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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine if innovative (reduced) land development
standards lowered neighborhood satisfaction. Residential satisfaction theory suggested
that smaller lots for several reasons would result in lower satisfaction levels.

Four hypothesis were formed regarding satisfaction and land development standards,
and tested using two Edmonton subdivisions -- Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows.
Kiniski Gardens was zoned Planned Lot Residential (RPL), a zoning ordinance that
allowed single family detached housing to be developed with innovative planning
standards (i.e. reduced lots, setbacks and frontages). Pollard Meadows was a nearby
subdivision developed with conventional standards (zoning ordinance RF1).

Questionnaires were used to examine and contrast satisfaction levels between the two
study areas. Questions focused on a variety of residential satisfaction variables such as:
residents’ expectations before moving into the area, their contentness with privacy, safety,
fot sizes, lot shapes and setbacks. The total sample size was 60 -- for Kiniski Gardens and
Pollard Meadows.

Data showed that residents of the RPL subdivision were generally satisfied with their
neighborhood -- although mean satisfaction scores were slightly lower than those of the
RF1 sample. However, there were no significant differences between the two forms of
housing with respect to residential satisfaction. Only 3.33% of those surveyed in the
Kiniski Gardens area were either dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, with living there. In
fact, over 60% stated that they "would recommend this type of neighborhood to friends if
they were looking to buy single family housing.” However, there were some statistically
significant differences between the two study groups such as satisfaction with lot size, lot
shape, and density. The results also suggested that smaller lot sizes did not enhance the

sense of community in the area. The five predictors of satisfaction were found to be

privacy, neighbor homogeneity, neighborhood friendliness, lot shape and expectations.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses demographic, environmental and economic changes associated
with the introduction of innovative urban land development standards. It states the purpose
and importance of undertaking this study. Also included in this chapter is a description of

the study's research strategy, and statements of delimitations and assumptions.

Background

There has been a considerable amount of social and demographic change in Canada
during the last two of decades. Environmental issues are now of importance in civic
discussions and have caused, for example, concern over the sprawl of development into the
countryside. These concerns have caused planners and policy makers to re-evaluate
policies guiding urban growth. This is of particular interest when examining land
development standards for single family detached housing -- a major contributor to urban
sprawl. However, in attempts to conserve land and achieve a more compact form of
development some authorities contend that neighborhood livability has been compromised.
There is little information on the substantive aspects of reduced standards to substantiate
this type of claim. This study aims to add to knowledge on residential livability. It
investigates levels of satisfaction of residents living in a neighborhood built with
innovative land development standards. The remainder of this section briefly discusses
some of the changes in the Canadian demographic and economic environments and their
impact on urban land development regulations and housing affordability.

Canadian demographics have changed considerably since conventional land
development regulations were framed. Moreover, housing policy based entirely on the

traditional nuclear family is no longer valid. In 1961 Canada census the average number of
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persons per private household was 3.9 (Statistics Canada 1986, 93-104). Today this
average is about 2.7 persons per household (Statistics Canada 1986, 93-104). Not only are
per household averages different from past decades but so 1s the composition of Canadian
households. Today, non-family one-person households comprise almost 25% of the total
number of households in Canada (Statistics Canada 1986, 93-105).

These changes have caused peoples’ needs and desires to change with the times. This
fact has serious repercussions on federal, provincial and municipal housing policies. This
is pointed out in the "MODEL CODE for Residential Development" published by the

Australian Task Force For More Affordable Housing that echoes the Canadian experience

Households are getting smaller and more varied, and lifestyles are changing
with more time spent in leisure outside the home. Not everyone wants a big
garden or to pay for a large lot, and it is realistic and appropriate for
residential development regulations to help improve the opportunity for
people to have wider choices in housing, as can be achieved by the provision
of small lots. (JVMAH 1989, 18).

In addition to social and demographic transformations are economic changes.
Canada's economic environment is changing and causing market uncertainty. Affordable
single family detached housing is now a critical issue. It is of concern despite low interest
rates (the Bank of Canada's prime lending rate as of November 1, 1992 is 7 1/2 percent).
For instance, the average price of a starter house according to the CMHC (1991) is still
$175,590 in Toronto, $133,180 in Hamilton, Ontario and $93,950 in Edmonton, Alberta.
Notably, a significant component of starter home prices is land and development (site
servicing) costs.

The affordability problem is exacerbated by the fact that "the prospect of owning and
living in a freestanding house on its own land is an enduring element in American [and
Canadian] aspirations” (APA 1986, 1). Michelson (1969, 191) notes that "no-one wants to

live in a multi-family walkup apartment”. Moreover, research has shown that owning a
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single family detached house is the preferred choice among urban dwellers (Stokols and
Altman 1987 and Commonwealth Department of Health, Australia, 1991). Furthermore,
"forecasts by the [City of Edmonton's] Planning and Development Department indicate that
from 1987 to 1992, suburban single family housing is expected to account for over 95% of
new housing construction in Edmonton" (Edmeonton Planning and Development
Department 1991, 8/53).

The significant changes in social attitudes, demographics and the Canadian economic
environment have substantially impacted housing péh’cy. Consequently, a number of
alternatives have been explored to cope with these changes and make new houses more
affordable, more environmentally sensitive and to meet the changing needs and desires of
the Canadian population. One alternative advocated by planners, developers, designers and
policy makers is to re-evaluate conventional land development standards as they pertain to
single family detached housing. The overall intent of development standards as stated by
the Canadian Housing and Mortgage Corporation (CMHC) in an Affordability and Choice
Today (ACT) publication states that

The purpose of land development standards is to provide for the orderly
development of land within the province, region and municipality and to
ensure that communities are adequately serviced. (CMHC 1989, 3).

However, some argue (Wentling 1990, Regional Working Committee on Innovative
Urban Development Standards 1991; Kingsley 1989; Burchell et al. 1976; Carliner 1989,
Hershey et al. 1983; Lozano, JAPA 38; Mingilton 1979; Sanders 1982) that today,
conventional land development standards are outdated, being designed in many cases more
than 20 years ago, and are excessively costly. Kingsley (1989, 1) argues that "the heart of
the problem as it is typically described is that the standards in these regulations require
unreasonably costly materials, technologies, and land use patterns -- so much so that legally

approved housing is unaffordable [ sic ] to most new urban households”.
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The Province of Ontario, a major participant since 1973 in the call for reguiatory
reform, has completed a significant amount of research into "land use planning practices

which can create the opportunity to provide an adequate supply of affordable housing types

rather than impede it" (Regional Working Committee on innovative Urban Development
Standards - hereinafter to be called RWCOAUDS' 1991, 1). The basic objectives of many
federal, provincial and municipal efforts regarding regulatory reform are stated by CMHC

(1991)

There are two objectives in reforming regulations related to land
development standards. One objective is to ensue land development
standards result in housing types, forms and tenure that meet the needs of
the community . . . A second objective is to ensure that the cost of land
development standards do not outweigh their benefits. (CMHC 1991, 3).

It has been argued (Sanders 1976; US General Accounting Office 1978 and others)
that one way to relieve the pressure of these development components (i.e. land acquisition
cost and servicing) is with "increased densities, less restrictive engineering standards such
as reduced right-of-way width and flexible planning standards, for lot and housing

size[which] would help make housing more affordable” (RWCOAUDS 1991, 2).

Many government sponsored studies have been produced relating to innovative land
development reform (Paul Theil Associates 1979; British Columbia Ministry of Municipal
Affairs 1980; Associated Engineering Services 1983, Ontario Ministry of Housing 1991;
De Leuw Cather 1977; Cohos Evany and Partners 1975; Willis, Cunliffe, Tait and
Company Ltd. 1977). These government studies infer that not only would revised land
development standards reduce the price of the average house by an estimated $8504 per
unit (RWCOAUDS 1991, APPENDIX 1), but they would reduce the consumption of

valuable rural land required for urban use. Notably, the estimated cost savings of up to
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$8,504 per dwelling is a conservative estimate compared to that of $9,437 calculated by the
Ontario Ministry of Housing (1990).

Land development regulations are, essentially, comprised of two different types of
standards -- engineering standards and planning standards. Engineering standards govern
several subdivision development elements (Del Can, De Leuw Cather Western Ltd. 1984)
such as: waterworks specifications (i.e. pipe systems, hydrant spacing, line valves and
water-house service connections), sanitary sewer specifications (i.e. pipe sizing, pipe
gradients, manholes, and sanitary-house service connections), storm drainage spectfications
(1.e. pipe systems and catch basins), and roadway specifications (i.e. right-of-way widths
and paved surface width).

Planning standards, both zoning ordinances and subdivision site regulations also
govern land development. Specifically, the planning standards that regulate suburban
development are; housing mix specifications, side yard requirements, density, lot area,
coverage, lot shape, and setback requirements.

Together, engineering and planning standards control the layout, use, composition
and development intensity of a parcel of land. Examining these types of standards are
important since "previous research has demonstrated that the nature of such rules and
regulations and the ways they are implemented by [civic] officials have an influence on the
degree of satisfaction of the tenants with their housing [and neighborhood] units”

(Onibokun 1974, 190; also see Lempert and Tkeda 1958).
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Problem Statement

There s little evidence to support the statement that innovative land development

standards per se "encourage more humane neighbourhoods" (Ontario Ministry of Housing
1991, 1). Only cost calculations have been used to examine the benefits of these new
standards. No empirical or formal research using compositional and contextual variables
has been conducted into the sociological or the socio-psychological effects of developing
single family detached housing with lower development specifications. Currently, the
success or otherwise of regulations such as Planned Lot Residential (RPL) zoning in
Edmonton is therefore problematic while the information on the topic is limited.

It has been argued that "if policy can be defined as 'guides to action and rules of
choice that apply priorities to specific decisions' (Meehan 1974, 4), then it is appropriate
that research on the topic focus on the need to inform policy makers” (Francescato et al.
1987, 43). Yet even though it is recognized that information is a critical element in the
planning process, a post-occupancy evaluation has never been performed on any of
Edmonton's RPL zoned communities. Moreover, research in general into the effects of
reduced land development standards on residential satisfaction is negligible. Consequently,
neither planners, designers nor developers fully understand the implications of designing
communities with reduced land development standards. A post-occupancy evaluation,
such as the one undertaken in this study, would be the next logical step in the planning
process, after the design and implementation stages. The research proposed is intended to
be used both to improve the local neighborhood environment and to influence the vast,
complex system of designers, planners, builders, and regulators who plan and build

residential neighborhoods.
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The Present Study

There has been a significant amount of research into the cost savings associated with
innovative land development standards (specifically as they pertain to single family
detached housing), but there has been no research into the consequences of using such
standards. Although more compact single family detached developments are desirable
from cost and many environmental points of view, no study in Canada has researched the
levels of satisfactions of occupants living in single family detached neighbourhoods using
more economical layouts and standards (i.e. smaller lots, smaller right-of-way widths,
narrower lots, smaller frontages). There has been limited indirect work done on the topic
in the United States by Lansing and Hendricks (1967), Michelson (1969) Onibokun (1974)
and Lansings and Marans (1969), all of whom conclude that people living on small lots in
compact neighborhoods experience lower levels of satisfaction than people living on larger
lots. Conversely, a recent study by the Model Task Force of the Joint Venture For More
Affordable Housing (1989), in Australia, concluded that residents on smaller lots do not
have satisfaction levels significantly different from families on larger type lots. Notably,
the results from this Australian study have not been replicated here in Canada. Thus, at
best the empirical evidence on the topic is contradictory.

This study will inquire into the levels of residential satisfaction of residents living in
a neighborhood built using reduced land development standards. It will examines
satisfaction levels, using questionnaires, of residents in the Kiniski Gardens district of the
Burnewood neighborhood (BWN) located in Edmonton, Alberta, Canada. Kiniski Gardens
neighborhood is zoned Planned Lot Residential (RPL), that is a zoning ordinance that
allows land to be developed with reduced planning and engineering standards. The
questionnaires administered to the residents will be designed, largely, on a (close-ended)

five-point Likert scale (see Likert 1932). Questions will focus on a variety of residential
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satisfaction variables such as: expectations before moving to the area, satisfaction with
privacy (including acoustical privacy and visual intrusion) lot size, lot shape, and safety
(including traffic and crime). Also included will be an overall neighborhood satisfaction
index. The proposed sample size used for the RPL community is thirty households.

The responses from the Kiniski Gardens residents will be contrasted and compared
with results obtained from residents of Pollard Meadows (an adjacent neighborhood). The
Pollard Meadows neighborhood is designed with conventional land development standards
(zoning ordinance type RF1 in the City of Edmonton Land Use Bylaw #5996). The size of
the RF1 neighborhood is also thirty households.

Both neighborhoods were initially developed in the early 1980's and are currently part
of a comprehensive area structure plan (Bylaw #6055). They are located in the south-east
portion of Edmonton and have a combined estimated population of 3,269,

The RPL zone is vividly different from the typical RF1 zone. For instance, the
average lot size in Kiniski Gardens (zoned RPL) is 343m° compared to 465m” in a typical
RF1 zone. There are other significant differences such as density and frontage
requirements. The average density of a RPL zone is 28.32 units/hectare compared with
RF1 averages about 15.44 units/hectare with a average lot width of 8.84 meters that is on
average 50% - 60% narrower than the Edmonton norm (Edmonton Planning and
Development Department 1991, 9/53).

By using neighborhoods from the same geographical area with approximately the
same level of municipal services (i.e. fire protection, police protection, ect.) and
approximately the same level of access to regional facilities (i.e. schools, shopping
facilities, and the City's central business district), any differences in satisfaction levels may
be associated with differing land development standards. "This [design] framework
explicitly recognizes the physical environment by indicating the objective attributes of the

particular environment [which] have an influence upon a person's satisfaction through the
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- person's perceptions and assessments of those environmental attributes (Weidemann et al.

1985, 157).
The Importance of This Study

Examining residents' satisfaction is important. Rent and Rent (1978, 481), for
example, illustrated that "general life satisfaction was significantly related to both housing
and neighborhood satisfaction” (also see Angrist 1974; Fried 1963; James and Brogan
1974; Shelly and Adelberg 1969). Campbell, Converse and Rodgers (1976, 48) showed
"that objective characteristics of neighborhoods have important influence on residential
satisfaction” (also see Rossi 1972). It has also been argued that "although we are far from
having an integrated theory of the effects of the physical environment on psychological
functioning or social behavior, the evidence for the importance of spatial variables for
residential and non-residential experiences is substantial” (Fried 1982, 108). Furthermore,
"it follows that the residents’ attitudes and behavior are important domains of study, which
can be ignored only at substantial peril not only for the research community, but also - and
more important - for the well-being of the social, political, and economic structures of a
nation" (Francescato et al. 1987, 45). For the above reasons it is important to examine and
evaluate the effects of developing neighborhoods with reduced land development
standards.

Even though several municipalities in Alberta (i.e. Red Deer, St. Albert, Calgary and
Hinton), as well as many in Eastern Canada, have authorized the construction of
communities using reduced standards, so far none have performed post-occupancy
evaluations into the livability of such communities. In other words, in Canada, no research
on mnovative development standards and residential satisfaction has been previously

undertaken. This research will also provide planners, developers, builders and designers
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with needed feedback on design concerns, problems and perceptions of more compactly
designed communities. A mail survey will be used to collect needed information since past
research shows that "attitude surveys can be effective indirect means of involving citizens
in the planning process . . . [and it] in effect enables the planner to go directly to all the
people to determine differences as well as concerns in values and objectives” (Lansing and
Marans 1969, 199). Hence, it is expected that the results from this study will help
government officials and the private market achieve a pattern of development that is

consistent with citizens' values, aspirations and expectations.
Research Strategy

Literature relating to residential satisfaction predictors, as well as development
standards, will be reviewed in chapters 2 and 3 of the study. Based on the literature
review, hypotheses will be formed, in chapter 2 about satisfaction levels of residents living
in the RPL and RF1 districts.

Chapter 4 will describe the two site areas and state the selection criteria used to
choose them. Moreover, it will explain the survey methodology. Photographs and land-use
maps will also included in this chapter to show physical differences between the control
group and the conventionally-designed neighborhood. In addition, the study's method of
data analysis will also be elaborated upon. The questions will specifically inquire into
satisfaction levels with the physical, social and socio-psychological environments in the
respective neighborhoods. Special attention will be given to zoning characteristics (i.e. lot
size, lot .shape, set backs and side yards). In addition, intervening variables such as privacy,
safety and crowding will also be measured and related to development standards.

Chapter 5 will consist of descriptive and inferential analyses of the parametric data.

Specifically, this chapter will perform multiple regression, correlation analyses and t-tests
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on the data sets. From these tests, mean satisfaction scores can be contrasted and
compared as well as satisfaction correlates. In addition, predictors of satisfaction for
residents living in RPL zoned neighborhoods will be determined in order to delineate the
importance of different variables on satisfaction levels (i.e. safety, privacy).

Finally, chapter 6, will conclude with a summary of the findings and discuss any
differences between the two study groups and the formed hypotheses. Thus, empirical
evidence will be advanced that can be used to argue the suitability of compact residential

urban development.
Delimitations

As stated previously this study is primarily concerned with the impact of land
development standards upon residential satisfaction. Although many factors affect
residential satisfaction (i.e. municipal services, property taxes, and the regional political
environment; see Tiebout, 1956), this study concentrates on land development standards
and is limited to RPL-style development regulations. It does not include a discussion of
site specific zoning such as DC5 zoning in Edmonton, nor does it address modified street
specifications associated with community owned right-of-way widths such as the
development at 36 Street and Kirkness Road in Edmonton.

Also, no attempt is made to determine the subjective valuations that the participants '
used to evaluate their own satisfaction levels. In other words, it does not attempt to
determine or explain individual judgment criteria used in evaluating the various features of
the physical and social environment. The study is therefore limited to attempts at isolating
and comparing land development factors that relate to residential satisfaction and housing

affordability.
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This study should not be interpreted as a treatise on satisfaction and development
standards, but rather as the first step in the understanding of how residents, residing 1n
neighborhoods designed with innovative land development standards, feel about their

immediate living environment.

Assumptions

Tt must be assumed that attitudes, perceptions and satisfaction levels of Kiniski
Garden residents are typical and representative of similar RPL zoned communities 1n
general. Compared with other RPL zoned neighborhoods in Edmonton (i.e. Dovercourt,
Ottewell, Millbourne, Blue Quill and Willowdale), Kiniski Gardens is typical. Having an
average parcel size of 343m? (13m” below the aggregate average), 28.3 dwellings per net
hectare (1 unit above the aggregate average), and an average of 2.87 persons per dwelling
unit (0.13 less than the aggregate average), it is assumed that Kiniski Gardens 1s
representative of the RPL zoned population (for more information on selected property and
demographic characteristics of dissimilar RPL areas see City of Edmonton 1986, 12).
Therefore, the results from this study may cautiously be generalized to include other
similar communities within the province of Alberta and may be applicable to similar
settlements across the country (for a discussion on the problems of over generalization see
Rappoport 1980).

It is assumed that the RF1 zoned neighborhood of Pollard Meadows, that met the
selection requirements, is typical of RF1 zoned communities at large (i.e. its age, housing

style, demographics and amenities).
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter states the sources of information that were used in gathering information
related to residential satisfaction and development standards. It provides a detailed
discussion of residential satisfaction constructs and correlates. It abstracts satisfaction
variables from the literature reviewed and forms four hypotheses about innovative land

development standards and residential satisfaction.

Sources of Information

The information used in this study was gathered from various government and
academic sources as well as information obtained from a National Standards Conference
held in Ottawa, Ontario in February 1992. Information related to theoretical constructs of
residential satisfaction was amassed from academic journal articies such as Environment

and Behavior, the Journal of the American Institute of Planners and the Sociological

Quarterly. Empirical field research on residential satisfaction was collected from the
Environment Design Research Association (EDRA) conferences, journal articles, books
and research reports from universities and government agencies such as: Weidemann et
al., University of Illinois 1987, the Joint Venture For More Affordable Housing in Australia
1989; and Anderson et al., University of Illinois 1981. Furthermore, Hytelnet, an
internationa! computer network connecting over 1200 libraries world-wide, was used in the
search for related literature on urban development standards and residential satisfaction.
Information related to cost savings and innovative land development standards was
collected from government sponsored engineering studies (i.e. Associated Engineering
1983 and Del. Can, DeLeuw Cather 1984), in-house government publications and research

sponsored by the Canadian Housing and Mortgage Corporation (CMHC).
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Information related to survey methods and questionnaire design was gathered from
Ear} Babbie (1973) and Dillman (1978). Finally, statistical methodologies, distribution
assumptions, multiple regression analysis and model specifications were abstracted from

two primary sources -- Gujarati (1988) and McClave et al. (1988).

Definition of Terms

Residential Satisfaction

The experience of contentment with one's housing. It is housing that acts to fulfill
one's psychological, physical or social needs and desires -- and results in mitigating pain,
discomfort or anxiety. Moreover, residential satisfaction is individual oriented and results
from the fulfillment of social, psychological and physical inadequacies related to the
dwelling unit and neighborhood. It is important to note that identical housing situations

can result in differing satisfaction levels from individual to individual.

Standards
"The term 'standard’ applies to any definite requirement established by authority -- but
this fact does not necessarily mean that the standard is fair, reasonable, or equitable, or is

based on sound scientific knowledge" (Mood 1969, 21).

Overview of Literature

The literature reviewed, in this chapter, on residential satisfaction was shown to be
influenced by individual needs, desires, expectations and aspirations. It was found to be an
aggregate of different levels of housing -- community, neighborhood, and the dwelling unit.

It was also found to be based on one's perceptions and beliefs (that are culturally and

individually dependent), about a particular environment. These perceptions and beliefs
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together with past housing experience formed the heuristical criteria by which
environments were judged.

Residential satisfaction was found to be multi-dimensional and determined by a
series of variables. It was strongly influenced by the physical environment that included
such features as: dwelling quality, lot size, neighborhood density, open space, landscaping
and maintenance. Social features were also a determinant of residential satisfaction and
included such aspects as: neighbor relationships and resident homogeneity. Non-spatial
features such as privacy and safety were correlates of residential satisfaction. Hence, the
research showed that people preferred environments that were safe, friendly, and allowed
for personal solitude, when so desired. The remainder of this section discusses the
constructs of residential satisfaction, its criticisms, past analytical techniques and offers

detailed examination of relevant and significant dimensions of residential satisfaction.

