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Abstract 

 

This study investigates urban containment boundaries as a tool for local and regional 

growth management on Vancouver Island, BC. Using a regional and local comparative 

analysis approach, urban containment boundary (UCB) size and policy implementation in 

Official Community Plans is assessed for 35 municipalities in seven regional districts. 

Results indicate variation between and within regional districts with respect to 

implementation, and that UCBs are more effective when implemented in the context of 

Regional Growth Strategies. The results, in concert with the provincial legislation and 

supporting literature regarding urban sustainability, indicate that UCBs should not be 

considered as the only long-term policy approach to regional growth in BC; more 

comprehensive provincial legislation is suggested as way to address long term regional 

population growth management and distribution. Prospects for a centralized planning 

authority and greenbelt implementation are also explored.  

 

Keywords:  urban containment boundaries; Official Community Plans; regional growth 
management; British Columbia; greenbelts 
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Glossary 

Electoral Area Electoral area is defined as an unincorporated area, governed 
with powers delegated through the BC Local Government Act. 
Electoral areas are part of regional districts (Province of BC, 
2019b). Electoral areas are included in the study in the 
descriptions of regional growth management.  

Implementation Oxford dictionary defines plan implementation as ‘the process 
of putting a decision or plan into effect; execution’ (English 
Oxford Living Dictionary, 2018). Prior research on 
comprehensive community plan implementation has defined 
implementation in two ways: conformance-based assessment, 
which relates to measuring plan outcomes, and performance 
based assessment, defined as the extent of the use of the plan 
to guide decision making (Berke et al., 2006; Faludi, 1987). 
This research project uses a conformance-based definition to 
assess regional urban containment boundary implementation 
through a review of urban containment boundary size, as well 
as through UCB policy presence.  A performance-based 
measurement, e.g., how supporting urban containment policy 
criteria delineated in related planning is used in the decision-
making process is not evaluated in this research framework. 
Further qualitative investigation is required to determine how 
community plans are used in the decision-making process. 

Municipality  For the purposes of this study, municipality is defined as any 
incorporated area administering land under the BC Local 
Government Act, and includes the title of town, village, district, 
and city (Province of BC, 2019b). Municipalities have greater 
powers than electoral areas in regional districts. Municipalities 
approve subdivisions, maintain and create road networks, 
collect and disburse taxes, and provide policing and fire 
services the community (Province of BC, 2019c). Part of this 
study is constrained by an analysis of municipalities, as 
opposed to all local governments including regional districts.  
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Official Community 
Plan 

In British Columbia, under Section 14 of the Local Government 
Act, local governments both incorporated and unincorporated 
may adopt an Official Community Plan (OCP) (Local 
Government Act, 2015b). Official Community Plans function as 
a policy document to guide land use decisions for the 
jurisdiction they apply to. If adopted, all future bylaws and 
works must be consistent with the OCP. An OCP must include 
policy statements and maps for the following: (a) the 
approximate location, amount, type and density of residential 
development required to meet anticipated housing needs over 
a period of at least 5 years; (b) the approximate location, 
amount and type of present and proposed commercial, 
industrial, institutional, agricultural, recreational and public 
utility land uses; (c) the approximate location and area of sand 
and gravel deposits that are suitable for future sand and gravel 
extraction (d) restrictions on the use of land that is subject to 
hazardous conditions or that is environmentally sensitive to 
development (e) the approximate location and phasing of any 
major road, sewer and water systems (f) the approximate 
location and type of present and proposed public facilities, 
including schools, parks and waste treatment and disposal 
sites (g) other matters that may, in respect of any plan, be 
required or authorized by the minister. (2) An official community 
plan must include housing policies of the local government 
respecting affordable housing, rental housing and special 
needs housing. (3) An official community plan must include 
targets for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in the 
area covered by the plan, and policies and actions of the local 
government proposed with respect to achieving those targets. 
(4) In developing an official community plan, the local 
government must consider any applicable guidelines under 
section 582 [provincial policy guidelines] 

It may include policies related to social need, farming, and 
restoration of the natural environment, and if a Regional 
Growth Strategy (RGS) has been adopted, a regional context 
statement of how the plan is consistent with an adopted RGS is 
required. Any policies outside the jurisdiction of the local 
government must be stated broadly, unless the local 
government has consent from the relevant minister. (Local 
Government Act, 2015a). While the LGA does not have specific 
regulations around the adoption of urban containment 
boundaries, local governments may incorporate urban 
containment boundaries into their Official Community Plans. It 
has been the convention to include them on a land use map, 
and also in the policy structure of the OCP. Stevens (2013) 
investigated the quality of 50 OCPs in southern BC, and found 
that most Official Community Plans are strong in relaying 



 

xiv 

goals, and intentions, regarding community development but 
they are weak in evaluation, implementation, and monitoring. 

Regional Growth 
Strategy 

Regional Growth Strategies are defined in Section 13 of the 
British Columbia Local Government Act as a tool that regions, 
i.e., regional districts, including incorporated and 
unincorporated areas, can employ to regionally manage human 
settlements and development (Local Government Act, 2015a).  
The Local Government Act sets out in Section 428 (1) that: 

‘The purpose of a regional growth strategy is to promote 
human settlement that is socially, economically and 
environmentally healthy and that makes efficient use of public 
facilities and services, land and other resources.’ (Local 
Government Act, 2015a) 

Regional Growth Strategies are a planning tool for British 
Columbia local governments to work regionally towards a plan 
for managing growth. At minimum a RGS must cover a 20-year 
time period. Should a region adopt a Regional Growth 
Strategy, the corresponding Official Community Plans for local 
governments in the region must incorporate a Regional Context 
Statement which reflects the policy commitments of the related 
RGS (Local Government Act, 2015a). Presently there are three 
implemented Regional Growth Strategies on Vancouver Island 
out of a total of seven regional districts; the Capital Regional 
District, the Nanaimo Regional District, and the Comox Valley 
Regional District have adopted Regional Growth Strategies. 

Smart Growth Smart is planning philosophy which gained popularity in the 
early 2000’s (Downs, 2005). “Smart Growth was originally 
conceived as a reaction to what many planners believed were 
undesirable features of continuing growth through “suburban 
sprawl” (Downs, 2005, p.367; Edwards and Haines, 2007). 
Smart Growth promotes dense, mixed-use neighbourhoods, 
and emphasizes smaller, multi-family, and apartment dwellings 
(Grant, 2009). The concept of smart growth has been widely 
embraced in BC, and in Canada, and urban containment 
boundaries form an important tool of this planning philosophy 
(ibid) 

Urban Containment 
Boundary  

The scope of this research is limited to urban containment 
boundaries in British Columbia on Vancouver Island. This 
research project defines urban containment boundary as the 
mapped boundary within individual Official Community Plans or 
in Regional Growth Strategies, or on Municipal or Regional 
District GIS Mapping data separating urban from rural (BC 
Climate Action Toolkit, 2011). The BC Climate Action Toolkit 
references urban containment boundaries as important 
environmental action tools for local governments.   
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Urban Containment 
Boundary Success 
Indicators 

The BC Climate Action Toolkit (BCCAT) is a policy guide to 
help local governments mitigate climate change impacts and 
provide tools for adaptation (BCCAT, 2011). It provides 
direction on how the implementation of urban containment 
boundaries should be executed. More specifically a number of 
outcomes are described: 

1.Improving the viability of transit by concentrating 
development; 2.Encouraging mixed-use development closer to 
homes and jobs, helping cut the number of car trips; 
3.Maximizing the use of existing infrastructure and minimizing 
new infrastructure costs; 4.Revitalizing downtowns and town 
centres; 5.Maintaining a working land base (agricultural, rural, 
forested, and other resource lands) and the green 
infrastructure; 6.And protecting the environment.’’  

(BC Climate Action Toolkit, 2011). These indicators provided 
guidance in selecting codes in the content analysis of UCB 
presence of municipalities. 

Urban Containment 
Policy 

Urban containment policies are mechanisms intended to limit 
urban sprawl, and have been implemented in a variety of ways 
across the world; greenbelts, urban containment boundaries, 
the BC Agricultural Land Reserve, urban settlement areas, 
service expansion areas, are all policy examples of how 
governments have approached managing land use 
development to mitigate urban sprawl (Bengston and Youn, 
2006; Gosnell et al., 2009; Jackson et al., 2012; Kim et al, 
2013; Millward, 2006). This study is focused on urban 
containment policies defined as urban containment boundaries 
found within local government Official Community Plans. 
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Urban Sprawl Urban sprawl as Galster et al., (2001) poignantly describes, is 
everything that is wrong with both the suburbs and the urban 
centres; it has been a term used to describe distaste for the 
current state of land use affairs but has eluded definition. Part 
of the problem with defining sprawl, the authors contend, is that 
the term is “attached to patterns of residential and non-
residential land use, to the process of extending the reach of 
urbanized areas (UAs), to the causes of particular practices of 
land use, and to the consequences of those practices” (p.681). 
Urban sprawl is attributed to ills thought to have been caused 
by land use decisions including; automobile dependence, 
isolation, lack of community, obesity, dead downtowns, have 
been attributed to urban sprawl (ibid). Scholars have presented 
many different approaches to the quantitative measurement of 
sprawl (Ewing and Hamidi, 2015; Jaeger et al., 2010, p.427). 
Generally, however, ‘the more urban area present in a 
landscape and the more dispersed the urban patches, the 
higher the degree of urban sprawl’’ (Jaeger et al., 2010, p.428). 
Ewing and Hamidi (2015) explain sprawl in three ways: (1) 
leapfrog or scattered development, (2) commercial strip 
development, or (3) large expanses of low-density or single-
use development (p.413). The definition of urban sprawl is 
relevant because it can help communities to evaluate the types 
of land use patterns that they would like to avoid through UCB 
implementation. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

1.1. Research Question  

This research addresses the intersection between urban containment boundaries 

(UCBs) and local and regional growth management in a coastal, island setting. 

Specifically, it seeks to describe, and compare the spatial and policy presence of UCBs in 

municipalities and regional districts on Vancouver Island to understand how this policy tool 

functions as an approach to regional growth management. Therefore, the research seeks 

to investigate three questions:  

1. How do urban containment boundaries contain sprawl on Vancouver Island; 
and, 

2. How do urban containment boundaries facilitate and encourage growth on 
Vancouver Island; and, 

3. Are urban containment boundaries effective policy mechanisms to manage 
regional growth.  

This research describes the sizes of municipal and electoral area urban containment 

boundaries in the seven regional districts on Vancouver Island to compare regional growth 

management execution between regional districts, and also within regional districts. It also 

describes the policy context in which municipal urban containment boundaries operate by 

conducting a content analysis for the 35 municipalities on Vancouver Island. The research 

is framed by the normative view that the implementation of urban containment boundaries 

is not well understood, and that less is known about the linkages between density, 

sustainability, and regional growth management than popular planning philosophy 

acknowledges, and that UCB implementation operates in various capacities at the regional 

level. 
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1.2. Background 

The purpose of this section is to provide context to the research questions and 

explain the significance of the investigation of evaluating UCBs in a regional context. This 

section provides an overview of the regional and local government planning background 

on Vancouver Island. It describes demographics, settlement patterns, and natural and 

administrative constraints to land development. It describes relevant land administration 

authorities including municipalities and regional districts, as well as provincial and federal 

administrators. It also frames the research question within the rise of the promotion of 

urban containment boundaries by the planning community. Lastly, it acknowledges that 

while urban containment boundaries are promoted as a tool to concentrate urban land 

uses, the relationship between urbanization and ecological sustainability is not 

uncomplicated (Rees and Wackernagel, 1996).   

1.2.1. Vancouver Island Demographics, Settlement Patterns, and 
Constraints to Growth 

Vancouver Island is a large island community located off the west coast of the 

Province of British Columbia, Canada. Vancouver Island is 32,134 km2 in size, and 

approximately 460 km long and 200 km at its widest (VIEA, 2016a).  It is home to 799, 

400 people, as of 2016, in 35 municipalities and seven regional districts, with nearly half 

of the population (392,000) concentrated in southern Vancouver Island in the Capital 

Regional District (CRD) (Capital Regional District, 2017; Statistics Canada, 2016ll; VIEA, 

2016b). For comparison, the land mass of Vancouver Island is about equivalent to Taiwan, 

population 23 million, or Sicily, population of 5 million (VIEA, 2016a; World Atlas, 2010; 

World Bank, 2017).  

The topography of Vancouver Island is varied, with mountainous areas, rugged 

coastlines, and flat valleys. Most of Vancouver Island’s population is concentrated on the 

southern and eastern parts of the Island, as demonstrated in Figure 1-3 2016 Stats 

Canada population concentration for Vancouver Island (Bodtker and Philibert, 2018); 

the topography of these areas is generally less restrictive and during early settlement was 

used primarily for farmland and resource extraction (Canadian Encyclopedia, 2019). 

Vancouver Island’s growth is additionally constrained from an administrative perspective. 
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Lands with the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), created in 1973 and governed by the 

provincial Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) account for approximately 5% of BC’s land 

base (Jackson et al., 2012). The designation of ALR lands serves as an important restraint 

on urban development on southern and eastern Vancouver Island, as the Island’s ALR 

lands are concentrated largely in these areas, as illustrated in Figure 1-1 ALR Lands on 

Vancouver Island (ALC, 2014b). Because the mandate of the ALC is to preserve the 

integrity of BC’s agricultural lands, not to facilitate population growth, ALR lands have 

contributed to mitigating urban development in the most populated areas on Vancouver 

Island (ALC, 2014a; Jackson et al., 2012). 

 

Figure 1-1 ALR Lands on Vancouver Island (ALC, 2014b) 

Provincial and Federal Crown Lands form another layer of administrative constraint 

in BC and on Vancouver Island; Provincial Crown Lands make up more than 90% of the 

provincial land base (Province of BC, 2011, p.13). Crown lands ‘are…managed on a totally 

dirigiste basis, allowing provincial Ministries to exercise direct administrative control over 

their various land uses, and empowering provincial Ministers to grant leases on their 

resource rights to commercial undertakings” (Jackson et al., 2012, p.49). Dirigiste means 
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centrally controlled. This researcher suggests that the degree of Crown Land in BC may 

prove advantageous in the long term for regional planning.  Interestingly, Vancouver Island 

has a proportionally high percentage of privately held lands, as indicated in Figure 1-2 

Privately held lands on Vancouver Island by Percentage (Province of BC, 2011). The 

areas in red, and darker red, indicate 80-100% privately held lands. These lands are 

concentrated on the east and south coast of Vancouver Island, and the degree of 

privatization is a result of railroad creation in the late 19th century (Province of British 

Columbia, 2011). The areas with the greatest percentage of privately held lands are where 

the greatest population growth is occurring (Bodtker and Philibert, 2018). 
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Figure 1-2 Privately held lands on Vancouver Island by Percentage (Province of 
BC, 2011) 
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As an average, the population density of Vancouver Island and Coast is 9.5 

persons per km2 (Statistics Canada, 2016ll). However, as Figure 1-3 2016 Population 

Concentration on Vancouver Island from Bodtker and Philibert (2018) illustrates, the 

population is largely concentrated in municipalities and electoral areas to the south and 

east. Figure 1-3 parallels the presence of the higher percentage of private lands in these 

areas as indicated in Figure 1-2. 
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Figure 1-3 2016 Population Concentration on Vancouver Island (Bodtker and 
Philibert, 2018) 
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 The overall population change on Vancouver Island from 2011-2016 was 5.3%, 

but this rate of change varied between regional districts, with greater population growth 

again occurring in the south and eastern sections of Vancouver Island, as indicated on 

Figure 1-4 2016 Statistics Canadian Annual Population Growth Rate on Vancouver 

Island (Bodtker and Philibert, 2018). Population growth rates are higher, generally, than 

in the north and west but there some exceptions such as Port Hardy, Tofino, and Ucluelet 

which have growth rates similar to the east coast and southern areas (Bodtker and 

Philibert, 2018; Statistics Canada, 2016bb; jj; kk;ll). The largest population centre is the 

Capital Regional District (CRD), clustered at the southern tip of Vancouver Island, it 

includes the provincial capital, the City of Victoria (ibid). The median age on Vancouver 

Island is 47.8 years, nearly five years more than the median age of the British Columbia 

of 43, and seven years more than the Canadian median (ibid).  The population on 

Vancouver Island is generally older than the rest of the province and the country.  
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Figure 1-4 2016 Stats Canada Annual Population Growth Rate on Vancouver 
Island (Bodtker and Philibert, 2018) 
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While the cumulative population of the CRD indicates a more urban growth centre, 

much of Vancouver Island’s settlement pattern is characterized by historic small-town 

centres, surrounded by pockets of single-family housing forms, with generally 

homogenous, low density, residential land uses, surrounded by forested or rural and 

agricultural lands. Settlement patterns as described above may be characterized as 

suburban or peri-urban, a category of land use the transition space where urban meets 

rural (Wang & Qui, 2017).  

Given that Vancouver Island’s population is growing largely on the eastern and 

southern areas, with some exceptions, it is important to understand the policy structure 

under which population growth is occurring. The statistics presented with respect to 

population growth, rate of change, and privately owned lands, support the research’s 

interest in regional growth management, and the use of urban containment boundaries as 

a growth management tool. The following subsection explains the administration of land 

use decisions in BC, and on Vancouver Island. 

1.2.2. Local and Regional UCB Implementation 

Local Governments in British Columbia are commonly referred to as ‘creatures of 

the province’ and their powers are delegated to them through the Local Government Act 

(LGA) and Community Charter (CC) (Stevens, 2013). There are two main elected local 

government administrative bodies: municipalities and regional districts; the Islands Trust, 

and the City of Vancouver are other local government land use administration bodies but 

are not considered in this study. Municipalities are incorporated areas which have a wide 

range of powers such as taxation, service delivery, subdivision approval, and roads, and 

may have a greater population base than electoral areas in regional districts (Province of 

BC, 2019a). Regional districts are composed of municipalities, electoral areas, and in 

some cases Treaty First Nations (Province of BC, 2019d). Electoral areas in regional 

districts are unincorporated and do not have all of the same powers as municipalities.  

Vancouver Island is divided into seven regional districts (Civic Info BC, 2019b). As 

mentioned above, within these regional districts, land administration can be represented 
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by different authorities: municipalities, regional districts, the Islands Trust, and provincial 

and federal authorities. Lands under provincial or federal administration include Federal 

Indian Reserves, Agricultural Land Reserve lands, lands managed under the Private 

Forest Management Lands Act, Federal and Provincial Parks, and Federal and Provincial 

Crown Lands. First Nation Treaty Lands are governed by the relevant First Nation 

independent of these authorities (ACRD, 2012c). While all actors have implications for 

regional growth management, this research focuses on local governments, specifically 

municipalities and regional districts, as local governments have jurisdiction over the 

majority of land use decisions related to housing allocation and land use. 

 Local governments in BC have the ability to create and adopt Official Community 

Plans to guide decisions on future land use (Local Government Act, 2015b) If adopted, 

OCPs must include policy statements and maps to address (a) the approximate location, 

amount, type and density of residential development required to meet anticipated housing 

needs over a period of at least 5 years, amongst other requirements (see glossary 

definitions) and may include the designation of an urban containment boundary, as well 

as other policies around social need. Local governments are not required to adopt urban 

containment boundaries. In BC, a regional district, as a whole, may also choose to adopt 

a Regional Growth Strategy (RGS). The purpose of an RGS is to promote human 

settlement that is socially, economically and environmentally healthy and that makes 

efficient use of public facilities and services, land and other resources.’ (Local Government 

Act, 2015a). If adopted, affected lands must include a Regional Context Statement in their 

OCP which demonstrates how the RGS is compatible (ibid.) 

If a local government adopts an urban containment boundary, the boundary is 

described in the local government’s Official Community Plan. Urban containment 

boundary designations may also be found in a regional district’s Regional Growth 

Strategy. Because UCB’s are not provincially mandated, they do not include requirements 

or criteria which local governments must adhere to in their establishment. This begs the 

question, what is the function of urban containment boundaries in British Columbia? The 

Local Government Act requires all subsequent bylaws and works undertaken by a local 

government to be consistent with the OCP plan; if an established UCB is found within the 

OCP, we should expect that all subsequent bylaw and works undertaken should be 
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consistent with the established UCB (Local Government Act, 2015, s.473). Present 

legislation in British Columbia, however, suggests a “hands-off” approach to OCP and 

subsequently UCB implementation (Stevens, 2013). A Regional Growth Strategy is the 

highest level of regional planning tool available that local governments can take advantage 

of. The adoption of urban containment boundaries in the related local government Official 

Community Plan is needed to reinforce regional growth management strategies.  

The BC Climate Action Toolkit is a policy tool guide created by the Green 

Communities Committees, which is a partnership with representatives from the Province 

and the Union of British Columbia Municipalities and the Fraser Basin Council (BCCAT, 

2011). They suggest that urban containment boundaries aid local governments in 

achieving city planning-related goals by: ‘’improving the viability of transit by concentrating 

development; encouraging mixed-use development closer to homes and jobs, helping cut 

the number of car trips maximizing the use of existing infrastructure and minimizing new 

infrastructure costs; revitalizing downtowns and town centres; maintaining a working land 

base (agricultural, rural, forested, and other resource lands) and the green infrastructure; 

and protecting the environment.’’ (BCCAT, 2011). These outcomes are consistent with the 

goals of smart growth policies as described by Downs (2005). 

Because local governments are the ones to implement UCBs but exist in the 

context of regional districts, this section provides rationale for the comparative assessment 

of UCBs between regional districts, and municipalities within regional districts on 

Vancouver Island. 

1.2.3. Urban Containment in BC 

This section of the introduction discusses what urban containment boundaries are, 

and frames them along side the rise in popularity of smart growth planning in North 

America. This section also establishes the normative view that the implementation of 

urban containment boundaries implementation operates in various capacities at the 

regional level. Lastly, this section posits that, despite the popularity in rhetoric equating 

cities to sustainability (Grant, 2009), the relationship between urbanization and ecological 
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sustainability is dependent on many factors external to land use patterns (Rees and 

Wackernagel, 1996).   

What is urban containment? 

Urban containment boundaries (UCBs) are a form of urban containment policy 

(UCP) intended to limit outward expansion of a population centre (Milward, 2006; Dawkins 

and Nelson, 2004). The emergence of the popularity of UCBs in North America and BC 

runs concurrent with the promotion of Smart Growth. “Smart Growth was originally 

conceived as a reaction to what many planners believed were undesirable features of 

continuing growth through “suburban sprawl” (Downs, 2005, p.367; Edwards and Haines, 

2007). Smart Growth promotes dense, mixed-use neighbourhoods, and emphasizes 

smaller, multi-family, and apartment dwellings (Grant, 2009). The concept of smart growth 

has been widely embraced in BC, and in Canada, and urban containment boundaries form 

an important tool of this planning philosophy (ibid). UCBs are also promoted in BC as a 

land use tool to address climate change in the BC Climate Action Toolkit (BCCAT, 2011).  

Despite the embrace of smart growth principles in North America, less is known 

about the spatial implications of implementing urban containment boundaries, particularly 

in the context of regional growth. The literature provides evidence that smart growth is 

practiced less than it is preached, largely due to market demand, the practices of the 

development community, and the political nature of land use decisions (Downs, 2005; 

Grant, 2009), and perhaps also due to plan quality (Edwards and Haines, 2007; Stevens, 

2013). Kim (2013), while investigating spillover effects of urban containment in Portland, 

found that restrictions in land use in one area, do not necessarily result in the demand 

being focused back into urban centres. 

 Evidence analyzed from Statistics Canada (2016ll) and presented in the results 

and discussion sections of this paper suggest that Vancouver Island is an ‘urbanizing 

population’; many small and isolated towns are experiencing population decline, while mid 

size and large population centres are receiving much more of the population growth 

pressure, see Figure 1-4. The focus of this research is to undertake a comparative urban 

containment boundaries analysis in the frame of regional growth management, to 
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understand parallels between UCB management on Vancouver Island and the literature 

regarding regional growth.  

