@tiIlg, und = bicycle 

~tacasc U d c v e l a p m a 3 t o f t b c ~ i m m u n i ~ ~ i s d c b y s 4 t r m p o r a r y ~ t  
3bdtcn stiould sill bt povidsd it rppropistc loertions. Tbt Ciry sbould hy to h d  
wryrofprwidiqsu&Jbthsspahspsinamjmrcrianwithot&r~ 
b) T d t  SOPS net 1- in thc ammunity cenm cx ni&- & should 
besimiidydcsi~burnyy~tainfewafearures. 
C) h g e  opm arcas, pmtn'ride a x i  btba prrkins M t i e s  h d d  bc dcsiped so as 
nat to-craak a kge iepmtian d t  stops and transit-usas. 
a) Tae aremmpc M d  m c q m u  f'esatra tbit are a d W c a l l y  pl- and 



b) Cumiinity srur;inans M d  coadinotc rayding pgmm.  boale dnvcs, 
b k  drivq etc., u a wnirr;c of hvenue far cffnmtmity m v e m a r l  projem. 
c) Chmuniv ramations should promote d msi% w k e  q p p r m k .  thc 
cadawnm of sgaicia collectmg u d  housthold goob, such as appliances, 
tinninnic,dahrrrg,crc. 
d) ranmaeZlUrctd oraleu in new arldiyiSigl~ JbOUld bt t~ pnimotc 
the iist of biodc@&le or mai poducts (cg., cloth bags. recyc1ed 



- - -- 

1 Eneoumging developers to prwide aopmximateiy one in ten wburban homes to bs aflordable by 
haff of oll Calgary households. addresses aflordable home omiership in a modtst way. @.49) 

The t e m  'ecdogical Iandwping' or keriscape' relate ta the us& of native and dmught-haidy plant 
meterial rsttier than the corivenüorial lamis and ornamental plants, w h i a  typically have higfier water 
demand. (p.66) Toücis consume appmdmldy 25 percent of the total househoid water using 23-37 
!!&es of water pcr flush. Manufaduml low volume toilets can reduce the amount of water used by 
approximately 50 percent (12-14 1 per flush). 
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