Constructs of Satisfaction

Models of residential satisfaction have evolved in complexity and sophistication,
particularly over the last three decades, having evolved from including strictly emotional
responses to encompassing affective, cognitive and behavioral responses. Ajzen and
Fishbein (1981) argued that these three general categories encompass the types of ways
people respond to social situations. Affective responses were emotion laden (and therefore
culturally dependent); cognitive responses were perceptual and belief based; and
behavioral responses were derived from conduct. These three broad categories made up a
response trilogy that was used in whole, or in part, by satisfaction researchers. Weidemann

and Anderson (1985) believed that

these three categories also describe the potential ways in which an

individual can respond to all physical and social-physical objects. Thus,

these are the ways that people respond to their home, and these are the
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dimensions available for understanding the evaluation of house as home.
(Weidemann and Anderson 1985, 155).

However, two latent intervening variables in affective and cognitive evaluations were
an individual's aspirations and expectations. Campbell, Converse and Rodgers (1976)
examined the components of individual judgment criteria. Their proposed model
explained that satisfaction (a trilogy) depended on "comparisons between the situation as
experienced in its diverse detail and the individuals standards [derived from past
experience and observations] most notably of these standards in a proximal sense being
aspirations and expectations"(Campbell, Converse and Rodgers 1976, 219). They asserted
that evaluation of the physical environment included one's perception of it, relating it to
pervious contextual experiences, one's expectations and one's individual character. Their
model contained all elements of the response trilogy. It related objective conditions,
subjective experiences and personal characteristics to residential satisfaction. Their
deterministic model is illustrated in figure 2.00. Marans (1976) noted that the concept of

comparative standards was complex.

FIGURE 2.00
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The inclusion of "personal characteristics” and "standards of comparisons” allowed

for individual eccentricities (1.e. social class biases, one's stage in life, personal values).
The model also differentiated between three scales or fevels of analysis -- the community,
the neighborhood, and the dwelling unit. The units were structurally separate, but

intimately interacted with other domains in a causal way on residential satisfaction (see

Wirth 1947 and Michelson 1976). This model was similar to other theoretical models
hypothesized by other authors such as : Spreckelmeyer and Marans (1981), Speare (1974)
and Marans and Rodger‘s (1975).

Weidemann and Anderson (1985) accepted the conjecture that there was a causal
relationship between affective, cognitive and behavioral responses. However, they noted

that the refationship may not necessarily be unilateral. They modified the Campbell,

Converse and Rodgers (1976) model to allow for indirect causal linkages. This
modification recognized "that these relationships may indeed be more complex and
reciprocal than it was previously thought” (Weidemann and Anderson 1985, 159).

Notably, this model included the intervening variable of behavioral intentions (also see

Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). The modified model also explicitly recognized social factors in
an environment. This adjustment considered previous empirical evidence (Fried and

Gleicher 1961 and Speare 1974) showing that social ties and relationships were important

variables in evaluating residential environments. The Weidemann and Anderson (1985)

model was, arguably, the most rigorous theoretical mode! to date and was used as the base

model in this study. Figure 2.01 illustrates their multi-lateral, multi-level model.
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Criticisms of Satistfaction Constructs

Some academics have questioned the validity of residential satisfaction as an
effective tool for evaluating and improving residential environments. Francescato et al.
(1987) identified the most common conceptual criticisms of residential satisfaction, and
are as follows: (1) the distribution of reported satisfaction levels are skewed, likely by
falsified responses, and therefore biased; (2) subjective variables (i.e. contextual quality
and compositional characteristics) are not correlated with physical objective variables and
are therefore irrelevant; (3) residential satisfaction is subjective and therefore too obscure

to be a valid evaluation measure; (4) satisfaction is based on one's past housing
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experiences, but responses are limited, as those with little housing experience cannot
critically compare types -- thus the measure of satisfaction is limited.

The first criticism of skewed response (i.e. the chi-square distribution) was reputed
by Campbell, Converse and Rodgers (1976) who "examined the issue at length and
concluded that there is no evidence that high levels of satisfaction do not, in fact,
accurately reflect the respondents perceptions” (Francescato et al. 1987, 48). The
proposition that participants falsify responses, especially in mail surveys, lacks rigorous
empirical evidence. Moreover, it would not seem unusual for people to be more satisfied
than dissatisfied with their dwellings and neighborhoods since, generally, most of the basic
shelter needs are readily met (i.e. water and sewer services, garbage collection services,
police and fire protection services, protection from climatic elements and privacy).

The second criticism of satisfaction constructs was that subjective data measures lack
correlation with objective measures (i.e. behavior). This claim is sterile. If one examines
consumer market trends it is immediately apparent that satisfaction and behavior are
intimately related. This criticism, forwarded by Olander (1976), was also refuted by

Marans and Rodgers (1975) who state that

Subjective indicators are needed to supplement objective indicators for the
obvious, but often overlooked, reason that an individual's satisfaction with
an set of circumstances is dependent, not only on those circumstances as
viewed objectively, but on a whole set of values, attitudes, and expectations
that he brings into the situation. As an example, satisfaction with a meal
depends not only on such objective characteristics of the food's nutritive
value and its temperature, but also on how hungry the individual is, his
attitude towards the particular foods, and his expectations, given the prices
of the items on the menu. (Marans and Rodgers 1975, 302).

The third criticism of the model was that satisfaction is subjective and likewise
changes over time, therefore it is too capricious to be of significant value. However,

knowing that the ultimate goal of planning and public policy making is to instigate and
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stimulate people's happiness, it would seem only fitting that policies change to meet new
technologies, needs and desires. Thus, satisfaction as an index of human sentiment that
changes with cultural development and values would seem to be a superior method of
policy adjustment then studying objective ones alone.

The fourth criticism argued that satisfaction indices were based on judgment criteria
from one's past, thus inexperience with a variety of environments will yield ignorant

responses. Francescato €t al. (1987) respond to this assertion stating that

Tt {satisfaction] is certainly not intended to provide anything other than
respondents' perceptions - conditioned as they may be not only by
unawareness of innovative options, but also by other intervening constrains
that my or may not exist were circumstances different. Hence the
desirability of integrating findings from satisfaction research with other
models of inquiry . . . . (Francescato et al 1987, 50).

The criticisms of satisfaction as an effective tool for residential evaluation do not
undermine satisfaction research. At best these criticisms 1}lustrate some limitations of the
model when it is used atone. It 1s therefore argued that satisfaction indices continue to be a

useful and fruitful method of evaluation residential housing.

Early Models of Residential Satisfaction

Formal empirical research into residential satisfaction as an indicator of housing
quality began in the 1960's with work initiated by Fried and Gleicher (1961), Michelson
(1966), and Lansing and Marans (1969). This work on understanding and measuring
residential satisfaction began from a belief that traditional methods of focusing exclusively
on features of the physical environment was incomplete. "Even before complete execution
of many long-term programs came the realization that the underlying assumption of a

relationship between the social and physical environment was not as strong as first
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suspected, if it existed at all” (Rent and Rent 1978, 460). Fried and Gleicher (1961),
arguably the pioneers of residential satisfaction research, showed that kinship ties and
neighbor relationships were positively related to residents’ feelings about their
neighborhood. Thus, after studying Boston's West End, it was also concluded that "the
residential area is the region in which a vast and interlocking set of social networks are
localized. And, ... the physical arca has considerable meaning as an extension of home, in
which various parts are delineated and structured on the basis of a sense of belonging”
(Rent and Rent 1978, 315). Fried and Gleicher (1961), inferred that in addition to physical
elements, the sense of community belonging (spatial identity), interpersonal ties and
kinship ties were important in neighborhood evaluation and residential satisfaction.

These results indicated that positive feelings about one's neighborhood were caused
by more than purely physical elements. Thus, the idea that problems related to slum areas
could be overcome solely by replacing or modifying the physical environment was
discredited.

Lansing and Marans (1969), too, examined components and measurements of
residential quality and habitability, and by focusing on the Detroit region of Michigan,
U.S.A., began to expand on the components used in neighborhood evaluations. They
believed that neighborhood quality and satisfaction correlates were multi-dimensional. It
was also surmised to be multi-level -- the housing unit, the neighborhood unit, and the
community unit (also see Schorr 1963 and Wirth 1947). Lansing and Marans (1969) used
an attitude survey to evaluate neighborhood quality. According to them a high quality
environment "may be defined as one that conveys a sense of well-being and satisfaction to
its population through characteristics that may be physical (housing style and condition,
landscaping, available facilities), social (friendliness of neighbors, ethnic, racial or
economic composition), or symbolic (sense of identity, prestige of values)" (Lansing and

Marans 1969, 195). Equally important, they showed there were considerable differences in
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the way planners and less-educated residents evaluated a neighborhood (also see Kaiser et
al. 1970 and Danahy 1984). Moreover, results showed that "the best neighborhood seems

to be one populated by friendly people, not too close together” (Rent and Rent 1978, 149).

Residential Satisfaction: The Systems Approach

Succeeding research focused on describing and predicting the sources of residential
satisfaction. It showed that residential satisfaction was dependent upon a number of highly
inter-correlated factors. Researchers focused, primarily, on "contextual” (i.e. physical and
ecological characteristics of a neighborhood) and "compositional" factors (i.c. individual
houschold characteristics such as income, age, sex, length of tenure and stage in life cycle).
It has been argued that "the overall degree of residential satisfaction is ultimately
influenced by objective 'contextual’ characteristics of the neighborhood and dwelling, and
objective 'compositional’ characteristics of the individual respondent” (Galster 1981, 739).

In addition to relating contextual and compositional factors to satisfaction, there was
evidence suggesting social and psychological variables were related to residential
satisfaction (see Onibokun 1974; Michelson 1970; Phillips 1967, Gans 1962; Jacobs 1961).
Consequently, it was suggested that in order to understand and evaluate a neighborhood
accurately one must include various tangible and intangible variables. When studying
residential satisfaction, Churchman ( 1968) urged researchers to include various
components of housing such as: physical structures, local social relationships, local
politics, cultural variables and economic factors. He advocated a "systems" approach that
was a compilation of the previous interacting elements described above. Thus, a "systems”

approach introduces the need to think about "the total system objectives and, more
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specifically, the performance measures of the whole system” (Churchman 1968, 2). It
synthesized interrelating elements that influence satisfaction. The objective of the
approach was to include all influencing variables in order to evaluate environments and

ultimately estimate and predict satisfaction.

Analytical Techniques

The statistical and analytical techniques used in residential satisfaction research have
evolved from descriptive analyses of the 60's, to sophisticated statistical inferrencing of
today. However, one element that was common in the research was the theoretical
structure. The majority of the research postulated and supported a causal relationship
between satisfaction (the dependent variable) and various independent factors.

The results of this causal link were first analyzed by Fried and Gleicher (1961) using
personal interviews and descriptive statistics (i.e. distribution tables). Similar techniques
were used by Gans (1967) and Michelson (1969). Later researchers also studied the
relationship, still using personal interviews, but with more rigor. Van de Geer (1973)
employed partial correlations, chi-square, canonical correlations and discriminant analyses
to further explain the variations between respondents, and delineate the causal relationship
between satisfaction and contextual, compositional and social factors.

However, to increase sample sizes and thus decrease the probability of Type I and
Type 11 statistical errors, mail surveys were employed (i.e. Herting and Guest 1985; Cook
1988; Weidemann et al. 1982). For example, Weidemann, Anderson et al. (1981) used
mail surveys in their Longview Place study to ensure that their sample was representative
of the population. Like many other researchers, they used frequency distributions, t-tests,

principle component analysis (using Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measures with Varimax rotations)
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and multiple regression analysis (mathematical modeling) to describe satisfaction levels
and reveal its predictors. It has been argued that these types of statistical analyses were
superior to simple descriptive techniques because they allow the researcher to study non-
parametric attributes (i.e. preferential ranking) as well as correlate and predict satisfaction.
Equally important, they allowed the study of covariations in satisfaction levels and

compare sample means.

Empirical Findings Using The Systems Approach

This section discusses the results of previous empirical residential research and
examines the salient factors that significantly relate to neighborhood satisfaction
(excluding municipal services). It provides an in-depth discussion of specific physical,
social and psychological features that have been shown to be associated with residential

satisfaction.

Physical Environment

Many residential satisfaction researchers have used a systems approach to delineate
satisfaction correlates. For example Onibokun (1974) evaluated consumers satisfaction
with housing using a systems approach. "Instead of the old approaches which consider in
fragmented ways the characteristics of the dwelling, or the neighborhood, or the social
environment, the author proposes a systems approach which various interdependent factors
are studied" (Onibokun 1974, 189). He studied four housing sub-systems (tenants,
environment, dwelling and management) using descriptive and analysis of variance. By

combining selected attributes from these four sub-systems Onibokun derived
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a composite satisfaction index. The study, based in Ontario, Canada, included such
attributes as: quality of interior walls, adequacy of storage space, quality of local schools,
parking facilities, management quality and personal characteristics.

Weidemann et al. (1982) also showed that the physical environment was an important
part of residential satisfaction. For instance, they showed that perceived atmosphere (i.e.
attractiveness and the policing of the block) and apartment characteristics (i.e. amount of
comfort, space and economic value of the dwelling) were the two strongest predictors. The
importance of physical characteristics was reported in other studies such as Weidemann
(1988), Francescato and Weidemann et al. (1979) and Weidemann (1987). In addition,
social interaction was also shown to explain some of the model's variance.

Marans and Rodgers (1975), employing a cross-national survey (n=2153), also
discovered that the condition and upkeep of neighbouring houses (maintenance), as well
as, safety and convenience to regional facilities, were important predictors of satisfaction at
the macro-neighborhood level. However, having good neighbors was the most important
factor in predicting satisfaction. The importance of maintenance was confirmed by
Weidemann et al. (1982), using mail questionnaires and multi-variate analysis, who found
that it, too, was an important predictor of satisfaction, although not the strongest.

Zehner (1972) also found, as did many others (i.e. Marans and Rodgers, 1975), that
maintenance level and friendliness were the two strongest predictors of satisfaction.
Equally important Zehner (1972, 181) found that "high levels of neighborhood
maintenance are not enough, in themselves, to produce high levels of neighborhood
satisfaction, the multivatiate analyses which included responses from all communities did

show that the neighborhood'’s maintenance level was clearly the most important single

predictor of neighborhood satisfaction in both low- and high-density areas."




Social Environment

Rent and Rent (1978) broadened their "systems approach” model. The independent
factors, in addition to physical ones, included in measuring residential satisfaction were
previous housing experience (used to understand the respondents’ subjective "standards”
measure), social integration and participation, housing aspirations and the occupants' social
psychological perspectives towards society at large. The Rent and Rent (1978) study
concluded that previous housing experience was a determinant of satisfaction due to causal
evidence shown in the Schorr (1963) study. "Housing aspirations” were included because
of the causal relationship between them and residential satisfaction, as shown in the
Merton (1968) study. A socio-psychological component was also included since feelings
towards society at large, either positive or negative, were thought to influence housing
satisfaction (Gans 1967).

Rent and Rent (1978) used descriptive analysis to interpret their results. The authors
concluded that previous housing experiences were related to one's satisfaction. They also
found a positive relationship between friendly social interaction together with general life
satisfaction and residential satisfaction (also see Herting and Guest 1983). Conversely,
Rent and Rent (1978) found a negative relationship between length of housing tenure and
residential satisfaction. Moreover, they found that housing satisfaction was statistically
unrelated to one's perception of crowding.

Thus, Rent and Rent (1978) elaborated on existing system-based models, that resulted
in a multi-level and multi-dimensional deterministic model. The authors noted that "the
most important implication of the above findings is that residential satisfaction, whether it

is related to the neighborhood or the housing unit, is related to social factors” (Ibid., 486),

and must be included in residential satisfaction research.




Personal Characteristics
Henry Sanoff (1972) implicitly accepted Rent and Rent's notion that residential

satisfaction was related to factors, such as friendly neighbors. However, he stated that

Social relationships are influenced and explained by people's homogeneity
with respect to a variety of characteristics. Studies of social life have shown
that people tend to choose friends on the basis of similarities in backgrounds
such as age and socio-economic level and values . . . (Sanoff 1972, 13-8-1).

Thus, Sanoff (1972) argued that homogeneity too was related to residential social
relationships, and therefore satisfaction (also see Moriary 1974; Weidemann 1982; and
Rodger and Marans (1975).

Other studies confirmed these results. For example, Galster and Hesser found that
age, sex, social class and stage in life (factors that they called "compositional"), were
predictors of residential satisfaction. They stated that "overall, our findings have supported
the hypothesis that both objective compositional characteristics of individuals and
objective contextual characteristics of the individual's dwellings are dimensions of
residential satisfaction" (Galster and Hesser 1981, 751).

Other sources and predictors of residential satisfaction for "planned"” and "less
planned suburbs"” were examined by Zehner (1972). After collecting and analyzing
secondary data he found, as did Sanoff (1972) that similarity with respect to other residents
was important to residents. This affirmed "Lansing and Hendricks (1967) and several other
researchers [who] suggested that social compatability in a residential environment may be
of central importance for satisfaction with that environment" (Zehner 1972, 178). Equally
important, Zehner (1972) provided evidence that unit density was related to satisfaction,
establishing that residents of planned communities, with lower densities, on average,
experienced higher levels of satisfaction than those living in "less planned,"” more densely

developed communities.
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Density

Density has been thought to be related to residential satisfaction as shown by studies
such as Zehner (1972). Classical theoretical sociology suggested adverse affects of urban
crowding (see Simmel 1905; Park 1915; and Wirth 1938). It has been suggested that "with
a lessened ability to control events in the dense area, the neighborhood becomes more
unpredictable, more stressful and ultimately more dissatisfying to residents" (Baldassre
1982, 96). Some contemporary theory supports this. For example, Bonnes et al. (1991)
investigated the relationship between density (crowding) and residential satisfaction, using
both personal interviews and questionnaires, discovering that "the perception of crowding
of a neighborhood was found to be of primary significance to overall residential
satisfaction and to occupy a central position of the main dimension of satisfaction
identified with reference to the variety of other environmental aspects investigated"
(Bonnes et al. 1991, 539). Bonnes et al. (1991) argued that the predictors of satisfaction
and spatio-social density were: age, socio-economic measures and length of tenure.
Notably, these results were supported by Baldassre (1982), who adds that childless adults
were the most dissatisfied in high density neighborhoods. It is not clear, however, whether
the dissatisfaction of this latter group, was or can associated with, density alone, or by the
presence of active children in the immediate environment.

Onibokun (1974) also concluded that major sources of dissatisfaction include items
such as; noise in an area, a lack of privacy and unusable common areas. Moreover, he
found that a "high concentration of large-sized households on a small piece of property
inevitability generates high levels of noise, lack of external privacy and high probability of
interference from neighbors" (Ibid., 197). His methodology was comprehensive, however
the attention paid to social factors in relation to residential satisfaction, arguably, was

insufficient.
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However, other researchers have contended that high density neighborhoods offer
greater opportunities for social relationships and reduced travel costs -- due to decreased
time spent commuting (see Fisher 1976; Hawley 1972; Jacobs 1961 or Michelson 1976
with regard to the effects of density). Michelson (1976, 163) stated with respect to
residential satisfaction that "in general past findings have been suggestive, but far from

conclusive, about direct relationships of environment and clear cut pathologies”.

Privacy

Closely related to density and the perception of crowding was privacy. Privacy was
related to selective control (see Altman 1975) and has been shown to be related to
residential satisfaction. It was believed that intrusion into one's privacy is a source of
dissatisfaction. lts importance has been discussed in several studies such as: Craun 1969,
Sanoff and Sawhney 1972; Kaplan 1974; Harman and Betak 1974; and Francescato et al.
1979). For example, Herting and Guest (1985), using personal surveys in Seattle, U.S.A_,
found that privacy (both visual and acoustical) was an important predictor of residential
satisfaction. Moreover, it was the single most important predictor of satisfaction for non-
childbearing people.

One way privacy can be obtained is by provision of an adequate amount of private
open space. This conjecture was supported by empirical research. For example,
Michelson (1969) noted that open space was an important source of residential satisfaction,
However, this type of space was dichotomous -- providing privacy but also acting as a
social facilitator. Michelson (1969) claimed that this space allowed distance from
neighbors when privacy was desired but also acted as a catalyst to bring neighbors together
since "people do not need an excuse to remain outdoors in their own turf; causal contacts
made there are not hurriedly terminated through a lack of a socially acceptable excuse to

stay put” (Michelson 1969, 189).
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Safety

Weidemann et al. (1982), found in their study that resident safety was the fifth
strongest predictor of overall residential satisfaction (also see Lee 1981; Lagory et al. 1985;
Cook 1988; Dockett et al. 1983; Weidemann et al. 1988). Concern regarding child safety,
strangers and noise were the leading predictors of safety, followed by social relationships
and resident homogeneity. Notably, the noise variable was included "because residents
may perceive noise as being related to crime [ sic ] activities , particularly those involving

fighting and other abusive behavior” (Weidemann et al. 1982, 717).

Counter Findings

Not all research into satisfaction supported the general findings regarding the
importance of social and socio-economic variables and satisfaction levels. For instance,
Fried (1982), using personal interviews with 2622 respondents from 42 communities across
the United States, found that the objective quality of the residential environment was the
strongest predictor of satisfaction while social factors were minimal. Fried (1982) also
found specific items of the objective environment explained the regression model's
variance, such as: ease of access to nature (10%); housing quality (9%); neighborhood
quality (5%); safety (5.7%); municipal services (2.9%); and household density (1.7%).
Moreover, he found that social measures of satisfaction were relatively unimportant. He
stated that "more people (24.4 %) indicated a preference for privacy and social distance
than those who desired or even indirectly implied wishes for social interaction (21.1%)"
(Fried: 1982: 115). Thus, the findings were in direct conflict with those of Gleicher (1961),
Campbells, Converse and Rodgers (1975), and many others. Fried (1982) concluded the

study by stating that

The analysis presented here indicate that residential satisfaction and
neighborhood attachment are based largely on features of the physical
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environment. While the study, like any single data set, is not to be regarded
as the final word on those questions, it provides provocative considerations
and hypotheses for future studies. (Fried 1982, 118).