The Sustainability of Cities 

While the planning profession generally espouses the benefits of compact, mixed 

use, walkable urban settlement (Grant, 2009), less is clear about the ecological 

sustainability of urban places. Rees and Wackernagel (1996) contend that the ecological 

land or the ecological footprint of a particular society or person is not limited to the actual 

physical space they inhabit, it extends to the land required to sustain their level of 

consumption. Humans, and particularly those in countries with a high level of material 

consumption such as Canada, the United States, Britain, Japan etc., are using more than 

their fair share of global resources. Cities are not sustainable on their own; imagine if an 

impermeable border was to be created around a city, the city would quickly run out of 

resources like food and would overwhelm itself with waste (Rees and Wackernagel, 1996, 

p.227). Cities rely on hinterlands, and the ecological footprint of a city can extend beyond 

national borders. As discussed by Rees and Wackernagel (1996), international trade 

allows cities to become even less sustainable because it creates the perception that the 

hinterland is not needed to sustain the population in terms of food production and carbon 

sequestration, amongst other demands. The authors suggest that sustainability or lack 

thereof, is intrinsically linked to wealth.  

“The high money incomes and excessive consumption of affluent countries extends their 

ecological footprints into ecological space that could otherwise be occupied by the poorer 

nations. Even within countries, footprint sizes vary significantly as income disparity 

increases…” (Rees and Wackernagel, 1996, p.240) 

Further the authors discuss how the material wealth of individuals contributes to 

higher per hectare land requirements to service those lifestyles. The authors suggest that 

higher density, or more compact living, can have positive outcomes for reductions in car 

travel and increases in walking and investments in transit, if fossil fuel dependent mobility 

was reduced (ibid). The biggest assertion from Rees (1992) and Rees and Wackernagel 

(1996) is that urbanity does not equate to sustainability. This line of research brings an 

important reflective question into the research, and engages researcher’s curiosity in  
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understanding whether urban living is more ecologically sustainable, and how it can be 

made so, and what role urban containment boundaries can play. 

1.3. Research Significance  

This section addresses the significance of the research by positioning the topic 

with respect to the literature on UCB impacts, urban ecological footprints, and regional 

growth management.  

The literature suggests that the implications of adopting urban containment 

boundaries is varied and studies have demonstrated how implementation can relate to 

increased land prices, increased traffic congestion, less residential segregation, increased 

central city revitalization, and increases and decreases in density (Dawkins and Nelson, 

2002; Kim et., 2013; Rodriguez et al., 2005; Nelson et al., 2003; 2004). Ewing and Hamidi 

(2015) present a review of the literature regarding compact settlement versus sprawl and 

suggest that benefits of compact living for health, travel, safety, and town revitalization 

have been demonstrated in numerous studies. While this research addresses urban 

containment, it acknowledges that UCBs in North America often form part of the 

implementation of smart growth principles, and generally reflect the planning community’s 

desire to realize compact settlement outcomes (Grant, 2009).  However, urban 

containment boundaries alone do not create compact settlements.  

The challenging piece of understanding the relationship between urban 

containment boundaries and other variables like congestion and rising land costs, is that 

there are many other factors which can impact them, including market demand, 

transportation planning, planning policies and bylaws, natural land constraints, politics, 

etc., beyond the scope of adopting an urban containment boundary. Jackson et al., (2012) 

express that central planning systems are effective at managing sprawl, yet central 

planning restricts the community from participating in its future development. BC has not 

adopted a central planning authority, despite transit remaining largely as a provincial 

authority. The success of urban containment depends on regional coordination, and this 

researcher posits there are barriers and questions surrounding implementation. 
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Edwards and Haines (2007) found in their study which assessed the incorporation 

of smart growth goals in 30 comprehensive plans in Wisconsin, that most communities 

received a low score in incorporating smart growth into their plans. Those communities 

were more successful in designating and preserving the rural and natural environment, 

but less successful at defining what should occur within the community. Their findings also 

suggest that smaller towns and villages were less likely to adopt smart growth policies, 

which the authors suggest may reflect a need for a different type of planning approach 

(Edwards and Haines, 2007, p. 61). Stevens (2013), in his analysis of the quality of Official 

Community Plans in BC, suggests that plan quality may relate to availability of 

professionals and resources, but perhaps there is something beyond that.  Do 

communities lack resources, or are principles of smart growth an urban concept? Grant 

(2009) reflects on how the principles of compact, mixed use, walkable neighbourhood, 

and active transit design taught in planning schools across Canada are often in conflict 

with the planner’s reality. This is due to a variety of factors including market preference, 

local government politicians, and developer preference. As Grant (2009) and Downs 

(2005) remark, much of Canada is suburban, which presents great policy implementation 

challenges for planners to incorporate smart growth.  

Landis (2006) and Downs (2005) suggest that smart growth policies necessitate 

greater regional coordination; Landis (2006) contends that the lack of state-wide growth 

management means that all growth management protocols are implemented locally, and 

all effectiveness or lack thereof is rooted at the local level (p.412). Jackson et al., (2012) 

suggest that what BC’s approach to planning may lack in compactness, it makes up for in 

community participation and engagement. While research has compared policy outcomes 

related to smart growth policy (Edwards and Haines, 2007), and OCP quality (Stevens, 

2013), less work has been in the Canadian context to compare UCB implementation at a 

regional and sub-regional scale.  

This research seeks to draw attention to regional growth management strategies 

on Vancouver Island by way of investigating the presence of urban containment 

boundaries. This research fills a gap in the literature by addressing the regional 

implications of urban containment boundaries with attention to the legislative framework 

under which regional growth is managed. Given that the literature lends support to the 
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benefit of compact communities, yet reflects variable outcomes for UCB implementation, 

this research is positioned to conduct a preliminary comparative analysis of UCB structure, 

and UCB policies in Official Community Plans on Vancouver Island.  

1.4. Paper Structure  

Chapter 1 has introduced the three research questions: how do urban containment 

boundaries contain sprawl on Vancouver Island; how do urban containment boundaries 

facilitate and encourage growth on Vancouver Island; and, are urban containment 

boundaries effective policy mechanisms to manage regional growth. It has provided the 

context of regional growth on Vancouver Island, and introduced the topic of urban 

containment boundaries. Chapter 2 presents the related literature on urban containment 

boundary impacts, regional growth management approaches, ecological functions of 

cities. Chapter 3 explains the research design including the theoretical traditions, scope 

of the project and justification, and describes the regional comparative analysis and 

content analysis methods used. Chapter 4 explains the results of the review and analysis 

of urban containment boundaries on Vancouver Island, including: comparative UCB size 

descriptions, land allotment percentages for UCB development, and UCB content 

analysis. Chapter 5 presents a discussion of the results, and positions the research within 

the need for more centralized management of urban growth in British Columbia. Chapter 

5 concludes with the findings of UCB assessment in the context of regional growth 

management, and discusses limitations to the study and potential areas for future 

research. 

1.5. Conclusion 

This chapter has introduced the research questions, and explained the context for 

pursuing an investigation of urban containment boundaries. Further it has presented the 

background on Vancouver Island as the study population for the purposes of this study. 

This section provided important context on the natural and administrative constraints to 

population growth on Vancouver Island, and introduced the wider literature and academic 

debate regarding UCB implementation. Lastly, it has commented on the state of 
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understanding regarding the ecological implications of cities, suggesting that increased 

density and urbanization is not in and of itself sustainable (Rees and Wackernagel, 1996; 

Moore et al., 2013). The following section presents the literature review and elaborates 

upon outcomes of UCB implementation, growth management approaches in suburban 

environments, and city sustainability.   
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

2.1. Introduction 

The literature review contextualizes the normative view that the implementation of 

urban containment boundaries is not well understood, and that less is known about the 

linkages between density, sustainability, and regional growth management than land use 

plans acknowledge, as well as that UCB implementation operates in various capacities at 

the regional level. This section presents the related literature on urban containment 

boundary impacts, regional growth management approaches (smart growth, greenbelts, 

and UCB policy strength are discussed), and the ecological function of cities. The purpose 

of the literature review is to: draw attention to what is known and not known regarding the 

implementation of UCBs;  understand how regional growth management strategies (i.e., 

smart growth) in North America have been challenged by politics, market demand, and 

policy development;  shed light on other growth management tools such as greenbelts; 

and explore what is known regarding the impact of urbanization with respect to 

sustainability. The literature review demonstrates that the improper implementation of 

UCBs can have exacerbated effects on land prices and congestion; central and local 

growth management approaches have their benefits and downfalls; and there is more 

evidence which suggests that income has the greatest effect on ecological demand. 

2.2. Outcomes of UCB Implementation  

This section of the literature review addresses the outcomes of implementing 

UCBs. It explores the current level of knowledge regarding the relationship between 

implementation of urban containment policies and housing affordability, transportation; 

and, inner city revitalization. Research indicates that UCBs do have an effect on increased 

land prices, and that UCBs have been shown to relate to increased traffic congestion, but 

implementation can also result in less residential segregation.   
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2.2.1. UCBs and Land Prices 

The relationship between UCB implementation and increases in land costs has 

been documented in the literature (Aurand, 2010; Dawkins and Nelson, 2002; Landis, 

2006; Woo and Guldmann, 2014).  Generally, it is agreed upon that the implementation of 

UCBs results in increased land prices, but the degree of this impact is still debated. This 

researcher posits however, that this may not necessarily be a negative outcome however, 

as the intent of UCBs is to concentrate land uses, and larger pieces of land become less 

affordable, and thus less desirable.  

Dawkins and Nelson (2002) provide a review of the existing literature on the 

relationship between UCBs and housing prices. Their study was undertaken to provide a 

more comprehensive approach to understanding this relationship. Prior to Dawkins and 

Nelson (2002), research studies were largely case studies. The authors found that there 

is general agreement amongst academics that UCBs increase land prices, however there 

is disagreement on how to measure and assess these impacts (p.1). They found that 

generally restrictive zoning negatively impacts housing density buildout thereby limiting 

the provision of affordable housing, which is also confirmed by Aurand (2010). The study 

also discussed the lack of experience in the development community in producing multi-

family units as a barrier to increasing residential densities. Dawkins and Nelson (2002) 

address the question of how both supply and demand affect housing prices through the 

lens of UCBs.  

Dawkins and Nelson (2002) introduce a new analysis of UCBs by comparing the 

literature on UCBs in three different national contexts: the USA, South Korea, and 

England, through three different levels of regulation: local, state, and national. Important 

findings from this comprehensive analysis include: UCBs, regardless of the administrative 

level of implementation affect housing prices; second, restrictive zoning within UCBs can 

negatively affect desired densities and have the opposite that planners are ultimately 

trying to achieve. Last, the greatest determinant of housing price is demand, but this can 

be exacerbated by the implementation of UCBs. Limitations of this study include the lack 

of agreement on definitions of rural, urban, and suburban. 
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 Interestingly Rose (1989) found that land constraints, both natural and regulatory, 

can reflect as much as a 40% price difference in housing. However, findings indicated that 

75% of the constraints were natural with 25% regulatory. Black and Hoben (1985) in 

Nelson et al., (2004) looked at metropolitan service areas through the lens of restrictive, 

permissive, or normal in terms of controlling supply of land. Findings from this study 

indicated that urban areas with more restrictive policies have higher land prices.  

Landis (2006) explored the impact of local land use controls on new home prices 

in three California cities through a case study methodology. Landis found that through 

urban containment policies, land was monopolized by a small number of developers, and 

prices for new homes increased; he suggests that the measure planners use for 

developable land, i.e., total land availability, does not necessarily reflect the developers 

measure of land which can be developed, and thus there may be fewer developable sites 

than planners perceive which can lead to higher housing prices (p.20). His findings 

suggest that areas with the strongest land use controls had the highest impact on housing 

prices, and the greatest impact on limiting growth. An important finding from Landis (2006) 

is that new houses not only increased in price with increased land use controls, but 

housing size also increased. Limitations to this research include the scope, which 

addressed three cities in the California area, as well as the exclusion of demand factors 

in the investigation.  

Aurand (2010) examined the relationship between housing diversity, affordability, 

and urban containment boundaries; the author found that in areas with urban containment 

boundaries there is more diversity in housing. Aurand (2010) found that there is a greater 

proportion of affordable housing geared to low income renters, but also a greater 

proportion of unaffordable housing, thus planners should plan for more specific housing 

types and densities. Aurand (2010) discusses the Portland Metropolitan Housing Rule 

which requires municipalities to plan to specific densities and housing types, as an 

example of a strong policy tool in ensuring a higher degree of affordability, given the 

constraints UCBs can put on land prices. This study relates both to demonstrated gains in 

diversity in areas with UCBs as well as the need to better plan for affordability in areas 

which have adopted UCBs. 
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The literature suggests that there is a connection between urban containment 

boundary implementation and increased pressure on land prices in areas experiencing 

growth. The collective findings suggest that UCBs impact housing prices, implying that 

land use policies regarding affordable housing must be well established in land use 

regulations to prevent an affordability crisis.   

2.2.2. Transportation 

Rodriguez et al., (2006) investigated the implications of urban containment 

boundaries on transportation through a study of the 25 largest US metropolitan areas. 

Findings from the study included higher densities and more distance travelled in areas 

which had containment boundaries or policies. The authors suggest that a reduction in 

private automobile use is contingent upon development within the urban core to densities 

which support transit. Further, they suggest that private automobile use is a condition of 

lack of policies and investments in alternative modes of travel (ibid., p. 1881). In their 

review of the literature, the authors suggest that increased density may have little impact 

on vehicles miles travelled, as there are more important factors which influence the 

decisions to drive. Ewing and Hamidi (2015) review the recent literature in the debate over 

compactness vs. sprawl and highlight that the relationship between compactness and 

reduction of vehicle miles travelled has been well documented in the literature, but density 

has the lowest impact on reducing vehicle miles travelled (p.419), rather destination 

accessibility has the largest impact. This literature suggests that proper transportation 

planning and destination accessibility is fundamental to addressing increased congestion. 

It suggests that without this key planning function, UCBs may lead to increased traffic 

congestion. 

2.2.3. Diversity and Town Centre Revitalization   

Nelson et al., (2003) investigated the impact of urban containment boundaries on 

residential segregation. Preliminary findings from the study of 242 metropolitan areas 

indicated that residential segregation between Black and White people was less in areas 

which had adopted urban containment policies. The study highlights limitations which 

includes analysis over time, and the multiple factors which may affect residential 



 

23 

segregation over and above urban containment boundaries; i.e., in the short term perhaps 

residential goes down as more White families move to inner city locations, but if prices go 

up over time, residential segregation may increase again as wealthier White people 

displace traditionally diverse areas. Additionally, there was no accounting for other People 

of Colour.  

This research suggests that urban containment boundaries may encourage 

planners to be more flexible when considering a diversity of zones in an area, thereby 

increasing the chance of cultural diversity, but the economic impact to land values through 

the implementation of urban containment boundaries may win out over time. Though this 

research did engage with statistics over a 10-year time period, more research is needed 

to understand the implications of this hypothesis. Like many of the other large-scale 

statistical analysis, Nelson et al. (2003) rely on a regression model to understand which 

factors are more important in understanding residential segregation, and controlled for 

variables such as income. Although segregation between White and Black people was 

found to decrease with areas with UCBS, the study indicated regional differences despite 

the presence of urban containment boundaries (ibid). 

Nelson et al., (2004) conducted a study to understand how the implementation of 

UCBs contributed to city center revitalization. Their findings suggest that development 

activity was more likely to occur in contained metropolitan areas than in uncontained 

metropolitan areas, but despite this, suburbs in both contained and uncontained areas 

continue to grow. As demonstrated in the findings, UCBs do shift development away from 

rural areas, and concentrate it within the suburban and urban areas (ibid). 

In sum, UCBs can have positive effects on increased diversity, by virtue of more 

people living closer together, however there are factors outside of UCBs which cannot be 

accounted for. Additionally, there is evidence that suggests that contained urban cores 

are the focus of development activity, but the suburbs continue to expand. This suggests 

that compact inner cores are desired locations for development, but more work needs to 

be done to address suburban areas.  
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2.3. Managing Growth  

This section discusses approaches to population growth management. It 

discusses the impacts of different policy strength mechanisms on managing growth, the 

approaches, successes, and challenges of growth management in North America, and 

introduces literature on greenbelts as the most restrictive population growth management 

tool.  

2.3.1. Policy Strength 

Millward (2006) discusses the impact of urban containment policies in three 

different countries: Japan, Canada, and England. Outcomes of the research study indicate 

that the strength of urban containment policies ultimately affects the degree of resultant 

sprawl. In countries (i.e., Japan and England) where the state has historically played a 

central role in land use management, due to higher pressure for land development, 

containment policies are stronger and population densities are higher. In Canada 

conversely, containment policies have been relatively relaxed due to the less development 

pressure, availability of land, and a greater regard for private property rights, accordingly, 

development is more sprawling (Milward, 2006). 

 Interestingly, Milward’s (2006) study demonstrated that Britain and Japan make 

available short term, small development options for expansion, whereas the Canadian 

examples have larger swaths of land available in their urban service areas. Millward 

(2006) suggests that the Canadian approach results in less expensive land and housing 

costs, but more sprawl. Lastly, the author discusses the rationale for preserving green 

space; Japan’s rationale is for agricultural purposes; however, England’s rationale is more 

focused on preservation of the rural aesthetic (Milward, 2006).  The literature suggests 

that the rationale for the implementation of urban containment boundaries may have 

effects on how development occurs both inside and out the urban containment boundary. 

To date, little research has explored if the underlying rationale for implementing an urban 

containment boundary affects its outcomes.  

Woo and Guldmann (2014) also looked at the impact of the strength of urban 

containment policies and their relative outcomes on population, employment, housing 
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values, and city land area. Their findings indicate that with more stringent urban 

containment policies such as greenbelts or UCBs, density and land prices increase. In the 

cases of less restrictive urban containment policies, positive gains were seen for 

employment. The authors highlight however than more work needs to be done in 

assessing the value of the assets protected through more restrictive urban containment 

policies (Woo and Guldmann, 2014). 

 Altes (2009) discusses the use of taxation as a mechanism to curb greenfield and 

leap frog development, and encourage infill development. The author highlights that 

taxation is not an appropriate approach to growth management, as the use of it suggests 

that those with enough money can build anywhere. Anthony (2004) explored the effects 

of state-wide growth management mechanisms in the USA on curtailing sprawl, and found 

that where state growth management mechanisms were in place, the implementation still 

varied locally. Anthony (2004) suggests that while there is indication that state-level growth 

management mechanisms have made some gains in reducing sprawl, overall the level of 

urban density in the study population had fallen since the early 1980’s (p.390). Bengston 

et al., (2004) adds to this through an assessment of the literature regarding state 

management efforts. Findings of the study confirm much regional variation in 

implementation, and the authors call on the US federal government to take an active role 

in land use management. 

Kim et al., (2013) explored the relationship between urban containment policy 

strength and density. A statistical analysis of 260 counties in the U.S.A was undertaken, 

and findings suggest that how urban containment policies are implemented has important 

implications on the level of density that is achieved. Similar to other studies, jurisdictions 

with the most restrictive land use controls (i.e., restrictive zoning) were found to limit 

density, rather than encourage it. Findings of the study suggest that urban containment 

policies alone do not manage or contribute to density change, but an ‘integrated policy’ 

framework is needed to accomplish such (p. 529). The authors suggest that the most 

common criterion for gauging the success of any growth management program has been 

its affect on sprawl; sprawl has largely been defined through measurements of density 

(ibid). For the purposes of the study density was measured as: vacancy rate, household 

size, housing unit densities, and non-residential developed land use; these measures 
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were tested through a statistical analysis regression model. Density rate increases were 

associated with lower vacancy rates and higher rental costs. As found by others, the less 

flexible the land use regulations were, the lesser the density gains were (Kim et al., 2013).   

This study is important because it demonstrates that differentiated approaches to 

growth management will lead to different outcomes. The intent of one local government 

may be very different than another. One may be actively encouraging density, and one 

may be discouraging it under the same policy veil of an UCB. 

 As Kim et al., (2013) discuss the differentiation of the components of density is 

also particularly important for communities. Where household size is decreasing due to 

factors such as old age and children leaving the family home, population density goes 

down without increasing housing stock (Kim et al., p. 534). Kim et al. (2013) found that 

vacancy rates increased with greater land availability and vacancy decreased with less 

land supply; this was found to be statistically significant. Results also indicated that local 

government policies, above state mandated growth management, has significant regional 

differences for realizing density (p. 542).  Kim et al., (2013) additionally suggest that the 

increased cost of land may incentivize higher density production of homes, but there is no 

significant link between density increases and the presence of an urban containment 

policy alone. This study did not differentiate for urban policy strength, but it demonstrated 

a regional approach and concluded that there is significant local variation with respect to 

implementation. 

In general, the studies indicate that stronger containment policies led to increased 

population growth within the boundaries, and additionally higher housing values. Despite 

the evidence that urban containment policies consistently demonstrate an affect on 

housing prices from the supply-side however, Woo and Guldmann (2014) suggest that the 

value of greenspace, park, and farmland has not been properly assessed and considered 

in the research. A second challenge for the measurement of urban containment 

boundaries is that the value of limiting sprawl, or preserving non quantifiable 

characteristics of an area, these are not well understood and have not been properly 

developed in the literature assessing urban containment boundaries (Bengston and Youn, 

2006; Woo and Guldmann, 2014). 
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In sum, while much of the literature focuses on the United States, similarities 

between the two countries can be drawn. The literature suggests that the restrictiveness 

of urban containment policies has an affect on overall density. The more restrictive the 

policy, the greater the effect on limiting sprawl but it has also been demonstrated that more 

restrictive growth policies, coupled with restrictive zoning, do not result in gains in density. 

Moreover, it suggests that local governments affect regional growth management. This 

literature lends support to the research investigation of comparing regional differences in 

UCB implementation.   

2.3.2. Growth Management Approaches in North America and 
Abroad 

 This subsection discusses the literature with respect to smart growth and greenbelt 

implementation in North America and abroad. It situates UCBs within the context of smart 

growth planning philosophy and discusses implementation challenges. Additionally, this 

section speaks to greenbelt implementation in Canada and abroad. 

Smart Growth in North America 

The emergence of the popularity of UCBs in North America and BC runs 

concurrent with the promotion of smart growth, which was the planning community’s 

response to many societal ills attributed to urban sprawl. This planning philosophy has 

been promoted as a way to make more efficient land use decisions, and to promote social 

engagement (Downs, 2005; Haines and Edward, 2007). Smart growth promotes dense, 

mixed-use neighbourhoods, and emphasizes smaller, semi-detached and apartment style 

residences, generally describing compact settlement (Downs, 2005).  

Grant (2009) undertook a qualitative analysis using interviews with planners, 

councillors, and developers, to understand how smart growth implementation was 

occurring in three urban centres in Canada. The findings indicate that the challenges of 

implementing smart growth reflects political and market driven development forces that 

supersede the policy tools available to planners. Grant (2009) suggests that while some 

developers and municipal councils support smart growth policies, there are market 

realities and consumer preferences for privacy, for example, which challenge 
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implementation. Downs (2005) provides further comment, contending that smart growth is 

discussed more than it is done because while the principles sound appealing, in practice 

the implementation of smart growth is a political exercise and one which is less likely to 

be successful given people’s preferences for privacy, home ownership, and low density 

living (p.377).  

Edwards and Haines (2007) provide a third perspective on smart growth 

implementation through a qualitative content analysis of 30 community plans to review 

their adherence to required smart growth principles. The authors were surprised to see 

how low the scores of the community plans were with respect to conformance to smart 

growth and that smaller communities generally had lower scores. Their research, with 

respect to smart growth, suggests that the adoption of this type of policy framework may 

not fit all land use settlement patterns, and may be negligent to settlement pattern realities.  

Tomalty (2002) explored regional growth management in Canada in the Greater 

Vancouver Regional District through a review of the regional growth plan policies, and 

measuring their effects. He suggests that the goals for compact settlement were not 

aggressive enough, but does highlight the success of preserving rural and green space in 

the RGS. He also empresses the significance of the adoption of the Greater Vancouver 

Regional District’s version of a greenbelt, the Green Zone. Through regional collaboration, 

and then municipal adoption, approximately 173 000 hectares or 2/3 of the regional land 

base, and 1/2 of the developable base were put into the zone. Notably, this land is 

predominantly located on the urban fringes of the metropolitan areas, with a large 

proportion of it owned publicly, but Tomalty does herald it as a success of the regional 

plan.  

His findings indicate that while regional planning documents, such as Regional 

Growth Strategies, can be a success for reaching consensus and agreement, a lack of 

enforcement mechanisms reveals their shortcomings (p. 443). Tomalty (2002) suggests 

consensus building in this process can wear down land use pattern policy progress to the 

point of reflecting current trends, failing to make meaningful progress towards change. 

Tomalty (2002) suggests that while communities are amenable to concepts of increased 

density or better connections for transit, when these plans come to fruition, projects are 
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often rejected by the public, thus implementation falls on politicians to make controversial 

or unpopular decisions (p.444). Kim (2013), while investigating spillover effects of urban 

containment in Portland, found that restrictions in land use in one area, do not necessarily 

result in the demand being focused back into urban centres; therefore, coordinated 

regional growth management is very important. 

 If the research suggests that smart growth principles have more meaning on paper 

than in real world, what are the implications of adopting urban containment boundaries not 

supported by implementable planning principles?    

Greenbelts 

Jackson et al., (2012) compared growth management approaches between St. 

Andrews, Scotland, and Prince George, BC., Canada, through a case study analysis. 

Findings included that local government in BC. municipalities have more independence in 

how they operationalize growth management, but this comes at the expense of more 

effective management strategies. The authors explain how planning in Scotland has been 

centrally directed since 1947 and that greenbelts have been an effective mechanism in 

preserving pastoral and rural land areas, providing access to green space for citizens, and 

directing future growth patterns since that time (p.46).  

As highlighted by the authors, greenbelts are differentiated from UCBs in that the 

UCBs are designed to anticipate boundary movements and adjustment as population 

grows and the boundary fills up. Greenbelts, conversely, as Jackson et al., (2012) reflects, 

are intended to be permanent. Some of the challenges with greenbelt adoption is that the 

restriction on lands within the greenbelt has resulted in displacement of local and families 

through ‘amenity migrants’ and students.  Increased traffic was also a factor as employees 

commuted from outside town because of lack of affordable housing inside the city 

(Jackson et al., p.56).  The authors conclude that while Scotland has done a better job of 

containing urban growth, there is less opportunity for community engagement, and the 

idea that municipalities are not required to accommodate future growth can be very 

problematic for affordability.  
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Bengston and Youn (2006) undertake a study of the implications of the city of 

Seoul, Korea’s greenbelt policy. Seoul’s 1500+ km2 greenbelt was implemented in 1971, 

with the intention of strengthening national security, eradicating rural shantytowns, 

restricting urban sprawl, reducing population growth, limiting land speculation, protecting 

agricultural, and lastly, protecting the environment (p.6). Korea’s rationale for adopting a 

greenbelt is not consistent amongst other countries or communities who have adopted 

greenbelts suggest Bengston and Youn (2006). Additionally, the authors suggest that 

most analyses of the Seoul Greenbelt have made arguments for adjustment to combat the 

negative externalities of greenbelt adoption. They contend however, that despite social 

costs of high land prices, increased congestion, and commuter times, the heritage, 

environmental, and spiritual benefits of the greenbelt have not been properly documented. 

Lastly, the authors explain how the Seoul greenbelt outcomes mirror outcomes of 

London’s greenbelt; London’s greenbelt has functioned well to curtail sprawl, but has not 

been as successful at containing growth beyond the belt (p. 11). From historical Palestine 

to Ebenezer Howard’s Garden Cities of To-Morrow (Bengston and Youn, 2006), to modern 

day Korea, Britain and Scotland, greenbelts have been implemented with mixed results, 

but generally result in more contained, higher urban densities with greater affordability 

challenges (Bengston and Youn, 2006; Jackson et al., 2012).  This literature review has 

revealed that any attempt to constrain land use development will have some negative 

externalities, and plan implementation in North America is very much a localized exercise 

where results vary drastically between places.  

2.4. Can Cities be Sustainable 

Jabareen (2006) conducts a bird’s eye view approach to measuring sustainable 

urban forms through a survey of the literature and presents a proposed sustainability 

matrix for the analysis of sustainable urban forms. He suggests that the most effective 

sustainable urban form is a compact city, and he suggests that urban containment 

boundaries offer the least impactful approach to sustainable urban form (Jabareen, 2006). 

William Rees and Matthias Wackernagel are the minds behind the creation of the 

ecological footprint. Their (1996) research suggests that that impact of cities extends 

beyond their actual footprint and while land conservation is important, there are a multitude 



 

31 

of factors which are crucial to achieving sustainable cities. Rees and Wackernagel (1996) 

suggests that the actual land mass required to sustain a citizen in each city is the real 

measure of sustainability, and while city limits may be constrained, their impact to the 

environment is not restrained in the same way. Rees (1992) argues that urban citizens 

are disconnected from the realities of the natural world and may therefore be less likely to 

understand the degree of impact their habits have on the resources of the planet. Rees 

and Wackernagel (1996) build on this argument through the assessment of cities through 

the lens of the ecological footprint analysis. While constrained cities may use less land per 

person, there is no guarantee that urban citizens are less carbon producing than those 

who live in other settlement patterns. 

 Du et al. (2015) provide data which contradicts the notion that urban citizens use 

less energy than suburban counterparts. Their study investigated detailed life cycle energy 

of transportation and buildings for citizens living in inner city and suburban Chicago, 

Illinois. Findings from this study indicated that the inner-city residents spent 25% more 

energy than their suburban counterparts due largely to building inefficiencies of higher rise 

condominiums, per capita. Other studies have found similar outcomes (Heinonen and 

Junnila, 2011; Heinonen et al., 2011; Wilson et al., 2013). Heinonen (2011b) offers the 

argument that transportation GHGs make up just 13% of global GHG emissions, but 

buildings account for 30-40% world wide. Findings from Jones and Kammen (2014) 

however, found that compact high urban densities in the U.S.A have significantly lower 

household carbon footprints than their suburban counterparts, but any density gains made 

inside the city are offset by those outside of it. The authors found that decreases in total 

household carbon emissions were found to decrease only at densities of 3000 persons 

per mile2 (1158 people per km2) in compact forms. Additionally, the authors found that 

dense suburbs had higher household carbon footprints than more dispursed suburbs 

(Jones and Kammen, 2014). The authors conclude that overall, income is the best 

predictor in household carbon footprints, and suggest that there is no one size fits all 

solution. Increasing density alone does not equate to reduced household carbon 

footprints. The following quote is taken from a newspaper article interviewing the authors 

with respect to their findings from Sanders (2014): 
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“Increasing population density alone, for example, appears not to be a very 

 effective strategy for reducing emissions. A 10-fold increase in population density 

 in central cities corresponds to only 25 percent lower greenhouse gas emissions, 

 and “high carbon suburbanization results as an unintended side effect.” 

Moore et al., (2013) assessed the ecological footprint of metro Vancouver, which 

has received much praise for its sustainability initiatives; yet, the metropolitan area was 

found to exhibit all the characteristics of a country in the global north including excessive 

consumption habits. They found the area has a global ecological footprint which would 

require, on a per capita basis, the equivalent of three earth like planets, an area 36 times 

the size of the metropolitan area is required to sustain it; Moore et al., (2013) confirm 

earlier research from Heinonen (2011a, 2011b) and Du et al., (2015) that buildings in cities 

use high amounts of energy to sustain themselves, but differ in that Moore et al., (2013) 

found food to have the largest ecological impact, then transportation, and then buildings. 

While Heinonen (2011a, 2011b) and Du et al., (2015) discuss the implications of density 

and GHG emissions, as noted above, Moore et al.’s (2013) study reflects a comprehensive 

ecological footprint analysis; in their findings, food makes up the largest component of the 

ecological footprint analysis because of the land required to grow crops (ibid., p.59). 

These studies suggest indirectly that urban containment is not the primary driver 

of environment efficiency. The research does suggest that the environmental impacts are 

more strongly correlated with access to debt and higher levels of income, than from urban, 

suburban, or rural living (Rees, 1992; Rees and Wackernagel, 1996; Jones and Kammen, 

2014). The findings from these studies are significant for policy outcomes for promoting 

density through urban containment boundaries, and particularly for policy related to dense 

suburbs. 

The literature has indicated that in North America, policy implementation varies 

between local governments, and this variation has a large impact on the outcomes of UCB 

implementation. Urban containment policies affect land prices, but variation in the strength 

of those containment polices has the greatest implications for land and housing prices. 

Transit becomes more congested through the implementation of urban containment 

boundaries, at least in the short term, as there are more people living in compacted space. 
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Without investment in transit, full-cost accountinging of private automobile use, or 

alternative mobility infrastructure, people are generally not inclined to leave the private 

automobile behind. A number of studies have found that increased density living (a goal 

associated with urban containment boundaries) does not necessitate lower carbon 

footprint living (Du et al., 2015; Heinonen and Junnila, 2011; Heinonen et al., 2011). 

2.5. Gaps in the Literature  

 This research seeks to contribute to the body of knowledge regarding regional 

growth management in several ways. First it seeks to present an alternative perspective 

to understanding regional growth management in areas which are composed largely of 

small and mid-size towns by exploring an important and impactful policy tool, urban 

containment boundaries. This research is positioned address both the presence of UCB 

adoption, and the weight of its adoption, and may have implications for strengthened 

regional planning policy tools.  

 This research establishes baseline data regarding urban containment boundaries 

in municipalities and electoral areas on Vancouver Island. Most studies focus solely on 

individual urban containment boundaries, or state wide data sets, without considering the 

overall regional interconnectedness of land use growth. Addressing the connectedness of 

regional growth as a whole is less common in the literature, and provides a high level 

analysis approach to understanding the implications of urban containment on preventing 

sprawl and encouraging growth.  Lastly, this study aims to provide additional research on 

urban containment boundaries in British Columbia, a largely underrepresented area of 

study in BC, considering the large implications that urban containment policies can have 

on density, affordability, transit, and the environment.  

2.6. Conclusion 

In sum the literature review has situated the research question between the 

normative view of the researcher that urban containment boundaries function in various 

capacities at the regional and local government level, and that the relationship between 
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density, sustainability, and regional growth is not well conveyed in the planning literature. 

This section described the literature related to urban containment boundaries impacts, 

regional growth management approaches (smart growth and greenbelts, central and 

independent planning authorities), and the ecological function of cities. The literature 

review has explained that the implementation of UCBs and smart growth has been mixed, 

and there is more evidence which suggests that income, more than other variables has 

the greatest effect on ecological resource demand. From this literature view the research 

design is positioned to the address the function of UCBs between regions and within them.  
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Chapter 3. Research Design 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter explains the research design including the theoretical traditions. The 

first section describes the theoretical perspectives which were relied upon to generate a 

pragmatic research design. The second section describes the research methods 

including: the research questions, and the scope of the project, including the study 

population of 35 municipalities, and 7 regional districts, on Vancouver Island. The research 

methods include a descriptive comparative analysis of UCB sizes and offer a limited 

content analysis to describe the presence of urban containment boundaries on Vancouver 

Island. The last section describes the limitations of the research design, and presents a 

summary. 

3.2. Theoretical Traditions 

This section highlights the theoretical traditions which underpin the researcher’s 

approach to the research design. Specifically, this section highlights the researcher’s 

engagement with radical Marxist urban theory, as a basis for providing the wider 

ecological, political, and economic context for the investigation. The philosophically 

humanist ‘Just City’ framework, is used as a rationale for pursuing in the conceptualization 

and justification for the pragmatic approach to research design. 

3.2.1. Right to the City and Actually Existing Neoliberalism 

This research emerges from the position that municipal governments have, since 

the 1980’s, been subject to mechanisms of neoliberal urbanization, resulting in an 

increasingly competitive and financially constrained local government environment. 

(Harvey, 1989, 2008, 2017; Peck et al. 2009). Decreases in local government funding, as 

Harvey (1989, 2008) and Peck et al., (2009) contend relates to pervasive neoliberal policy 

agendas in the urban sphere. These policies foster interurban competition for foreign 

financial and capital investment. 
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 Peck et al. (2009) offer an argument for the context specific nature of neoliberal 

policy, termed as ‘path dependency’. The authors suggest that neoliberal policy 

implications are place specific and related to historical and socio-economic urban 

circumstances. The outcomes of neoliberal policy implementations in urban locations can 

thus be understood as path dependent – continually negotiated by the occupants of these 

spaces (Peck and Tickell, 2002). They introduce the concept of neoliberalization, referring 

to the ongoing and dynamic processes of place specific neoliberal ideology. The authors 

suggest that neoliberal policy in practice is continually negotiated by in-situ actors, 

resulting in varying and city specific realities. The neoliberalization of urban policy, 

therefore, is continually contested and determined by local institutions, actors, and 

economic conditions (Peck and Tickell, 2002; Peck et al., 2009). These path dependent 

relationships are significant to understanding how locations shape policy outcomes, as 

well as the avenues through which city officials and citizens are most readily able to 

influence land use decisions.   

While contemporary Marxist theory provides an important commentary on the 

global forces with which planning interacts it, it does not provide a framework to satisfy the 

research question. An analysis of urban containment boundaries through the lens critical 

theory did not lend itself as well to a pragmatic research outcome, a criticism 

acknowledged in the Marxist community (Harvey, 2017; Springer 2014).  Thus, a 

subsequent framework was investigated, Fainstein’s (2010) ‘just city’ framework. 

3.2.2. Just City Framework 

Fainstein (2005; 2010) presents a holistic theoretical framework which attempts to 

bring together urban theory and planning theory, in order to achieve something that 

provides truth across the discipline but considers socio-spatial and political realities of the 

practicing planner. Fainstein (2005) contends that the concept of the ‘just city’ unites the 

separation of theories within the discipline, and is underpinned by a humanist philosophy, 

and consensus building.  The ‘just city’ is characterized by diversity, democracy, and 

equity, and Fainstein contends that planners need to accept that value free planning does 

not exist, and that planners should acknowledge their implicit desire and motivation to 

realize a just city for all.  
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 The ‘just city’ is supported by a Marxist analysis of political economy, citing that a 

neoliberal approach to policy management is an underlying force which has promoted 

inequity in access to the city, and this neoliberal agenda operates at all levels of 

government, including through the apparatus of local governments (Friedmann, 2008). 

The outcomes of neoliberalism are demonstrated, in the context of local government 

regulation, through the privatization of public space, the rolling back of public services, 

and rolling out of citizen created taskforces, public-private partnerships, and economic 

development corporations (Fainstein, 2010; Harvey, 2017; Peck et al., 2009). Fainstein’s 

framework suggests that policy needs to be assessed by the goal of the ‘just’ city, bringing 

together the theory of who plans and how, with what context they are planning in, and the 

desired outcomes, as determined by principles of diversity, democracy, and equity 

(Fainstein, 2010). Fainstein (2000) and Friedmann (2008) discuss the need for planners 

to move from values to action; planners move towards action through in-situ politics, and 

public spheres, and thus a site-specific analysis is warranted under the 'just city' 

framework. However, to meet the researcher’s intent of pursuing broad research to collect 

information to inform planning practice, a pragmatic approach to research design is 

required. 

3.2.3. Pragmatic Approach  

Creswell (2014) defines a pragmatic approach to research design as an approach 

for researchers who are concerned with action-oriented outcomes, and concern for what 

works and what does not. ‘There is a concern with applications—what works—and 

solutions to problems…Instead of focusing on methods, researchers emphasize the 

research problem and use all approaches available to understand the problem…” 

(Creswell, 2014, p.39).  The research design is not so much focused on the methods, as 

on answering the question to the fullest capacity, and often pursues a mixed-methods 

approach to research (Creswell, 2014). Thus, in order to address a specific issue, such 

as urban containment boundaries, it was apparent that a pragmatic approach to design 

be pursued. 

 In sum, the theoretical traditions that inform this research design are critical 

theory, the ‘just city’ framework, and pragmaticism, with each component contributing a 
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perspective in the rationale for investigating urban containment policies. This study uses 

two main methods: quantitative descriptive analysis, and qualitive content analysis. In the 

limitations section of this study, further research methods are proposed to assess the 

values associated with UCB implementation.  This is the first step in what would likely 

need to be a two phase research investigation. This type of study is explained by Creswell 

(2014), as a sequential research design structured to first gather and evaluate quantitative 

and qualitative data to explore a concept, from which to inform a refined qualitative 

explanatory analysis. This research design satisfies the initial analysis. It is considered 

exploratory, as the intent is to understand the extent of UCB presence, and describe any 

patterns found.  

3.3. Methods 

3.3.1. Research Question 

The purpose of this research is to understand the presence and function of UCBs 

on Vancouver Island, and to compare regional approaches to growth management 

through the lens of urban containment. The research methods respond to three research 

questions:  

1. How do urban containment boundaries contain sprawl on Vancouver Island; 
and  

2. How do urban containment boundaries facilitate and encourage growth on 
Vancouver Island; and 

3. Are urban containment boundaries effective policy mechanisms as an 
approach to regional growth management  

Vancouver Island was selected because it is a large, geographically distinct region of 

Canada, which has real physical limits to growth, mild winters and summers, is 

constrained by mountainous topography and the ocean, and is, in general, experiencing 

moderate to high (3-20%) population growth rates (Statistics Canada, Vancouver Island, 

2016). Settler economies for Vancouver Island were built on farming and natural resources 

extraction but are increasingly shifting away from these sectors towards a tourist, service, 
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tech, and knowledge, which, paired with a moderate climate, and proximity to expensive 

Vancouver, has resulted in an influx of retirees, and families from Mainland British 

Columbia (VIEA, 2016b). Little research has been conducted with respect to comparative 

regional growth implications of urban containment boundaries, therefore the intent of this 

study is to address how UCBs relate to regional growth management on Vancouver Island. 

Given the region’s pattern of single-family housing development and private automobile 

use (Statistics Canada, 2016ll), further research investigating Vancouver Island’s 

approach to growth management is warranted. 

3.3.2. Study Population 

Described further below, 35 municipalities, and 7 regional districts, are reviewed 

to describe the extent of urban containment boundary establishment in the context of 

growth management on Vancouver Island. Then, a content analysis of the 35 municipal 

Official Community Plans is undertaken to frame UCBs in their policy context. 

For the quantitative 

analysis, the study 

population is the 7 

regional districts, 

including the 35 

municipalities on 

Vancouver Island, 

located on the west 

coast of British 

Columbia, in Canada. 

The municipalities are 

divided regionally on 

British            

Columbia’s Civic 

Information website, 

between the North and 

South Region, and this 

Figure 3-1 Study Population Vancouver Island 
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research divides them further by Regional District.  The designation of village, town, city 

or district is defined by the population size: Village means not greater than 2500 people, 

town means greater than 2500 people but less than 5000, city means a population greater 

than 5000, and district refers to an incorporated area of more than 800 hectares with an 

average population density of less than 5 persons per hectare; however, these 

designations do not necessarily reflect current populations (Local Government Act, 

Division 2, 2019).  

 The study populations are organized by north and south. The North Island includes 

the: Village of Alert Bay, City of Campbell River, Town of Comox, City of Courtenay, Village 

of Cumberland, Village of Gold River, District of Lantzville, City of Nanaimo, City of 

Parksville, City of Port Alberni, Village of Port Alice, District of Port Hardy, Town of Port 

McNeill, Town of Qualicum Beach, Village of Sayward, Village of Tahsis, District of Tofino, 

District of Ucluelet, Village of Zeballos (Civic Info BC, 2019). The South Island includes 

the: District of Central Saanich, City of Colwood, City of Duncan, Township of Esquimalt, 

District of Highlands, Town of Ladysmith, Town of Lake Cowichan, City of Langford, 

District of Metchosin, District of North Cowichan, District of North Saanich, District of Oak 

Bay, Town of Sidney, District of Saanich, District of Sooke, City of Victoria, and Town of 

View Royal (Civic Info, 2019). This study also includes the Capital Regional District, the 

Cowichan Valley Regional District, The Nanaimo Regional District, the Comox Valley 

Regional District, Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District, Strathcona Regional District, and 

Mount Waddington Regional District. Electoral Areas for all regional districts were 

additionally considered in the regional comparisons of urban containment size. The Gulf 

Islands and mainland areas are excluded from consideration. The study population for the 

content analysis is restricted to the 35 municipalities identified.  

3.3.3. Data Gathering 

To build a baseline data set to understand the presence of urban containment 

boundaries on Vancouver Island, an iterative review process was established. The intent 

of this review process was to gather information on the size of urban containment 

boundaries of the 35 municipalities on Vancouver Island, as well as data on population 
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growth, population density, number of urban containment boundaries, and presence of 

urban containment boundaries within a regional growth strategy.  

First, Civic Info British Columbia was consulted to establish the number and names 

of the study population. Civic Info British Columbia lists municipalities by region. A South 

Vancouver Island and North and Central Vancouver Island/Sunshine Coast search yielded 

the study population. Notably, the Sunshine Coast, and other Mainland areas of Mount 

Waddington and Strathcona Regional Districts are excluded from this study. A Google 

search for each Official Community Plan was conducted, and a PDF of each Official 

Community Plan was saved to a desktop folder. An excel document was created to list the 

municipalities, organized by region.  

Next, over an eight-week period a control-search function was applied for the word 

‘Urban Containment Boundary’. If the initial search yielded a result, a second layer of 

investigation was initiated to determine the size of the urban containment boundary 

relative to the size of the municipality. Initially, this search was through a search of the 

Land Use Plan Schedule in the related Official Community Plan, and if the municipality 

was party to a Regional Growth Strategy, the Regional Growth Strategy land use plan was 

also consulted. If the size of the urban containment boundary was different than the 

jurisdictional border of the municipality, the scaled Land Use Schedule in the Official 

Community Plan was used to determine the approximate size of the urban containment 

boundary. If it was not included in the OCP Land Use Map but included on the Regional 

Growth Strategy Map, the RGS Map was used. If GIS Mapping Data was available, a 

second measurement was conducted to confirm the initial finding. It is important to note 

that the recorded sizes of the urban containment boundaries are approximate only. 

Measurements are undertaken by hand if no other data was available, in the cases where 

the UCB was the entire size of the municipality, data from Statistics Canada was used. 

Through the review process, several criteria were set to establish whether or not an urban 

containment boundary existed:  

1. The word Urban Containment Boundary or Village Containment was found 

in the Official Community Plan; and 
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2. It was indicated on the Land Use Schedule of the related Official 

Community Plan; or 

3. It was indicated on the Land Use Schedule of the related Regional Growth 

Strategy; or 

4.  It was indicated on the associated Municipal or Regional District GIS 

Mapping as a layer 

After a time, Urban Settlement Areas, Growth Containment Boundaries, Urban 

Growth Boundary, Core Settlement Area were also included in the search, as these terms 

reflected the intent of an Urban Containment Boundary but used different phrasing.  

Intended Growth Areas, High Density Nodes, and like, which do have associated lines on 

a policy document were not considered urban containment boundaries for the purposes 

of this study.  

The size of the municipality (km2), the size of the UCB (km2), the population density 

(people/km2), the population growth (2011-2016), was also recorded. With the exception 

of UCB size, this data was obtained from the Statistics Canada 2016 Long-Form Census 

for 34/35 of the identified municipalities. Statistics Canada had some discrepancies with 

regard to the boundary limits of City of Duncan. In the case of Duncan, the statistics were 

obtained from the municipal or associated regional district website (CVRD, 2016).  

3.3.4. Comparative Analysis through Descriptive Statistics 

 Descriptive Statistics are a way to organize data to understand patterns or trends 

within data (Creswell, 2014). Descriptive Statistics are meant to shed light on possible 

patterns, which can lead to refined questions for research or inferential statistical analysis. 