Supporting Fried (1982), an Australian study, sponsored by the Joint Venture For
More Affordable Housing Task Force (1989), refuted some past findings regarding patterns
of residential satisfaction. The Australian study specifically examined differences in
satisfaction levels between small lot sizes (less than 450 »”) and large lot sizes (more than
600 »*) lot dwellers. Also studied were other key elements related to innovative land
development standards such as: less open space, reduced setbacks and smaller right-of-way
widths. Using questionnaires, the Task Force surveyed 309 households from innovatively-
designed communities and 112 households from conventionally-designed communities.
The Task Force, studied both macro and micro neighborhood levels and found that
regardless of size, residents were generally satisfied with their lot sizes. Other results
relating to the macro-neighborhood level from the Australian study are summarized as

follows:

o "Estates with high design input resulted in a higher proportion of ‘attractively designed'
or 'very satisfied with housing style' responses” (Joint Venture For More Affordable
Housing Task Force 1989, 69).

o Residents in neighborhoods with reduced standards were not significantly less satisfied
overall (67 percent were either very highly satisfied or well satisfied) than those living
in conventionally designed neighborhood (73 percent were either very highly satisfied
or well satisfied.

o Residential satisfaction was not related to sex.

o Residential satisfaction was directly related to age.

o Residents with children tended to be more satisfied.

o Privacy was important but not a major problem in either type of neighborhood.
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o First time home buyers tended to be less satisfied.

o Residents of housing designed with innovative standards tended to attach a greater
value to the sense of community and neighbor relations than did those in
conventionally designed communities.

o Intensive landscaping is directly related to satisfaction

o« Housing density was not a major predictor of satisfaction with lot size.

o Road width was a strong predictor of residential satisfaction.

o Satisfaction levels, generally, moderately rise as the width of the carriageway increases

over 7 meters -- although differences did not reach statistically significant levels.

Consequently, the study concluded that at the macro-neighborhood level careful
attention must be paid to design elements, such as lot and unit orientation as well as the
placement of windows. The findings of the micro-neighborhood are summarized as

follows:

o "The level of dwelling satisfaction was not proportionally related to the size of the lot
and the greatest levels of dissatisfaction were the smaller "standard" residential lot
areas of 3507 to 450m*" (Ibid., 86).

o "Respondents with front setbacks of less than 5 meters were more likely to be bothered
by traffic noise and displayed the greatest level of dissatisfaction with 'distance from
the edge of the road’, while 5 meters to 7.5 meters reflected greatest satisfaction”
(Ibid., 86).

o "Side distances to adjacent dwellings between 0.5 and 3.0 meters were least

satisfactory, due to problems with auditory privacy and inability to make use of the

land between the dwelling and the boundary” (Ibid., 86).




The study concluded that at the micro-neighborhood level special attention must be
considerate of building orientation and site design (i.e. lot angles, lot shapes). It noted that
"compromises can be made on setbacks, lot size, private open areas and so on, provided

they are done in the context of an overall design philosophy" (Ibid., 86).
Summary of Independent Variables Used in The Study

The research reviewed in Chapter 2 has used vérious explanatory models to uncover a
series of highly correlated independent predictors of residential satisfaction. This section
abstracts and summarizes those sets of variables that are most frequently supported,
empirically, as being significant predictors of residential satisfaction. Moreover, it
provides a brief description of each set of variables used in the study, and also notes the

supporting documentation.

Background Experience

Previous housing experience was an important predictor of present dwelling and
neighborhood satisfaction. It was also one of the sources of subjective judgment criteria
used in evaluation. Thus, current satisfaction was correlated with past dwelling and
neighborhood experiences. Previous housing experience also effected housing aspirations
and expectations (see Campbells, Converse and Rodgers 1975; Weidemann and Anderson

et al. 1985; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975 and Marans 1976).

Physical Environment
The physical environment was a major contributor to neighborhood satisfaction. Its
importance was reflected at the unit, neighborhood and community levels. Specific

components of the neighborhood environment that have been shown to be of importance
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included: density, maintenance, neighborhood attractiveness, housing quality, access to
nature, road width, lot size, lighting, sidewalks, open space Ian-dscaping, setbacks, side
yards and parking (see JVMAH 1989; Fried 1982; Marans and Rodgers 1975; Miller et al.
1980; and Weidemann 1981; Weidemann 1982; Weidemann et al. 1987). In this study,
special attention was given to those environmental factors controlied by planning and

engineering standards.

Social Environment

Research has shown that neighbor relations, kinship ties and friendliness were
positively correlated with residential satisfaction and were therefore deemed important (see
Fried and Gleicher 1961; Schorr 1968; Lansing and Marans 1969; Rent and Rent 197§;
Galster 1981; Weidemann 1982; Herting and Guest 1985). Residential satisfaction levels
and gregariousness were also correlated with homogeneity in life styles, race, values and
culture -- that all impact on neighborhood friendliness (also see Michelson 1976; Sanoff
1972 and Moriary 1974). The variables used to measure the importance and strength of
soctal factors in this study related to the degree, desirability, and importance of

neighborhood social interaction, as well as resident homogeneity.

Personal Characteristics

Individual attributes were a relatively strong determinant of neighborhood
satisfaction. It was showed that socio-economic status, age (stage in life), life style, marital
status, length of tenure and personality were correlated with residential satisfaction.
Personal characteristics reflect different needs, values and aspirations of a particular
environment. Galster and Hesser (1981); Onibokun (1976); JVMAH (1989); and Sanoff
(1972) all provided supporting empirical evidence of a multi-lateral interrelationship

between dwelling unit and neighborhood evaluation and individual traits. Notably, age,
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socio-economic factors, length of tenure and martial status variables were included in the

study to delineate satisfaction correlates.

Density, Privacy and Safety

After reviewing the literature, these three items were shown to be highly related to
residential satisfaction. Safety and privacy were influenced by both the physical and social
environment. Weidemann et al. (1982) found that safety was the fifth strongest correlate to
residential satisfaction. Likewise, Rice and Lewis (1984) found it was an important
determinant of satisfaction -- being the strongest correlate (also see Francescato 1979; Lee
1981; Lagory et al. 1985, Weidemann et al 1987). Privacy and density, too, were important
components of residential satisfaction. Herting and Guest (1985) found privacy to be the
most important predictor of satisfaction (for non-childbearing adults). Thus, previous
research inferred that people prefer environments that allow them the choice and means of

achieving personal solitude and security.
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Hypotheses

This chapter illustrated that several environmental and social features were correlated
with residential satisfaction. Moreover, certain features have been shown to be
consistently satisfying or dissatisfying. Generally, past research in North America showed
that higher density areas, for a variety of reasons, were less satisfying. Although the
Australian study refuted some of these facts, the majority of research support
dissatisfaction with higher densities -- that were reflected in the stated hypotheses. This
section abstracted from residential satisfaction theory and formulates conjectures
concerning satisfaction by residents of Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows. Thus, based

on the literature review in this chapter, the following hypotheses were formed:

Hypothesis 1.
Residents living in the RPL zoned neighborhood, Kiniski Gardens, will experience
satisfaction levels significantly lower than residents living in the conventionally designed

community, Pollard Meadows, zoned RF1.

Hypothesis 2.
Residents of the RPL zoned neighborhood will experience lower satisfaction levels
primarily due to dissatisfaction associated with the following features: visual privacy, lot

size, lot shape, density, setbacks, noise and unfulfilled expectations.
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Hypothesis 3.

The smalier RPL zoned lots will contribute to a stronger sense of community and

increase the frequency of neighbor interaction.

Hypothesis 4.
Privacy, neighbor homogeneity, sociability, safety, lot size, maintenance, and density

will be the strongest predictors of residential satisfaction.
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CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF LAND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

This chapter discusses the significant differences between innovative (RPL-style) and
conventional land development standards. It offers a brief history of the RPL land use
district in Edmonton and its stated purpose. It also examines, contrasts and illustrates
specific site servicing (engineering) and planning standards that have been shown to be
cost saving methods. Although RPL and RF1 engineering standards are the same in
Edmonton, they are a source of cost savings; therefore they are considered an integral part
of the discussion. Finally, this chapter derives a cost estimate of savings accrued from

employing innovative land development standards and delineates their source.

Purpose and History of Planned Lot Residential (RPL) Zoning

The oil boom, commencing in 1972, caused significant development pressures in
Alberta and particularly in Edmonton the province's leading industrial center. The City of
Edmonton during this time experienced an influx of migrants from eastern Canada, low
residential vacancy rates with increasing housing costs and high interest rates.
Consequently, housing became increasingly less affordable causing builders, developers
and civic officials to look at ways to reduce housing costs, one of which was through
innovative layouts. Land and site servicing costs were quickly identified as among the
most significant components in the cost of new suburban housing, It was argued that the
rapid urban growth and changing economy required innovation from developers and home
builders as well as compromise from civic officials. Consequently, the housing industry
soon advocated more compact development and more efficient use of land and servicing
resources to abate the rising cost of new housing, It was thought that the use of innovative

land development standards, such as reduced right-of-way widths, reduced lot
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sizes and setbacks, curb elimination and reduced carriageways could lower housing costs
by reducing the amount of land required per dwelling unit and by distributing the servicing
costs among a greater number of land owners.

The City of Edmonton responded to the housing pressures by initiating a
comprehensive review of its Land Use Bylaw in 1978. Notably, the existing bylaw
(#2135), at the time, did not allow for innovatively designed housing without a ministerial
order. This was changed during the 1978 review process.

The 1979 Land Use Bylaw draft introduced the Small Lot Residential District (RSL) -
- the antecedent to the present Planned Lot Residential District (RPL). The newly formed
RSL District allowed the use of innovative (reduced) land development standards.

Between 1979 and early 1980 the RSL District was revised to become even more flexible
changing from that of a small lot area concept to that of comprehensively planning new
communities (hence the name Planned Lot Residential District) such as Burnewood. These
changes resulted in the RSL District being renamed RPL District in the spring of 1980.

One of the more noticeable changes to the bylaw was the RPL District became more
flexible, allowing semi-detached, as well as, quadraplexes as discretionary uses and a
density up to 42 units per hectare.

The RPL District was adopted by City Council on July, 3, 1980 and is still presently

included in Section 130 of the City's Land Use Bylaw (#5996). Since its inception, the

RPL District has been amended four times (November 10, 1981; September 16, 1983,
September 27, 1983; and September 12, 1989). Notably, these amendments have only
served to clarified the bylaw and have neither altered its mandate, nor founding principles.

Its general purpose as stated in Section 130 of the City's Land Use Bylaw is to

Provide a District for small lot Single Detached Housing that provides the
opportunity for the more efficient utilization of suburban areas, while
maintaining the privacy and independence afforded by Single Detached
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Housing forms; and also, a District that provides greater flexibility for infill
development. (City of Edmonton 1990, e 9).

The RPL District was a popular means of residential development during 1981 and
1982 (see TABLE 3.00 for selected RPL comparative statistics). During this time 1,411
housing units were developed. In fact, in 1982 RPL zoned housing accounted for 31% of
all single and semi-detached housing starts in the City (City of Edmonton Planning
Department 1984). In all, 13 RPL zoned neighborhoods were developed from 1976 to
1986 (including the neighborhoods of Ottewell and Millbourne that were approved in 1976
with a ministerial order and only later came under RPL jurisdiction). Map 3.00 illustrates,

spatially, where the RPL Districts are located in Edmonton.
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TABLE 3.00
SELECTED PROPERTY AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF
RPL DEVELOPMENT AREAS

Salected All RPL
Charecteristics Dovercowrt Qttewsll Millbourna Blus Guill Burnawood Wikllowdale Parcals
Number of Tax Parcels [ 9 156 a9 64 945
Lend Area of Tax Parcels ha 0.3 5.2 1.8 2.6 53 1%?; iég{g
Lend Uss:
Single Datached [ 9 158 49 44 719 240 1,898
ha 0.3 5.2 1.4 1.9 2.6 8.8 7.6
Semi-Dateched [ 4 - - - 20 i - 26
ha - - - 0.7 # - 0.8
Undaveloped Lend [ - - - - 224 105 :1:13
ha - - - - 8.7 3.9 34.3
City-Owned Tax Parcels 2 - - - . - 14 43
ha - - - - - t.é6 1.8
Avsrega Tax Parcal Size
Single Detachsed m2 308 335 277 432 343 1
Seml-Datsched m - - - 355 235 36- ;:g
Undaveloped Land m2 - - - - 387 375 389
Proportion of Tax Parcaly
Greater than 350m? 5% 1.t 31.4 14.2 51.6 9.5 40.8 8.3
Number of Dwellings per
Nat Hsctarel # 32.5 29.8 35.1 24.5 28.3 27.1 27.3
Subdivision Actlvity
Start Year 1981 1977 1978 1978 1380 1917 1976
Pask Yaar 1981 1977 1976 1978 1981 1982 1981
Construction Actlvity
Start Year 1982 1976 1976 1979 198l. 1977 1978
Peask Year 1982 1977 1976 1979 1981 1982 19481
Averags Sales Price
Single Datsched? $ 75,700 72,000 63,050 111,950 73,850 77,450 74,450
Kumbser of Occupled Dwellings ¢ 9 154 45 s 565 205 1,588
Numbsr of Unoccupisd Dwallings 2 - 2 3 14 157 35 336
Proportion of Rental Howshalds % 11.1 9.1 23.% 12.0 2.1 .9 4.0
Dwelling Size
One Bedroom % 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3
Two Bedroom % 22.2 LL.0 0.0 0.0 31.0 19.0 23.0
Three Bedroam % 11.8 B3.8 89.1 82.0 67.4 74.1 7.4
four tedroom % 0.9 5.2 10.% 8.0 1.6 6.9 3.5
MNumber of Persons g 17 415 151 153 1,628 638 4,763
Proportion of Persons Aged
14 or Less % 0.0 22.2 27.2 19.0 26.5 29.4 1.6
Proportion of Persons .
Aged 55 ar Mare % 0.0 6.0 4.0 7.8 1.6 3.1 3.0
Proportion of Houzsholds )
with Children % 0.0 48,1 65.2 44,0 4.0 60.0 54.9
Aversgs Number of Pargons
par Dweiling Unit3 1.90 2.69 .3.28, 3. 06 2.87 3.10 3.00

Note :  RPL districted and reqi':tercd tax parcels excluding utility lots end unsubdlvidad haldings {1983 05).
H * value 1ess than 0.1

* L Potential dwellings calculated by the land ares of tesidential lots divided by the number of lats.
H 2 Only "arms length” fend end structure sales are reported (1140 casss).

H 3 includes bath single and sami-datached dwellings.

Source: City of Edmonton, Planning and Development Department, 1984,
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MAP 3.00
Location of RPL Development Areas
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Engineering Standards: Differences Between Innovative and Conventional

This section provides an overview of selected innovative and conventional
engineering standards. It examines and illustrates selected site servicing standards that
have been shown in previous studies (i.e. Ontario Ministry of Housing 1990; DeLCan, De
Leuw, Cather 1984; British Columbia Ministry of Municipal Affairs 1980 and Associated
Engineering Services 1983) to be the most significant areas for cost savings in RPL-style
developments. Although the examination is not exhaustive, it offers a thorough discussion
of major innovative cost saving design practices. It does not, however, address site-
specific zoning practices (i.e. DC5 zoning in Edmonton), nor does it address modified
street designs associated with community owned roadways. The specific engineering
standards addressed in this section can be grouped in four broad development categories --
waterwork standards, sanitary sewer standards, storm water drainage standards, and utility
and roadway standards (including curbs and sidewalks). All of the innovative standards
seek to reduce conventional ones, intensify development and use resources more
efficiently, thereby reducing unit cost. "Although these innovative techniques are not yet
all commonly accepted as construction practice, they represent a new generation of
construction innovations, and are an indication of the resourcefulness of the development
industry, consulting engineers, contractors and suppliers who are constantly secking a

better and more cost-effective way of doing things" (Ontario Ministry of Housing 1990, 5-

1)

Waterworks Servicing Standards
There are four different types of specification standards that regulate residential
waterwork development -- pipe line sizes, hydrant spacing, waterline valve spacing and

service connections. Hydrant spacing and service connections have been shown to be the
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most significant areas for cost reduction, while pipe size and valve spacing have less
prominent cost affects. Consequently, only hydrant spacing and unit service connections
will be elaborated upon in this section.

Hydrants provide water for fire fighting vehicles. It has been argued in many studies
that the spacing required between hydrants can safely be increased to reduce capital costs.
The DeL.Can, De Leuw, Cather study (1984) noted that conventional hydrant spacing
standards range from 100 to 120 meters between hydrants. However, innovative
development standards allow for hydrant spacing upward of 150 meters from the furthest
dwelling unit and up to a distance of 250 meters between dwellings. FIGURE 3.00
illustrates innovative hydrant spacing and distance practices.

Water service connection practices also differ amongst innovative and conventional
engineering standards. Water service connections refer to the method whereby dwelling
units are linked to the trunk water service line located in the right-of-way width,
Conventional design standards require a single connection be provided to every dwelling
unit adjacent to the right-of-way width. This is frequently done to allow water utility
companies better control water servicing delinquent accounts.

However, innovative standards reduce capital expenditures by reducing the amount of
pipe required to service each dwelling unit. Instead of laying a single water line to each
unit, a shared water service connection (also known as Y trenching) is used to reduce
development costs . FIGURE 3.01 illustrates the innovative design concept. The Ontario
Ministry of Housing (1990) reports that shared service connections can reduce capital

expenditures in this area by up to 29%.
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FIGURE 3.00
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S= ON-LINE SPACING (2 X R) LESS SOME NOMINAL
OVERLAP

Source: DeL.Can, De Leuw, Cather, Western Ltd., 1984,
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FIGURE 3.01
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Sanitary Sewer Standards

Innovative and conventional standards also differ with respect to their treatment of
sanitary sewer design specifications. Sanitary sewers convey domestic waste water to a
central water management or disposal point. There are four general areas regarding sewer
standards that have been shown to reduce development costs and differentiate innovative
standards from conventional ones -- pipe size, pipe gradients, manhole spacing and shared
sewer connections. The most significant cost savings areas, and design differences, occur
from increased manhole spacing and common sewer connections. These two design areas
will be elaborated upon below. Although reduced pipe sizes and gradients do differ
between innovative and conventional standards, the variations in design methods are not
significantly important to be focused upon in this section.

Another major design difference between innovative and conventional sewer
practices is with respect to their treatment of manhole spacing. Manholes allow access to
sewer pipe systems. They allow the system to be cleaned and serviced in the event of
blockage. Conventional design specifications require manholes to be spaced, typically,
every 100 meters.

Innovative design standards increase the required distance between manhole spacing
and therefore reduce capital expenditures. Innovative designs are based on the premise
that manholes along straight lengths require less maintenance and encounter infrequent
blockage. Thus, manholes on straight lines can be increased to distances from 120 - 175
meters, depending on a municipality's sewer cleaning equipment. This increased manhole
spacing is significantly different from conventional 100 meter spacing. The range
presently being used by other innovatively-designed neighborhoods in Alberta is between

120 and 175 meters (Associated Engineering 1982). FIGURE 3.02 illustrates the concept.
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Innovative and conventional standards also differ with respect to their treatment of
sewer connections. Conventional standards require a single sewer ling to every dwelling
unit. Once again, the conventional design method 1s capital intensive.

Innovative standards permit shared sewer lines commencing from the curb. "There
has been considerable discussion in the literature on the cost benefits of shared sewer
house connections. Certainly, by halving the number of house connections that cross the
street, some savings are achieved" (DeL Can, De Leuw, Cather 1984, 48). Thus,
innovative sewer development standards reduce the materials used in subdivision
development and offer a means of reducing housing costs. However, some conventional
design advocates believe that this reduction in sewer capital increases the chance of line
blockage and increases required long term maintenance costs. FIGURE 3.03 shows the

concept of shared sewer lines.
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FIGURE 3.02
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FIGURE 3.03
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Storm Water Drainage Systems

There are four main areas where conventional and innovative standards storm water
practices differ (excluding pipe gradients) -- frequency of storm occurrences, maximum
allowable manhole spacing, catch basin spacing and site water management. These four
categories of development standards, as well as the reduction rationale are discussed

below.

The primary function of storm water drainage systems is to carry excess rainwater
away from roadways and private sites. Conventional standards require these pipe systems
to be designed so as to facilitate "minor” storms occurring every five years. The longer the
storm interval, the greater the probability of excess rainfall and the greater is the cost of
facilitating runoff capacity.

Innovative design standards reduce the frequency of "minor" storm occurrences from
5 years to 2 years and accommodate "major” storm (that occur every 50 to 100 years)
runoff with ditches and natural drainage channels. DeL Can, De Leuw, Cather (1984, 52)
note that "if it is judged by the municipality that the general attitude of the community will
accept infrequent flows on street and short-term ponding at some catch basins, then a two
year return frequency storm can be considered adequate”. FIGURE 3.04 illustrates storm
drainage time curves for conventional ( 5-10 year periods) and innovative ( 2 year period)
design standards.

Innovative and conventional water management standards also differ with respect to
the maximum allowable manhole spacing. Notably, innovative standards allow distances
of up to 120 meters, while conventional ones, typically, require distances of only 90
meters. The limitations of using increased storm water manholes are similar to those

discussed regarding increased sewer hole distances.
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Likewise, greater distances between catch basins decrease residential capital costs --
since fewer are required. Catch basins retain and direct rain water to main pipe channels
and discharge points (1.€. rivers, lakes, etc.). Notably, design standards in this area vary
extenstvely. Associated Engineering (1982) in their comparative study of communities
designed with innovative land development standards reported a variation in maximum
allowable manhole spacing, ranging from 120 meters, in Edmonton and St. Albert, to 365
meters in Sherwood Park, Alberta. These specifications are considerably different from
conventional catch basin standards that, typically, require distances of less than 100 meters.
Increased basin distances do cause more overland water flow and increased drainage times;
however most authorities contend that the negative effects resulting from these
modifications are minimal.

The final significant difference between conventional and innovative water
management standards is their treatment of on-site runoff. Conventional standards require
roof discharge to be directed to street storm sewer systems. This method of management
requires roof drains from each dwelling unit to connect with the sub-surface storm water
sewer line. This trunk line is usually located in the right-of-way-width. However, it has
been strongly argued in previous studies that this specification is excessive.

Innovative methods permit on-site water management. "The overwhelming
conclusion is that roof drains need not be connected to street storm sewers unless the lot
has no surface drainage to the street or lane" (Del.Can, De Leuw, Cather 1984, 59). This
method reduces capital costs and fosters natural water management techniques. FIGURE

3.05 illustrates innovative water management techniques.
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Right-of-Way Width

Innovative and conventional standards differ vividly with respect to their treatment of
right-of-way (ROW) widths. Conventional standards require a 20 meter ROW while
innovative engineering standards, often, require only 16 meters or less. The rationale of

conventional and innovative ROW widths is explained and illustrated below.

A considerable percentage of land within residential subdivisions is occupied by local
roadways. Included in this area are the carriageway and the boulevard. The boulevard
accommodates sub-surface utilities (i.e. hydro, cable, telephone), as well as, acts as a
storage area for snow. The boulevard (that also includes the curb and sidewalk) together
with the carriageway combine to form the (ROW) width typically 20 meters from front lot
line to front lot line. FIGURE 3.06 illustrates the dimensions of a conventional 20 meter
ROW width. This area has been the focus of many civic studies. The primary rationales

for the conventional specifications are as follows (DeL Can, De Leuw, Cather 1984, 61):

o Watermains should be at least 3 meters apart from sanitary sewers to minimize danger
of cross connection and contamination of water.

» Utility corporations such as gas, telephone, have a stated preference to keep such
utilities outside the paved area for maintenance considerations

e On streets which are plowed by the municipality, adequate boulevards must be

included for storage of snow.

However, it has been shown that adequate clearance for services including adequate
access for emergency vehicles and utilities can be accommodated within a reduced ROW
width of 16 meters for local roads. FIGURE 3.07 illustrates a reduced ROW width that

meets the safety and performance criterion of a 20 ROW width. The Ontario Ministry of

Page 55 .




Housing (1990) estimated that a 16 meter ROW width would results in cost savings of
about $426 per meter of road length.

One can note from FIGURE 3.07 that the reduced ROW width is achieved by the
elimination of sidewalks and curbs -- at an estimated cost savings of $130.00 per linear
meter. Regulatory reformers argue that eliminating curbs and sidewalks, "also has an
added advantage to provide an environmentally sensitive approach to new development. It
allows runoff to percolate through grass thereby reducing the amount of storm runoff that
can contaminate disposal areas (i.e. rivers, lakes etc.) with effluents” (RWCOAUDS 1991,
8). It is also argued that a reduced ROW width "could enhance the sense of community in
a residential neighborhood and provide more opportunity for neighborly contact” (Ibid., 9;
see FIGURE 3.08).

Municipal experience with curb and sidewalk elimination has shown few traffic or
pedestrian safety concerns resulting from their removal. One example of this type of
capital-cost deduction is in the City of Winnipeg, where, several neighborhoods have been
built without curbs or sidewalks and have, reported pedestrian accidents involving
automobiles as being rare in occurance. For example, some residents in the Victoria Park
area of the city prefer sidewalk and curb elimination stating that it promotes a more

pastoral and relaxed residential setting.
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FIGURE 3.08
A COMPARISON OF CONVENTIONAL STANDARDS (A)
AND MODIFIED STANDARDS (B)
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. Source: Regional Working Committee on Alternative Urban Development Standards, 1991.
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Planning Standards: Differences Between RPL-Style and Conventional

Although reduced engineering standards offer a means for cost reduction, they
account for only about 15-25% of the total development savings (Ontario Ministry of
Housing 1990). Reduced planning standards account for most of the other cost savings.
Conventional planning standards are land intensive, while innovative ones require much
less. It is estimated that innovative standards result in savings of about $6,700 per dwelling
unit (see Ontario Ministry of Housing 1990 for the estimate assumptions). This section
provides an overview and comparison of innovative (RPL-style) and conventional planning
standards that regulate new suburban residential development. The specific planning
standards reviewed in this section are as follows: density, lot size, lot shape, side yards,
coverage and setbacks (see APPENDIX 5 for RPL and RF1 planning regulations).
Innovative planning standards, that reduce lot area, frontage and setbacks, intensify
development, reduce both land and capital costs, and in a normal market result in more

affordable housing.

Density

In conventional layouts density standards are relatively low, generally, having
development densities below 30 units per net development hectare, and rarely even this
density is achieved. For example, Edmonton allows a maximum of 27 units per net
hectare. However, typically, conventionally designed developments in Edmonton achieve
a density of about 15 units per net hectare. It is felt that this density ensures privacy and
ample open space at site and overall neighborhood level.

Innovative density standards allow for greater urban intensification. For instance,
Edmonton's RPL District allows building densities up to 42 units per net development

hectare. This higher density allowance is more efficient since it intensifies development

and reduces the cost of supplying municipal services. Servicing higher density
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development is cost efficient since there are fewer streets, utility lines and water mains to
upgrade, replace and maintain.
Lot Size

Conventional standards, generally, require lot sizes to be in excess of 360 m” (3,875
sq. ft.) in area. However, the average lot size in conventionally designed suburban areas is
generally substantially larger than this minimum statutory requirement. For instance,
average conventionally designed lots in Edmonton are about 465 m° in size. This size is
believed to provide ample outdoor private space and adequate household privacy.

Innovative standards, such as RPL zoning in Edmonton, reduce the lot size
requirement. For example, the minimum lot size in a RPL District is 270 m” (2,906 sq. ft.).
This is 90 #° smaller than the statutory requirement under RF1 zoning, and is 195
smaller that the conventional layout average. Reduced lot size is the greatest single land
development cost reducing factor. "Reduced lot sizes account for 60% to 80% of total
development savings." (Ontario Ministry of Housing 1990, 1-1). It is thought that these
smaller lots can accommodate a significant share of people in the housing market who

require less space and more affordable housing (i.e. seniors, singles and single parents).

Lot Shape

The shape of a lot has a significant bearing on capital and servicing costs. Wider lots,
with more street frontage, require more infrastructure per dwelling unit and therefore
greater capital expenditures. Conventional standards often require minimum frontages to
be in excess of 12m (40 f1.). The rationale for this is that the lot cross-section must be
wide enough to support adequate sideyards, the dwelling unit and a car port or garage.
Consequently, these lots are relatively wide and shallow. It is estimated that every meter of

lot frontage requires $1,233 in infrastructure costs (Ontario Ministry of Housing 1990, 7.9).
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Innovative standards reduce lot frontage. For example the RPL District in Edmonton
requires a minimum 9 meter (29.5 ft.) frontage. This reduced frontage requirement
effectively elongates the lot and reduces roadway and other capital expenditures. "The
primary aim is to reduce the amount of street ROW required to support each dwelling . ..
lot shape also has an effect on the lot to road ratio and ultimately the density achieved.
From an efficiency point of view it is better to increase lot depth rather than width to obtain

the same lot area” (DelL.Can, De Leuw, Cather 1984, 79).

Side Yards

Conventional standards require the dwelling to be setback from its side property
lines. This is done to provide an adequate distance between adjacent dwellings. For
instance, RF1 zoning in Edmonton, requires a minimum side yard distance of 1.2 meters
(3.94 ft.) for dwellings under 7.5 meters in height.

Innovative standards often allow lots with reduced frontages to build the dwelling
completely offset to one side of the lot. This practice is known as the zero lot line concept.
It provides better utilization of the outdoor living space and is argued that it increases
privacy. Some zero lot line developments have been built in Edmonton, such as Ottewell

and Millbourne. FIGURE 3.09 illustrates the concept.

Site Coverage
Typically, conventional standards require site coverage to be under 40%. This figure
is specified to prevent an area from becoming seemingly over-developed and thereby

reducing the residents’ quality of life.

Page 62




{5 m

Figure 3.09

OUTSIDE FACE OF WALL
LOCATED ON FROPERTY

HOUSE DESIGNED WITHOUT
V/iiINDOWS ON THIS SIDE

VARIABLE SETBACKS

K —
X
t2
33Am
&m
3
ROAD
CONVENTIONAL ‘A’
i13.8m .
=
LINE
34.3m | ——
14

RCAD

ZERO LOT-LINE 'B'

ZERO LOT-LINE
Source: DeLCan, De Leuw, Cather, Western Ltd., 1984,

Page 63




Innovative standards, often allow dwellings (i.e. house and garage) to cover 45% or
more of the site area. For example, RPL zoning in Edmonton permits site coverage up to
45% with a maximum of 35% for the principle building. This standard accommodates

dwelling units built in excess of 1,300 sq. ft. in area.

Setbacks

Building setbacks provide separation space between the ROW width and the dwelling
unit. Conventional standards, generally, require a minimum setback of 6 meters as they do
for example in Edmonton.

Innovative design standards reduce the required setback. For instance, RPL zoning in
Edmonton permits a minimum front yard setback of 4.5 meters. It is argued that "narrower
setbacks are quite acceptable and can enhance the feeling of human scale in the

development” (DeLCan, De Leuw, Cather 1984, 81).

Inventory of Cost Savings Associated With Innovative Development Standards

When aggregated, the specific modified engineering and planning standards reduce
new suburban housing costs by as much as 10 percent. This section provides an inventory
of accepted cost saving techniques associated with modified land development standards.

It summarizes construction servicing costs of two subdivision plans developed for the same
site -- one designed with conventional standards and the other with innovative development
requirements. The detailed cost estimate is abstracted from the Ontario Ministry of

Housing report, Urban Development Standards: Update 1990. The cost estimate derived

by the Ministry would be similar to cost savings associated with the innovative standards
discussed in this chapter. TABLE 3.01 illustrates the total estimated cost savings of using

modified engineering standards, as well as, identifies their source (also see FIGURE 3.10).
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TABLE 3.02 summarized the cost savings per unit attributed to both modified planning and
engineering standards (also see FIGURE 3.11). For a discussion of all the development

assumptions see the Ontario Ministry of Housing (1990) study.
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TABLE 3.01

SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION SERVICING COSTS
FOR A SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION

{$1990)
CONVENTIONAL INNOVATIVE SA;-fING
STANDARDS STANDARDS {INCREASE) PERCENTAGE

Watermains $382,900 $328,200 854,700 1495
Sanitary Sewers $326,000 $268,500 $57,500 1895
Storm Sewers $647,400 $563,000 $84,400 13%
Sarvice Connections $473,400 $336,800 $136,600 29%
Roadways $1,119,300 $1,072,600 846,700 4%
Sidewalks $249,400 $247,300 $2,100 1%
Street Lighting and $384,600 $604,600 (3210,000) -53%
Undarground Hydro :

|Grading (1) $11.300 871,000 ($59,700) -628%
Miscellansous (1) $161,300 3125.760 $35,800 2234
Sub-total 765,600 $3,617,700 147 45h
Enginesring {7%) $263,592 §253,239 $10,353 4%
TOTAL SERVICING COST $4,029,182 $3,870,939 $158,253 4%
No. of Units 263 414
Servicing Cost Per Unit 815,320 $9,350 85,970 , 39%
MNo. of Metres of Road 2950 3140
Servicing Cost Per Metre $1,348 $1,233 $115 6%%
TOTAL LAND COST (2) $2,500,000 $2,500,000
TOTAL COST $6,529,192 $6,370,839 3158.253 2%
Total Cost Per Unit §24,826 $15,389 £9,437 38%

NOTES: (1) Costs identiited In original study.
() Assume $125,000/ha ($50,000/acte) - '

Source: Ontario Ministry of Housing 1990
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TABLE 3.02

SUMMARY OF 1990 SAVINGS
SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION

SERVICING COSTS

Total Ssarvicing Cost
Tolal Sarvicing Cost Per Melre of Road
Tota! Servicing Cost Per Unit

Saving per Unit Attributed to
Englnesring Standards

Saving per unit atlributed 1o ROW Widlh
8avings per unit attributed to
Pianning Standards
TOTAL COST
Total Land Cost
Total Cost (Servicing and Land)
Total Cost Per Unil
Total Cost Per Metre of Road

Savings per Unit attribuled to
Englnesring Standards

Savings per Unit atlributed to ROW Width

(say average 3 m saving)

Saving per Unlt attributed to
Planning Standards

Conventional
Cost

$4,029,192
§1,348

§15,320

$2.500,000
$6,529,192
$24,826

$2,184

Innovative
Cost

$3,870,839
81,233

$9,350

$2,500,000
$6,370,839
$15,389

$2,029

Savings

$158,253
§115
$5,970

$1,307
NIA

$4,663

$158,253
$9,437
8158

$1,307

$428

§7,704

Note: tand costs assumed to be $125,000/ha ($50,000/acre)

Source: Ontario Ministry of Housing 1990
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CHAPTER 4: SITE DESCRIPTION AND SURVEY METHODOLOGY

This chapter focuses on the two selected site areas used in this study and on the
methods and processes employed in designing and implementing the mail questionnaire. It
discusses how the data were collected as well as how the selected samples were chosen.
Also included are field survey photographs. This chapter also discusses, in detail, the
questionnaire format and survey methodology. Last and equally important, it elaborates on

the relationship between questionnaire items and the four formulated hypotheses.

Selection and Description of The Two Samples

Two neighborhoods were chosen to test the conjectures formed in chapter two --
Kiniski Gardens in the Burnewood community and Pollard Meadows in the Southwood
community. Both of these sites were located in the eastern region of Mill Woods,
Edmonton. MAP 4.00 illustrates their contextual location in the City.

Selection criteria were used to choose the two study sites in Mill Woods, but it 1s
important to note that these criteria are subjectively based and reflect the authors own
judgments and heuristics. The two neighborhoods were chosen because each satisfied the

author's neighborhood selection criteria;

1. The dwelling units selected were part of a mature community. Specifically,
they were at least ten years in age. Age was specified because of the continued
development (i.e. grass and tree planting, garage construction) often associated
with newer suburbs. Hence, it was specified to negate the possible effects
associated with this sort of activity.

2. The demographics of the site were close to other similarly-zoned developments,
and comparable to city averages.
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%)

The physical environment (i.e. lot size, dwelling size) was typical and
representative of other similarly-zoned neighborhoods in the City.

4. The development density of the site were comparable to other similarly zoned
areas in the City.

5. The two site areas, RPL and RF1, were located in the same geographical region
-- in order to control locational factors (i.e. proximity to the downtown,
shopping centers, schools and other regional facilities).

The Kiniski Gardens Area

Kiniski Gardens, part of the Burnewood neighborhood, is located in the northeast
quadrant of the Mill Woods community. It was named in honor of former City alderman
Julia Kiniski and was chosen to represent a typical RPL subdivision in Edmonton. Kiniski
Gardens 1s one of three subdivisions that make up the Burnewood neighborhood. As of
May 1990, Burnewood had a population of 3,269, (over 930 households), and covered
755.21 acres of land (City of Edmonton 1991, 7/53). The area was once part of a land
bank "assembled in 1970 by the government of Alberta because of concern over the rising
cost of serviced residential land in the Edmonton area. Mill Woods was named for the
Mill Creek which crossed it and the groves of trees that once stood there" (City of
Edmonton 1987, 1). MAP 4.01 depicts Mill Woods and itlustrates the relative locations of
the two study areas. Furthermore, MAP 4.02 illustrates the subdivision design of Kiniski

Gardens and the existing land uses permitted there as of 1987.
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MAP 4.01

The Mill Woods Community Showing the Selected Site Areas
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The Pollard Meadows Area

The second selected site was also one of the 27 neighborhoods comprising Mill
Woods. The Pollard Meadows subdivision, chosen to represent a typical RF1 district in
Edmonton, had common bungalow style housing, normal street patterns and average site
specifications (i.e. 12 meter or 40 ft. frontages and 6 meter or 20 ft. setbacks). It also met
the five selection criteria. lts age, location, development density, demographic profile and
physical characteristics made it the "best” RF1 site choice. Tt was 105.2 hectares in size,
with 1,202 households, and had population of 3,757 in 1987. MAP 4.03 shows Pollard

Meadow's subdivision design and the existing land uses permitted in the area.

Field Survey Photographs

Although the differences between RPL and RF1 zoned housing have been discussed
and diagrammatic illustrations provided, the true sense of their differences may still be
elusive. Thus, photographs were taken during field surveys of the areas in December 1992,
The following photos clearly illustrate the physical differences between the two types of
zoning standards.

FIGURES 4.00 and 4.01 depict typical characteristics of single detached RPL housing
in Edmonton; note the reduced frontage and setback requirements. FIGURE 4.00 was
taken in Kirkpatrick Crescent and FIGURE 4.01 taken on 38 street and 42 A Avenue.
FIGURE 4.02 shows the rear view of a typical RPL yard; it too was shot in Kirkpatrick
Crescent area. FIGURES 4.03, 4.04 and 4.05 illustrate typical RF1 zoned housing in
Edmonton. These photographs were taken in the Pollard Meadows area along 47 street and
20 A avenue. Note that the lots are wider and larger in size. Moreover, larger setbacks and

lower development density standards are apparent in comparison to the RPL housing.
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MAP 4.03
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FIGURE 4.00

RPL Housing on Kirkpatrick Crescent
FIGURE 4.01

A RPL House on 38th Street and 42 A Avenue
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FIGURE 4.02

rs r

Rear View of an RPL House on Kirkpatrick Crescent

FIGURE 4.03

A RF1 on 47 Street and 20 A Avenue
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FIGURE 4.04

A RF1 House on 49 Street and 19 Avenue
FIGURE 4.05

Rear View of A RFI House on 47 Street and 20 A Avenue
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Data Collection Method

Data relating to residential satisfaction were collected in January, 1993, using mail
questionnaires, Caution was given on how the sample was chosen. "Not all methods of
sampling are equally suitable for choosing samples that are representative of the
population” (Ebdon 1985, 36). Moreover, McClave and Benson (1988, 184) noted that
"how a sample is selected from a population is of vital importance in statistical inference
because the probability of an observed sample will be used to infer the characteristics of
the sample population”. A random sampling technique was employed to collect responses
from two different neighborhoods. "A random sampling method is one in which the choice
of individuals for inclusion in the sample is left entirely to chance" (Ebdon 1985, 36). This
sampling method satisfied two critical data selection criteria: (1) every individual had an
equal chance to be selected; (2) the selection of one individual did not affect the chance of
selection for another individual.

This random sampling method would ensure a representative sample and would help
control any unseen exogenous variables with locational associations that could distort
responses; thus, it was preferred to cluster sampling. In other words, the study took
reasonable steps (i.¢. using a random sampling technique and typical neighborhoods) to
ensure adequate representation of the respective populations and attempted to address
factors that were obvious in the study areas (i.e. amount of leisure space in an area, the

amount of landscaping, street design, traffic, industrial noise and poliution externalities).
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Determining Sample Size

"Selection of an appropriate sample size is one of the most important aspects of any
experimental design problem” (Montgomery 1984, 26). The minimum sample size in this
study was calculated with the aid of an Operating Characteristic (O.C.) curve (see Ferris et
al. 1946 for a complete review and derivation of O.C. curves). Montgomery (1984, 28)
also noted that "operating characteristic curves are often helpful in selecting a sample size
to use in an experiment”. Employing an O.C curve also required the use of the following

formula;

. ’uE —uz[

20

Where:

d = Difference bet ween sample means

1#, = Meanof sample group A

u, = Meanof sample group B
co=unknownbut(assumed)equal variance

Using a tolerable mean difference of 1 and an assumed variance of 1 with a level of
significance of 0.05 and a power of 0.7, the minimal statistically valid sample size was
found to be 30 for each sample (total n=60). Unfortunately, d involved the unknown
parameter of . However, after reviewing previous studies it was felt that a variance of |

was an acceptable population norm.
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Generating the Random Sample

A systematic method was used to generate the random sample. The random sample
was derived by numbering each household in the respective site areas on a local area map.
Next, a random number list was generated using the computer program Excel 4.0®. One
hundred and ninety four random numbers were generated and matched with the households
numbered on the local maps. Consequently, of the 936 households eligible in the Kiniski
Gardens area, 97 households were selected to participate in the mail survey (assuming a
return rate of between 30% - 40%,; the 97 household sample was surmised to be sufficient
enough to meet the minimum required sample size of 30 households per subdivision).
And, of the 480 households in the Pollard meadows area, 97 were selected to participate
(again this assumed a response rate of 30% - 40% satisfying the minimum sample
requirement explained on the previous page).

It is important to note that the random numbers were selected without replacement.
It was felt that replacement selection would be impractical and difficult to execute.
Referring to replacement sampling Ebdon (1985, 39) noted that "in practice this [method]
is seldom done, and bias introduced into the study by not doing so is very unlikely to be of
any importance".

Design and Format of The Questionnaire

The mail questionnaire was intended to be specific, simple and require little time to
complete(see APPENDIX 1). Tts format followed Don Dillman's (1978) "Total Design
Method" (TDM). "This term is a result of the premise on which it is based, namely, to
maximize both the quality and quantity of responses, attention must be given to every
detail that might affect response behavior" (Dillman 1978, vii). The questionnaire was

largely close-ended with ordered response choices. The design followed Likert's (1932)

format of a ordered number scale -- a five point continuum ranging from "strongly
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disagree" to "strongly agree". The questionnaire contained 37 separate response items, of
which three were open-ended in design. It was five pages in length and required about ten
minutes to complete. This length seemed optimal since previous TDM questionnaires of
this length, have been reported to obtain, on average, response rates on average of 76%.
The questionnaire elicited four basic types of responses, -- attitudinal, cognitive, behavioral
and personal, that reflect the Weidemann and Anderson (1985) model, that was used in this
study, and detailed in Chapter Two.

Dillman (1978) pointed out that proper questionnaire format and question wording
are crucial to stimulate a meaningful response rate. He noted that "size, shape, weight,
color, paper quality, cover design, question order, and layout are among the numerous
features, offering clues to the worth of the questionnaire" (Ibid., 120). All these visually
observable characteristics of the questionnaire have been shown to affect the recipient's
decision to respond.