A descriptive research design is “a basic research method that examines the situation, as 

it exists in its current state” (Williams, 2007, p.66). No inferential statistical analysis was 

undertaken in this research project. Any statistics generated from the findings are 

descriptive in nature, for the purpose of understanding urban containment boundaries. 

Once data was gathered, it was organized and described in the following ways:  
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1. Describing UCB’s within Regional districts 

Data was organized by Regional District, this included: all municipalities and electoral 

areas for the Capital Regional District, the Cowichan Valley Regional District, the Regional 

District of Nanaimo, the Comox Valley Regional District, the Alberni-Clayoquot Regional 

District, the Strathcona Regional District, and the Regional District of Mount Waddington. 

Areas not part of Vancouver Island were excluded from calculations, and electoral areas 

off island were subtracted from land calculations.  

Sizes of urban containment boundaries were then totalled as a percentage of the 

municipalities’ land, but also of the land of the entire regional district. The purpose of this 

exercise was to understand local government differences in UCB implementation in the 

same region.  

2. Describing UCBs between Regional districts  

Data originating from describing UCBs within regional districts was then collected and 

consolidated to compare UCBs and growth management between regional districts. 

Population size, lands within UCBs, population growth, and population density were 

reviewed to provide further comparative analysis between regions.  

3. Comparisons between UCB Size and Municipality Size 

Data generated from the preliminary information gathering exercise for municipalities only 

was compared to understand if there is a pattern between municipality size and urban 

containment size. Municipalities with more restrictive urban containment boundaries were 

compared with each other in terms of size of urban containment and in terms of size of 

the municipality. Municipalities with less restrictive or no urban containment boundaries 

were also compared. Average sizes of urban containment boundaries are discussed.  

4. Inconsistencies between Regional Growth Strategy UCB Boundaries and 
Municipal OCP Boundaries and Population Growth 

This section describes findings from the data which were not anticipated in the outset of 

the research including: differences between Regional Growth Strategies and Official 
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Community Plans and differences between population growth between municipalities 

which are designated as growth centres. 

3.3.5. Content Analysis 

Content analysis has been considered as both a quantitative and qualitative 

research technique, and is understood to be a flexible research method to examine text 

data (Hsieh and Shannon, 2005). This research takes a traditional and summative 

approach to describing 35 municipal OCPs’ relationship to urban containment boundaries. 

The quantitative assessment is summative, by counting the number of times the word 

UCB occurs in UCBs, to understand the weight of these polices in OCPs, and traditional 

because it seeks to understand themes in the data.  

Further qualitative assessment was then undertaken through coding and analysis 

to understand the context of urban containment boundaries in relation to the Official 

Community Plan document. This analysis was undertaken to respond to the first and 

second research questions, by providing some preliminary data to understand how urban 

containment boundaries are presented in the policy. A control-F search function was 

undertaken for urban containment; if that did not yield results, a second search was 

undertaken for the word ‘boundary’, this is due to the fact that there is little consistency in 

terminology for defining urban containment boundaries. Number of mentions was 

recorded in an excel document with the associated municipality. The entries where the 

relevant urban containment was mentioned were also recorded. A content analysis was 

executed, and each entry was coded. The codes emerged through the entry review, and 

some codes reflect the specific policy area where the entry was found and were likely 

influenced by the indicators of UCB outcomes in the BC Climate Action Toolkit. Table 3-

1 Emergent Codes to Describes UCBs delineates the kind of text data included in the 

category, a summary of the entries can be found in Appendix B. 
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Table 3-1 Emergent Codes to Describe UCBs 

Emergent Codes  

ADMIN- Administration (includes terms relating to administration and naming of Maps, 
Table of Contents, Figures, etc.) 

AFH- Affordable Housing (includes terms relating to the provision of affordable housing) 

AM-  Amendments (includes terms relating to changes to UCB such as land supply, 
review, amend, adjust) 

AMT- Amenity (includes terms relating to amenity extraction in UCB areas) 

DES- Descriptions (includes terms relating to present UCB conditions, and history) 

DEF-  Definitions (includes terms describing UCBs) 

ECDEV-  Economic (includes terms relating to economic development) 

EN- Environmental (includes terms relating to environmental protection) 

FGM- Future GM (includes terms relating to future growth, or future changes to the 
UCB) 

GM-  Growth Management (includes terms relating to Development, Settlement 
Patterns, Growth, Direct, Intensification) 

H-  Housing (includes terms relating to relating to Infill, Residential, etc.). 

IND- Industrial (terms relating to industrial development and servicing of industrial) 

INST- Institutional (terms relating to institutional uses) 

P-PARK  (terms relating to Parks, Trails, Open Space, Recreation, Tourism) 

RUR- Rural (terms relating to Rural, Agriculture+/-, Lands Beyond the UCB) 

REG- Regional (terms relating to Regional Growth Strategies, Context, Regional 
District, Regional Context Statements) 

SER- Servicing (terms relating to water, sewer, storm water management) 

TR- Transportation (terms relating to Roads, Sidewalks, Connectivity) 

Note: These codes emerged through the review of OCP entries related to UCBs, however 

some bias is inherent as polices in OCPs are generally grouped together.  

 The number of times the code appeared in the data was then recorded. A table 

was generated with all code recording and totals, see Appendix C. The intent of this 

analysis was to understand the context which UCBs are situated within. Because the 

researcher has experience in planning, it is possible and likely that the coding exhibits 

some bias in terms how the codes were selected. Additionally, some direction was taken 

from the indicators of UCB function in the BC Climate Action Toolkit. Once the data was 

coded, the researcher organized the codes into themes, based on the researcher’s 
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association of the codes, and this is highlighted in Table 3-2 Themes from Coded UCB 

Data.  

 

Table 3-2 Themes from Coded UCB Data 

NON-POLICY 

 

ADMIN-
Administration 
(includes terms 
relating to 
administration and 
naming of Maps, 
Table of Contents, 
Figures, etc.) 

 

DEF- Definitions 
(includes terms 
relating to 
describe UCB 

 

DES-Descriptions 
(includes terms 
relating to present 
UCB conditions, 
and history) 

 

LONG TERM 

 

AM- Amendments 
(includes terms 
relating to changes 
to UCB such as 
land supply, 
review, amend, 
adjust) 

 

FGM-Future GM 
(includes terms 
relating to future 
growth, or future 
changes to the 
UCB) 

 

GM-Growth 
Management 
(includes terms 
relating to 
Development, 
Settlement 
Patterns, Growth, 
Direct, 
Intensification)  

 

REG-Regional 
(terms relating to 
Regional Growth 
Strategies, 
Context, Regional 
District, Regional 
Context 
Statements 

GREEN 

 

EN-Environmental 
(includes terms 
relating to 
environmental 
protection) 

 

P-PARK (terms 
relating to Parks, 
Trails, Open 
Space, Recreation, 
Tourism) 

 

RUR-Rural (terms 
relating to Rural, 
Agriculture, Lands 
Beyond the UCB) 

 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

SER-Servicing 
(terms relating to 
water, sewer, storm 
water management) 

 

TR-Transportation 
(terms relating to 
Roads, Sidewalks, 
Connectivity) 

 

CURRENT 

 

AFH-Affordable 
Housing 
(includes terms 
relating to the 
provision of 
affordable 
housing) 

 

AMT-Amenity 
(includes terms 
relating to 
amenity 
extraction in 
UCB areas) 

 

ECDEV- 
Economic 
(includes terms 
relating to 
economic 
development) 

 

H-Housing ( 
includes terms 
relating to 
relating to Infill, 
Residential, 
etc.). 

 

IND-Industrial 
(terms relating 
to industrial 
development 
and servicing of 
industrial) 
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INST-
Institutional 
(terms relating 
to institutional 
uses) 

 

 

Note: Themes were created based on the researcher’s associations between categories.   

3.3.6. Limitations 

Limitations to the research for the quantitative analysis are focused on the 

classification of urban containment boundaries. Two situations arose through the process 

of research. Situation 1: A municipality did not have an urban containment boundary 

identified → this research considered the absence of an urban containment boundary to 

be an urban containment boundary which encompassed the entire municipal area. 

Situation 2: A municipality was entirely designated as an area for intended growth in its 

Regional Growth Strategy → this research considered the entire municipality to be within 

the urban containment boundary. This comparison is problematic because it makes an 

assumption that these two cases are the same, when they are not. The implications for 

regional growth are different because a municipality without an urban containment 

boundary in a region without a Regional Growth Strategy, could, in theory, acquire more 

land for expansion from the surrounding electoral areas for growth; whereas, a 

municipality designated as an intended growth centre, in an area with a Regional Growth 

Strategy, does not intend to expand beyond its designation, at least in the short term. This 

was a challenge in presenting accurate information in the descriptive statistics sections.  

A second limitation in the qualitative content analysis was that only policies related 

to UCBs were considered. A local government could have strong local planning policies 

which support the UCB but because this analysis only looked at policies specifically linked 

to UCBs. 
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3.4. Conclusion 

In sum, this chapter has reviewed the research design. The first section described 

the theoretical perspectives which were relied upon to generate a pragmatic research 

design. The second section described the research methods including: the research 

question, and the scope of the project, including the study population of 35 municipalities, 

and 7 regional districts, on Vancouver Island. Included in this section was an explanation 

of the approach to the descriptive statistics and content analysis methods used to describe 

and compare presence of urban containment boundaries of municipalities and electoral 

areas on Vancouver Island. The last section has explained the limitations of the research 

design. Future considerations for research are included in Chapter 5.  

. 
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Chapter 4. Study Results 

4.1. Introduction 

This section presents the findings from the research design. The results represent 

baseline data on the existence of urban containment boundaries in the 35 municipalities, 

and 7 regional districts on Vancouver Island. The results are divided into three sections: 

Section 4.3 describes the findings from the regional UCB size analysis, including each 

regional district’s approach to UCB implementation by size of UCB, and concludes with a 

regional comparative analysis. Section 4.4 explains the findings for the comparison of 

municipal UCBs by size and restrictiveness, it also highlights patterns revealing conflicts 

between Regional Growth Strategies and related municipal OCPs. Lastly, Section 4.5 

describes the findings and patterns which emerged from the content analysis, including 

the presence of UCB policy in OCPs and themes of UCB policy in OCPs. All data which 

refers to region size and population is from Statistics Canada, with specific references 

included in the reference list.  

4.2. Limitations of the Results  

As mentioned in Section 3.3.6 Limitations, municipalities which do not identify 

urban containment boundaries, for the purposes of this study, are considered to be entirely 

within an urban containment boundary in the results tables, and are included in 

calculations for the total land dedicated for urban growth within the associated regional 

district. Where no urban containment boundaries exist in either the municipal or electoral 

area boundaries, the entire area is considered as potential for urban expansion. However, 

this assumption is not necessarily a realistic interpretation as much of Vancouver Island’s 

rural areas are provincial or federal Crown Land or fall under the jurisdiction of the 

Provincial Agricultural Land Commission because they are in the Agricultural Land 

Reserve. The Islands Trust, and any lands not specifically on Vancouver Island, are not 

included in any calculations, as they are outside the parameters of the study population. 

This was arguably an oversight in the research methods and has presented some 

challenges with respect to the data.  A further limitation to the study was the data available 
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for measuring urban containment size; GIS data was not available for all UCB calculations 

and thus there are likely some discrepancies in the size measurements; last, municipal 

and electoral area sizes were obtained primarily through Statistics Canada, in some case 

the relevant OCP would describe a different area size than Statistics Canada. For 

consistency, this research used the data from the Statistics Canada website.   

4.3. Regional UCB Presence Results  

There are presently 35 municipalities on Vancouver Island, with 16 out of 35 

represented by Vancouver Island South, and 19 represented by Central and Northern 

Vancouver Island (BC Civic Info, 2019a). Of the 16 municipalities of the South Island, four 

are classified as cities; seven are classified as districts; and five are classified as towns 

(BC Civic Info, 2019a). Of the 19 municipalities which compose the Central and North 

Island, seven municipalities are classified as villages; three are classified as towns; five 

are classified as cities; and 4 are classified as districts (BC Civic Info, 2019a). Though the 

titles of municipalities under the Local Government Act have population numbers attached 

to them, through the review process from the Statistics Canada 2016 Long-Form Census 

results, the population numbers do not necessarily reflect their designation. This section 

describes the state of urban containment boundaries for all municipalities and electoral 

areas in the regional districts on Vancouver Island. All data presented in the findings is 

from Statistics Canada, the related municipal OCP, or the regional RGS. 

4.3.1. Capital Regional District  

The Capital Regional District is composed of 13 municipalities, and 3 electoral 

areas; it has a population density of 163.8 persons per km2 (Statistics Canada, 2016d). 

The Capital Regional District has adopted a Regional Growth Strategy and has designated 

Regional Urban Containment and Servicing Policy Areas within the Regional District to 

the year 2038 (CRD, 2018). Of these designations 6 of the 13 municipalities are entirely 

designated as growth areas (CRD, 2018). Thus, while they do not have urban containment 

boundaries which restrict growth within the municipality, the municipality itself is a 

designated growth area. These growth centres may have intended growth areas, or areas 
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designated for higher density, within them but regionally they are designated as urban 

entities.  

Table 4-1 Size of UCBs in the CRD describes the sizes and comparisons 

between areas in the CRD. The size of these designated growth centres ranges from 7 

km2 (Esquimalt) to 39.83 km2 (Langford) (CRD, 2018). Central Saanich has a land area of 

approximately 41 km2, of this land area 17% is within an urban containment boundary, 

with the remaining designated as rural; this land area is divided into four ‘Urban Settlement 

Areas’ or four UCBs (Central Saanich, 2008ab). The District of Highlands has 

approximately 38 km2 of land, with approximately 5% within an urban containment 

boundary (District of Highlands, 2013ab). Sooke has approximately 36% of its land within 

an urban containment boundary (District of Sooke, 2010). The Town of View Royal’s 

growth is constrained by the Thetis Provincial Park, with approximately 63% of its land 

designated at park, and 37% of the its land base designated within the Regional Growth 

Strategy’s Urban Containment Boundary (Town of View Royal, 2011). Urban containment 

is constrained to approximately 5.5 km2 of land (ibid). The District of Saanich has 

approximately 48.5% of its land designated within an urban containment boundary, with 5 

major centres (District of Saanich, 2008ab). The City of Victoria is within the Regional 

Growth Strategy Urban Containment Boundary but has specified a 2.5 km2 higher density 

core out of 19.47 km2 to accommodate 50% of the population growth to 2041 (City of 

Victoria, 2012). This study does not consider this designation to meet the designation of 

an urban containment boundary, however. The  study found that District of Metchosin has 

no designated lands for urban growth, out of a possible 71.13 km2 (District of Metchosin, 

1995).  

Importantly, of the total land area of the Capital Regional District, approximately 

182.06 km2 out of 462.92 km2 of the 13 municipalities collectively, in the 2340.49 km2 in 

the Regional District is expected to accommodate 95% of the area’s population growth to 

2038 (CRD, 2018). With the exception of the Juan de Fuca Electoral Area (Port Renfrew), 

the Urban Containment Policy Areas are restricted to established municipalities. 7.7% of 

lands in CRD are designated as within the Regional Urban Containment and Servicing 

Policy Area, and 38% of Municipal Lands to 2038 (CRD, 2018).  
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Table 4-1 Size of UCBs in the CRD 

Municipalities 

(Capital Regional District) 

Statistics Canada, 2016e; 2016f; 
2016l; 2016n; 2016q; 2016s; 
2016x; 2016y; 2016ff; 2016gg; 
2016mm; 2016nn) 

Land in UCB 

(Approximate, km2) 

Urban Containment Boundary 
Size (% of Municipal Land Base) 
for Electoral Areas, the size (% 
of unincorporated land base) 

Central Saanich  5.29 12.7% 

Colwood 17.66 100% 

Esquimalt 7.08 100% 

Highlands 2.0 5% 

Langford 39.94 100% 

Metchosin 0 0% 

North Saanich 4.0 10.8% 

Oak Bay 5.1 100% 

Saanich (District of) 50 48% 

Sidney 5.1  100% 

Sooke 21 36% 

Victoria 19.47  100% 

View Royal 5.42 37.7% 

Electoral Areas Approximately 4.0 km2 0.21% 

Total Municipally Designated 
Lands in Urban Containment 
Boundary in OCPs and CRD 
RGS 

182.06 km2 out of 462.92 km2 of 
the 13 Municipalities out of 
2,340.49 km2 

7.94% (186.06 km2 ) of lands in 
CRD Designated as within Urban 
Containment Boundary to 2038, 
and 38% of Municipal Lands to 
2038. 

 

4.3.2. Cowichan Valley Regional District  

Mentioned previously, the Cowichan Valley Regional District includes 4 

municipalities and 9 electoral areas, and has a population of over 80,000 people with a 

population density of 24.1 people per km2 (CVRD1, 2019; Stats Canada, 2016j). The 

Cowichan Valley Regional District does not have a Regional Growth Strategy, and has a 

total land area of 3,474.52 km2 (Stats Canada, 2016j). The District of North Cowichan has 

designated approximately 18.95 km2 out of a possible 195.96 km2 or 9.6% of its land base 
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within its UCBs (District of North Cowichan, 2011). The Town of Ladysmith’s Official 

Community Plan both references the need to adopt an Urban Containment Boundary, and 

also contains a designated Urban Containment Boundary (Town of Ladysmith, 2003a). 

The Urban Containment Boundary identified on the Land Use Map is approximately 89.5% 

of the town’s land base, or 12.39 km2 (Town of Ladysmith, 2003b). The City of Duncan 

uses the terms Urban Containment Boundary to define its own limits (City of Duncan, 

2007). The Town of Lake Cowichan does not have an Urban Containment Boundary but 

has designated urban reserves for future growth, with a size of 8.05 km2 (Town of Lake 

Cowichan, 2011). 

 The Cowichan Valley Regional District Electoral Areas have adopted urban 

containment boundaries in some areas: Areas A, B, C, D, I, all have UCB’s according to 

the CVRD1 GIS Mapping System (CVRD, 2019). While areas E, F, G, and H do not. 2.85% 

of lands in CVRD1 are designated as within urban containment boundaries including 

Electoral Areas A, B, C, D, and 19% of Municipal Lands (CVRD, 2019). But because 

Electoral Areas E, F, G, and H do not have UCBs, however, 75.6% of all lands in the 

Cowichan Valley Regional District are either within designated UCBs or do not have 

designated growth areas as seen in Table 4-2.   

 

Table 4-2 Size of UCBs in CVRD1 

Municipalities 

(Cowichan Valley Regional 
District)  (Statistics Canada 
2016j; 2016o; 2016p; 2016w) 

Land Within Urban Containment 
Boundary 

(Approximate, km2) 

Urban Containment Boundary 
Size (% of Total Land Base) 

Duncan 2.05 100% 

Ladysmith 12.39 89.5% 

Lake Cowichan 8.05 100% 

North Cowichan  18.95 9.6% 

Electoral Areas Approx. 26.08 km2 Areas (A, B, 
C, D, I). 

 N/A Areas E, F, G, H  

2.85% Electoral Areas A, B, C, 
D, I. but 100% of E, F, G, H) 
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Total Municipally Designated 
Lands in Urban Containment 
Boundary in OCPs and CVRD1 
GIS Mapping 

42.88 km2 out of 219.89 km2 of 
the 4 Municipalities out of 
3,474.52 km2 

 

5.4% (61.83 km2) of lands in 
CVRD1 Designated as within 
Urban containment boundaries 
(including Electoral Areas A, B, 
C, D, I), and 19% of Municipal 
Lands. 73.7% of the total lands 
are electoral areas without UCBs 

 

4.3.3. Nanaimo Regional District  

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has a population of approximately 

155,698 people in 4 municipalities and 7 electoral areas, and has a total land area of 

2,038.04 km2 (Stats Can, 2016v). The RDN has a population density of 76.2 people per 

km2 (ibid). The Regional District of Nanaimo’s most recent Regional Growth Strategy was 

adopted in 2011, and within the Regional Growth Strategy there are designated urban 

Growth Containment Boundaries (GCB) which correspond generally to the four municipal 

boundaries within the RDN (RDN, 2011). Lantzville, Nanaimo, Parksville, and Qualicum 

Beach, and include 15 smaller Village Growth Containment Boundaries (RDN, 2011). 

Qualicum Beach has approximately 53% of their land base designated as within an UCB 

(Town of Qualicum Beach, 2018ab). Lantzville has approximately 30.5% of their land base 

as within an UCB, and 89.5% of the City of the Nanaimo is within the UCB (City of 

Nanaimo, 2008ab; District of Lantzville, 2005ab). Parksville has approximately 86% of its 

land contained within an UCB (City of Parksville, 2013ab).  

The District of Lantzville, City of Nanaimo, Town of Qualicum Beach, and City of 

Parksville have adopted Urban containment boundaries which are more restrictive than 

the Regional Growth Strategy Growth Containment Boundaries. The RDN RGS 

designated all four of the municipalities as Growth Containment Boundary areas. The 

results in the table below reflect municipal urban containment boundaries found in the 

related Official Community Plan, as well as an estimate of the area of Growth Containment 

Boundaries in the electoral areas, found in the RDN’s RGS Land Use Map (RDN, 2011). 

118.35 km2 out of 158.26 km2 of the four municipalities out of 3,474.52 km2 are designated 

as lands within the Urban Containment Boundary, and 74% of the total municipal lands 
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are under this designation in the related OCP’s. The RDN designates 100% of municipal 

lands as within the regional Growth Containment Boundary (RDN, 2011). 

 

Table 4-3 UCB sizes in RDN 

Municipalities 

(Nanaimo Regional District) 

Statistics Canada, 2016r; 2016u; 
2016v; 2016z; 2016dd) 

Land Within Urban Containment 
Boundary 

(Approximate, km2) 

Urban Containment Boundary 
Size (% of Total Land Base) 

Lantzville 8.46 30.5% 

Nanaimo 81.28 89.5% 

Parksville 21.84 86.9% 

Qualicum Beach 9.61 53% (RGS 100%) 

Electoral Areas (RGS) 16.5 (approximately) 0.49% of all Electoral Areas 

Total Municipally Designated 
Lands in Urban Containment 
Boundary in OCPs and RDN 
RGS Land Use Map 

118.35 km2 out of 158.26 km2 of 
the 4 municipalities out of 
3,474.52 km2 

3.8% (134.85 km2) of lands in 
RDN Designated as within Urban 
containment boundaries (not 
including Electoral Areas) to 
2041 (25-year RGS) and 74% of 
Municipal Lands.100% of lands 
under RGS. 

 

4.3.4. Comox Valley Regional District  

The Comox Valley Regional District (CVRD2) has a population of approximately 

66,527 people in 3 municipalities and 3 electoral areas, and has a total land area of 

1,699.90 km2 (Stats Can, 2016g; CVRD, 2011a)). The CVRD2 has a population density of 

39.1 people per km2 (Stats Can, 2016g). The Comox Regional Valley adopted a Regional 

Growth Strategy, mandated by the Province of BC in 2008, in 2011 (CVRD, 2011ab). The 

RGS identifies core settlement areas which include the three municipalities as well as 

K'òmoks First Nation Lands, expansion settlement areas, and neighbourhood nodes in 

the electoral areas. Core Settlement Areas are expected to as absorb 90% of the new 

housing settlement (CVRD2, 2011a). The RGS identifies levels of anticipated densities 

over time, yet these associated densities are not tied to the UCB policy in the related 

Official Community Plans (CVRD2, 2011a). None of the three municipalities identified 
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explicit urban containment boundary limits in their Official Community Plans (City of 

Courtenay, 2005ab; Town of Comox, 2011; Village of Cumberland, 2014ab). Comox and 

Courtney have designated their entire land bases as areas of urban containment, whereas 

Cumberland has designated less of its available land base for new settlement. Table 4-4 

UCB Size in CVRD2 provides the approximate measurements for lands within UCBs in 

the Comox Valley Regional District. Approximately 7.5% of lands in the CVRD2 are 

designated as Settlement Areas (including Electoral Areas, anticipated First Nations 

Lands, and Sage Hills) and 100% of Municipal Lands in the RGS to 2030 (CVRD, 2011a).  

 

Table 4-4 UCB size in CVRD2 (Comox) 

Municipalities 

(Comox Valley Regional District) 

(Statistics Canada, 2016h; 
2016g; 2016i; 2016k) 

Land Within Urban Containment 
Boundary (RGS Settlement 
Areas) 

(Approximate, km2) 

Urban Containment Boundary 
Size (% of Total Land Base) 

Comox 16.74 100% 

Courtenay 32.41 100% 

Cumberland 29.11 100% in RGS 

Other Settlement Areas 
(Electoral Areas, KFN, Sage 
Hills)-Approximate in RGS 

50.15 3.09% of electoral areas lands in 
RGS 

Total Municipally Designated 
Lands in Urban Containment 
Boundary in OCPs and CVRD2 
RGS Land Use Map 

78.26 km2 out of 78.26 km2 of 
the 3 municipalities out of 
1,699.90 km2 

7.5% (128.41 km2) of lands in 
CVRD2 Designated as 
Settlement Areas (including 
Electoral Areas) to 2031 (20-
year RGS) and 100% of 
Municipal Lands. 

 

4.3.5. Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District  

The Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District has a population of approximately 30,981 

people in three municipalities, 4 Treaty First Nations (Huu-ay-aht, Yuułuʔiłʔatḥ, 

Uchucklesaht Tribe Government and Toquaht Nation), and six electoral areas, and has a 

total land area of 6,589.15 km2 (ACRD, 2012c; Statistics Canada, 2016a) The Maa-nulth 

Final Agreement treaty settlement land package consisted of approximately 24,550 
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hectares (245.k km2) of fee-simple treaty land, known as Maa-nulth First Nation Lands, 

and illustrated in Figure 4-5 (INAC, 2010).  

Four directors from the Treaty First Nations have seats on the Regional District 

Board; these 

directors represent 

treaty lands within 

the ACRD, but they 

are jurisdictionally 

distinct from 

municipalities and 

electoral areas and 

do receive their 

legislative powers 

from the Local 

Government Act or 

Community Charter 

(ACRD, 2012).  The 

Alberni-

Clayoquot 

Regional 

District has a population density of 4.7 people per km2 (Stats Can, 2016a). The ACRD has 

not adopted a Regional Growth Strategy. Port Alberni and Ucluelet do not have urban 

containment boundaries, while Tofino has adopted a Village Containment Boundary which 

designates about 17% of their lands with the UCB (District of Tofino, 2013). The electoral 

areas have boundaries for the purposes of the associated Official Community Plans, but 

not urban containment boundaries (ACRD, 2014a; 2012a; 2013; 2012b;2007). Table 4-5 

below illustrates the approximate sizes of urban containment boundaries in the region.  

Figure 4-1 Maa-nulth Treaty First Nations in ACRD (ACRD, 2012c) 
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Table 4-5 UCB size in ACRD 

Municipalities 

(Alberni-Clayoquot Regional 
District) 

(Statistics Canada, 2016a; 
2016aa; 2016jj; 2016kk) 

Land Within Urban Containment 
Boundary 

(Approximate, km2) 

Urban Containment Boundary 
Size (% of Total Land Base) 

Port Alberni 27.63 100% 

Tofino 1.8 17% 

Ucluelet 6.49 100% 

Treaty First Nations Approx. 245 (INAC, 2010) Information not available  

Electoral Areas N/A (all) N/A (all) 

Total Municipally Designated 
Lands in Urban Containment 
Boundary in OCPs  

35.92 km2 out of 44.67 km2 of 
the 3 municipalities, out of 
6,589.15 km2 

80.4% of Municipal Lands. None 
of the Electoral Areas designate 
Urban containment boundaries.  

 

4.3.6. Strathcona Regional District  

The Strathcona Regional District (SRD) has a population of approximately 44,671 

people in 5 municipalities and 4 electoral areas, and has a total land area of 18,278.06 

km2 with 10, 898.71 km2 on Vancouver Island (Statistics Canada, 2016hh). The SRD has 

a total population density of 2.4 people per km2 (ibid).  Campbell River has designated 36 

km2 of their land area, or 27% of their land base as within an urban containment boundary 

(City of Campbell River, 2012ab). Gold River, Sayward, Tahsis, and Zeballos have not 

adopted urban containment boundaries as demonstrated in Table 4-6 UCB sizes in SRD. 

The electoral areas in the SRD on Vancouver Island have not adopted urban containment 

boundaries.   
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Table 4-6 UCB size in SRD (Vancouver Island) 

Municipalities 

(Strathcona Regional District) 

(Statistics Canada, 2016hh; 
2016cc; 2016mm; 2016ee; 
2016ii; 2016oo) 

Land Within Urban Containment 
Boundary 

(Approximate, km2) 

Urban Containment Boundary 
Size (% of Total Land Base) 

Campbell River 36 27% 

Gold River 10.94 100% 

Sayward 4.51 100% 

Tahsis 5.25 100% 

Zeballos 1.56 100% 

Electoral Areas N/A (all) N/A (all) 

Total Municipally Designated 
Lands in Urban Containment 
Boundary in OCPs  

58.26 km2 out of 178.26 km2 of 
the five municipalities of the 10, 
898.71 km2 on the Island. 

32.68% of Municipal Lands. 
None of the Electoral Areas on 
Vancouver Island have 
designated Urban containment 
boundaries. 

 

4.3.7. Regional District of Mount Waddington  

The Regional District of Mount Waddington (RDMW) is made up of 4 municipalities 

on Vancouver Island and 4 electoral areas (3 on Vancouver Island), and has a total land 

area of 20,288.4 km² with 7436 km2 on Vancouver Island (City Population, 2017; Statistics 

Canada, 2016t). The RDMW has a total population density of 0.5 people per km2 and a 

population of 11,035 people on and off Vancouver Island (ibid). Neither Alert Bay, Port 

Alice, Port McNeill, nor Port Hardy have adopted urban containment boundaries, and 

neither have any of the associated electoral areas on Vancouver Island. Port McNeill has 

stated however that its boundaries are constrained by capital costs, and Port Hardy by 

resource lands.  
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Table 4-7 UCB Size in RDMW 

Municipalities 

(Regional District of Mount 
Waddington) 

(Statistics Canada, 2016t; 
2016b; 2016aa; 2016bb; 2016cc) 

Land Within Urban Containment 
Boundary 

(Approximate, km2) 

Urban Containment Boundary 
Size (% of Total Land Base) 

Alert Bay 1.69 100% 

Port Alice 7.04 100% 

Port McNeill 1.55 100% 

Port Hardy 5.14 100% 

Electoral Areas N/A (all) N/A (all) 

Total Municipally Designated 
Lands in Urban Containment 
Boundary in OCPs 

15.42 km2 out of 15.42 km2 of 
the four municipalities of the 
7436 km2 on the Island. 

100% of Municipal Lands. None 
of the Electoral Areas on 
Vancouver Island have 
designated Urban containment 
boundaries. 

 

4.3.8. Regional Comparisons 

The data obtained demonstrates that the north and west regions of Vancouver 

Island have the least aggressive growth management policy strategies in place, however, 

the overall negative growth rates for the majority of the region indicates market driven 

growth management. The Regional Districts of Mount Waddington, Strathcona, and 

Alberni-Clayoquot have not adopted Regional Growth Strategies. The electoral areas for 

Mt Waddington and Alberni-Clayoquot regional districts have not incorporated urban 

containment boundaries into their Official Community Plans, except for the District of 

Tofino. With the exception of the City of Campbell River, municipalities in the SRD on 

Vancouver Island have not adopted UCBs. On paper, the Cowichan Valley Regional 

District first appeared to have the most aggressive urban containment boundaries despite 

having not adopted a Regional Growth Strategy with 19% of Municipal Lands, and 1.2% 

of lands in CVRD1 Designated as within urban containment boundaries (see Table 4-8). 

However, there are four electoral areas in CVRD1 which have not adopted UCBs which 
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impacts the effectiveness of the more restrictive UCBs in the rest of the CVRD1’s electoral 

and municipal areas.  

 

Table 4-8 Vancouver Island Regional District Growth Management Comparisons 

Regional District 

(North Island to South 
Island) 

Population (Stats-
Can, 2016) 

Population Growth 
(Stat-Can, 2016) 

Total Municipally 
Designated Lands in 
Urban Containment 
Boundary in OCPs 

Urban Containment 
Boundary Size (% of 
Total Regional District 
Land Base) 

Regional District of 
Mount Waddington 

11,035 (on 
Vancouver Island) 

-4.1% 

15.42 km2 out of 15.42 
km2 of the four 
municipalities of the 7436 
km2 on the Island. 

100% of Municipal 
Lands. None of the 
RGMT Electoral Areas 
on Vancouver Island 
have designated urban 
containment boundaries. 

Strathcona Regional 
District 

44,671 (includes 
both on and off 
Vancouver Island) 

+3.3% 

58.26 km2 out of 178.26 
km2 of the five 
municipalities of the 10, 
898.71 km2 on Vancouver 
Island. 

32.68% of all Municipal 
Lands. None of the 
Electoral Areas on 
Vancouver Island have 
designated Urban 
containment boundaries. 

Alberni-Clayoquot 
Regional District 

30,981 

-0.3% 

35.92 km2 out of 44.67 
km2 of the 3 
municipalities, out of 
6,589.15 km2 

80.4% of Municipal 
Lands. None of the 
Electoral Areas 
designate Urban 
containment boundaries.  

Comox Valley Regional 
District 

66,527 

+4.7% 

78.26 km2 out of 78.26 
km2 of the 3 
municipalities out of 
1,699.90 km2 

 

 

100% of Municipal 
Lands. 7.5% of lands 
(125.24 km2) in CVRD2 
Designated as Core 
Settlement Areas 
(including Electoral 
Areas) to 2031 (20-year 
RGS)  

Nanaimo Regional 
District 

155,698 

+6.2% 

118.35 km2 out of 158.26 
km2 of the 4 
municipalities out of 
3,474.52 km2 

 

 

74% of Municipal Lands 
Municipally.100% 
(132.03 km2) in RGS. 
3.8% of all lands in RDN 
designated as within 
urban containment 
boundaries. 
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Cowichan Valley 
Regional District 

83,739 

+4.2% 

42.88 km2 out of 219.89 
km2 of the 4 
Municipalities out of 
3,474.52 km2 

19% of Municipal Lands. 
2.85% of Electoral Areas 
A, B, C, D, I. but 100% of 
E, F, G, H).  

 

5.4% (61.83 km2) of 
lands in CVRD 
Designated as within 
Urban containment 
boundaries (including 
Electoral Areas A, B, C, 
D, I), but 73.7% of the 
total lands are electoral 
areas without UCBs. 

Capital Regional District 383,360 

+6.5% 

182.06 km2 out of 462.92 
km2 of the 13 
Municipalities out of 
2,340.49 km2 

 

38% of Municipal Lands 
to 2038. 7.94% (185.83 
km2) of lands in CRD 
Designated as within 
Urban Containment 
Boundary (not including 
Electoral Areas) to 2038. 

 As indicated by Statistics Canada from 2011-2016, the highest growth rates are 

in the Capital Regional District and the Nanaimo Regional District. While the Capital 

Regional District has a population base of in the 380’ thousands, the RDN has 40% of the 

Capital Regional District’s population, yet it has 65% of the Capital Regional District’s 

dedicated land base within urban containment boundaries. This logic suggests that the 

Nanaimo Regional District may have a less aggressive regional approach towards 

concentrating urban density.  

Likewise, the Cowichan Valley Regional District and the Comox Valley Regional 

District have similar growth rates, but, where UCBs have been adopted, the Cowichan 

Valley’s appear more aggressive than its northern neighbours. However, there are four 

electoral areas in the Cowichan Valley Regional District which have not adopted UCBs, 

therefore their regional approach to growth management is undermined. The Comox 

Valley Regional District has approximately 80% of the Cowichan Valley’s population and 

has 128.41 km2 of land within its urban containment boundaries, whereas the Cowichan 

Valley Regional District has approximately 61.83 km2, a 207% increase for 18,000 fewer 

people. As noted however, four electoral areas in Cowichan do not have urban 
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containment boundaries, and thus growth cannot be considered as strongly managed in 

these areas from a local government jurisdiction perspective.  

These differences provide indicators of different policy approaches to growth 

management. These boundaries do not necessarily represent developable land, but 

provide indication that growth is intended to be directed to these areas.   

 

 

 

Figure 4-2 Percentage of ‘Unconstrained’ Lands by Regional District 

Figures 4-2 Percentage of ‘Unconstrained’ Lands highlights the percentage of lands 

that are not governed by containment policies by regional district, moving regionally from 

north to south.  The three regional districts which have adopted RGSs have the most 

restrictive uses on lands, and the differences are significant. In the Cowichan Valley 

Regional District, five electoral areas have adopted UCBs which has made an impact on 

the total lands not in UCBs, without a Regional Growth Strategy however, as 

100% 99.40% 99.80%

7.50% 3.80%

73.70%

7.94%

Percentage of 'Unconstrained' Lands by 
Regional District



 

64 

demonstrated even areas which have strong local land use growth management policies 

do not make a significant impact.  

4.4. Municipal UCB Comparisons 

The following subsections present the findings regarding municipal urban 

containment boundary comparisons. UCB trends, sizes, and conflicts between RGSs and 

municipal OCPs are presented, as well as differences in population growth rates in 

designated municipal areas.  

4.4.1. Urban Containment Boundary Trends 

The data indicates 25.7% of island municipalities have urban containment 

boundaries over 20 km2 and 74.3% have urban containment boundaries under 20 km2. 

This indicates that most are under 20 km2. There are some exceptions, with the City of 

Nanaimo and the District of Saanich which have UCBs larger than 50 km2. These numbers 

are highlighted in Figure 4-3 Municipal UCB sizes on Vancouver Island.  
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Figure 4-3 Municipal Urban Containment Boundary Sizes on Vancouver Island 
(km2) 

4.4.2. Sizes of Municipal Containment Compared to Municipal 
Sizes 

A second significant finding related to the size of municipal urban containment 

boundaries are the sizes of the municipalities themselves. As highlighted in Figure 4-4 

Average sizes of more restrictive and less restrictive UCBs (km2) larger municipalities 

(districts) tend to have more restrictive urban containment boundaries than smaller 

municipalities, or conversely have more rural designated lands. Of municipalities which 

have more aggressive urban containment boundaries (55% or less of the total municipal 

land base), the average size of the municipality was 64 km2. Where municipalities which 

did not have urban containment boundaries, or had less restrictive ones, the averages 

sizes of the municipalities are smaller. The average size is 16 km2. Despite this, the size 

of the urban containment boundaries in km2 is generally consistent amongst all 

municipalities with more or less restrictive urban containment boundaries or small land 

areas. As shown in Figure 4-4 Average Sizes of More and Less Restrictive UCBs, the 

average size is 15 km2. 

25%

36%

5%

14%

3%

17%

Municipal Urban Containment Boundary 
Sizes on Vancouver Island (km2)

0 to 5

6 to 11

12 to 17

17 to 22

23 to 28

29+



 

66 

 

Figure 4-4 Average Sizes of More and Less Restrictive UCBs 

 

 Table 4-9 Percentage of Municipal Lands Outside UCB (More Restrictive) and 

Figure 4-5 Municipality Size and UCB Size Comparisons demonstrate that the 

percentage of lands classified as rural for municipalities with more restrictive urban 

containment boundaries is greater than smaller municipalities. These findings also 

demonstrate that the average size of municipalities with more aggressive UCBs is larger. 

 

Table 4-9 Percentage of Municipal Lands Outside UCB (More Restrictive) 

Municipality  Size of Municipality (km2) % of Land Outside UCB 

CAMPBELL RIVER 156 64 

CENTRAL SAANICH* 41.33 87.3 

HIGHLANDS* 38.05 95 

LANTZVILLE* 27.68 69.5 

METCHOSIN* 71.13 100 

NORTH COWICHAN 195.96 90.4 

NORTH SAANICH* 37.27 89.2 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

More Restrictive UCBs

Less Restrictive UCBs

Average Sizes of More Restrictive and Less Restrictive 
UCBs (km2)

UCB Size (km2) Municipality Size (km2)
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QUALICUM BEACH* 17.98 47 

SAANICH*   103 52 

SOOKE* 58 64 

TOFINO 10.55 83 

VIEW ROYAL* 14.36 62.3 

AVERAGES 64.27583333 75.30833 

MEDIAN 39.69 76.25 

 

 

Figure 4-5 Municipality Size and UCB Size Comparisons 

  

Table 4-10, generally indicates that smaller municipalities have more land within the urban 

containment boundary as a percentage.  
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Table 4-10 Percentages of Lands Outside of UCBs (Less Restrictive) 

Municipality *indicates RGS Size (km2) % of Land Outside UCB 

ALERT BAY 1.69 0 

COLWOOD* 17.66 0 

COMOX* 16.74 0 

COURTENAY* 32.41 0 

CUMBERLAND* 29.11 0 

DUNCAN 2.05 0 

ESQUIMALT* 7.08 0 

GOLD RIVER 10.94 0 

LADYSMITH 13.83 10.5 

LAKE COWICHAN 8.05 0 

LANGFORD* 39.94 0 

NANAIMO* 90.76 10.5 

OAK BAY* 10.53 0 

PARKSVILLE* 21.84 13.1 

PORT ALBERNI 27.63 0 

PORT ALICE 7.04 0 

PORT HARDY 5.14 0 

PORT MCNEILL 1.55 0 

SAYWARD 4.51 0 

SIDNEY* 5.1 0 

TAHSIS 5.25 0 

UCLUELET 6.49 0 

VICTORIA* 19.47 0 

ZEBALLOS 1.56 0 

AVERAGES 16.09875 1.420833 

MEDIAN 9.29 0 

  

 The data in Table 4-10 Percentages of Lands Outside of UCBs (Less 

Restrictive) also represents municipalities which have not adopted urban containment 

boundaries, and thus their boundaries are defined jurisdictionally. The average size of 
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these municipalities is 16 km2. Municipalities and regional districts at the most northern 

ends and western ends of Vancouver Island have not adopted Urban Containments 

Boundaries. The data makes note of the urban containment boundaries which reflect the 

context of a Regional Growth Strategy. This is important because it indicates that the 

urban containment boundaries, whether entirely designated or not, reflect greater 

consideration of the region’s growth management approach. 
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 Figure 4-6 below shows a comparison of the municipalities with the least restrictive 

UCBs. Generally, smaller municipalities have less restrictive or no UCBs. 

Figure 4-6 Comparing Municipality Sizes with Less Restrictive UCBs 

 

 

. 

4.4.3. Conflict Between Regional Growth Strategies and UCBs 

Through the review process, it became evident that in some cases the Official 

Community Plan designated UCB and the UCB in the associated Regional Growth 

Strategy were different. Qualicum Beach, for example, is designated entirely within the 

Regional District of Nanaimo’s RGS as a Growth Containment Boundary, whereas in their 

OCP they designate 53% of their land within an Urban Containment Boundary; the Town 

of Qualicum Beach’s Regional Context Statement reads, “The Town will manage growth 

through an Urban Containment Boundary that is independent of the Growth Containment 

Boundary in the Regional Growth Strategy” (RDN, 2011; Qualicum Beach, 2018, p.B-3). 
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Similarly, with the District of Lantzville, the urban containment boundary in the adopted 

RGS is in excess of the municipality’s (District of Lantzville, 2005, p.15; RDN, 2011). The 

District of Highlands for example has 5% of their lands designated as within the regional 

Urban Containment Boundary, yet in their Official Community Plan there is no designated 

Urban Containment Boundary, rather it is designated as the Highlands Servicing Area 

(Highlands, 2013). These examples highlight some inconsistencies between adopted 

regional and municipal land use goals, specifically with regard to urban containment 

boundary implementation. While some municipalities may have more restrictive land use 

development goals in mind, other municipalities or electoral areas may be more growth 

oriented. 

4.4.4. Differences in Population Growth Rates and Designated 
Growth Areas 

As part of the analysis, some interesting data was revealed in the Capital Regional 

District. Of interest was the discrepancy between growth rates of municipalities which are 

fully designated as urban containment boundaries. Despite urban containment boundaries 

consistent with the Capital Regional District’s RGS some areas are experiencing much 

higher rates of growth than others. This finding may indicate that further investigation into 

factors affecting growth rates and UCB implementation is warranted.  

Table 4-11 Comparing Designated Growth Areas and Population Growth in the 
CRD 

 Municipality Size 
(km2) 

% of Land in RGS UCB Growth Rate (2011-2016) 

COLWOOD 17.66 100 4.80% 

HIGHLANDS 38.05 5 5% 

LANGFORD 39.94 100 20.90% 

OAK BAY 10.53 100 0.40% 

Table 4-11 highlights four scenarios; three municipalities are within the CRD’s 

RGS UCB designations, yet the City of Langford has had a 20.9% increase in population 

from 2011-2016, whereas the District of Oak Bay’s population has grown by only 0.4%; 

the City of Colwood has more consistent population growth rates with southern and 

eastern Vancouver Island at 4.8% population growth. The District of Highlands is also 
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included in this for the purposes of comparison. The District of Highlands has 

approximately 5%, or about 2 km2, of its total size designated as within the CRD’s urban 

containment boundary, however it has experienced 5% population growth. What 

percentage of this growth occurred within the designated urban containment boundary, 

and what percentage of this growth occurred outside of it? These statistics reflect different 

on the ground realities for accommodating growth. If one community is more receptive to 

growth than another, what are the implications for overall population distribution as well 

as housing affordability, and if one area is not receiving growth, what pressures are being 

put on areas outside of the UCB to accommodate growth? 

4.5. Municipal OCP Content Analysis Results 

Two different research techniques under the umbrella of content analysis were 

undertaken. The first was a quantitative analysis to understand the presence of UCBs in 

municipal Official Community Plans. The second was a qualitative analysis to provide 

understanding of the policy context which urban containment boundaries are situated in. 

The results of policy strength with respect to UCBs and growth management were also 

explored. Results from the content analysis are discussed below.  

4.5.1. Presence of UCBs in OCPs 

35 municipalities were assessed for their presence of urban containment 

boundaries in the related Official Community Plans. Of the 35 municipalities reviewed, 

there were 7 terms which tended to fit the category of ‘Urban Containment Boundary’ and 

were noted by the researcher: Urban Settlement Area, Core Settlement Areas, Urban 

Containment Boundary, Urban Growth Boundary, Village Containment Boundary, and 

Growth Containment Boundary are all terms used to delineate limits to growth.   

Some municipalities use the term to describe their jurisdictional limits, rather than 

any self-imposed distinction between urban and rural land uses. Of the 35 municipalities, 

10 did not mention urban containment boundaries, or terminology which could be 

interpreted as an urban containment boundary; 2 mentioned urban containment 

boundaries as the jurisdictional border, or as a non-designated border between urban and 
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resource lands. Of note, of the 10 municipalities which did not mention UCB presence, 

only two had positive population growth rates between 2011-2016 (0.24%, and 5.8%, 

respectively). As shown in Figure 4-8 Number of UCB Mentions in Municipal OCPs, 

the majority of the 35 OCP’s which were reviewed had 6 or fewer mentions of an Urban 

Containment Boundary. Data from Stats-Can 2016 indicates that 27 out of 35 or 77% of 

municipalities on Vancouver Island are experiencing positive population growth, see 

Appendix G, yet 65% of official community plans do not have developed urban 

containment boundaries and associated policies, and 35% have not adopted urban 

containment boundaries. Only 33% of the 35 municipal OCP’s had more robust entries 

relating to UCB development, with 13-29 entries. With the exception of the Town of View 

Royal, and the Town of Qualicum Beach, municipalities with larger land bases including: 

District of North Cowichan, District of Central Saanich, District of Saanich, and the City of 

Campbell River had more entries relating specifically to urban containment, see Appendix 

A and G.   
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The researcher noted that in general, where Regional Growth Strategies had been 

adopted, Official Community Plans acknowledge UCBs in the context of the RGS.  