Following Dillman's principles, the following questionnaire format was derived. It
was printed as a booklet on 8 1/2" x 14" paper, folded along the middle seam that resulted
in a booklet 8 1/2" x 7" in size. This booklet size was produced by photographicaily
reducing 8 1/2" x 11" paper by 79 percent. It was reproduced on gray paper, printed on
both sides, along with a formal cover page. The cover page was titled "Evaluating Your
Neighborhood: What Do You Think about it ?" (see APPENDIX 1). It had a graphical
illustration of a house (obtained from the computer program CorelDRAW® version 3.0)
that was manipulated to resemble housing units in the two study areas. Thus, two different
types of illustrations were used the purpose bein to match housing in the area and to
distinguish between the two sample groups -- Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows.

The questions were ordered from those perceived to be the easiest to the most
difficult. Questions prompting respondents' personal characteristics were placed on the last
page. Equally important in the ordering procedure was the grouping of similar
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questions and establishing a "vertical flow" (Dillman 1978). This was accomplished by
designing the questionnaire in four separate sections and eight sub-sections. Each section
was linked with transitional sectional headings, as suggested by Dillman (1978). The four
major sections included questions related to factors relating to residential satisfaction, such
as: the physical environment, the social environment, safety and privacy. To assist in
clarity and reading ease, sectional headings were printed in upper case bold arial lettering
while the questions were printed in lower case. Vertical dual columns, one for questions
and the other for responses, were added to increase the questionnaire's reading ease, and to
CONSETve space.

Special attention was also given to the cover letter, as it served to introduce the
study's topic and invoke interest (see APPENDIX 1). Dillman (1978, 165) noted that "the
cover letter 1s virtually the only opportunity the researcher has for anticipating and
countering respondents’ questions”. Thus, the first paragraph of the cover letter explained
the study's purpose and importance, the second paragraph indicated that their participation
was crucial and the results would be confidential, the third offered a "token" reward (a
copy of the study's results) for participating and a telephone number to call if they had any
questions. As suggested by Sue Weidemann all letters were personally signed by the
author in blue ink and dated . Directly beneath the author's name was a formal title

{Project Coordinator), as advised by Dillman (1978).

Field Testing the Questionnaire

An archetypal model was tested in the North Kildonan district of Winnipeg,
Manitoba during the period of January 22 - January 24, 1993, This district was chosen as
the test site because it exhibited some similar RPL characteristics. For example the chosen

neighborhood, located at Dunits Road and Dunits Avenue, was designed with smaller lots,
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reduced frontages, no side-walks and reduced right-of-way widths. It was felt that for best
test results the field area should resemble one of the Edmonton sample areas as much as
possible.

The purpose of the test was to investigate question clarity and questionnaire format
and potential completion time. Consequently, testing found that the dependent variable of
"overall satisfaction" (question 10) needed to repositioned in the questionnaire. Originally,
1t was placed as question 1 in the survey; however, some participants felt its placement was
awkward and prompted premature judgment. The test also revealed one grammatical
mistake and a completion time of about seven minutes. In addition, two questions needed
to be clarified; requiring slight rewording. These four changes resulted in the fifth and
final edition of the survey questionnaire. Following these changes the final version was
sent to the Faculty of Architecture Ethics Review Committee for approval. The

questionnaire was found suitable, and approved by the Committee.

Mailout Procedure

A reduced version of Dillman's TDM was employed for implementing the
questionnaire package. Careful attention was given to this stage since "virtually any stage
in the process of sending and retrieving questionnaires may produce a refusal [and]
constitutes the frame of reference from which the procedure for implementation the Total
Design Method mail surveys . . ." (Dillman 1978, 161). The Dillman method was reduced
from a four stage to a three stage procedure. A three stage procedure was thought to have
the advantages of the full TDM, yet reduce resources required for implementation. The
first stage consisted of the complete questionnaire package and the later two stages
consisted of reminder cards. In order to minimize the refusal rate the questionnaire

package relied heavily on personalization throughout the implementations process.
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One hundred and ninety four mailout packages that included the questionnaire, the
cover letter and the return envelope, were hand delivered. The selected random
households were indicated on the local area maps and shipped to a distribution team
assembled in Edmonton. On February 1, 1993 the two person team hand delivered the
questionnaires with pre-paid return envelopes.

The mailout package was followed up, one week later, by delivering reminder cards
to all the recipients of the first mailing. This task was once again perform by the
Edmontion disiribution team These cards were writtén to thank those who had already
returned their questionnaires and served to remind those who had not. Exactly three weeks
after the original mailout, a second set of reminder cards were sent out to those who had
not yet responded. This type of follow up process has been shown to double return rates

(Dillman 1978). Consequently, the follow up cards were viewed as imperative.
Computational Methods and Model Elaboration

This section bridges the gap between theory and practice. It operationalizes the
conjectures formed in Chapter Two and relates them directly to questionnaire items.
Moreover, it briefly discusses the methods by which the various hypotheses will be
empirically tested. All the necessary statistical computations were performed on a
Macintosh computer using the statistical software program StatView SE + Graphics® by

Abacus Inc. (1991).

Hypothesis 1

This conjecture predicted that mean satisfaction scores would differ significantly

between RPL and RF1 residents. This was be tested by comparing and contrasting mean
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scores related to question 10 of the questionnaire (see APPENDIX 1 for question details).

Testing required the use of Student's t-test -- a parametric mean comparison test statistic.

Hypothesis 2

This hypothesis surmised that RPL residents would have lower satisfaction scores,
when compared to RF1 residents, primarily due to dissatisfaction with the following
features: privacy, lot size, lot shape, density, setbacks and mislead expectations. Mean
scores were to be contrasted between RPL and RF1 residents and again, Student's t-test was
used. The following questions operationalized the hypothesis: question 1 (lot size),
question 6 (lot shape), question 7 (setbacks), question 8 ( safety), question 19 (density),

question 3 (privacy) and question 22 (expectations).

Hypothesis 3

This hypothesis stated that the small Jots in the RPL district would cause increased
social interaction as well as an increased sense of community. Questions 11 and 15 test

this hypothesis and required the use of Student's t-test.

Hypothesis 4
This hypothesis predicted that privacy, lot size, safety, neighbor homogeneity, social

interaction, maintenance (i.e. yard and house) and density would be the strongest predictors
of residential satisfaction. The dependent variable was overall satisfaction (question 10).
The independent variables were question 1 (lot size), question 8 (safety), question 3
(privacy), question 9 (social interaction), question 16 (homogeneity), question 4 (noise),
question 2 {price), question 7 (setbacks), question 6 (lot shape), question 19 (density),
question 9 (friendliness), question 28 (sex), question 29 (tenure), question 31 (age),

question 32 (marital status), question 36 (income) and question 5 (Maintenance). This
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conjecture required the use of multiple regression via the ordinary least squares method.

The regression equation was built using forward stepwise regression procedures.

Response Rate

A total of 194 questionnaires were delivered to the two sites and of these 65 (33.5%)
were returned. Of those returned, 33 questionnaires (34.0%) were from the Kiniski
Gardens subdivision and 32 (32.9%) were from the Pollard Meadows subdivision. The
lower than average response rates caused slight concern. The author recognized the

limitations of this response rate and advises that the results be viewed bearing this in mind.
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

This chapter analyzes the data obtained from the mail questionnaires using
descriptive and inferential statistics. It discusses demographic profiles of the study areas
and elaborates on the types and purposes of the various statistical tools used in this chapter.
Furthermore, it performs various statistical analyses on the data to test the hypotheses
formed in Chapter Two. Specifically, it performs two different statistical operations in
order to test the first three hypotheses -- Students t-test to compare sample means, and the
Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation ( 1 ) to delineate linear relationships. The fourth
hypothesis is tested using multiple regression analysis. Notably, the multiple regression
model's assumptions are clearly stated and violation tests performed, such as random error
plots to determine if the stochastic disturbances are heteroscedastic and normally

distributed.

Socioeconomic and Demographic Statistics of The Study Groups

Information from Statistics Canada was of little assistance in determining the
representativeness of the results, obtained from the questionnaire, since only 1986 census
data were available. Not only was the data somewhat dated but the census tracts were
problematic. For example, census tracts 090.14 and 090.12 encompassing Kiniski Gardens
and Pollard Meadows, respectively, were much larger than the two selected sites. Hence,
these larger census tracts included various other forms of housing (i.e. apartments and new
high-end housing) that served to distort the characteristics of the study areas (for

information on the census tracts see Statistics Canada 1988, Edmonton Profile - Part 1I}.

Page 88




However, residents’ characteristics were derived from the questionnaire. These
characteristics were analyzed, using Student's t-test, to determine if the samples were
statistically different. None of the characteristics such as age, sex or income were found to
be significantly difference at alpha=0.01. However, at an alpha=0.05 (t = -2.479),
household size did become significantly different. Below is a summary of residents'

characteristics.

Sex
The ratio of males to females in the sample was nearly equal. In fact, in the RPL
sample the percentage of males to females was exact (see APPENDIX 2 for all distribution

details). This distribution was optimal, providing a balanced pool of data.

Tenure and Previous Dwelling Type

Residents of the RF1 sample tended to have lived in their present dwelling longer
compared to residents of the RPL district. Fifty percent of the RF1 sample lived in their
present dwelling 6 years or longer compared to only 40% of residents surveyed in the RPL
sample.

The previous type of dwelling sited by RF1 residents tended to be single family
housing (40%). This contrasted with residents of the RPL subdivision whose previous

housing tended to be townhouses (36.66%) and apartments (33.33%).
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Respondents’ Age and Marital Status

Residents of the RF1 sample were on average older than residents of the RPL study
group. Thirty percent of the former were older than 40 years compared to only 20% of the
latter.

On average, residents of the RF1 sample consisted of more married couples (70%)
compared to those of the RPL sample (60%). Moreover, the RPL sample consisted of

more (never married) singles (10%) than did the RF1 sample (3.33%).

Compostition of Households

Residents of the RF1 zoned housing tended to have more children than did those of
the RPL sample. In fact, 70% of the RPL residents surveyed had 1 or fewer children.

Consequently the average household size was larger in the RF1 sample.

Education and Income

Residents of the RF1 sample tended to be slightly more educated with moderately
higher incomes than did those from the RPL. For example, 69.99% of those in the RF1
sample earned $41,000 or more vearly while only 46.66% in the RPL sample matched this

income level,
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Overview of Results

As previously stated, the questionnaire was divided into four major sections and ei ght
subsections. Below is a brief summary of the responses to the questions in each of the first
three sections of the questionnaire pertaining to residential satisfaction and physical and
social attributes of the respective areas (the forth section of the questionnaire related to

personal characteristics discussed earlier in this chapter).

Section I Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Housing

Generally, the residents of Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows were satisfied with
their home and neighborhood. When satisfaction scores for "Very Satisfied" and
"Satisfied" were aggregated the total satisfaction percentages for the nine independent

variables were as follows for Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows (see FIGURE 5.00).

FIGURE 5.00
Satisfaction Scores: Percentage of Residents "Satisfied” and "Very
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When satisfaction scores for "Very Disatisfied" and "Disatisfied" were aggregated the

total satisfaction percentages for the nine independent variables were as follows for Kiniski

Gardens and Pollard Meadows (see FIGURE 5.01).

FIGURE 5.01
Satisfaction Scores: Percentage of Residents ""Disatisfied" and
"Very Disatisfied"
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Section II: Physical and Social Environment

Section IT of the questionnaire investigated several physical and social variables
associated with residential satisfaction such as lot size, socializing and safety. In this
section, unlike the previous, residents responded to written question statements. They were
asked to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed with the question statements using a
5-point scale. When the categories "Strongly Agree” and "Agree” were combined the
percentages to the statements were as follows for Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows

(see FIGURE 5.02 below and APPENDIX 2 for full distribution details).

FIGURE 5.02

Percentage of Residents That ""Agreed'' and ""Strongly Agreed"
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When the categories "Strongly Disagree” and "Disagree" were combined the
percentages to the statements were as follows for Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows

(see FIGURE 5.03).

FIGURE 5.03

Percentage of Residents that "Disagreed” and "Strongly Disgreed”
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Section III; Value and Enjoyment

This section of the questionnaire asked if residents agreed or disagreed with questions
regarding their previous accommodations, their expectations and the reality of living in
their neighborhoods. When the categories "Strongly Agree" and "Agree" were combined
the percentages to the statements in Section 1l of the questionnaire were as follows for

Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows (see FIGURE 5.04).

FIGURE 5.04

Percentage of Residents that "Agreed” and ''Strongly Agreed" With the Statements
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When the categories "Strongly Disagree"” and "Disagree" were combined the
percentages to the statements in Section III of the questionnaire were as follows for Kiniski

Gardens and Pollard Meadows (see FIGURE 5.05).

FIGURE 5.05

Percentage of Residents that "Disagreed' and "Strongly
Disagreed" With the Statements
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Population Assumptions and Specification of Statistical Tests

The interval data used in this study was treated as parametric, as in other residential
satisfaction studies such as Weidemann, Anderson et al. (1987) and Weidemann,
Francescato et al (1979). “Interval data is another step up the hierarchy of measurement
scales in the sense that it enables us to say how much further along a scale [i.e. Likert] one
individual is than another” (Ebdon 1985, 3). And "by the word 'parametric’ we imply some
quality, characteristic or value of the population data, not the sample data” (Gregory 1963,
132). Ebdon (1985, 15) noted that "it is generally argued that a parametric test, used in a
situation where its assumptions are justified, is more powerful than an equivalent
nonparametric method such as the Wilcoxon Rank Sum Test or the Mann - Whitney U

Statistic”. It was felt that the population in this study met the following assumptions:

(1) that the population data were normally distributed,
(2) that the observations were independent of each other
(3) that the populations being compared had the same variance

(4) that the variables were available on an interval scale

The parametric statistic used to test hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 was Student's t test. All
three hypotheses assumed that the two sets of data were random samples from different
normally distributed populations with statistical or significant difference between the
population means. Statistical or significant difference meaning that it was extremely

improbable that such a difference could have occurred by chance alone.
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A low t value suggests little difference between the samples, while a score greater
than the critical value results in the hypothesis be rejected. The critical value used in this
study was a two-tailed 0.05 significance level -- 99% confidence level.

Also used in the analysis of the sample data was the Pearson's Product-Moment
Correlation. This parametric measuring device calculated the degree of linear association
between two desired variables.

Multiple regression analysis was used to examine the relationship between the
dependent variable, residential satisfaction, and the numerous independent ones (i.e.
privacy, safety, density, etc.). Gujarati (1988, 15) noted that "regression analysis is
concerned with the study of the dependence of one variable, the dependent variable, on one
or more other variables, the explanatory variables, with a view of estimating or predicting
the (population) mean or average value of the former in terms of the known or fixed values
of the latter.". Mathematically this resulted in a probabilistic equation, with a random error

term that followed the general multiple regression equation as follows:

y=p,+px+¢

Whereby:
y = Dependent variable
x = Independent variable

S, =y intercept
B, = Slope of the x line
& = Stochastic disturbances
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The regression analysis took five steps: (1) deterministic components of the
probabilistic model were hypothesized, (2)sample data were collected to estimate the
unknown parameters, (3) model assumptions were clearly stated, (4) the regression model
was tested for assumption violations, (5) dependent variables were derived. The regression
analysis performed on the questionnaire data followed the five procedures described above
and used the Ordinary Least Square (OLS) method of predicting residential satisfaction.
The OLS method minimized the model's sum of square errors which provided the most

accurate method of predicting satisfaction correlates.

Testing Differences Between Sample Means

Hypothesis 1
Residents living in the RPL zoned neighborhood will experience satisfaction levels

significantly lower than residents living in the conventionally designed neighborhood.

Residents hiving in the RF1 zoned subdivision had mean satisfaction levels (u =
3.867) slightly higher than did those of the RPL area (u = 3.60). Seventy percent of the
RF1 sample fell in the range of "satisfied" to "very satisfied" compared with only 53% of
those in the RPL group. Moreover, a greater percentage (46%) of those in the RPL
sample responded 1n the range of neutral to very dissatisfied compared to only 30% in the

RF1 sample (see APPENDIX 2 for sample distribution details).

These apparent satisfaction differences were tested for significance. Performing a
two-tailed unpaired t-test (alpha = 0.005, or 99% certainty; critical t = 2.042) revealed that
the results were not significantly different. Hence, the statistic supported the alternative

hypothesis (see APPENDIX 4 for t-test results).
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Next , satisfaction levels were correlated with personal characteristics in order to
measure the presence of linear associations. However, tests showed that satisfaction was
uncorrelated with sex, age and tenure. Household gross income, however, was shown to be

negatively correlated with residential satisfaction ( = - 0.349).

Hypothesis 2
Residents of the RPL zoned neighborhood will experience lower satisfaction levels
due (o dissatisfaction with: privacy, lof size, lot shape, setbucks, crowding and unfulfilled

expectations.

Privacy

Residents of the RPL sample tended to score privacy satisfaction lower (30%
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied) than did those in the RF1 sample (24%). In the upper end
of the satisfaction scale slight differences were also apparent. Forty seven percent of those
in the RF1 sample responded either satisfied or very satisfied with privacy compared to
36% in the RPL sample.

Arithmetic mean responses regarding privacy were essentially the same between the
RF1 {(u=3.33) and RPL (u = 3.20) residents. Hence, the data were found not to be

statistically different at alpha = 0.01. Thus, the above hypothesis was not supported.

Lot Size
There were considerable differences between the two samples regarding lot size and
satisfaction. Fifty three percent of those in the RPL sample were either dissatisfied or very

dissatisfied with their lot sizes, compared with only 6% in the RF1 sample.
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Mean responses for lot size satisfaction were 2.633 and 3.90 for residents of Kiniski
Garden and Pollard Meadows, respectively. Mean analysis using t-test showed that the
data were significantly different (t = -4.92) at alpha = 0.01; thus the data supported the

above hypothesis. See APPENDIX 4 for the test results.

Lot Shape

Lot shape satisfaction levels were considerably different between the two samples.
Seventy three percent of those from the RF1 sample were either satisfied or very satisfied
with the shape of their lots compared with only 36% in the RPL sample (see APPENDIX 2
for distribution details). Mean scores for Kiniski Gardens and Pollard Meadows were
3.133 and 4.00, respectively. These mean differences were found to be statistically
different at alpha = 0.01 -- supporting the above hypothesis (see APPENDIX 4 for t-test

statistics).

Setbacks

Residents of the RF1 sample were, generally, more satisfied ( 90%) with there
setbacks than those in the RPL sample (70%). Furthermore, residents of the RPL sample
(20%) were more apt to respond "neutral” to the statement than those of the RF1 sample
(10%). Means tests revealed that the data between the samples were not statistically

different; thus the hypothesis was not supported.

Crowding Perceptions

Significant differences existed between the two samples regarding crowding
perceptions. Sixty three percent of RF1 residents in the sample either disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the contention that their neighborhood was "too crowded,"” while only 26%

of those in the RPL responded in that manner or less than half. Moreover, 30% of those in
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the RPL sample strongly agreed with the statement that their neighborhood was "too
crowded.” These differences proved to be statistically different at an alpha = 0.01. The

unpaired t-value of 3.173 provided statistical evidence supporting the hypothesis.

Expectations

There seemed to be only moderate differences between the two groups when asked if
their neighborhoods were "everything they expected them to be". Those in the RF1 sample
(46%) either agreed or strongly agreed with the quesﬁon statement compared to 56% in the
RPL sample. This suggested that the residents in the RPL sample were more accurate in
their beliefs prior to moving into the area. Mean analysis revealed a low t-value (t =
0.518). This caused the hypothesis to be rejected in favor for the alternative (see

APPENDIX 4 for detailed analysis).

Hypothesis 3

The smaller RPL lots will contribuie to a stronger sense of community.

The majority of residents of the RF1 sample either disagreed or strongly disagreed
(70%) with this statement that smaller lots fostered a stronger sense of community.
Likewise, residents of the RPL sample responded negatively to the question statement
(67%). Combined only 11.67% of the two samples supported the above contention. Thus,
the hypothesis was rejected as the samples means were both near the value of 2.00 on the
satisfaction scale.

Analysis of the sample means showed that there were no significant differences in
responses between the study groups (see APPENDIX 2 for distribution details). The data
were also analyzed for the presence of linear associations with personal characteristics,

however, no relationships were detected (see APPENDIX 4).
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Regression analysis

Hypothesis 4
Privacy, neighbor homogeneity, friendliness, safety, lot size and density will be the

strongest predictors of residential satisfaction.
Hypothesize The Deterministic Components of The Model

The literature reviewed in Chapter 2 illustrated that several factors contribute to
residential satisfaction. Moreover, Chapter 4 operationalized hypothesis 4 by relating the
conjecture with several satisfaction correlates abstracted from previous empirical studies.

On these foundations the following deterministic model was formed:

Satisfaction= f, + X, B, + X, b + X3 B + X, B, + X fs + %, B,

Where:
£, =Constant B, =LotSize
f, =Neighbor Homogeneity P =Privacy
f, = Friendliness ., =Density
f; =Safety

Statement of Model Assumptions Using the OLS Method

The statistical theory of linear models is based on strict classical assumptions. In

order to test Hypothesis 4, using OLS regression analysis, certain assumptions had to be
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made because of the general regression equation (y = £, + Bix+¢). "It shows that "y"

depends on both "x" and "¢". Therefore unless we are specific about how "x" and " " are

L1, 5

created or generated, there is no way one can make any statistical inference about the y".

Thus, the assumptions on the "x" variable and the error term are critical to the valid

interpretation of the regression estimates” (Gujarati 1988, 52). Consequently, four

assumptions were made regarding the stochastic disturbances and one about the specified

regression model. The five assumptions are as follows:

2

The mean of the probability disturbance ¢ is zero. In other words "the
factors not explicitly included in the model, and therefore subsumed in ¢,

do not systematically affect the mean value of y” (Gujarati: 1988: 52).

The variance of the probability distribution of & is non-stochastic for all
of the independent variables. That is, homoscedacity is assumed for the

EIToT terms.

The probability distribution of the error term & is normal.

The disturbances are unrelated. This assumes no serial or autocorrelation.

In other words, the disturbances do not follow systematic patterns.

The (OLS), multiple regression model is correctly specified. It is assumed

that there is no specification bias.

The latter sections of this chapter test the regression model and accompanying

variables to make certain that they meet these classical regression assumptions. If these

assumption are satisfied, then the Gauss-Markov theorem is applicable, which states
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Given the assumptions of the classical linear regression model, the least
squares estimators, in the class of unbiased linear estimators, have minimum
variances, or are BLUE [best linear unbiased estimators]. (Gujarati 1988,
63).

Thus, the independent estimators (i.€. By uum Psaon Prosize ) Used in the regression equation

were best linear unbiased estimators (BLUE) with minimum variances.
Computed Stepwise Regression Model

Forward stepwise regression was used to derive a 6-variable model (including the
intercept constant). Twenty one variables were regressed and 5 were found to contribute to
the model at F > 4.00. These 5 regressors (variables) were: privacy, lot shape, friendliness,
density and expectations (see TABLES 5.00 - 5.03 for regressor details). All of the
variables were positively associated with satisfaction, except for resident homogeneity.

The formulated multiple regression model can be written as follows:

Satisfaction=1.17+0.2354, +0.1824, +0.2143, — 0.107 5, + 0.1835,

Where:

B, =Privacy

f, =LotShape

S, =Friendliness

B, =Resident Homogeneity
pJ; = Expectations
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TABLE 5.00

Stepwise RegressionyY | HEXQUESTION 10%%% 21 X variables
F to Enter 4
F to Remove 3.996
Number of Steps ]
Variables Entered 5
Variables Forced 0.0
TABLE 5.01

STEP NO. 5 Stepwise RegressionY |  X®*%QUESTIQN {0%*x 21 X variables
Variables in Equation

Variable: Coefficient: Std. Err.: Std. Coeff. F to Remove:
INTERCEPT 1.169
QUESTION 3 234 051 387 20.928
QUESTION 6 .183 074 248 6.075
QUESTION 9 213 061 346 12,221
QUESTION 21 .184 067 256 7.553
QUESTION 16 -. 106 .053 -.179 4.004
Variables Not in Equation
Variable: Par. Corr: F to Enter:
[QuEsTioN T | 104 | 567 ]
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STEP NO. 5 Stepwise RegressioenyY |

Multiple RegressionY

TABLE 5.02

XQUESTION 1 Q%%

Variables Not in Equation

Variable: Par. Corr: F to Enter;
QUESTION 2 14 684
QUESTION 4 117 726
QUESTION 5 023 028
QUESTION 7 -.06 191
QUESTION 8 185 1.847
QUESTION 16 053 149
QUESTIONZ8 031 049
Variable: Par. Corr: Fto Enter:
QUESTION 29 029 042
QUESTION 30 -.081 .344
QUESTION 31 -013 .008
QUESTION 32 -.048 12
QUESTION 33 -.204 2.254
QUESTION 34 =121 771
QUESTION 35 141 1.06

Variaple: Par. Corr: F to Enter:
QUESTION 36 -.207 [2.3i9

TABLE 5.03

HEXQUESTION 103

21 X variables

5 X variables

Count: R: R-squared: Adj. R-sguared: RMS Residual:
[e0 807 651 618 439
Analysis of Variance Table
Source DF: Sum Squares: Mean Sqguare: F-test:
REGRESSION ) 19.347 3.869 20,119
RESIDUAL 54 10.386 192 p =.0001
TOTAL 59 29733
Beta Coefficient Table
Variabie: Coefficient: Std. Err. Std. Coeff. t-value: Propability:
INTERCEPT 1.173
QUESTION 3 235 .05 389 4.669 0001
QUESTION 6 182 073 247 2.5 0155
QUESTION 9 214 .059 348 3.602 0007
QUESTION 16 |-.107 051 -.183 2.093 041
QUESTION 21 .183 066 256 2.774 0076
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Test Classical Model Assumptions

The stocastic disturbances ( ¢ ) were plotted using Data Desk © statistical software.
The charts plotted showed that the disturbances were homoscedastic and normally
distributed. Furthermore, the model seemed to be correctly specified with a coefficient of
determination of 0.651. The presence of 5 regressors with significant t ratios and large F

ratios was also strong supporting evidence for correct model specification.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION, FURTHER RESEARCH AND CONCLUSIONS

This final chapter discusses the results from Chapter 5 and relates them to the four
hypotheses formed at the beginning of the study as well as to past residential satisfaction
research discussed in Chapter 2. In addition, this chapter also provides a sample of
residents' comments derived from the questionnaire. The last section of the chapter
summarizes and concludes the study suggesting areas and directions for further research on

the topic of innovative land development standards.
Major Findings

Hypothesis 1

Residents living in the RPL zoned neighborhood will experience satisfaction levels

significantly lower than residents living in the conventionally designed neighborhood.

The data did not support the above hypothesis at alpha = 0.01 (99% confidence
level). Consequently, the above hypothesis was rejected -- there were no significant
differences with respect to residential satisfaction between the two differently zoned
subdivisions.

Moreover, residents of the RPL subdivision were generally satisfied with their
neighborhood. Only 3.33% of those surveyed from Kiniski Gardens area were dissatisfied
or very dissatisfied. Over 65% supported the statement that they "would recommend this
type of neighborhood to friends if they were looking to buy single family housing," while
72.2% supported the statement that "knowing what I do now about this neighborhood, 1
would still be very willing to move here.”

Hence, the results from this study support the argument that residents on smaller

residential single family lots do not have satisfaction levels statistically different from
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those living on conventional (larger) lots. This finding supports the Australian study
performed by the Task Force For More Affordable Housing (1990), which found no
satisfaction differences between small and large lot dwellers. Conversely, these findings
do refute several past studies such as Zehner (1972), Onibokun (1974) and Bonnes et al.

(1991).

Hypothesis 2
Residents of the RPL zoned neighborhood will experience lower satisfaciion levels
due to dissatisfuction with: (1) privacy, (2) lot size, (3) lot shape, (4) setbacks, (3)

crowding and (6) unfulfilled expectations.

Privacy

Data regarding satisfaction with respect to privacy did not support the hypothesis. No
statistical differences were found between the two samples, however, there were
distribution differences. For example, respondents in the RPL sample tended to be more

dissatisfied (30%) with privacy, than those in the RF1 sample (24%).

This result conflicts with some previous residential satisfaction research, but it did
support the Australian study (1990). One possible explanation for the absence of privacy
differences between the two samples may be due to climatic conditions. The survey was
conducted in January, 1993 -- typically a month with temperatures well below -15 C..
Hence, problems associated with visual and acoustical privacy may have been mitigated by
reduced outdoor activity and sealed windows and doors. Differences may be more
pronounced in spring and summer when both adults and children occupy outdoor space

more frequently and windows and doors are left open for ventilation.
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Lot Size

The data regarding satisfaction with lot size supported the stated hypothesis. The
results on lot size satisfaction strongly support classical residential satisfaction research.
They confirmed studies such as Zehner 1972 and Onibokun 1974 -- that inferred smaller

lot sizes reduced neighborhood satisfaction.

Lot Shape

The data with respect to lot shape satisfaction supported the above hypothesis. Only
36.6% of the respondents in the RPL sample were satisfied, or very satisfied, with their lot
shape compared with over 73% in the RF1 sample. The average difference of 3 meters in
lot width between the RPL and RF1 samples clearly had an impact on lot shape
satisfaction. The data supported the conjecture that reduced frontages and consequently
elongated lots resulted in reduced lot satisfaction, -- possibly because of less privacy

(perceived or real) and reduced usability due to smaller side-yards.

Set backs

Setbacks in the RPL subdivision were reduced on average 1.5 meters, compared to
those in the RF1 area. Reduced setbacks, however, did not result in significant satisfaction
differences between the two samples; hence the above hypothesis was not supported. Even
though the samples were not statistically different there were again slight distribution
differences between them with 90% percent of the respondents in the RF1 sample being

either satisfied, or very satisfied, compared to 66.6% of those in the RFI sample.

Crowding

It was hypothesized that residents of the RPL subdivision would have lower

satisfaction scores due to perceptions of crowding. The density of the RPL development
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was, as previously mentioned, approximately 28 units per gross development hectare while
the RI'1 study area was about 14 units per gross development hectare. The data supported
the above conjecture (i.e. significant differences existed between the two samples with a t-
value of 3.173). Nearly 50% of the respondents in the RPL sample either agreed, or
strongly agreed, with the statement that their neighborhood "was too crowded," compared
to only about 10% of those in the RF1 sample.

The data supported several previous residential satisfaction research studies such as
Bonnes et al (1991), Herting and Guest (1985), and Harman and Betak (1974). Generally,
the data suggested that "with a lessened ability to control events in the dense area, the
neighborhood becomes more unpredictable, more stressful and ultimately more

dissatisfying to residents” (Baldassre 1982, 96).

Unfulfilled Expectations

It was thought that many of the RPL residents would have perceived the RPL
neighborhood as a conventional-type development at a lower price but with no livability
tradeoffs. It was surmised that only after living there would some of the possible
limitations (i.e. reduced privacy and increased noise levels) become apparent. The data did
not support this hypothesis. When asked "is this neighborhood everything you expected it
to be as far as comfort is concerned ?7," 10% in both samples answered in the negative.
However, the majority (56.6%)of respondents in the RPL area answered that living in

Kiniski Gardens met their expectations.
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Hypothesis 3

The smaller RPI lots will contribute to a stronger sense of community.

It was thought that the smaller RPL lots would foster a stronger sense of community.
However, the data strongly refuted this contention. Seventy percent of those in the RF1
sample either disagreed, or strongly disagreed, with the question statement, compared with
67% in the RPL sample. Only 9% of those in the RPL sample supported the hypothesis.

Not only did smaller lots not add to the sense of community, but on the contrary,
smaller lots were seen as a source of dissatisfaction. The more compact RPL lots caused
50% of those in the sample to either agree, or strongly agree, with the statement that "their
neighborhood was too crowded," compared with only 9% in the RF1 sample.

These results conflicted with contemporary theoreticians such as Jacobs (1961),
Fisher (1975) and Hawley (1972). The data was, however, supportive of studies by Fried
(1982) and Herting and Guest (1985) regarding the relationship between privacy, social

distance and social interaction. More recently, the data also negated such claims as

The use of alternative standards does not imply a reduction in the standard
of living or the sacrificing of good planning principles. On the contrary, it
provides an opportunity to create neighborhoods which are attractive with a
strong sense of community fitalic mine). RWCOAUDS 1991, 20.

Hypothesis 4
(1) Privacy, (2)neighbor homogeneity, (3] friendliness, (4) safety, (3) lof size and (6}

density will be the strongest predictors of residential satisfaction.

Three of the six hypothesized predictors were proven to be significant at F > 4.00 (i.e.

privacy, neighbor homogeneity and friendliness). Two other non-hypothesized factors
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were also shown to predict residential satisfaction -- lot shape and prior expectations.
Hence, the hypothesis was partially supported. Overall, the predictive power of the
regression equation was good with an adjusted coefficient of determination of 0.618.

None of the studies reviewed in Chapter 2 tested lot shape as a possible satisfaction
predictor; therefore it was not included in hypothesis 4. However, with a t-value of 2.50 it
was a significant predicting variable. Although satisfaction with lot shape was never
regressed in previous research, it seemed to be a logical predictor of residential
satisfaction. The positive value of its t-coefficient suggested that as housing frontage was
reduced, residential satisfaction was lessened as a consequence. This direct refationship
seemed reasonable since when lot frontage is reduced, (especially under 12m) use of side
yards and rear yards, including the element of privacy, is decreased.

Prior expectations before moving into the area were shown to be a predictor of
residential satisfaction. This finding supported several previous residential satisfaction
studies (i.e. Campbells, Converse and Rodgers 1976; also see FIGURE 2.00). Moreover,
the above finding was consistent with the Weidemann and Anderson (1985) model used in

the study (see FIGURE 2.01).
Other Findings

The questionnaire also obtained data not specific to the four hypotheses, but useful in
understanding land development standards and residential satisfaction. For example,
question 12 stated "for the price, my house and Iot are a great value"; sixty five percent of
the RPL respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, compared to 52%
of those in the RF1 sample. Notably, although there were slight distribution differences,

the two samples were not Statistica]iy different.
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Another interesting result was regarding resident safety. Residents of the RPL sample
had a tendency to feel safer when alone at night in their neighborhood than those of the
RF1 sample. It was believed that this may be due to the higher density of the RPL
subdivision (28 units/hectare) and thus "more eyes on the street” (see Jacob 1964),
Moreover, residents of the RPL sample felt that their children were relatively safe from
harm when playing in the neighborhood. This result was statistically different from the
RF1 sample at a confidence level of 90%. Again it was surmised that this may be due to
higher development density in the RPL area and hence greater street surveillance.

Moreover, study data found that 67% of the RPL respondents considered Kiniski
Gardens a considerable improvement from their last dwelling. Notably, most of the
residents (77%) moved to the area from apartments, townhouses and mobile homes
(trailers), while the remainder migrated from other single detached housing.

The smaller RPL lots (on average in excess of 1500 sq. ft. smaller than RF1 lots)
caused respondents of that sample to be more satisfied (79%) with the lot price than those
in the RF1 sample (66%). This illustrated a trade-off or inverse relationship between price
satisfaction and lot size.

Lastly, parametric correlations showed that neither sex, length of tenure nor age were
related to residential satisfaction and is supported the Fried (1982) study. However,
income was found to be inversely related to residential satisfaction (r = -0.349). Although
the relationship was relatively weak, it illustrated that as income increased, residential
satisfaction decreased. This relationship might be anticipated, particularly in an area with
starter homes, if an individual believes that the image and style of the neighborhood is no
longer compatible with his or her growing income, changing life-style, expectations and

aspirations (see Rodgers and Marans 1976),
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Residents’ Comments

At the end of the questionnaire respondents were asked if they had "any other
comments regarding their neighborhoods?" Many of them wrote short notes. A small
sample of relevant comments written by RPL residents' is offered below. These personal
comments went beyond the statistical parameters of the 5-point Likert (1932) scale and
perhaps allow for a better understanding of the issues and feelings voiced by the residents.

Sample comments derived from the questionnaire were as follows:

I would gladly sacrifice rear land for a wider, shorter lot.

With the new mall in the last few years we actually see people (adults)
walking on the streets! Still it is horrible driving on a oriented [organic]
street system -- maybe it is unavoidable considering that we are 10 km from
Strathcona and 15 km from downtown. The community league system is
great -- but outside of that system. At the individual level of interaction, the
Mill Woods model somehow mitigates against socialization -- your question
15 reflects the cold Canadian view that 1 - 2 times per week of interaction is
"frequent”!!

This neighborhood was designed to make it less accessible to unwanted
traffic and it works. Less noise, safer streets for children, slower traffic are
the result even though finding our address seems difficult for those
unfamiltar with the neighborhood. 1 really do not like having an alley and
don't like garages always being at the front of the house.

I would like to see wider streets -- also this neighborhood is 11 years old
and very few people have built garages or planted trees in their backyards.
The City should consider a shopping centre per "x" amount of people.

I chose this area for the easy access to schools and shopping centres etc. |
also wanted a place which would allow me easy maintenance with minimal
time. I spend little time at home due to the type of work I do, but it {the
neighborhood] is perfect for me!
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Smaller houses are an excellent idea. They are efficient and comfortable.
The lot sizes however are getting ridiculous. They are much too small, we
are practically on top of each other.

It is a nice place to live. However, the houses are packed together and I feel
that there area too many people living is such a small area. Overall, I am
happy to be living in this are despite some of the drawbacks.

Our lot is a corner lot and is fine for us, however, | would not like other lots
here as they are long and narrow!!

Conclusions and Further Research

The purpose of this study was to determine differences in residential satisfaction due
to differing land development standards. It could also be viewed as a starting point for
further RPL research since other issues emerged that might be fruitful areas for further
study. Residential satisfaction research suggested that smaller lots for several reasons
would, indeed, lower residential satisfaction significantly.

Data showed that residents of the RPL subdivision were generally satisfied, overall,
with their neighborhood -- although mean satisfaction scores were slightly lower than those
of the RF1 sample. Equally important data showed that residential satisfaction was not
reduced as a consequence of reduced land development standards. This result supported
the recent work on residential satisfaction and alternative land development standards in
Australia (JVMAH 1989).

As stated earlier 3.33% of those surveyed in the Kiniski Gardens area were either
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, with living there. Over 65% stated that they "would
recommend this type of neighborhood to friends if they were looking to buy single family

housing.” However, there were some statistically significant differences between the two
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study groups such as satisfaction with lot size, lot shape, and density. The results also
suggested that smaller lot sizes did not enhance the area's sense of community. The five
predictors of satisfaction were found to be privacy, neighbor homogeneity, neighborhood

friendliness, lot shape and prior expectations.

This study examined residential satisfaction differences between fypical RPL and
RF1 zoned housing. However, other patterns and layouts of RPL housing were not
analyzed. For example, satisfaction differences between zero-lot-line and side yard
housing were not explored. This could easily be researched by comparing either of
Edmonton's two zero-lot-line developments (Millbourne and Ottewell) with typical RPL
zoned housing (i.e. Willowdale, Primrose or Lake District).

Satisfaction levels associated with street layouts were not investigated in this study.
For example, RPL zoned housing located on cul-de-sacs could be contrasted with those on
grid-iron streets. It could argue that housing on RPL cul-de-sacs (either bulbs or hammer-

heads) would have lower satisfaction because of increased density. On the other hand, the

absence of through traffic and unique design could foster a stronger sense of community
and increase residential satisfaction.

Several residents in the Kiniski Gardens subdivision noted that they would have
preferred no rear lanes. This is another design aspect that could be explored -- satisfaction
with respect to rear lanes (back-alleys). This could be examined by contrasting
Millbourne or Ottewell (built without rear lanes) with other RPL developments such as
Willowdale or Lessard (built without rear lanes).

In addition, satisfaction levels regarding reduced R.O.W. widths were not examined.
Reduced R.O.W. widths could might impact residential satisfaction since houses are closer

together with increased densities. This issue could be examined by studying a RPL area
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with a typical 17 - 20 meter R.O.W. and a similar area with narrower R.O.W.
specifications (i.e. the housing development at 36 St. and Kirkness Road).

Lastly, further research should attempt to increase sample sizes (i.e. beyond the
required minimum). Although in this study a sample size of 60 was statistically
significant, larger samples might be pursued in order to lower sample variances.

Once research is completed in these aforementioned areas planners, engineers,
developers and politicians can truly begin to speak with some authority on the role, and
appropriateness, of reduced land development standards in the urban environment.
Moreover, once this information is gathered, housing authorities and policy makers will ,
for the first time, have some hard empirical facts on which to base there decisions with

respect to innovative land standards.
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January 22, 1993

Dear Resident:

Your neighborhood has been selected to participate in a survey that asks
people various questions about the places in which they live. Ilts purpose is to
examine satisfaction levels associated with different types of housing in
Edmonton. Your views and ideas are a valuabie source for planners, designers,
developers who all are part of the neighborhood development process. ltis
hoped that this information will aid in addressing design and development
concerns that you, the resident, may have.

I am writing from Winnipeg, and am a Master's student in City Planning at
the University of Manitoba. However, | was born and raised in Edmonton. This
survey is part of my Master's thesis research, that examines different types of
residential zoning in Edmonton. Your participation is crucial if this research is to
be successful; although it is completely voluntary. The questionnaire is 5 pages
in length and will take about 10 minutes to complete. You can be assured
complete confidentiality. No one other than myself will read the returned
guestionnaires.

When you have completed the questionnaire, place it in the pre-paid
envelope provided and drop it in the mail. You may receive a summary of the
resulis by writing "summary of results please" on the back of the return envelope
- be sure to include a mailing address. If you have any questions, please feel
free to call me, here at the University of Manitoba, at (204) 261-5398. Thank you
for your participation.

Sincerely,

Robert Brassard
(Project Coordinator)

Page 131




Page 1 NEIGHBOURHOOD EVALUATION: CONFIDENTIAL

SECTION I: NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION

The following questions ask how satisfied you are with your present house and neighbor-
hood. For the questions below circle 1 if you are very dissatisfied or § if you are very satis-
fied. If you are neither you place yourself somewhere bstween 2 and 4.

1. How satisfied are you with the size of your 1 2 3 4 5
lot?

2. How satisfied are you with the amount

that you paid for your house? 1 2 3 4 S
3. How satisfied are you with the amount of
privacy you have from your neighbors? i 2 3 4 5

4. How satisfied are you with the noise level
in your neighborhood?

5. How satisfied are you with the amount of
maintenance required to upkeep your house
and yard? i g 3 4 5

6. How satisfied are you with the shape of

your lot (for example long & narrow or square
shaped)? 1 2 3 4 5

7. How satisfied are you with the distance
your house is setback from the street and 1 2 3 4 5
public sidewalk?

8. How satisfied are you with the level of
security and safety in your neighborhood?

9. How satisfied are you with the friendliness
of neighbors? i ] 3 4 5

10. Overall how satisfied are you with your home and neighbourhood:

Very Unsatisfied Very Satisfied
1 2 3 4 5

University of Manitoba, Faculty of Architecture, Department of City Planning
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Page 2 NEIGHBOURHOOD EVALUATION: CONFIDENTIAL

SECTION ll: THE PHYSICAL & SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

In this section | would like to ask you some questions regarding how you feel about the
physical and social surroundings of your neighbourhood. Please indicate how much you
agree or disagree with each of the following statements below.

11. Smaller, more compact lot sizes
in neighbourhoods strengthen the
feeling of community: | 2 3 4 5

12. For the price, my house and lot 1 2 3 4 5
are a great value:

13 1 find that my lot size suits my
needs perfectly: 1 2 3 4 5

14, Socializing with people in my
neighbourhood is important to me:

15. linteract with the people in my
neighbourhood frequently (1or 2 i 2 3 4 5
times per week or more):

16. The peopie in my neighbourhood
are like me with regard to their in-
come, age, race and lifestyle:

17. | feel safe walking alone at night 1 y) 3 4 g
in my neighbourhood:

18. 1 feel that children playing in this
neighbourhood are relatively safe from 1 2 3 4 5
harm;

19. I would say that my neighbour-
hood is too crowded:

University of Manitoba, Facutty of Architecture, Dapaniment of City Planning
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Page 3 NEIGHBOURHOOD EVALUATION: CONFIDENTIAL

SECTION Hl: VALUE/ENJOYMENT

In this section | would like to ask you some questions regarding how you feel about living in
your neighbourhood. | would also like to ask if you consider buying a home in this neigh-
bourhood a good purchase or value.