4.5.2. Themes in OCP Entries 

Some regional trends emerged as a result of the content analysis; of note, the 

municipalities within the CRD, with the exception of Oak Bay, mentioned the associated 

Regional Growth Strategy in the context of regional growth. The Comox Valley Regional 

District mentioned UCB’s or ‘Core Settlement Areas’ mostly with regard to improving 

Transit, while municipalities in the Nanaimo Regional District were more likely to have 

differentiating urban containment boundaries than the Regional Growth Strategy 

proposed, and this was acknowledged in their OCPs. The CRD had the most consistent 

and thorough references to the region’s urban containment and servicing policy areas. 

The findings may hint that the level of participation and agreement to the Regional Growth 

Strategy may impact outcomes in the related Official Community Plan. The researcher 
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was curious if the RDN had less agreement on the urban containment areas than other 

regional districts who have undertaken Regional Growth Strategies.  

 

Figure 4-8 Common Terms Found Related to UCBs 

As demonstrated in Figure 4-8 Common Terms Found Related to UCBs, the 

most common codes relating to urban containment boundaries were: GM-growth 

management, REG-regional, DES-descriptions, RUR-rural, SER-servicing, and ADMIN-

administration (i.e.., mapping). The Descriptions code, as explained in Appendix B, relates 

both to defining UCB’s, describing their location or presence, or referencing history related 

to the UCB. Descriptions do not generally lend policy strength to the UCB. Figure 4-8 

Common Terms Found Related to UCBs, indicates that urban containment boundaries 

are, perhaps not surprisingly, most strongly referenced in terms of managing growth. 

References to the UCB with respect to the greater region were also common, as was 

describing the current state of the UCB. Servicing was another common theme, and these 

policies usually related to providing urban services such as service and water only within 

the limits of the urban containment boundary. Another important category in defining UCBs 

was the presence of entries relating to ruralness, this included protecting farmland. The 

codes which yielded the fewest entries were related to transit, affordable housing, 

economic development, industrial zones, and parks. This may have implications for land 

prices, and traffic congestion. In order to be consistent with the indicators of UCB success 
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from the BC Climate Action Toolkit (2011), it appears that further policy development is 

needed with respect to positioning UCBs in the context of OCPs.  

It also appears that some municipalities focus more on what is occurring outside 

the UCB rather than inside. Qualicum Beach designates much of the language to what 

should not occur outside of the UCB, i.e., servicing, and spends more energy describing 

the conditions of how future UCB will look. This does not mean that other policies relate 

to encouraging growth with the OCP, but it indicates those ideas are not as strongly linked 

to UCBs. As highlighted in Table 4-12 OCP Policy Strength Examples Relating to 

Growth Management, and in Appendix B, some entries relating to the urban containment 

boundary speak more the preservation of rural lands than to the encouragement of new 

development within the UCB.  

Another interesting case is the District of Saanich, the OCP speaks at length about 

the benefits of an urban containment boundary as a way to protect rural areas, and 

farmland; but, the policy language around growth uses words like “encourage”, as 

opposed to stronger policy language such as will or will not. The strength of the policy may 

suggest that other outside forces, like the presence of ALR lands, may provide additional 

policy strength to the UCB, but this is not accounted for in the results. Table 4-12 below 

highlights a policy strength assessment for growth management with regard to UCBs. The 

policy strength table is based on the methodology proposed in the research methods, and 

demonstrates examples of strong policies including words like will, direct, will not, and 

weaker policies like encourage, should, support, and intend. The table provides evidence 

that not all urban containment boundaries are created equal with respect for future growth.  

 

Table 4-12 OCP Policy Strength Examples Relating to Growth Management 

Stronger the Town will direct growth to lands within the Urban Containment Boundary (Figure 6) 

The Municipality will not permit urban land use and development beyond the urban 
containment boundary.   

The OCP explicitly directs new growth into higher density mixed-use centres and as infill in 
existing neighbourhoods within the Urban Growth Boundary 

Urban development, including the provision of municipal services, will not be supported 
beyond the Urban Containment Boundary (UCB) 

Future growth will be located in Core Settlement Areas and along an efficiently planned 
transit system that includes existing and new transit routes; 
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OCP policies direct urban growth and servicing to those properties inside the Urban 
Containment Boundary only 

Urban growth will be restricted to areas inside the UCB where municipal sewer and water 
services may be provided 

Weaker  encourage all new development to locate within the Urban Containment Boundary 

Any future residential commercial or industrial growth should be directed towards the 
established urban settlement areas 

most new residential and mixed use residential/commercial development should occur as 
infill and intensification with the urban settlement area 

Focus new development in the Regional Urban Containment and Servicing Policy Area 

… intends to direct future growth to identified growth areas within the Town’s Urban 
Containment Boundary 

encourage more sustainable development settlement patterns within the boundary 

The OCP also supports directing future development to lands within the Growth 
Containment Boundaries (GCB) 

 Throughout the entries it was apparent that lands within urban containment 

boundaries are most commonly developed areas and are distinct from rural area; lands 

within urban containment areas are intended to receive growth, but more work is needed 

to determine the extent of difference between municipalities; some municipal policies 

appear more supportive and encouraging of growth, and some are more reserved about 

how population growth shall be received, despite UCB presence.  The least common 

areas where urban containment boundaries were mentioned were in regard to the 

environment, transit, and affordable housing. This finding is considered significant to the 

research as the literature indicates that with an increase in density by virtue of an urban 

containment boundary, there is a need to address these components. This finding is 

further explored in the discussion.   

4.6. Summary Discussion of Results 

In summary, the results describe the available data relating to urban containment 

boundaries on Vancouver Island. The results address the 35 municipalities, and the seven 

regional districts on Vancouver Island. The most significant findings of this research 

include: 
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• The discrepancies between urban containment policies between North and 

West Vancouver Island, and Central and South; in the North and West Island there is little 

presence of urban containment boundaries;. 

• Areas which are experiencing similar population growth rate changes have 

not allotted a consistent amount of land in comparison with other regional districts with 

adopted Regional Growth Strategies. In general, the northeast of Vancouver Island has 

adopted a less restrictive approach to urban containment through their Regional Growth 

Strategies. 

• There are inconsistencies between UCB designations in Regional Growth 

Strategies and Official Community Plans. In a number of situations, the designation of the 

regional UCB was different than that of the boundary found in the Official Community Plan. 

It could be the case that the Official Community Plan, being a shorter-term document, 5 

years as opposed to 20, may be amended over time to the degree indicated in the 

Regional UCB, however it may also reflect other factors. Other situations occurred where 

both areas were designated as areas for growth, but had different growth rates. 

• In general, municipalities which had more significant urban containment 

boundaries, defined as under 55% of the land base of greater, had larger average sizes 

than those municipalities with less restrictive, or no UCBs. Municipalities who had more 

land within their within urban containment boundaries, or no urban containment 

boundaries, tended to be smaller. Surprisingly, the size of the urban containment 

boundaries in km2, was generally consistent between municipalities with large or small 

land areas.  Of the 35 municipalities investigated, only 25.7% had urban containment 

boundaries over 20 km2 and 74.3% had urban containment boundaries under 20 km2. The 

average size of all municipal UCBs was 15 km2. 

• The size of an urban containment boundary cannot alone offer data with 

respect to its function, but it represents an indicator of a community’s approach to regional 

growth management. Findings confirm that the adoption of a UCB indicates that growth 

will be encouraged in the urban containment boundary. Findings suggest that the adoption 

of an RGS has significant impacts on the prospects for urban expansion, despite local 

intentions to manage growth.  
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• Where UCB definitions are included, there is some consistency, but in 

general, individual municipalities and regional districts have employed different 

terminology to define the line between urban and rural area. Urban Settlement Area, Core 

Settlement Area, Urban Containment Boundary, Village Containment Boundary, and 

Growth Containment Boundary are all terms employed on Vancouver Island to delineate 

limits to growth. In addition, some municipalities use the term to describe their jurisdictional 

limits, rather than any self-imposed boundaries. The difference in terminology made the 

initial analysis more challenging, and may indicate two possibilities: either the term UCB 

is not appropriate for all situations with respect to managing urban growth, or that UCBs 

as a growth management policy tool are not appropriate for all situations with respect to 

managing growth.  

• The results of the content analysis indicated that over 50% of municipalities 

have little policy development in their Official Community Plans relating to urban 

containment boundaries. The most common references were in terms of future growth, 

however there was little linkage demonstrated between UCBs and current planning 

policies for addressing affordable housing, transit within the UCB and between areas. 

Regions which had adopted a Regional Growth Strategy were more likely to reference the 

RGS with respect to the UCB, and there is some evidence to suggest regional trends with 

how UCBs are contextualized in the policies.  

4.7. Conclusion  

This section has presented the findings from the research design. The results 

represent baseline data on the existence of urban containment boundaries in the 35 

municipalities, and 7 regional districts on Vancouver Island. The findings indicate that 

despite many local governments having adopted UCBs, patterns in UCB policy presence 

suggest that UCB implementation requires further attention. The following section forms 

the discussion of this research investigation and contextualizes the findings within the 

broader literature regarding regional growth management.   
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

This research began with three research questions: do urban containment 

boundaries contain sprawl, do they encourage and facilitate growth, and are they effective 

regional growth management mechanisms. The research questions were contextualized 

in the literature with respect to UCB impacts, approaches to population growth 

management in Canada and abroad, and the ecological function of cities.  

The questions stemmed from the researcher’s curiosity regarding the function of 

urban containment as mechanism to manage local and regional growth. It emerges from 

the researcher’s position that less is known about the linkages between density and 

sustainability and regional growth management than land use plans anticipate, or popular 

planning principles acknowledge. In this research UCBs were examined as a tool to 

manage local and regional growth. This discussion attempts to link the three concepts 

together with respect to the legislative authority to understand if UCBs are the best tool to 

manage local and regional growth.  

The research findings demonstrate that while UCBs may be the most effective tool 

that local governments have for managing regional growth in the present, the legislative 

environment in which UCBs operate may work against the goals of UCBs by requiring 

communities to anticipate and plan for future growth. This research recommends short 

term policy changes to address UCB implementation impacts, as well as an alternative 

legislative approach to manage long term population growth in BC, with respect to 

urbanizing communities.  

5.1. Introduction 

This chapter discusses the implications of the results of the research study. 

Section 5.2 discusses findings related to containing sprawl. Section 5.3 addresses results 

related to encouraging growth. Section 5.4 speaks to UCBs as effective regional growth 

tools. Section 5.5 discusses ideas for future growth management alternatives. Section 5.6 

highlights the limitations of the research methods, and Section 5.7 discusses the ways in 
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which future research can build upon the findings to provide a more detailed regional 

understanding of the intent of urban containment boundary implementation.  While UCBs 

may be an effective interim measure to reduce population encroachment into farmland 

and rural or forested areas, the findings suggest that municipally initiated urban 

containment boundaries, as a mechanism for regional growth, may require further or 

alternative policy development, especially given that urbanization is intrinsically linked to 

suburbanization, which is a land use pattern associated with higher ecological footprints. 

5.2. Containing Sprawl 

How do urban containment boundaries contain sprawl on Vancouver Island? 

 This question is addressed through the regional description of UCBs on Vancouver 

Island and through the thematic content analysis and regional UCB documentation. The 

findings suggest that those regional districts with Regional Growth Strategies have limited 

their potential development exponentially more than those have not. Given the vast 

amount of land within Regional Districts, the constraint of development by virtue of an 

urban containment boundary has significant implications for the municipal and electoral 

areas, as highlighted in Section 4.3.8. Even if some municipalities or electoral areas have 

adopted urban containment boundaries, the degree of land of outside the UCB is 

significant without an RGS. For example, where areas in the Cowichan Valley Regional 

District have adopted UCBs, they tend to be more restrictive than other regional district 

approaches, but because some of the electoral areas have not, 75% of the area does not 

have an agreed upon settlement pattern; this example is more timely as the Cowichan 

Valley Regional District is experiencing comparative growth rates to areas with Regional 

Growth Strategies in place. The findings suggest that urban containment boundaries 

generally describe the existing town or city limits with some opportunity to expansion, and 

thus the true test of the success of UCBs, or the limitations of sprawl, comes when the 

developable land has been utilized (Tomalty, 2002). 

  Given that the majority of entries related to UCBs in OCPs spoke to containing 

growth as well as regional implications, the findings of the content analysis suggest that 

UCBs are positioned in OCP policy to contain sprawl, or manage growth, by putting limits 
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on future growth outside the UCB. Given that sprawl is generally expressed as (1) leapfrog 

or scattered development, (2) commercial strip development, or (3) large expanses of low-

density or single-use development, UCBs on Vancouver Island appear generally 

positioned to contain sprawl locally with respect to the first two definitions of sprawl (Ewing 

and Hamidi, 2015, p.413).  The question of follow through becomes a question of political 

and regional outcomes (Downs, 2005). Tomalty (2002) suggested in his assessment of 

the Greater Vancouver Regional District that policies were most aggressive in protecting 

greenspace from development, and were least aggressive in promoting substantial 

changes to land use patterns within settled areas.  

In terms of containing sprawl, the east coast and southern parts of Vancouver 

Island are experiencing the highest rates of growth, but also have the most developed 

urban containment boundary policies. Of interest, these areas are where the highest 

percentage of private land ownership on Vancouver Island is, as noted in Figure 1-2. 

Several of these regions have adopted Regional Growth Strategies, yet the degree of 

consistency amongst OCPs is different between regional districts. The Nanaimo RGS has 

100% of its municipal areas designated for growth, but its municipal areas collectively 

have 75% designated in their OCPs; Comox and Courtney acknowledge the Core 

Settlement Areas but have not included them on their land use maps. The RDN with a 

population of 155,000+ has designated 132.03 km2 of land constrained by an UCB in their 

RGS, whereas Comox Valley Regional District with a population of 65,000+ has 

designated 125.24 km2 of land for present and future development, despite the RDN 

having a greater population growth rate of 6.2% as  compared to 4.7% (Statistics Canada, 

2016; RDN RGS, 2011; CVRD RGS, 2011). Compare this to the CRD which has a 

population of over 380, 000 and 185.83 km2 within its UCBs.  These findings suggest that 

some areas may be looking to become more compact or urban, and other may be looking 

to develop in ways which requires less concentrated density. Difference in implementation 

is consistent with Edwards and Haines’ (2007) work which demonstrated that local 

implementation of smart growth principles in community plans was largely 

underdeveloped and varied.  

Because local governments in BC exercise a great deal of authority over land use 

decisions, UCB adoption without specific local policy development for density, transit, and 
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affordable housing will likely result in increased traffic congestion and lack of affordable 

housing. It is important that these polices are specifically linked to areas within UCBs and 

tied to UCB policy. As the research demonstrates (Dawkins and Nelson, 2002; Aurand, 

2010; Rodriguez et al., 2005; Jackson et al., 2012) the implementation of UCBs can have 

exacerbated effects on housing, land prices, and traffic congestion. Ewing and Hamidi 

(2015) reviewed the research and contend that compact communities result in fewer 

vehicle miles travelled, but density alone has little influence on reducing vehicle miles 

travelled. The findings of this research study suggest that municipal UCB policies speak 

most pointedly to directing or managing growth, and that UCB policies speak less to 

affordable housing, and transit.  

Legislating Sprawl or Density 

 Of the areas which have not adopted Regional Growth Strategies, the Cowichan 

Valley, has the most restrictive approach to urban containment. The Cowichan Valley is 

experiencing positive population growth, while the Strathcona Regional District, and 

Regional District of Mount Waddington, as regions are not (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

These findings reflect a pattern of adopting UCBs as a way to manage growth. Given that 

the average size of municipal UCBs is about 15 km2 and the 75% of areas within municipal 

UCBs are 20 km2 or less, this researcher suggests that a developed 15 km2 area may be 

considered to be an acceptable  size of human settlement on Vancouver Island, and non 

rural development which extends or proposes to extend greater than this, triggers a 

negative community response to growth, and necessitates the adoption of a boundary of 

sorts. These are averages, and do not reflect outlying UCB sizes such as the District of 

Saanich and the City of Nanaimo.  

 Under the Local Government Act (2015b) local governments which have adopted 

Official Community Plans must include policy statements and maps to address at least 5 

years of residential density; given this, the researcher suggests that because UCBs can 

be extended indefinitely, over time an outcome of the legislation is that local governments 

much either contemplate outward growth or increases in density. It suggests that 

containing sprawl is dependent on political will. If it is dependent on political will, and UCBs 

are amended over time, outward urban development may increase as local government 
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boundaries encroach upon one another due to this requirement to grow (Local 

Government Act, 2015b). Without the legislation or other central planning authority, 

however, communities would not be required to create policies to anticipate housing 

demands (population increases or decreases), and housing affordability would likely be 

impacted. UCB amendments, in the findings, spoke to reviewing or revising UCB limits; 

this is compatible with the legislation, but it suggests that local governments expect UCBs 

will grow. Does this expectation contribute or detract from UCB goals; If communities are 

required to grow, but are responsible for their own growth boundaries, communities must 

be amenable to substantial density increases over time. Given local authority over land 

use decisions, if the community is not amenable to this, the alternative as the legislation 

dictates is outward spread.  

  This research questions the outcomes of accommodating growth under the policy 

requirements of the Local Government Act, and the use of UCBs as a long-term solution 

to managing regional growth. It also provokes the question, at what point should an urban 

containment boundary be adopted, and for what purpose? In the content analysis portion 

of this research, there was little indication of how municipalities plan to amend urban 

containment boundaries in the future. The City of Campbell River supplied UCB 

amendment proposal requirements, but the vast majority are not proactive in defining 

conditions of how this outward growth should occur, or how new lands shall be determined 

to be appropriate for future development, or conversely, if higher and higher density 

targets are intended over time.  

In sum, the research findings show that the adoption of urban containment boundaries in 

the context of a Regional Growth Strategy appear to be an effective interim measure to 

manage population growth, and that locally adopted municipal UCBs are important but 

without a regional plan, will likely have little impact on settlement patterns of the region. 

However, there are varied approaches to UCB implementation which may reflect 

population and community density expectations. UCBs will face pressure to expand, and 

given that local government in BC are legislated to accommodate anticipated future 

growth, a no limits to growth assumption is presented, at least in terms of population 

density.  
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5.3. Encouraging Growth  

How do urban containment boundaries facilitate and encourage growth on Vancouver 

Island?  

 The research method addressed this question through the content analysis 

process. The findings suggest that there are few policies specifically linked to UCBs in 

Official Community Plans which describes the kind of growth anticipated within urban 

containment boundaries.  Many of the OCP policies suggest that growth will be directed 

within the urban containment boundary, but other policies are more prohibitive, i.e., urban 

land uses are prohibited outside the urban containment boundary. Differences in OCP 

policy approaches suggest that is not regional consensus amongst what kind of growth is 

anticipated within these urban containment boundaries, and how they are intended to 

function, despite similar growth rates amongst municipalities on southern and eastern 

Vancouver Island.  

The research method revealed no OCP UCB entries which specified minimum densities 

to lands within the UCB; this is does not mean that those densities do not exist in the OCP, 

but it does mean that they are not attached to specific UCB policies. In general, it appears 

that areas which have UCBs intend to direct growth to their UCB areas; however, further 

detailed review of the related OCPs needs to be undertaken to understand in what form 

the growth will be encouraged in, and to what density. Clear information related to the idea 

of encouraging growth was not obtained through the chosen research method. This may 

indicate that either municipalities do not have expected minimum densities related to UCB 

policies, or the research method was flawed. This researcher suggests the latter, but 

further investigation would be needed to confirm. In sum, while this research question was 

able to be addressed in some ways through the content analysis, more questions arose 

than were answered. 

As noted above, 75% of UCBs are under 20 km2, this suggests that there is some 

consistency to what communities or planners imagine are the limits to outward growth.  

What is only addressed to a limited degree by virtue of the research method, however, is 

how well UCB implementation is addressing already existing sprawl. The findings suggest 

that UCBs should function to contain sprawl, however the degree to which they function 



 

86 

to encourage growth once adopted, becomes a function of political will and community 

values. 

 

Do UCBs Help Small Town Revitalization 

 The decline of population growth in small towns on Vancouver is consistent with 

Canadian and world-wide trends regarding increasing urbanization (CAE, 2019; Statistics 

Canada, 2016). One of the questions which arose out of this research was, should the 

decline of small towns be considered a negative outcome from the perspective of 

environmental protection, infrastructure and servicing costs on a regional level? For the 

Canadian Institute of Planners, planning means the scientific, aesthetic, and orderly 

disposition of land, resources, facilities and services with a view to securing the physical, 

economic and social efficiency, health and well-being of urban and rural communities 

(CIP, 2019). This researcher wonders however, if the provincial legislation requiring 

communities to plan for residential growth which ultimately result in greater urbanization 

helps to facilitate the exodus of people from rural areas, and detract from these national 

planning goals.  

Ecological and Social Justice Implications  

Planning trends have praised urbanization, and higher density living, which has in 

many ways has become synonymous with curing health, social, and environmental ills 

associated with widespread urban sprawl (Ewing and Hamidi, 2015; Grant, 2009; Down, 

2005). While health indicators have been better established in the literature, urban 

scientists however, have been surprised to learn  that higher density living in countries 

with a high rate of material consumption, does not necessarily equate to lower GHG 

emissions or smaller ecological footprints (Heinonen, Kryo, and Junnila, 2011; Du et al., 

2015; Moore et al., 2013; Rees and Wackernagel, 1996). Rees and Wackernagel (1996) 

argue that cities cannot be sustainable, to sustain oneself requires land for food, carbon 

sequestration, water, waste, amongst other things. The land required to sustain 

metropolitan Vancouver is 36 times larger than the areas itself (Moore et al., 2013).  
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A city’s spatial footprint does not indicate their ecological footprint, i.e., the amount 

of land required to meet their level of ecological demand is more than the space it takes 

up. Jones and Kammen (2014) found that suburbanization, specifically high-density 

suburbanization around city centers have the highest household carbon footprint out of 

any other land use patterns, interestingly, the people who generally live in these areas 

have the highest incomes. Rees and Wackernagel (1996) and Jones and Kammen (2014) 

highlight that income is the biggest factor affecting ecological demand. The BC Climate 

Action Toolkit recommends adoption of urban containment boundaries as a mechanism 

to address climate change, yet the results of urbanization are mixed, and studies show 

that suburbanization is inseparable from urbanization, and has the greatest impact on the 

environment (Jones and Kammen, 2014). Grant (2009) discusses how the planning 

community has adopted the term ‘sustainability’ as the most recent mot du jour in the 

rationale for promoting urban life (p.13). This researcher contends that despite murky 

evidence at best, and contradictory evidence at worst, regarding the concept of urban 

sustainability, communities in North American continue to encourage density under this 

premise. How then do UCBs fit? If policy within UCBs fails to adequately plan for compact 

settlement and mobility, the effects of suburbanization may be exacerbated through UCB 

implementation, where developers are looking to maximize a traditional land use pattern, 

i.e., single-family housing, but to higher densities, which is linked to higher ecological 

demands. 

Despite the ecological function of cities, if limiting outward growth and encouraging inward 

growth is desired, zoning bylaws must reflect desired urban densities and land use mixes. 

If zoning bylaws are not amended to reflect substantial density increases, as well as 

provisions with respect to the provision of affordable or below market housing, densities 

are more likely to decrease as Kim et al., (2013) impacting affordability. If future density is 

premised on zoning amendment applications, it makes development scenarios uncertain 

and political; development proposals with greater access to capital to invest in urban 

design and city amenities may win out against proposals for more modest residences for 

more modest incomes. If we look to questions of social justice, and fairness in cities, 

through the lens of Fainstein’s Just City or David Harvey’s Right to the City, access to 

space becomes a critical concern, and should be top of mind for planners who have 
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implemented UCBs. Further inquiry could be undertaken to understand the degree of 

density build out communities are planning for.  

5.4. Regional Growth Management 

Are urban containment boundaries effective policy mechanisms as an approach to 

regional growth management? 