20. 1 would consider this neighbour-
hood a considerable improvement from
my previous dwelling:

21. Living in this neighbourhood is
everything | expected it to be as far as 1 2 3 4 5
comfort is concerned:

22. Knowing what | do now about my
neighbourhood, | would still be very
willing to move here: 1 2 3 4 5

23. If I move again, | would like to live
in another place like this one:

24. This neighbourhood suits my
needs, desires and expectations per- 1 2 3 4 5
fectiy:

25. 1 would recommend this type of
neighbourhood to my friends if they
were looking for single family housing: 1 2 3 4 5

University of Manitoba, Faculty of Architecture, Department of City Planning
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Page 4 NEIGHBOURHOOD EVALUATION: CONFIDENTIAL

26. What are the 3 best features (if any) about living in your neighbourhood:

27. What are the 3 worst features (if any) about your neighbourhood:

SECTION IV: RESIDENT'S CHARACTERISTICS
in this section I would like to ask you some questions regarding your background.

28. Your Sex?
1. Male
2. Female .

29. How long have you lived in this neighbourhood
30. What was the type of dwelling you lived in before coming to this neighbourhood:

A house .
An apartment .

A Townhouse .

Other

BUN

31. Your age?

Under 20 .
20-30

31-40

41-50

51- 60

61+

e

Univarsity of Manitoba, Faculty of Architecture, Deparimeni of City Planning
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Page 5 NEIGHBOURHOOD EVALUATION: CONFIDENTIAL

3z2.

33.
34,

35.

36.

37.
hood?

Your Marital Stafus?
1.  Never Married
2 Presently Married
3.  Living as Married
4 Separated or Divorced

How many children do you have (if any)
How many people live in your house (including yourself)

Education level completed?

1.  Grade School .

2. High Schoo! .

3. Community College/Trade Schoo! .
4. University

Combined annual family income before taxes?
f.ess than $10,999

$11,000 - $20,999

$21,000 - $30,999

$31,000 - $40,999

$41,000 - $50,999

$51,000 - $60,999 .

More Than $61,000 .

NOORON -

Are there any other comments you would like to add regarding your neighbour-

Thank-You for Your Participation
This Information Will Make a Difference

University of Manitoba, Faculty of Architecture, Dapartment of City Planning
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Appendix 2

(Survey Results: Distributions)
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Xz RF1: QUESTION 3
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2 2 7 23.3533%
3 2 3 10 33.333% -Mode
4 3 4 S 16.667%
S 4 = £ 20%
X4: RF1: QUESTION 4
Bar: From: () Too i Count; Percent:
i i i Q 0%
Z Z 3.333%
3 = g 36.607%
4 3 = 4 46.667% =Mzas
5 Z i 13.333%
Xz RPL: GUESTION 4
Bar: From: () T tad Count: Percent:
i o 2 £6.667%
Z = 3 16%
3 z z g Z25.667%
4 z < 7 23.333%
5 £ S 0 33.333% o
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X5 RF1:; QUESTION 5
Bar:  From: (0) T (<) Count; Percent:
! 0 i 0 0%
2 ! Z S 16.667%
3 2 3 13 43.333% -Mode
4 3 4 3 30%
5 4 S 3 10%
AD. HEPL. WULCI T EUIN D
Bar: From: (>) To (O Count; Percent:
i 0 i 8] 0%
2 i z | 13.333%
3 z 3 7 23.333%
4 3 4 13 43.323% ~[oie
5 4 5 5 20%
X6 RF1: QUESTION 6
Bar: Frome (9) T (g ount Percent
¥ ? 0 0%
2 z ! 3.333%
3 B 7 23.333%
4 z < 3 43.333% -Moge
5 < 5 e 0%
X5 RPL: QUESTION 6
Bar: Feom: () Tg i Count; Percent.
i o 1 3.333%
2 2 <) 20%
3 z 3 12 40% -Iooe
4 3 4 0 33.333%
5 4 5 3.332%
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¥7: RE1: QUESTION 7

Bzr: Fram () T i<l Count: Percent:
] ] 1 G 0%
2 2 0 0%
3 z 3 3 10%
4 3 4 1 63.333%
5 < 5 5 26.667%

From: (5]

X7 RPL: QUESTION 7

Te (4}

Count:

Percent:

i i i o 0%

z z £ 13.333%
- 3 6 20%
e p - 43.333%
= |- < E 23.333%

ode

-Hode

Xg: RF1:

QUESTION 8
ot

Percent.

To i)

1 o 'y 0%

Z - 3 10%
3 = g 12 40%
4 3 < 3% 40%
5 5 5 3 10%

Xg: REL: QUESTION 8

Bar: From: () Tar i Count: Percent
1 G 4 13.333%
2 z i 3.333%
= = e £ 20%
& 3 £ S S0%
g 2 = 4 13.333%

Meds
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Xg: RF1: QUESTION 9

Bar: From: ) To (4 Count: Percent:
i 0 i ] 3.333%
2 z 7 23.333%
3 2 3 3 26.667%
4 3 i S 16.667%
5 4 S 3 30% Fode
Xaq: RPL: QUESTION 9
Bar: From: ) To (G Count: Percent:
! 0 1 ! 3.333%
Z z 5 16.667%
3 z 3 10 33.333% -Made
4 : 4 : 30%
S < S 5 16.667%
Ko RE1: *%QUESTION 10%%
Bar. From () To vl Count: Percent:
i 0 : 3 0%
2 = 0 0%
3 = = S 30R
4 z < S 533237 Moo
5 < S 5 16.667%
Xio: RPL: **¥QUESTION 10%%%
Bar: From: O To: (4] Count; Percent:
| O ! 0 0%
2 z | 3.333%
3 z 3 i3 43.3337
4 z 2] 13 433337
5 B S Z 10%
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X110 RF1: QUESTION 11
Bar: From: () To: (O Count: Percent:
1 o i 10 33.333%
2 1 2 H 36.667% -11ode
3 Z 3 ) 16.667%
4 3 4 4 13.333%
5 4 5 0 0%
Xi1: RPL: QUESTIORN 11
Bar: From: () Te: () Count: Percent:
] o ; 8 26.667%
Z i g P2 40% -ode
3 z 3 7 23.333%
4 z 3.333%
S 4 = 2 £.667%
K12 RF1: GUESTION 12
Bar. From: (3} To (<) Count: Percent
1 0 : 0 0%
Z z 2 0.8%7%
3 = 3 1z 41.37¢%
4 3 = P 448285 Fiods
S < z £.887%
X192 RPL: QUESTICN 12
Bar: From: O) To i) Count: Percent
] C ! 0 0%
Z z i 3.448%
3 Z 2 G 31.034%
& =z 4 1S 55.172% “Mede
S 4 S 3 10.345%
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X 13 RF1: QUESTION 13

Bar: From: (0) To () Count; Percent:
1 0 i 2 6.667%
2 ! 2 2 5.667%
3 Z 3 9 30%
4 3 | 14 46 667% -Mods
5 4 S 3 0%
%13 RPL: QUESTION
Bar: Frcm O) To (<) Count: Percent:
1 0 1 2 6.667%
2 [ z 1 36.667% -Moge
3 2 3 7 23.333%
4 3 b & 26.667%
5 4 S 2 6.667%
X144 RF1: QUESTION
Bar: Fram ) Too (<) Count: Percent
1 0 ‘ 3 107
2 = 7 23.333%
3 z Z 5 26.667%
4 3 < 10 33.333% ~[1ode
5 4 5 Z 6.667%
¥4 RPL: QUESTION 14
Bar: From: () To () Coupt: Dercent:
! a 2 6.667%
2 z 7 23.333%
3 2 z 5 26.667%
4 3 4 5 26.667%
5 4 5 S 16.667%
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X155 RF1: QUESTION 15

Bar: From: (o) To () Count: Percent:
] G i 8 26.667%
2 2 7 23.333%
3 2 3 6 20%
4 3 %4 g 30%
S <& S 0 0%

X 15 RPL: QUESTION 15

Bar: From: (0} o (¢) Counk: Percent:
i C 1 g 30%
2 Z 1] 36.667%
3 z 3 7 23.333%
4 z 4 2 6.667%
S 4 S ] 3.333%

-oge

-looe

Bar: From: (3)

X716 RFY1: QUESTION 16
To: () Count: rercent:

i " 5 Z5.657%
z & e 0%
3 - : 2 ZC.E67%H
4 3 < 4 133337
5 ° ' 3.333%
X116 RPL: QUESTIONT6
Bar: from: () To: () Count: Percent:

0 ! 1 36.667%
- 5 5 16.667%
3|z 3 3 20%

4 |z B 7 23.333%
s e 5 1 3.333%

ode
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X170 RF1: QUESTION 17

Bar: From: (O0) To i) Count: Percent:
1 0 O 0%
2 2 4 13.333%
3 2 3 1 36.667% “MMooe
4 3 | 7 23.333%
5 4 S 5 26.667%
%17 RPL: QUESTION 17
Bar: From O) T i) Count: Percent;
i O i 2 5.667%
2 Z 2 6.567%
3 2 3 7 23.333%
4 3 4 1 36.667% Mo
S 4 5 B 26.667%
X185 RF1: QUESTION 18
Bzr: From: () 1o, (4D Count: Percent;
| 0 2 6.667%
2 & 4 13.333%
3 Z 3 z 40% “Iode
4 3 4 2 J0%
5 4 & 2 FOR
X185 RPL: QUESTION 18
Bar: From (v To (4] Count: Percent;
i 0 : 2 6.667%
2 z 2 6.667%
3 z Z 3} 20.6677%
4 z < 13 43 3337 -Moge
5 = 5 ) 16.667%
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X1 RF1: QUESTION 19

Bar: From: () To () Count: Percent:
1 O ] 4 13.333%
2 2 15 50% -Tode
3 2 3 & 26.667%
4 3 4 i 3.333%
5 4 3 2 5.667%
X1q RPL: QUESTICN 19
Bar: From: () To (4 Count: Percent:
1 G i 4 13.333%8
2 Z 4 13.333%
3 z 3 7 23.333%
4 3 4 @ 20%
S = 2 30% -Mide
K20 RF1: QUESTION 20
gar: From () Toig) Count: Percent:
i i 3 tC%
2 = 4 13.323%
3 = Z 7 23.333%
4 3 = i 36 667% “Mtooe
S £ < 5 166675
X20: RPL: QUESTION 20
Bar: From: () Too () Count; Percent:
! 0 1 3.333%
2 z & 13.333%
3 z 3 S 16.667%
4 3 < 7 23.333%
S < = 3 43 323% g
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%21: RF1: QUESTION 2}
Bar: From: () To () Count: Percent:
1 0 ! ! 3.333%
2 Z 2 6.667%
3 z 3 13 43.333% -Mzde
4 2 2 7 23.333%
5 4 S 23.333%
X2 1 RPL: QUESTION 21
Bar: From: () To: (4 Count: Percent:
1 0 ! Q 0%
2 2 3 0%
3 2 3 1O 33.333%
4 3 4 10 33.333%
S 4 S 7 33337
Koo RF1: QUESTION 22
Bar: From: i) To i) Count: Percent:
i 0 i 0 0%
z 5 16.667%
3 2 z 13 423.33Z% ~Mode
4 z < 5 20%
5 4 5 9] 20%
Koo RPL: QUESTION 22
Bar: From: (0) T (40 Count. Percent:
1 0 i i 3.333%
2 z Z 6.667%R
3 2 3 5 16.667%
4 3 4 14 46.667% -Mode
S 4 S & 26.667%
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X% RF1: GUESTION 23

Bar: From: () To: (<) Count: Percent:
] 8 1 | 3.333%
2 2 & 26.667%
3 4 3 7 23.333%
4 3 < 9 30% -Mode
5 < 5 S 16.667%
X233 RPL: QUESTION 23
Bar: From: () To: (<) Count: Bercent.
i O i 4 13.333%
2 2 S 16.667%
3 Z 3 12 40% -Made
4 3 4 7 23.333%
5 2 < 2 5.667%
{24 RF1: GUESTION 24
Bar: From: (>) T (<) Count: Percent;
1 s 1 z 6.CE7%E
2 z g Z26.667%
3 Z 3 7 23.333%
4 z g 3G% —rlode
S 4 S B 13.333%
X2 4 RPL: QUESTION 24
Bar: From: () To () Count: Percent:
1 5 i 2 6.8597%
2 - 6 20.68%
3 L 3 10 34.483%
4 3 Z 11 37.Q31% ~Mlode
S & S 0 0%
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X725 RF1: QUESTION 25

Bar: From: (») To (4D Count; Percent:
i O i 0 0%
2 I 2 6 20%
3 Z 3 9 30%
4 5] | 5 26.667%
5 < 5 7 23.333%

X25 RPL: QUESTION 25

Bar: From: (0) T i) Count: Percent:
i 0 i 1 3.3337%
2 z 3 0%
3 2 3 7 23.333%
4 Z 4 14 46.667%
) 4 = 5 16.667%

~Hode

Mode
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X1 :RFLSEX OF RESPONDENT

Bar: From: (») To: (<) Count; Percent:
Mate |0 1 17 56.667% -Mode
Femald | 2 13 43.333%

X1 :RPL:SEX OF RESPONDENT

Bar: Frem: (0) To: (<) Count: Percent:
Male fO I 15 50%
Femald 2 15 S0%
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Years From: (>)

X 1: RF 1: TENURE OF RESPONDENT
To: ()

Count:

Percent.:

!

0

2

6.667%

13.333%

20%

0%

10%

6.667%

6.667%

PO FRIEP AN T O O E s

6.667%

3.333%

= I OIO~NIO I LW IN

o

WO~ I A Ihy | —

= IO I~NIOIUO RN WM

6.667%

3.333%

NY {f e

6.667%

L]

RN Mo —

6.667%

~

3.333%

N

Nl iANjO — 1O

O -

0%

Years From: ()

X1: RPL TENURE OF RESPONDENT
To: (€}

Count:

Percent:

-Mode

1

0

7

23.333%

-Mode

13.333%

6.667%

AN AT AN

13.333%

3.333%

10%

10%

N e

6.667%

QIO INIO TN EN WM

Rely Re: N LN No I RO BN UM B\ Sy

3.333%

o

3.333%

= O JOINIO NN TWIN

<

—

6.667%

N

0%

WINnE— 1O

NS

w

OIO N | —

0%
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X2g RF!: PREVIOUS DWELLING TYPE
Bar: From: (>) To: (5) Count: Percent:
House| | 0 | 12 40% -Mode
Apartment| 2 1 z 11 36.667%
Townhouse 3 2 3 6 20%
Other| 4 3 4 i 3.333%
5 4 5 0 0%
X1: RPL: PREVIOUS DWELLING TYPE
Bar: From: (>) To: <) Count: Percent:
Housej 1 0 1 7 23.333%
Apartment} 2 } 2 10 33.333%
Townhousef 3 2 3 11 36.667% -Mode
Other| 4 3 4 2 6.667%
5 4 5 8] 0%
X2q: RF1: RESPONDENT'S AGE
Years From: (>) To: () Count; Percent:
Under 201 1 0 ] 0] 0%
20-301 2 1 2 6 20%
31-40 | 3 2 3 15 S0% -Mode
4i-50 | 4 3 4 7 23.333%
51+ 15 4 5 6.667%
Xi: RPL: RESPONDENT'S AGE
Years From: (») To: (<) Count: Percent:
Under 201 0 1 0 0%
20-30 1| 2 1 2 9 30%
31-4013 |2 3 16 $3.333% -Mode
41-50 | 4 3 4 4 13.333%
S+ 15 4 5 1 3.333%
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X300 RF1:MARITAL STATUS

Bar: From: (>) To: (<} Count: Percent:
Never Married| 1 0] | 3.333%
Married] 2 i 2 21 70% -Mode
Living as Married| 3 2 3 4 13.333%
Diverced or Sep| 4 3 4 4 13.333%
] 4 5 0 0%
X 1: RPL:MARITAL STATUS
Bar: From: (>) To: () Count: Percent:
Never Married| | 0 1 3 10%
Married| 2 ! 2 18 60% -Mode
Living as tarried] 3 z 3 13.333%
Divorced or Sepl 4 3 4 5 16.667%
S 4 5 0 0%
X1: RF1:NUMBER OF CHILDREN
NO. From: (2) To: () Count: Percent:
1 0 | 4 13.333%
2 I 2 8 26.667%
3 2 3 9 30% -Mode
4 3 4 4 13.333%
> 4 5 5 16.667%
6 5 6 0 0%
X 1: RPL:NUMBER.QF CHILDREN
NO.  From: (2) To: (<) Count: Percent:
I 0 1 12 40% -Mode
2 1 2 g 30%
3 2 3 4 13.333%
4 3 4 4 6.667%
5 4 5 z 6.667%
6 ) 6 0 0%
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¥X1: RF1:NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN THE HOUSEHOLD

NC.  From: (>} To: (5) Count: Percent:
1 0 t 0 0%
2 t 2 3 103
3 2 3 11 36.667% -tode
4 3 4 7 23.3337%
5 4 S 4 13.333%
6 S & 9 16.667%
7 & 7 0 0R
X1: RPL NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN THE HOUSEHOLD
NO: From: () To. () Count: Percent:
} 0 | 3 10%
2 1 2 11 36.667% -Mode
3 2 3 8 26.667%
4 3 4 3 10%
5 4 5 2 6.667%
& 5 6 2 6.667%
7 6 7 1 3.333%
X33 RFI:EDUCATION LEVEL COMPLETED
Bar: From: (>) To: (<) Count: Percent:
Grade Schoot] i 0 | 0 0%
High Schooi} 2 1 2 9 30%
College/Trade} 3 2 3 6 20%
University] 4 3 4 15 S50% -Mode
5 4 S 0] 0%
X33 RPL:EDUCATION LEVEL COMPLETED
Bar: From: (») To: (¢} Count: Percent:
Grade School | ¢ 0 i 2 6.667%
High Scheol | 2 1 2 8 26.667%
College/Trade | 3 2 3 13 43 333% -Mode
University | 4 3 4 7 23.333%
S 4 S 0 0%
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|

X1 tRFT ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME
Bar: from: (>} To: (g) Count: Percent:
< $10,999 | 1 0 o 0%
$11,000-%820,999| 2 1 2 2 6.667%
$21,000-$30,999} 3 2 3 3 i0%
$31,000-340,999] 4 3 4 4 13.333%
$41,000-850,999¢ 5 4 5 bl 36.667%
$£51,000-$60,996] 6 5 6 20%
> $61,000 | 7 6 7 13.333%
X1 :RPL ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME
Bar: From: (>) To: (<) Count: Percent:
< $10,999 | | 0 | 0 0%
$11,000-320,999} 2 1 2 1 3.333%
$21,000-830,999| 3 2 3 2 6.667%
$31,000-3$40,999| 4 3 4 13 43.333%
$41,000-$50,999] 5 4 5 26.667%
$51,000-%60,999] 6 5 6 6.667%
> 361,000 7 6 7 13.333%

-Mode

-Mode
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Appendix 3

(Raw Empirical Data)




NEIGHBORHOOD QUESTIEN 1 QUESTION 2 QUESTION 3 QUESTION 4

1 RPL 3 3 4 3

2 APL 4 5 5 5

3 RPL 2 4 3 2

4 RPL i 4 2 4

5 RPL 3 4 2 3

6 RPL 2 5 4 2

L RPL 2 4 2 4

8 RPL 2 5 5 5

9 RPL 4 5 5 5
10 RPL 3 2 1 1
il RPL 2 5 2 3
12 RPL 2 4 2 5
13 RPL 3 e 4 4
14 RPL 3 3 3 3
15 RPL 4 4 4 5
16 RPL 3 2 3 5
17 RPL 2 4 3 5
18 BPL 5 5 5 5
19 RPL 1 3 3 2
20 RPL 5 4 5 3
21 BRPL 2 5 3 3
22 RPL 2 4: 4 4
23 RPL 2 5 3 4
24 RPL 3 2 1 1
25 RPL 1 5 3 4
26 RPL 2 9 3 3
27 RPL 3 9 2 3
28 RPL 2 4 2 5
29 RPL 4 4 3 9
30 RPL 2 5 5 5
31 APL ° ° ° °
32 RPL o ° o o
33 RF1 5 2 3 4
34 RF 1 4 5 3 4
35 RF1 3 4 4 3
36 RF1 5 3 1 4
37 RF1 5 3 2 5
38 RF1 4 3 3 4
39 RF1 4 5 2 5
40 RF1 3 4 4 5
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NEIGHBORHOOD

QUESTION 1 QUESTION 2

QUESTION 3

QUESTIGN 4

41 RF1 4 5 5 4
42 RF1 5 5 3 3
43 RF1 3 4 4 3
44 RF 1 4 4 2 2
45 RF1 4 5 5 5
46 RF1 5 5 4 4
47 RF1 4 5 4 4
48 RF1 2 2 1 3
49 RF1 4 4 3 4
50 RF1 5 4 5 4
51 RF1 3 3 2 3
52 RF1 4 3 4 3
53 RF1 3 4 4 3
54 RF1 3 4 4 3
55 RF1 5 3 2 4
56 RF1 5 5 5 4
57 RF1 3 2 3 3
58 RF1 q 5 4 4
59 RF 1 2 2 3 3
60 RF1 4 4 3 4
61 RF1 3 3 3 3
62 RF1 5 41 5 4
63 RF1 ° ° e °
64 RF1 ° ° ° °
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QUESTION 13