 This research question was investigated through both research methods regarding 

regional implementation of urban containment boundaries. The results addressed the 

question in three main ways: they addressed the presence of urban containment 

boundaries and described their size as a proportion of the total area in the regional district; 

they described their presence in the Official Community Plan policies; and described their 

presence with respect to Regional Growth Strategy boundaries. The investigation 

revealed patterns of variation within regional districts and between them, and in most 

cases, vagueness with respect to policy entries related to UCB implementation. While 

urban containment boundaries are found in 25 out of 35 of the municipalities, areas which 

have Regional Growth Strategies are positioned to be more successful at limiting growth, 

i.e., the Comox Valley Regional District has 92.5% of their land base outside the UCB, 

and Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District has 0.2%. There are other jurisdictional 

constraints which impact available lands for development, but this example demonstrates 

the function of UCBs as a tool for regional growth management. 

 The City of Qualicum Beach, for example, has implemented a more restrictive UCB 

than delineated in the RGS in the Regional District of Nanaimo; Qualicum Beach states in 

their Regional Context Statement that they will manage growth independent of the RGS 

(Town of Qualicum Beach, 2018). The District of Lantzville similarly has more restrictive 

growth boundaries (District of Lantzville, 2005). This type of contrast should be expected 

in a legislative structure where local governments’ land use plans and policies are 

maintained independently without  central  oversight for provincial consistency, as 

highlighted by Stevens (2013). Tomalty (2002) remarks that while regional growth 

management exercises can serve to build support for the need for growth management, 
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he is cautious about the implementation of those objectives given that they rely on 

partnership building between local governments, and implementation is addressed locally.  

 A second regional scenario is the relationship between the Nanaimo Regional 

District and Capital Regional District; both areas have similar population growth rates, 

while the CRD has proportionally more people, the RDN has dedicated more land per 

capita in its urban containment boundary to accommodate future population growth than 

the CRD (Statistics Canada, 2016; RDN, 2011).  These differences provoke questions on 

planning future growth because the population pressures are comparable in these areas. 

How does more restrictive UCB implementation redirect growth?   

  UCBs which exist apart from RGSs may function well with respect to their 

jurisdictional boundaries, but arguably have little influence over the long-term picture of 

growth for the regional district. Despite this, the research finds that they are likely an 

important interim growth management mechanism. RGS UCBs cannot ultimately serve a 

greater purpose without proper enforcement mechanisms. The degree of autonomy 

afforded to local governments in BC can be both positive, as it allows communities to be 

responsible for their own futures, but it can also be negative in that it takes an enormous 

effort to undertake regional coordination, and even this has varied results. Further, without 

proper legislation or an oversight body, with respect to UCB implementation, less can be 

known about the impacts, including the environmental, transportation, and affordability 

implications associated with urbanization.  

The research findings also provoked questions relating to mobility and transit 

within regional districts and between them, and commitments to affordable housing. 

Through the content analysis process, it was found that transportation and affordable 

housing were not intertwined with UCB policy language, they were among the least 

common policies to be attached to the UCBs. Given the present housing affordability 

crisis, as well as the statistic that most people on Vancouver Island commute in a private 

passenger vehicle as the principle driver, the researcher was surprised to learn that 

transportation policies between UCBs and transportation within UCBs, and provisions 

related to affordability are not well developed (Statistics Canada, Vancouver Island, 2016).     
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To conclude, patterns which emerged from the research addressed the research 

question through demonstrating that UCBs may be the most effective growth management 

tool local governments have in the interim, but the degree of variation between 

communities suggests that better clarification around the expectations of UCB 

implementation be communicated by way of the province. UCB policy entries remain 

largely neglectful of transit and affordable housing.  

5.5. Recommendations  

 In sum, the findings of this research from a regional perspective indicate different 

approaches to UCB implementation on Vancouver Island. Considerations for zoning 

consistency, density expectations, a provincial land use authority, and a potential 

greenbelt system are discussed below.  

 This researcher suggests that an Island wide regional strategy should be 

considered to ensure that green space and non-ALR rural lands are preserved in greenbelt 

structures across Vancouver Island, and that future required densities and land uses be 

contemplated for communities to anticipate the type of growth they must plan for before 

the town is considered ‘full’. As Bengston and Youn (2006) discuss, the adoption of a 

greenbelt for Seoul has been a success in preserving the green band around the city, 

however, it has come at a price of congestion with people commuting into the city who 

cannot afford to live within it, an experience similar to St. Andrew, Scotland described by 

Jackson et al., (2012). 

Would establishing a system of greenbelts with associated density targets reinvigorate 

declining rural towns on Vancouver Island? Given the trend to urbanization, it is possible 

that cities will continue to increase in size and that rural areas will continue to decrease. 

This begs the question of whether a provincial planning authority, similar to the Agricultural 

Commission is worthy of consideration.  

 A recommendation is that a regional land use governance authority be considered, 

and that Vancouver Island consider alternatives growth management approaches such as 

a greenbelt system, rather an urban containment approach. As noted previously, urban 
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containment adoption infers that the boundary will be extended or density will be 

increased, but to what end? The legislation results in outcomes of planning for population 

growth accommodation without limits (LGA, 2015b). Jones and Kammen (2014) suggest 

that North American suburbanization is a plague on the planet, yet is inseparable from 

compact urban environments. How then does urbanization through UCB implementation 

fit into this picture? While the ALR provides protection in terms of land sizes, and uses, it 

does not function in the same way greenbelts do, as it is mandated to protect farmland, 

not to protect environmental lands, or to provide as an aesthetic transition between 

communities (ALC, About the ALC, 2014). Greenbelts have been widely adopted in 

Europe and in some part of Asia, and are used to distinguish city from countryside 

(Bengston, and Youn, 2006; Jackson et al., 2012). Greenbelts could serve as an effective 

transition between urban areas, have positive outcomes for regional transit planning, and 

reduce the pressure on municipalities to grow beyond community capacity. There appears 

to be an unanticipated urban bias within the Local Government Act, which presents a 

challenge for small and mid-size towns experiencing population growth. One of the 

challenges of growth management planning is how to address communities in decline. 

Does the accommodation of population growth in expanding municipal areas have impacts 

on our smaller towns and rural areas experiencing population decline? 

5.6. Limitations of Study  

 This section describes the limitations of the study including: calculations for land 

dedicated to urban containment boundaries, accounting for external restrictions which 

would constrain land development, and accounting for First Nations land.   

 The first limitation is with respect to the content analysis. The control-F search 

function was applied, therefore only policy entries with specifically included one of the 

identified UCB terms. It may be the case that the municipality had a well defined growth 

plan i.e., City of Victoria has identified three different areas with different levels of 

anticipated growth, but this is not expressed as an urban containment boundary (City of 

Victoria, 2012). The research was not able to address examples like these within the 

methods employed. Therefore, the degree of internal sophistication with respect to UCB 
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development may be greater than the findings suggest. Further research would be tasked 

with addressing the nuances of OCP policies.  

  The wide scope of the study population resulted in a high-level overview of UCB 

implementation. The analysis of the related Official Community Plans, Regional Growth 

Strategies, Land Use Maps, and related Local Government GIS Mapping Data has 

allowed the researcher to generate approximate claims in terms of UCB size. The 

researcher conducted much of the area calculations by hand as no other data was 

available, therefore the exact sizes of urban containment boundaries requires further 

investigation. OCP Land Use Maps were extensively consulted in determining UCB 

presence.  

A third limitation in the research is the limited analysis of restrictions on the land which 

would contribute to natural or indirect jurisdictional growth management. This research did 

not include calculation of Provincial Crown land, private forest lands, and lands in the 

Agricultural Land Reserve. The research neither included land restriction calculations 

related to provincial or national parks or protected ecological reserves on Vancouver 

Island. It neither reflected on topographical or significant environmental constraints to land 

development (i.e., wetlands, rivers, lakes, fish bearing streams). For any future analysis, 

a more comprehensive framework of identifying restrictions to land development lands 

could be considered.  

  Most importantly, the study did not specifically address First Nations lands on 

Vancouver Island. The regional districts and municipalities, which enjoy jurisdiction over 

land with powers delegated from the Province, are located on unceded Indigenous 

territories, with the exception of lands under the Maa-Nulth Treaty. There are 50 First 

Nations on Vancouver Island who exert Indigenous Rights and Title over their territories 

(VIEA, 2016), and hold both land in the form of Reserves, as well as lands from Treaty. 

Only one successful modern-day treaty on Vancouver Island, the Maa-Nulth Treaty, has 

been finalized (ACRD, 2012). However, there are other First Nation communities on 

Vancouver Island which are in treaty negotiations. Treaty settlement as well as adoption 

of Land Code will impact growth management strategies on Vancouver Island. However, 
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First Nations Reserves and Treaty Lands were not included in this study. It is a limitation 

that future research must address.  

5.7. Areas for Future Research 

 This section describes areas for future research into urban containment 

boundaries to build upon the data gathered from this study.  

Future research would involve responding to the some of the questions which have 

arisen from this research project. While the researcher has suggested that a green belt 

strategy approach to regional growth management may be appropriate, no conclusions 

can be drawn on the basis of these findings alone. Further research with land use planners 

and communities including the 50 First Nations on Vancouver Island is needed to 

ascertain what desired regional settlement patterns might to look like on Vancouver Island. 

Rees and Wackernagel (1996) discuss the limitations of adopting urbanization as a 

settlement pattern, citing reasons of long-term sustainability; I posit that settlement forms 

will also play into the ability of communities to adapt to increasing and more severe 

weather patterns, and thus alternatives to urbanization as a regional growth approach 

could be considered.  

 Originally, I had proposed to undertake a sequential, two-part, research design: 

the first step was positioned as an exploratory evaluation of the existence of UCBs and 

the second step was to conduct a case study analysis to understand UCB quality. As I 

dove into the data and then began to assess the results, I realized two things: the first was 

that my original research design was too large in scope; and the second was that once 

patterns of variation with respect to UCB size and presence in OCP polices began to 

emerge, measuring UCB quality became less significant in my mind, and I began to think 

about the question of whether UCBs are always the correct policy tool for managing 

growth, and what kinds of densities urban containment boundaries should be advancing, 

and what the long term goals of implementing UCBs as a growing coastal region are. 

Future research would likely focus on a values- based Island wide study to understand 

what size and density communities imagine themselves to represent in the long term, and 

how those visions can be replicated through provincial legislation. 
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 The results on the adoption of urban containment boundaries on Vancouver Island 

may indicate more of a pushback against population growth than commitments to densify. 

These initial patterns supply important indicators in urban containment adoption in smaller 

communities, but cannot provide the full picture. Further investigation is needed to 

substantiate the purpose of adopting urban containment boundaries in order to understand 

how other regional settlement planning approaches may function. The provincial 

legislation requires that communities with OCPs includes policies to anticipate future 

housing needs for five years ahead, and outcome of this is that communities plan to 

accommodate growth continuously. Given these requirements, a ‘hand off’ approach is 

applied, suggesting that accommodating population growth is the responsibility of the 

relevant local government.   

 Though limitations of this preliminary analysis on the state of urban containment 

boundaries on Vancouver Island exist, patterns suggest that urban containment 

boundaries are worthy of further investigation into their form and intention from a regional 

perspective. Future topics for research consideration include: comparing international 

settlement patterns and administration, in terms of their ability to ‘bounce back’ from 

extreme weather related events; comparative evaluations of island communities through 

the lens of an ecological footprint assessment, as Moore, Kissinger, and Rees (2013) 

executed for Vancouver; or analysis of the rise of smart growth through  the lens of 

Harvey’s (2008) Right to the City theory or Fainstein’ Just City framework; or further still, 

a Marxist analysis of smart growth promotion. 

5.8. Concluding Remarks 

In conclusion, what began as an earnest interest to understand the state of urban 

containment boundaries on Vancouver Island quickly evolved into questions of local 

growth management, regional growth management, urban sustainability, and the 

implications of density, as conveyed through the lens of the ecological footprint from Rees 

and Wackernagel (1996). Many communities on Vancouver Island have adopted urban 

containment boundaries, but are urban containment boundaries are missing the mark? 

From a short term perspective, this research has shown that UCBs can be effective 

mechanisms to mitigate further encroachment into rural areas, this includes farmland and 
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forested and natural lands. However, without appropriate RGS mechanisms and zoning 

in place to encourage growth within these boundaries, an urban containment boundary 

can set an exclusionary tone through increases in land prices, and can actually fail to meet 

the goals of establishing UCBs in the first place (Dawkins and Nelson, 2002; Landis, 

1986). If communities continue to accommodate population growth without central 

planning oversight, they are faced with the question of where to urbanize or to sprawl, and 

this has significant implications for regional growth. Given that urbanization goes hand in 

hand with suburbanization, this researcher suggests that alternatives be explored as a 

means to reconcile questions of population growth, climate change, and affordability.  
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Appendix A.  
 
UCB Mentions in Official Community Plans  

MUNICIPALITY Number of 
Times in OCP  

Context YEAR/ 
number 
of 
mentions 
in OCP 

CENTRAL 
SAANICH 

 1 UCB (19 
Urban Service 
Area) 

History, RGS, ag. ALR, mapping, new growth, 
managing growth, parks, transit, servicing 

2008 

COLWOOD 3 RGS 2018 

CITY OF DUNCAN 1 city limits 2015 

ESQUIMALT 1 RGS 2018 

HIGHLANDS 8 RGS/Servicing 2013 

LADYSMITH 9 Growth management/RCS 2003 

LAKE COWICHAN 0 
 

1998 

LANGFORD 6 RGS, Definitions, Growth 2008 

METCHOSIN 4 RGS, No Growth 2010 

NORTH 
COWICHAN 

27 growth, environment, transit, adjusting the plan, 
land availability 

2011 

NORTH SAANICH 4 RGS 2017 

Saanich District of  22 vision, built environment, sustainable land use, no 
change until five year review, institutional, 
servicing, agriculture, housing, definition 

2008 

OAK BAY 0 
 

2014 

SIDNEY 1 RGS compact settlement 2007 

SOOKE 4 RGS, definitions, surrounding area 2010 

VICTORIA 3 RGS, % of dwelling unit accommodation,  2012 

VIEW ROYAL 9 UCB+20 
UGB 

RGS, Natural, Number of Dwelling Units, existing 
stock in UCB, infill, change areas, indicators, 
definitions 

2011 

ALERT BAY 3 Appendix, smart growth principles 2014 

CAMPBELL RIVER 9 servicing, orderly pattern of dev. Inside UCB, 
context and vision, forest and enviro, 2060 goals, 
land use designations 

2017 

COMOX 0 (1 core 
settlement 
area) 

transit 2011 
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COURTENAY 0 (4 core 
settlement 
areas) 

transit, future growth 2005 

CUMBERLAND 0 (6 core 
settlement) 

transit, future growth, town centres, density, infill 2014 

GOLD RIVER 0 
 

2018 

LANTZVILLE 2 (6 growth 
containment 
boundaries) 

RGS, housing, direct growth downtown, enhance 
rural, servicing 

2005 

NANAIMO 11 RCS RGS, servicing, manage urban growth, 
maintain UCB  

2008 

PARKSVILLE 2 residential goals 2013 

PORT ALBERNI 0 
 

2007 

PORT ALICE 0 
 

2010 

PORT HARDY 1 protect resource lands 2011 

PORT MCNEILL 0 
 

1997 

QUALICUM 
BEACH 

21+ 13 UCB manage urban growth, description (definition), 
services, no new development outside, UCB  
expansion criteria, estate residential, rural, 
servicing, RGS 

2018 

SAYWARD 0 
 

2000 

TAHSIS 0 
 

2010 

TOFINO 13 (Village 
Containment 
Boundary) 

Context, urban, higher density and commercial, 
objectives, growth management fifty years, limit 
infra and servicing, housing, density bonusing, 
ALR, definitions  

2013 

UCLUELET 0 
 

2011 

ZEBALLOS 0 contemplate future lands removal 1996 
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Appendix B.  
 
Entries Relating to UCBs in Official Community Plans 

MUNICIPALIT
Y 

Number of 
Times in 
OCP  

Entries  

CENTRAL 
SAANICH 

 1 UCB (19 
Urban 
Service 
Area) 

 

COLWOOD 3 The City of Colwood is wholly contained within the Urban Containment 
Policy Area Boundary; The anticipated growth in population will be 
located entirely within lands designated as “Urban Containment Policy 
Area” in the 2018 RGS. Designated within the Regional Urban 
Containment and Servicing Policy Area, the Royal Bay Area Plan is 
consistent with RGS strategies  

CITY OF 
DUNCAN 

1  Duncan's growth is restricted by its own urban containment boundary 
– the City’s jurisdictional area 

ESQUIMALT 1  The RGS places the Township completely within the Urban 
Containment Policy Area 

HIGHLANDS 8 The CRD Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) was adopted in 2003 and 
underwent an amendment process in 2008 for an urban containment 
boundary adjustment requested by the Highlands; The major area of 
industrial activity is located east of Millstream Road, immediately north 
of Highlands’ boundary with the City of Langford. This area falls inside 
the Urban Containment Boundary of the Regional Growth Strategy 
and the Highlands Servicing Boundary as shown on Map 2.1; Focus 
new development in the Regional Urban Containment and Servicing 
Policy Area; The RGS establishes a “Regional Urban Containment 
Boundary and Service Policy Area” (RUCSPA). This has significance 
for development in the Highlands. Map 3 in the RGS shows the 
Regional Urban Containment and Servicing Policy Area;  Map 2.1 
shows Highlands’ Servicing Area (or Boundary), which is consistent 
with the Regional Growth Strategy’s Regional Urban Containment and 
Servicing Policy Area;  Map 2.1 shows the Highlands Servicing Area 
or Boundary. This area in its entirety become part of Regional Urban 
Containment and Servicing Policy Area in February 2009. Keep Urban 
Settlements Compact This OCP establishes a Highlands Servicing 
Boundary shown in Map 2.1.  This area became part of the Regional 
Urban Containment and Servicing Policy Area (RUCSPA) in February 
2009.  
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LADYSMITH 9 Figure 6 – Urban Containment Boundary(x2); The Community Plan 
should identify a new Urban Containment Boundary to accommodate 
future employment needs; Ladysmith intends to direct future growth to 
identified growth areas within the Town’s Urban Containment 
Boundary (Figure 6); Ladysmith intends to work closely with the 
Cowichan Valley Regional District to manage growth in a 
comprehensive and environmentally sensitive manner, so that future 
urban growth is consistent with regional interests and is directed to 
urban areas within Ladysmith’s Urban Containment Boundary; Growth 
management goals; adopt an urban containment boundary; 6. Direct 
residential growth to specific areas within an Urban Containment 
Boundary. 8. Identify and confirm an Urban Containment Boundary 
(Figure 6).  To protect open space, ecological features and rural 
character, the Town will direct growth to lands within the Urban 
Containment Boundary (Figure 6). The development density in an 
Urban Reserve designation beyond the Urban Containment Boundary 
is a minimum parcel area of 8.0 hectares and within the Urban 
Containment Boundary is a minimum parcel area of 0.4 hectares. 
Urban Containment Boundary (UCB) – identifies the areas of the 
Town where urban growth and services are expected over the life of 
the Community Plan. Areas beyond the UCB are expected to remain 
in rural and resource use. 
  

LAKE 
COWICHAN 

0 
 

LANGFORD 6 The Capital Regional District’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) has 
designated our city as a major growth area within the region’s urban 
containment boundary (UCB); the UCB is intended to shape and 
contain the extent of growth in the region; RCS This development is 
consistent with the RGS as it is within the Regional Urban 
Containment and Servicing Policy Area and the City’s centre has been 
designated as one of the Major Centres on Map 3 (Growth 
Management Concept Plan) of the RGS; 1. Keep urban settlement 
compact. The City of Langford boundary is coincident with the 
Regional Urban Containment and Servicing Policy Area Boundary 
designated on Map 3 (Growth Management Concept Plan) of the 
RGS; 2. Protect the integrity of rural communities  The City is entirely 
within the Regional Urban Containment and Servicing Policy Area 
identified on Map 3 of the RGS. Council will consider development in 
rural parts of the City if it is in the community interest subject to 
detailed policies that take into account local values, rural and 
agricultural viability and the need for housing and parkland when 
making decisions. Definitions: Urban Containment Boundary A 
boundary established by a land use authority where urban land ends 
and rural land begins.   Typically, a firm urban containment boundary 
will over time, result in the concentration of growth in a region in 
centres and connecting corridors that can be effectively served by 
express-bus transit.  
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METCHOSIN 4 Metchosin is located entirely outside the boundaries of the Regional 
Urban Containment and Servicing Policy Area (designated on Map 3, 
Growth Management Concept Plan, appended to the RGS);Protect 
Rural Communities One of the overriding principles advocated by 
Metchosin is the protection of its rural values, lifestyles and landscape 
characteristics outside of the Regional Urban Containment and 
Servicing Policy Area; reinforce buffering and land use transitions 
along the municipality’s boundaries (much of which coincides with the 
Regional Urban Containment and Servicing boundary), and to protect 
Capital Green Lands and Renewable Resource Lands; Overall, 
Metchosin’s OCP supports the concentration of urban development 
within “Metropolitan Core” and “Major Centres” located in the Urban 
Containment and Servicing Area, as opposed to rural, nonserviced 
areas of the Capital Regional District  
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NORTH 
COWICHAN 

27 Abbreviations: UCB Urban Containment Boundary; prevent sprawl( a) 
The Municipality will not permit urban land use and development 
beyond the urban containment boundary.  [See also Section 2.1.5, 
Growth Management.];  Where proposed development abuts the ALR 
along the urban containment boundary (UCB), the first priority will be 
to protect agricultural activity; All properties within North Cowichan’s 
Urban Containment Boundary that abut the ALR are designated as 
Development Permit Areas under Section 919.1 of the Local 
Government Act for the purposes of protecting farming; rural 
viewscapes  In transitional rural/urban areas, commercial and 
industrial lands, and residential areas outside the urban containment 
boundary, natural forest and native shrubs should dominate the 
highway edge; industrial The Municipality will consider development of 
live/work units in industrial areas outside of the urban containment 
boundary, on a case-by-case basis; An initial step in managing growth 
effectively is the creation of an “urban containment boundary” (UCB) 
to identify where growth should occur. North Cowichan’s UCB (see 
Map 12) provides enough land for the upcoming 25 years24 of growth; 
it is not expected to need modification before then; direct growth to 
growth centres 2.5.1.1  The Municipality will manage growth through 
the establishment of a firm urban containment boundary; 2.5.1.3  The 
Municipality will reserve development for lands within the UCB that do 
not have full municipal services until more detailed planning 
processes have been completed and servicing capacity confirmed; 
The Local Area Plan may review and potentially revise the limits of the 
Urban Containment Boundary based on the principles and goals of 
the OCP; 2.5.2.9  The Municipality recognizes that mobile home parks 
contribute to the availability of affordable housing within the urban 
containment boundary. Transit c) Areas within the urban containment 
boundary (see Map 12) will be given priority for transportation network 
infrastructure improvements; Right-of-way widths for local roads within 
the urban containment boundary (see Map 12) have been set in such 
a way as to include space for street trees, rain gardens, sidewalks, 
trails and other infrastructure designed to improve streetscapes and to 
reduce negative environmental impacts.   
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Servicing  The Municipality does not anticipate having to extend sewer 
services beyond the urban containment boundary (see Map 12) to 
accommodate new residential or commercial development.   enviro To 
meet environmental objectives for Quamichan Lake, the Municipality 
may consider reducing the total number of septic systems that drain 
into Quamichan Lake by connecting some properties to the municipal 
sewer. This would apply only to those properties that are within the 
urban containment boundary (see Map 12).  Adjusting: . There are two 
occasions when adjustments are warranted. The first is major change 
that affects the whole community, where there are substantive 
changes in policy direction, or to alter the urban containment 
boundary (see Map 12). d) The Municipality will amend Urban 
Containment Boundary to ensure adequate land is in growth centres 
to accommodate growth for the subsequent 5- to 10-year period. 
Focusing development on land in the Urban Containment Boundary is 
supported by the five guiding principles and is a priority for this OCP; 
exceptions for site planning )  a subdivision by which less than 3 new 
lots would be created within the urban containment boundary, The 
UCB surrounds those lands designated as “growth centre” 
Approximately 2% of the lands within the UCB are not within the 
sanitary sewer service area and are located on the edges of the UCB. 
Lands beyond the UCB are designated rural.   