QUESTION 12

QUESTION t1

FHEQUESTION 10***

10

i

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29

30
31

32

33

34
35

36

37

38

39
40
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QUESTION 17

QUESTIBN 16
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QUESTION 15

QUEST!ION 14
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37
38
39
40

11




MmN T |Tim (T INN D Wm oo isin{in]e | e
M=
Z
=)
(=
o
1o
=
=4
MiN|N{=T i[O MO N] N = NI || N e e
V=] W
Z
=
e
W
[SS]
- o
(=4 o
p—"
4
M [T T e | T T [T NN (NN M e [ N0 |0 Wc
[7p]
— a0
Z
(=}
b
w)
W]
=
[~
- TimMTiINImITiniTiNTITIN|NN] =0T e | e
z
=)
[
[7¢}
(7
o
o
et I L I R =R Il A N = R e I A L A R e R - A I == = IR R I R xR
T(F|T|T|T (T |T(T{T{OIv|BIVIIMIvIvInEkivololwlv|v




QUESTION 21

QUESTION 20
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QUESTION 19

QUESTION 18
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QUESTION 25

QUESTION 24

QUESTION 23

QUESTION 22

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50
51

52
53
54
55

56
57
58

39

60

61

62

63

64
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QUESTION 31

QUESTION 30

QUESTION 29

11

10

11

12
13

14

HAHQUESTION 2B## &

10

1t

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33

34
35

36
37

38

39

40
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QUESTION 31

QUESTION 30

QUESTION 29

10

12

13

11

10

#HEZQUESTION 28# 8%

41

42

43

44
45

46

47

48

49

50
51

52

53
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Appendix 4

(t - Tests of Survey Questions)




Unpaired t-Test

DF:

X1: NEIGHBORHOOD

Unpzirag § Vaiue:

Prob. (2-tail):

Y1: QUESTION 1

58 -4.97 0001
Group: Count: Fesn Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 2633 1.066 185
RF1 30 3.9 923 168

Unpaired t-Test

X1: NEIGHEORHOOD

Lnpzirec © Valy

e;  Dpob (Z-fzil)

Y1: QUESTION 2

3665

Group Count Std. Dev.: Std. Error
REL 26 844 175
RF1 30 R 1.031 183

Unpaired t-Test

DF:

Xy METGHBGRHOOD

Urpziraed £ vaine

. Prob. (2-tail)

Yi: QUESTION 3

cn

[=
<

o 1)

6547

Group: Count: Flean:
RPL N Iz 1.215 277
RF 1 20 3EEE 1,155 AR

Unpaired t-Test

DF:

Xy NETGHBORBGOOD

Unpzired U Vahye:

Y1 QUESTION 4

>

Jeal

- 25

Std. Error:

Grour: Count: Mlezn: Std. Dev
RPL 30 SG67 1.241 227
RF 1 0 7 75 137
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Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD

¥1: QUESTION 5

DF: Unpaired t Value,  Prob. (2-tz2il).
S8 1.546 4277
Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 3.7 852 174
RF 1 30 3.333 884 161
Unpaired t-Test X;: NEIGHBORHOOD  Yi: QUESTION &
DF . Unpzired t Value:  Prob. (2-tail):
58 -3.877 0003
Group: Count: Mezan: Std. Dev.: Std. Errer:
RPL 30 3133 e 164
RF 1 30 4 83 152
Unpaired 1-Test X;: NEIGHBORHOOD  Y4: QUESTION 7
DF: Unpawed t Value:  Prob. (2-tail)
58 -1.925 059
Group: count: Mezn Std. Dev.: Std. Errcr:
REL 30 3767 971 77
RF1 30 4167 592 108
Unpaired t-Test Xj: NEIGHBORHOOD Y : QUESTION 8
DF: Unpaired t Value:  Prob. (2-tail)
S5 -~ 126 9002
Group: Count: Mean Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 3.457 i.196 218
RF1 30 35 B2 A5




Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOQD

Y1: QUESTION &

DF: Unpaired © Value:  Prob. (2-tail)

58 -222 8253
Group: Count.: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 3.4 1.07 (195
RF1 30 3.4567 1.252 229

Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOCD

Y1 #¥*QUESTION 103x*

DF: Unpzired I Vaiue:  Preb. (2-Lail)
S8 -1.469 1472
Grour: Count: Mezan Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 3.6 724 132
RF1 30 3.867 Go1 124
Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD  Yi: QUESTION 11
DFE: Urpaired t Value:  Prob. (2-1ail)
58 484 6303
Group: Count: [Mlezn Std. Dev.: St Error
RPL 30 2233 1.104 2027
RF3 30 2.1 029 1588
Unpaired t-Test X:: NEIGHBORHOQD Y. QUESTION 12
CF: Urpzired 1 Value:  Prob. (2-tailk
56 P.0as 2786
Group: count Mezn Std. Dev.. Std. Error:
RPL 29 3.724 702 13
RF1 29 3517 738 137




Unpaired t-Test Xy NEIGHBORHOOGD

Y1: QUESTION 13

DF: Unpaired t Value:  Prob. (2-tail)
58 -2.087 0413
Group: Count.: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
REL 3 2.9 1.094 2
RFi 30 3.4567 1.008 184
Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD  Yj: QUESTION 14
DF: Urpzired © Value:  Prob. (2-tail)
58 667 5077
Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev. Std. Errer:
RPL 20 3233 1.194 218
RF1i 30 3.033 1.129 206
Unpaired t-Test Xjy: NEIGHBORHOOD  Y1: QUESTION 15
DF: Unpzired t Value:  Prob. (2-tail)
58 -1.26 2176
Group: Couni: Meay Std. Dev Std. Error:
RPL 30 2167 1.053 192
RF1 30 2533 1.186 218
Unpaired t-Test X;: NEIGHBORHOOD Yi: QUESTION 16
DF: Unpzired & Vaiue:  Prob. (2-Laii).
58 106 G816
Group: Couni: Mezn: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 2.4 1.303 238
RF 1 30 2367 1.129 206
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Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD

Yi1: QUESTION 17

DF: Unpaired t Value:  Prob. (2-tail)
58 236 Bray
Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
REL 30 3.7 1.149 21
RF1 30 3.633 1.033 189
Unpaired t-Test Xy: NEIGHBORHOOD .Yy: QUESTION 18
CF Unpaired t Value:  Prob. (2-1ail),
53 1.222 2266
Group: Count: Mezn: Std. Dev.: Std. Errcr:
RPL 30 3.567 1.073 196
RF1 30 3.233 1.04 1G
Unpaired t-Test Xjy: NEIGHBORHOOD  Yi: QUESTION 19
CF: Urpzireg I Value,  Prob. (2-1zil):
ks 3173 0024
Groun: Count: Flean: Std. Dev.: Stc. Error
RPL 30 3.4 1.404 256
RF1 30 7.4 1.003 183
Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD Y. QUESTION 20
OF Urpzired t Value:  Prob. {2-1zil);
S8 1.7 0646
Group: Count: i“lezn Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 3.6 1.213 227
RF1 30 3,387 1217 222




Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD

Yi: QUESTION 21

DF: Unpaired § Value: Prob. (2-tzil):
58 518 6065
Grous:; Count: Mean: Std. Dev.; Std. Error:
RPL 30 3.7 952 174
RF1 30 3.567 1.04 19
Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD  Yj: QUESTION 22
DF: Unpaired t Value:  Prob. (2-i{zil)
58 1.666 101
Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std Error:
RPL 30 3.867 1.008 184
RF 1 30 3.433 1.006 184
Unpzired £t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHQOD Yi1: QUESTION 23
DE: Unpzirec t Vaiug:  Prob. (Z-t2il)
58 ~-1.256 2142
Group Count: Mean Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 2933 1.Hi2 203
RF1 30 3.3 1.149 21
Unpaired t-Test X|: NEIGHBORHOOD Y;: QUESTION 24
DF: Unpzired t Vziue,  Prob. (z-tail}
58 -. 487 6279
Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev Std. Error:
RPL 30 J.033 928 169
RF1 30 3167 1177 215
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Unpaired t-Test Xy: NEIGHBCRHOOD

Y1: QUESTION 25

BF: Unpaired £ Value:  Prob. (2-tail):

58 499 6197
Group; Count: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 3.667 884 182
RF1 30 3533 1.074 196

Unpaired t-Test Xj: NEIGHBORHOOD

Yi: #FFQUESTION 28% 7%

DF: Unpzired t Value:  Prob, (2-tail):
58 S 612
Group: Count: Mean Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
KPL 30 i.5 508 0%32
RF1 30 1.433 504 092
Unpaired t~Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD Y1: QUESTION 29
LF: Urpaired t Valuye:  Prob. (2-Lail):
S8 -1.796 0777
Group: Count: iMlean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
FBL 30 46 3.223 Rstels
RF 1 30 6.3 4061 74
Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOQD  Yi: QUESTION 30
DF: Unpaired t Value:  Prob. (Z-tailk
53 2018 0483
Group: Count: Mean Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 2.467 1,383 252
RF1 30 1.867 .86 157
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Unpaired t-Test Xy: NEIGHBORHOOD

Yy QUESTION 31

DF: Unpaired t Value:  Prob. (2-tail):
58 -1.442 1546
Groun: Count: Mezn: Std. Dev.: Std. Error
RPL 30 2.867 776 14z
RF i 30 3.167 .834 152
Unpaired t-Test Xi: NEIGHBORHOOD  Y;: QUESTION 32
DF: Unpaired t Value:  Prob, (2-taily
S5 0 ]
Greup: Count: Maan Std, Dev.: Std. Error.
RPL 30 2.367 .89 162
RF1 30 2.367 765 14
Unpaired t-Test Xj: NEIGHBORHOOD  Y1: QUESTION 33
DE: Unpaireg t Value:  Prob, (2-tail)
58 -1.828 0727
Group: Count: Fiean Sta. Dev.: SLd. Error:
RPL 30 1.267 1.53 279
RF 1 30 1.933 1.285 235
Unpaired t-Test Xj: NEIGHBORHOOD  Y3;: QUESTION 34
DF Unpzired 1 Value:  Prob. (2-tail)
58 -2.479 0161
Group: Count: Mezn: Std. Dev.: Std Error:
RPL 30 3 1.531 28
RF 1 30 3.8 1.26% 232
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Unpaired t-Test Xp: NEIGHBORHOOD  Yjy: QUESTION 35

DF: Unpaired t Value:  Prob. (2-tail)
58 -1613 122
Group: Count; Mean: Std. Dev.: Sid. Error:
RPL 30 2.833 874 16
RF1 30 3.2 B87 1672
Unpaired t-Test Xji: NEIGHBORHOOD  Yj: QUESTION 36
DF: Unpaired t Velue:  Prob. (2-1aii):
58 -.784 436
Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
REL 30 4667 1.241 227
RF1 30 A4G33 1.338 253
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Unpaired t-Test X | : NEIGHBORHOOD Y 1 :QUESTION 11
DF: Unpaired t Vaiue: Prob, (2-tail)
58 484 6303
Group: Count; Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
RPL 30 2.233 1.104 202
RF 1 30 2.1 1.029 188
Corr. Coeff. X 1 :QUESTION 11 Y ¢ :QUESTION 29
Count: Covariance: Correlation: R-squared:
60 -.263 -.066 .004
Corr. Coeff. X 1 :QUESTICGN 11 ¥ 1 :QUESTION 31
Count: Covariance: Correlation: R-squared:
60 -.155 -.18 032
Corr. Coeff. X 1 :QUESTION 11 Y { :QUESTION 36
Count: Covariance: Correilation: R-squared:
60 -.068 -.049 002
Corr. Coeff. X | :QUESTION 11 Y 1 : QUESTICN 29
Count: Covariance: Correlation: R-squared:
60 -.263 -.066 004
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Corr. Coeff, X | *¥¥¥QUESTION 10%%% Yy | #*#*QUESTION 28#%=**
Count: Covariance: Correlation: R-squared:
60 025 .07 005
Corr. Coeff. X | #%¥¥QUESTION 10%%¥% ¥ 4 : QUESTION 31
Count: Covariance: Correlation: R-squared:
60 .089 155 024
Corr, Coeff, X | ¥¥XQUESTION 10%*% Y 4  QUESTICN 36
Count: Covariance: Correlation: R-squared:
60 -.325 -.349 122
Corr. Coeff. X . **XQUESTION 10*¥** Y { : QUESTICN 29
Count: Covariance: Correlation: R-squared:
60 275 104 ROR !
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Appendix 5

(Land Use Bylaws)




SECTION
130

RPL

PLANNED LOT RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

Bylew No, $626
Novesndar 10, 1981
Bylaw No. 7322
Ssptembir 16, 1983
Aylaw No. 7220

Septembar 37, 1983

138, (Gemeral Purpose

1302

1303

'To provide a Distict for small lot Single Detached Housing that provides
the epportanity for the more efficient pilization of suburban areas, whils
maintaining the privacy and independance afforded by Single Detached
Housing forms; and also, 8 District that provides greater flexibility for

infill development.
Permlited Uses
1)  Single Detached Housing
2)  Limited Group Homes
Discretionary Uses
1} Homecrafts
%) Offices-in-the-Home
3)  Group Bomes
' 4)  Foster Homes
$)  Daytime Child Care Services
6)  Residential Sales Centro

1364

Development Regulations for Permitted snd Discretionary Uses

The following regulations shall apply to Permined snd Discredonary
Uses, except where alizred by & Stahutory Plan Overlay:

b

2
E)

4)

5}

the minbmum &te aea shall be 270 m* (29064 sq. fi) per
dwelling;

tha minimum sibke width shali be 9.0 m (29.5 iL);

the minitnurm site depth shall be 30 m (98.4 R);

the maximwm height shall not exceed 10m (328 01) nor
2 172 storeys:

the following minimum vards shall be provided on ¢ach lot oF
potsatiat lot:

a) the minimum froat yard shall be 4.5 m {(14.8 i)

ed
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SECTION
130

RPL

PLANNED LOT RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

6)

8)

9)

b) the minimum reqguired sids yard shall be 1.2 m (3.94 )
except that a minimum side vand for buildingg over 7.5 m
(24.6 fr} in height shall be 2 m (6.6 L), and

) the minknom side yard abutting a public roadway other
thas & lase shall be 20% of the siee widih, but the
requirement shall be not less than 24 m (7.9 fi.) and not
more than 4,5 m (14.8 1) wide, Where a garage is an
inicgral pert of the bullding in which the Dwelling is
located, 2nd the wehivle doors of the garage face a
flanking public roadway other than a lans, the distance
between any porton of these vehicle doors and the
flanking public roadway shall be not less then 4.5 m
(14.8 fL). The minunam s:00 yard abutting a lans ghall
be 12m (354 1),

notwithstanding Clause 130.4(5Mb)y above, the Development
Officer may allow the side yard w0 be isss than 1.2 m (3.94 ft}
whent:

a) . the wall facing onto such side yard shall be g blank wall;
and

b) a maintenance exsement shall be granted by the owner of
the adiacent lot which shall:

i) be registered by caveat against the titke of the
adjacent log end

i) include any required encroachment eatements to
esteblish & minimun separation distance of 24 m
7.9 ).

ths rear yard shall be based on a consideration of the requirements
of Clanses 8), 9), 10), and 1) and in no case shall be less thun
40m (13.12 i)

the maximum {otal sie coverage shall not exceed 45% with a
maximom of 35% for a principal building, and & maximum site

coverage of 15% for sccessary buildings. Whemamgem
attached 10 of designed 83 an integral pant of a dwelling, the
maxinim sits covezage for the principal building shall be 45%;

Separation Space shall be proviged in accordsnce with Section 38
of this Bylaw, except that Separation Space shall not be wequired
between Dwellings wheee a minimum side yard of 1.2 m (3.94 1)
hag been provided on the abutling lot;

ell)
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SECTION
130

RPL

PLANNED LOT RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

10}

11)

12)

13)

14)

13)

16)

f minirum private yard area of 30 m® (322.9 sq. fr.) pey Dwelling
shall be designated ou the site plan for the active oF passive
recreation use of the occupents. Thig yard area shall be located
immediately adjacent to, and with divect access fron, the Dwelling
it is intended 10 serve, Meither the width nor length of such a yard
ghall be less than 4 m (13.2 fu). This minémum privaip yard may
be Jocated within a reguired yard, other then a fromt yard. This
yard shail be permenantly retained as open spacs, GRANCEMDENS
by an accessory building or fuire additions;

one garage, or a site for one garage shall be cleady demarcated
both on the site and on the plan, eccampanying any application for
a principal building, and access to one garage or garage e, pet
Dwrelling shall he provided on the site, located in accordance with
the regulations of this Bylaw;

all roof drainage shall be directed away from buildings and to a
public roadway, including a lans, or to a drainage work.
Applicatlons for a development pesmit shall include a demited
drainage plan showing the proposed drainage of the siw

where there i3 no exterior access from a public roadway 10 a regr
yard, the Dwelling shall be designed so a5 10 provide adequate
access to 2 rear yard for landscaping, pardening, meintenance and
other sctivities typical of rear yand use!

individus! Developmeat Permit applications will be evaluated in
texms of compelibility with existing structares on the block face,
tsking into sccouant proposed development setbacks, Dweliing
entrances and oriensarlon, massing, roof-libes, the locatonm of
windows and other openings in walls and elevatiomal treatment of
wall openings, building facades, and finishing materialg;

where several Development  applications sxe  received
simultaneously, the Development Officer shall require the
submission of site plans showing sstbacks, Dwelling entrances and
orientalion, magsing, roof-lineg, the location and elevauonal
greatment of wall opemings, building facades, snd finishing
materials for all of the developments. The Devalopment Officer
shali sequire that the extctiors of the Dwellings which are the
subject of the applications provide imdividuality and variety of
buikiing design in terms of setbacks, entrances, elevations and
finishing materials; :

new phang of subdivision for RPL development must easure that

each proposed lot is serviced by both a public roadway and a lang;
and

ell
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SECTION
130

RPL

PLANNED LOT RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

17)

gencral gle landecaping shall be developed in accordence with
Section 69.2 of this Bylaw,

130.5 Addktonal Devclopment Begulations for Discretimaary Uses

1)

2

3)

4)

Offices-in-the-Home ehall be developed in scomrdance with
Section 84 of thig Bylaw.

Homecrafls shall be developed in acoordance with Ssction 85 of
this Bylaw.

Growrp Homes shall be developad in acoordancs with Section 91 of
thig Bylaw,

Daydme Child Care Scrvices shall be developed in acoodance
with Section 93 of this Bylaw.

Residentinl Sales Centres shall be developed b sccondance with
Section 95 of this Bylaw.

el2
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SECTION RFE
110 SINGLE DETACHED RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

110.1 General Purpoase

To establish » District primarily for Single Detached Housing.
1102 Permitted Uses

D Siugle Detached Housing

Bylaw Ne. 7229 2)  Limited Group Homws
Seprentber 27, 1983

1103 Discretonary Uses
1) Semidetached Houvslng snd Duplex Housing, wheve the gide tot
line abuls a bot i an Indusirial, Commercial, Row Housing, or
Apartment Disirict, or is not separated from it by a public roadway
more then 10 m (32.8 fi.) wide.
* 2)  Homecnafs
3)  Offices-inetbe-Home

| ©4)  Group Homes

5) Fogter Homes
6  Daytme Child Care Services
Ty Private Bducation Sevvices, where lawfully existing on a site in

this District a! the effective date of this Bylaw, on the same site
only.

8)  Relbigious Assembly

Bylaw No. 7322 9)  Residentsl Sales Cenwe
Septusber 16, 1933

1104 Developinent Hegulations for Permitied and Discretionary Usss

The following regulations sball apply to Pormitted and Diascrélionsry
Uses, except whers altered by a Stawtory Plan Overlay:

i) the minimem gite area shall be 360 w? (3,8750 8q. R per
gwelling;

‘ 2)  the minimum site width shall be 12 m (394 fL);
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SECTION ARF1
110 SINGLE DETACHED RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

3)  ¢he minlmum sie depth shall be 30 m (98.4 fL);

4) e maximum heighi shall ool exceed 10m (328 ) mor
215 gtoreys;

53 the maximym (olal site coverage shall oot exceed 40%, with a
maximum of 28% for a principal bellding asd a maximum of 12%
for socessory buildings, Where a garape is attached to or designed
as an integral part of & dwelling, (he maximum for the principal
building shall be 40%;

6} tbemhimumﬁm:yéﬁ@ﬂbeﬁm(lﬁ?f&):

T the minimom reer yard shall be 7.3 m (24.6 fL.), except n the case
of a comer site i shall be 4.5 m (143 Aty :

8  side yands shall be established on e following basts:

8) 6 yards shall total at keast 20% of the site width, with
2 minimum side yard of 1.2 m (3.94 fL.), except that the
minicwum $ide yard for buildings over 7.5 m (24.6 &) i
height shall be 2 m (6.6 ft);

b) where there is no lang abattng the site, one side yard
shall be at lesst 3 m (9.8 i) for vehicular rcoess, nless
there is an attached gavage or a garage which is an
intepral part of a dwelling;

©) On a cosner site whate the building Gonts oh the fromt
yard the minimum side yard abuttiog the fanking public
roadway other than a 1ane shall be 20% of the site width,
10 a makkmom of 4.5 m (14.8 L); and

i} on a comaer 8ivs whers the building fronts on a flanking
public roadway other than g tane, the minimum side yard
sbuting the fanking poblic roadway shall be 45 m

{14.8 fr.).
Bylev No, 6625 9)  Separaton Space shall be provided between wo or mowe
Navember 10, 1981 Dwellings or portions thereof on the same site, in accordance with
Section 58 of this Bylaw.
&2
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SECTION RF1
110 SINGLE DETACHED RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

110.5 Additionsl Development Regulations for Discretionary Uses

Bylaw No, 6150 1) HRowvithstending Subsection 1104, Semi-detached sad Duplex
Sapeombor §, 1950 Housing i this District shall be deveboped in sccordance with the
provigions of the RF2 District.

2) Offices-in-the-Home shall be developed I acooedance wilh
Section 84 of this Dylaw,

k3 Homecrafts shall be developed in socordance with Section 85 of
this Bylaw.

4)  Geoup Homes shall be developed in accordance with Sectlon 91 of
this Bylaw,

5 Notwithstanding the minimum site areg and minimun site width
provigions of this District, Religious Assembly Uses shall be
developed in accardance with Section 81 of this Dylaw,

Bylaw No. 6616 &) Daytime Child Care Services shall be develnped in accordance
Nowember 10, 1981 with Section 93 of this Bylaw.

l Bylaw No. 7322 D Residential Safes Centres shall be developed in sccondance with
Septonber 16, 1983 Section 95 of this Bylaw.

e3
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