c) The UCB cannot be altered except through a comprehensive 
Official Community Plan review. [see also OCP Amendment, Section 
III] d) Municipal water and sewer services are not intended to extend 
beyond the UCB into rural areas; 2.5.1.3  The Municipality will reserve 
development for lands within the UCB that do not have full municipal 
services until more detailed planning processes have been completed 
and servicing capacity confirmed; Under Section 919.1(1) of the Local 
Government Act, the Municipality of North Cowichan has designated 
lands within the UCB that abut ALR lands as shown in Map 12 as a 
development permit area (DPA) for the purposes of (c) protecting 
farming and all development requires a development permit  

NORTH 
SAANICH 

4 Land use Policy Areas: 3. Regional Urban Containment and Servicing 
Policy Area; RGS proposes keeping urban areas compact and largely 
contained within a Regional Urban Containment and Servicing Area 
(RUCSPA); The District of North Saanich is located completely 
outside the boundaries of the Regional Urban Containment and 
Servicing Policy Area (RUCSPA) (as designated on Map 3 of the 
RGS). Build complete communities; this strategic direction only 
applies to land within the regional urban containment and servicing 
policy area; 
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SAANICH 
DISTRICT OF  

22 Map 4 Urban Containment & Villages & Centre; Rural and farm land is 
protected by adherence to the Urban Containment Boundary; built 
environment In more recent times, the Urban Containment Boundary 
has prevented further suburban sprawl, resulting in more intense and 
concentrated development; Containing and concentrating growth 
using the Urban Containment Boundary provides for better protection 
of rural and farmland, and environmentally sensitive areas and green 
spaces; One of the key ways Saanich and the Capital Region have 
been working towards creating a sustainable region is by adhering to 
an Urban Containment Boundary that limits urban sprawl; Th e benefit 
test of limiting future growth to inside the Urban Containment 
Boundary are: ƒ Better protection of rural and farm land; ƒ Better 

protection of environmentally sensitive areas and green space; ƒ 
Servicing land (ex. water, sewer, roads) is more cost eff ective; and ƒ 
Alternative transit (bus, bike, walking) is more of a reality; growth 
management Maintain the Urban Containment Boundary as the 
principal tool for growth     management in Saanich, and encourage all 
new development to locate within the    Urban Containment Boundary; 
Do not consider major changes to the Urban Containment Boundary 
except as an  outcome of a comprehensive fi ve year review of the 
Regional Growth Strategy; Require institutional uses to locate within 
the Urban Containment Boundary and    outside the ALR, except 
where they preserve large amounts of land as open space or    
provide other community amenities; Th ere is a distinct diff erence 
between the levels of service inside and outside the Urban 
Containment Boundary, in keeping with the community’s desire to 
protect rural lands from inappropriate development and minimize 
impacts on the natural environment; Consider extensions to the Sewer 
Service Area within the Urban Containment Boundary, based   on 
health concerns, land-use policies, and cost eff ectiveness to the 
Municipality; Consider extending the Sewer Service Area outside the 
Urban Containment Boundary    only as a means to resolve a current 
health problem if no reasonable alternative is feasible   or, for public 
facilities or parks, where there would be a signify cant community 
benefit; Review public water service outside the Urban Containment 
Boundary in order to:  ƒ determine future demand for service to 

address pressing public health or    environmental concerns, to 
provide fi re suppression or to service agriculture,    and system 
capacity;  ƒ identify and evaluate alternative potable water sources 

and delivery systems; and  ƒ explore funding options for potential 

service extensions in addition to local    improvements; Over the 
years, agricultural and arable land have been sustained through 
maintenance of the Urban Containment Boundary; Support small-
scale agricultural initiatives on lands inside the Urban Containment    
Boundary, while balancing the need of neighbouring residents. 
Housing: Saanich’s commitment to sustainability, through the 
maintenance of the Urban Containment Boundary, limits the outward 
expansion of its housing stock, making it necessary to create more 
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compact built environments in “Centres” and “Villages” (Map 4). 
Consider the potential for affordable housing in conjunction with 
municipal    community centres and surplus lands within the Urban 
Containment Boundary; Strategic Direction: Protecting the Integrity of 
Rural Communities Maintaining the Urban Containment Boundary; 
Negotiate, where necessary, bilateral agreements regarding buffering 
and   land use transition where the Regional Urban Containment and 
Servicing  boundary coincides with a municipal jurisdictional 
boundary; definitions: Regional Urban Containment and Servicing 
Policy Area 

Lands, at the date of the adoption of the Regional Growth Strategy 
bylaw, designated in official community plans primarily for urban 
development; definitions Urban Containment Boundary 

The line which separates urban from rural land uses. 

OAK BAY 0 
 

SIDNEY 1 The Town of Sidney is situated entirely within the Urban Containment 
Boundary of the CRD 

SOOKE 4 As the RGS notes, a regional urban containment and servicing area 
has not been defined for Sooke; the intent was for the CRD and the 
District of Sooke to develop an urban containment and servicing 
boundary as an OCP is being updated; other neighbourhoods: As a 
result of an urban containment policy, a declining supply of 
developable land for new residential lots and changing housing 
market demands, it is anticipated the ratio of multi-family to single 
family dwellings will continue to increase.; COMMUNITY GROWTH 
BOUNDARY An Urban Containment Boundary separates land for 
development purposes from that to be protected from most forms of 
development. It delineates the edge of town and the beginning of rural 
areas 

VICTORIA 3 RGS Consistency: keep settlement compact Define the location and 
establish policies to support the regional urban containment and 
servicing policy area boundary. Victoria is fully within the regional 
urban containment area and in addition to the downtown-focused 
Metropolitan Core, has two Major Centres wholly or partially within its 
municipal boundaries: one at Mayfair Mall Major Centre, the other at 
Hillside Mall, both of which are partially within the District of Saanich; 
The additional designation of housing capacity in the plan provides 
more opportunities for population growth in compact, walkable areas 
of Victoria, thereby supporting the maintenance of the regional urban 
containment and servicing policy area boundary 
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VIEW ROYAL 9 UCB+20 
UGB 

Managing and balancing growth: The OCP has established an Urban 
Growth Boundary (See Schedule K.) that is within the Regional Urban 
Containment and Services Policy Area shown on Map 3 (Growth 
Management Concept Plan) in the RGS; . Undeveloped and protected 
land is concentrated in the north half of the community, outside the 
region’s Urban Containment Boundary; The Thetis Neighbourhood is 
located outside of the Regional Urban Containment Boundary, and is 
identified in the Regional Green/Blue Spaces Strategy and in the 
Provincial Sensitive Ecosystem Indicators (SEI) Project as having high 
greenspace value; Policy LU12.2 Urban Growth Boundary  Support 
the intentions of the regional Urban Containment Boundary and View 
Royal’s Urban Growth Boundary by promoting conservation and 
discouraging development in the natural and rural areas north of 
Thetis Lake Regional Park. Housing There is very little vacant 
residential land remaining within the Urban Containment Boundary for 
new, detached housing; Targeted infill in established residential areas 
will provide much needed grounded oriented housing without 
compromising the prevailing character and scale of the 
neighbourhoods, or consuming land outside the Urban Containment 
Boundary; Promote a more sustainable settlement pattern by 
encouraging the location of new compact housing near amenities, 
services and transit in the Change Areas, and within existing 
residential areas inside the Urban Containment Boundary as targeted 
infill development; Urban Containment Share of new dwelling united 
located inside the Urban Growth Boundary CRD/VR Net change in 
land use area of the Urban Growth Boundary; , the OCP contains a 
range of policy tools that direct growth and servicing to appropriate 
locations within the Urban Growth Boundary; managing growth: The 
OCP explicitly directs new growth into higher density mixed-use 
centres and as infill in existing neighbourhoods within the Urban 
Growth Boundary. Auto-dependence, suburban growth patterns and 
outward expansion of non-rural uses beyond the Urban Growth 
Boundary are not supported in this Plan; Thetis is the only 
neighbourhood located entirely outside the Urban Growth Boundary. 
Policy LU5.4 Urban Growth Boundary Maintain the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB) and continue to direct new urban development and 
improvements within the boundary: Mill Hill Residential Acceptable 
development is restricted to clustered, mixed residential uses – 
including detached housing and townhomes – within the Urban 
Growth Boundary; Although the CRD’s projected demand is largely for 
ground-oriented housing, View Royal has limited remaining capacity 
within its existing Urban Growth Boundary. If demand materializes as 
projected, there may be more need for creative approaches to ground-
oriented housing – accessory dwelling units, secondary suites, 
stacked townhouses, and small lot subdivision; In view of the existing 
settlement patterns, projects in the planning stage, and the Urban 
Growth Boundary, there could be a shortfall of between 400 and 800 
ground oriented units; Maintain an Urban Growth Boundary to 
preserve greenspace and habitat outside of the Boundary and 
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encourage more sustainable development settlement patterns within 
the boundary; Today, the vast majority of residents and businesses 
located inside the Urban Growth Boundary are connected to urban 
infrastructure and services; Areas outside the Urban Growth 
Boundary, in the Thetis Neighbourhood, have more limited water 
service. The existing sewer system is adequate for the existing 
residential and commercial development within the Urban Growth 
Boundary; Extension into un-serviced areas will only be built in 
tandem with new development and will be financed by development 
projects. Extension of services in areas outside the Urban Growth 
Boundary or for developments that are not in conformance with the 
policies of this plan will not be supported 

ALERT BAY 3 Smart Growth: 7. Protect and enhance agricultural lands. A secure 
and productive land base, such as BC's Agricultural Land Reserve, 
provides food security, employment, and habitat, and is maintained as 
an urban containment boundary; Greenfields may or may not be 
within defined urban containment boundaries, and may or may not be 
currently zoned for future use. In general, infill, redevelopment, and 
densification strategies are preferred to greenfield development; A 
greenfield development would not be consistent with smart growth if it 
provides smart growth elements, such as transit and mixed uses, but 
is  discontinuous from existing development and servicing (even if it is 
located within an urban containment boundary 
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CAMPBELL 
RIVER 

9 Willow Point is the southernmost residential area of the City and is 
bound by Rockland Road on the north, Discovery Passage on the 
east, the Jubilee Parkway on the south and the urban containment 
boundary and Beaver Lodge Lands on the west; The existing urban 
containment boundary is preserved and maintains its role of focusing 
urban development and minimizing the expansion of infrastructure; 
The Urban Containment Boundary has long defined the extent of 
urban and infrastructure development in Campbell River.  This plan 
reinforces the utility of this importance policy tool for managing 
municipal expenditures on infrastructure and services; growth 
managing: Urban development, including the provision of municipal 
services, will not be supported beyond the Urban Containment 
Boundary (UCB) except in the case of:  Rural, park and natural areas, 
and business & industrial uses with low servicing requirements.  
Federal Indian Reserves (3) within the City’s boundaries are not within 
the City’s regulatory jurisdiction are under servicing agreements.  First 
Nation member housing is encouraged within the UCB.  Water 
service for Strathcona Regional District, Electoral Area “D” for the 
purposes of fire suppression and human consumption. 5.1.2 For 
development within the Urban Containment Boundary, promote an 
orderly pattern of development that is sequential in particular in 
undeveloped areas to maintain infrastructure efficiency and enhance 
livability associated with compact neighbourhoods. The Green and 
Protected Area designation includes lands preserved for future 
agricultural use within the Provincial Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), 
undeveloped Crown owned and privately owned forested lands within 
the Campbell Lakes watershed and other lands outside the urban 
containment boundary including municipal owned lands adjacent to 
the airport, the Merrill and Ring lands and golf courses at Sequoia 
Springs and Story Creek, as well as the Motocross Track on Highway 
28; 5.29.1 Outside of the urban containment boundary, the City will 
support the retention of forested lands for commercial forestry and 
environmental stewardship. By 2060: 100% of residents within the 
urban containment boundary live within a 5 minute walk from a park, 
trail or natural area; 13.4.7 Designate strategically located lands 
outside of the Urban Containment Boundary as “Agriculture” on Map 2 
- Proposed Land Use Map. 

COMOX 0 (1 core 
settlement 
area) 

Transit: Develop an accessible, efficient and affordable multi-modal 
transportation network that connects Core Settlement Areas and 
designated Town Centres, and links the Comox Valley to 
neighbouring communities and regions 
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COURTENAY 0 (4 core 
settlement 
areas) 

Transportation: Develop an accessible, efficient and affordable multi-
modal transportation network, that connects Core Settlement Areas 
and designated Town Centres, and links the Comox Valley to 
neighbouring communities and regions; compact settlement/ghg: 
Urban core settlement area (on the west side of the river, downtown 
centre. Many of this will be in the form of revitalization and infill 
development); Future growth will be located in core settlement areas 
and along an efficiently planned transit system that includes existing 
and new transit routes; To encourage incremental infill development in 
core and suburban settlement areas, the City will: a. Encourage 
compact developments within 400 m of service corridors; b. Revise 
the secondary suite policy to encourage infill development in 
singleresidential neighbourhoods in the form of secondary suites and 
auxiliary buildings such as carriage suites.  c. Exempt small unit 
housing (50 square metres or smaller) from paying Development Cost 
Charges. Exempting small unit housing from paying DCCs is now 
required under Bill 27 

CUMBERLAN
D 

0 (6 core 
settlement) 

OCP Alignment with RGS: Transportation: Develop an accessible, 
efficient and affordable multi-modal transportation network that 
connects Core Settlement Areas and designated Town Centres, and 
links the Comox Valley to neighbouring communities and region; With 
respect to land use, the RGS identifies areas of the CVRD which are 
appropriate for future urban growth and infill.  All of the properties in 
Cumberland are classified in the RGS as Municipal Areas within the 
“Core Settlement Area; from RGS in OCP: The majority of growth 
within the Comox Valley will be directed to Core Settlement Areas; 
Town Centres will be identified within all Core Settlement Areas 

GOLD RIVER 0 
 

LANTZVILLE 2 (6 growth 
containmen
t 
boundaries
) 

Some community goals, particularly housing and care options for 
seniors and housing that is oriented to younger families will require 
enhanced water and waste treatment services, within an Urban 
Containment Boundary; RGS Goal No. 4 - Concentrate Housing and 
Jobs in Rural Village and Urban Growth Centres The OCP establishes 
two Urban containment boundaries (UCBs, now referred to as Growth 
Containment Boundaries – GCBs) which include the village core, 
surrounding residential lands, an industrial area, and the Foothills 
area. The RDN’s Regional Growth Strategy establishes a larger GCB 
which encompasses all of the estate and rural residential areas as 
well as the commercial / Industrial and Resource – Open Space 
areas, and excludes the majority of Resource – Agricultural and 
Resource – Forestry lands. A future OCP review to make the UCBs 
consistent with the RDN’s GCB will be considered.; The OCP also 
supports directing future development to lands within the Growth 
Containment Boundaries (GCB) to minimize possible impact on those 
lands outside of the GCB; services: The OCP supports the efficient 
delivery of services for those lands designated within the Growth 
Containment Boundaries (GCBs); A future OCP review to make the 
UCBs consistent with the RDN’s GCB will be considered 
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NANAIMO 11 Figure 1 Urban Containment Boundary    25*2; Goal One Manage 
urban growth by focusing urban development within a defined Urban 
Containment Boundary (UCB); Through this regional context 
statement, planNanaimo’s policies are linked to the Regional Growth 
Strategy goals for managing growth through urban containment and 
nodal development, protecting the integrity of rural areas, protecting 
environmentally sensitive features, improving service efficiency, and 
initiating cooperation among jurisdictions; In addition, the City has, 
through its OCP, identified an Urban Containment Boundary that is 
contained both within the GCB and municipal boundary, and is 
recognized in Policy 4.1 of the Regional Growth Strategy.  OCP 
policies direct urban growth and servicing to those properties inside 
the Urban Containment Boundary only.  Lands outside the Urban 
Containment Boundary are reserved for resource lands including 
lands within the Agricultural Land Reserve, parks and open space, 
and limited residential uses at rural densities without municipal water 
and sewer services. Goal One of planNanaimo is to “manage urban 
growth” which means focusing urban development within a defined 
Urban Containment Boundary (UCB); manage growth To maintain an 
Urban Containment Boundary. The Plan supports the maintenance of 
an Urban Containment Boundary (UCB). Amendments to the UCB will 
only be considered where they can meet defined criteria and only 
within the review time frames specified in this Plan 

PARKSVILLE 2 Residential Goals: Goal 4: Rural integrity is preserved by focusing 
urban and suburban development within Urban containment 
boundaries and areas designated for higher residential densities.  

Goal 5: Higher density development is focused in the Urban 
Containment Boundary. OCP Goals and Targets: 4. Rural integrity is 
preserved by focusing urban and suburban development within Urban 
containment boundaries and areas designated for higher residential 
densities.  

 5. Higher density development is focused in the Urban Containment 
Boundary. 

PORT 
ALBERNI 

0 
 

PORT ALICE 0 
 

PORT 
HARDY 

1 Objective 4.6.5 Protect and enhance resource lands and marine 
areas. A secure and productive land base, such as forested lands and 
foreshore areas, provides food security, energy sources, employment 
and habitat and is maintained as an urban containment boundary. 

PORT 
MCNEILL 

0 
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QUALICUM 
BEACH 

21+ 13 
UCB 

2.1  MANAGE URBAN GROWTH  8 2.1.1  Urban Containment 
Boundary ; 2.1.1  Urban Containment Boundary; An Urban 
Containment Boundary (UCB) is intended to define the limits of 
urbanization; Urban growth will be restricted to areas inside the UCB 
where municipal sewer and water services may be provided.  All land 
within the UCB is not intended for urban development; parks and 
natural-space land is provided and environmentally-sensitive areas 
are protected.  In order for the UCB to be effective, municipal services 
must be limited to areas of planned urban development.  Under 
special circumstances, services may be provided outside the UCB to 
reduce threats to public health or the environment, provided it does 
not create additional development potential. Rural land should not be 
reduced in size or capacity by the expansion of urban development 
outside of the Urban Containment Boundary; Approximately 100 
hectares of rural land located west of Grandon Creek was included 
within the UCB in the 1998 Official Community Plan, although only 
12.5 hectares (31 acres) of land was intended for development.  The 
extent of the UCB in this area is intended as an interim measure until 
the exact location of the Cluster Development Area is established.  
The Town will then adjust the UCB accordingly;  The Town shall 
support the designation of the Urban Containment Boundary (UCB) 
consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy, as shown on map 
‘Schedule 2.1’; The Town shall consider amendments to the UCB in 
the area west of Grandon Creek (see Policy 5 below); The inclusion of 
all of the “West Qualicum Beach Open Space Development Area” 
within the UCB as shown on “Schedule 2.1 Land Use” is intended as 
an interim measure until such time as the exact location of the 
“Cluster Development Area” (CDA) provided for under “Section 2.2.6 
Rural” of this Plan is established; Once the exact location of the CDA 
is known, the Town shall support the amendment of the UCB within 
the “West Qualicum Beach Open Space Development Area” in order 
to recognize the protected greenbelt area and define the limits of the 
“Cluster Development; At such time as the exact location of the CDA 
is known, the Town shall pursue an amendment to the UCB within the 
“West Qualicum Beach Open Space Development Area” in order to 
exclude the protected greenbelt area from the UCB and define the 
limits of the CDA; The Town shall not provide sewer services to areas 
located outside of the designated Urban Containment Boundary 
(UCB) or the municipal boundary, except where existing 
developments threaten public health or the environment; Additional 
urban development shall not be approved outside of the Urban 
Containment Boundary. 6. Proposed Expansions to the Town’s Urban 
Containment Boundary (UCB) should be supported by:  a) A land 
inventory demand and supply analysis that assesses the need for 
additional land to be included within the UCB;  b) A land use concept 
plan;  c) An environmental impact assessment that identifies 
environmentally sensitive areas;  d) A surface water or hydro-
geological study that assesses the availability and quality of water to 
service the proposed development with a community water system, 
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and the potential impacts of development on watershed function, 
including recharge capacities and surface runoff, as well as, on long 
term water supply to existing development and undeveloped lands 
located within the UCB; e) A study that identifies how wastewater 
disposal will be addressed and what the impacts will be on the 
capacities of existing treatment facilities;   

Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 800, 2018 SCHEDULE NO.1 
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f) A transportation study that identifies:  a. Existing road traffic 
conditions;  b. Downstream impacts of additional traffic resulting from 
the proposed development; and  c. Demand for transit service; The 
“Estate Residential” area, as indicated on the map ‘Schedule 2.1’, is 
made up of large, heavily-forested parcels of land that include some 
old-growth trees.  The lands are not within the Urban Containment 
Boundary and form part of the Town’s greenbelt; 2. The Town shall 
not extend municipal services into areas designated as “Estate 
Residential” except under special conditions identified under the 
Urban Containment policies in Section 2.1.1. Rural areas to the west, 
south and east of the urban containment boundary make up a 
protected Greenbelt area; The ALR lands and the adjacent areas 
designated as “Rural” are located outside the Urban Containment 
Boundary and are not designated for development purposes; 
however, they are important as areas where a rural lifestyle can 
continue to exist within close proximity of the uptown area. The Town 
supports the location of a destination resort within the golf course 
property (‘Pheasant Glen Golf Resort’) located on the south boundary 
of the Town, as indicated on map ‘Schedule 2.1’, provided that the 
development: does not threaten the urban containment policies of this 
Plan; To encourage infill of existing residential areas and to 
discourage urban sprawl, it is not in the interest of the Town to provide 
sewer services in its ‘Rural’ or ‘Estate Residential’ areas outside the 
Urban Containment Boundary, or outside of the municipal boundary 
other than to publicly-owned propertie; he Town shall not provide 
sanitary sewer services to areas located outside of the designated 
“Urban Containment Boundary” (UCB) or the municipal boundary, 
except where existing developments threaten public health or the 
environment; For the Urban Containment Boundary to be effective in 
controlling sprawl, services must be limited to areas where urban 
development is desired; The Town shall not provide water services to 
areas located outside of the designated “Urban Containment 
Boundary” (UCB) or the municipal boundary, except where existing 
developments threaten public health or the environment, including the 
servicing of industrial land outside the UCB where it would not 
compromise the Plan’s principles and policies regarding urban 
containment; At the time that the Pheasant Glen Destination Resort 
was rezoned, both the Regional Growth Strategy and the Official 
Community Plan made allowances for possible destination resorts 
outside of urban containment boundaries in rural areas.  Sensitive 
integration of such developments must complement the 
environmental, economic and social attributes of the area; RCS: Does 
the OCP‘s Urban Containment Boundary match the RGS’s Growth 
Containment Boundary; The Town will manage growth through an 
Urban Containment Boundary that is independent of the Growth 
Containment Boundary in the Regional Growth Strategy. Section 2.1.1 
“Urban Containment Boundary” 
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SAYWARD 0 
 

TAHSIS 0 
 

TOFINO 13 (Village 
Containme
nt 
Boundary) 

Context Statement: identification of a village containment boundary; 
Village Containment Boundary relates to a defined area within which 
‘urban’ or village uses will be promoted, such as higher density 
development and the majority of commercial uses. The majority of 
long-term future population growth will occur within the Village 
Containment Boundary; Maintain a Village Containment Boundary and 
Village Reserve Area;Growth management: 1. The District will 
maintain a Village Containment Boundary as identified on Map 1: 
Land Use, within which the majority of future residential and 
commercial development will be directed; 2. A Village Containment 
Boundary, as identified on Map 1: Land Use, and associated Village 
Reserve Area will include sufficient land to accommodate population 
growth for the next fifty years; The District will limit infrastructure and 
service provision outside of the Village Containment Boundary, 
MacKenzie Neighbourhood and Chesterman Beach Neighbourhood 
and designated Tourism Destination Areas;Housing;  Allocation of 
density bonusing for development within the Village Containment 
Boundary as one tool that provides on-site affordable housing or 
contributes to a District Housing Fund for the purpose of providing a 
range of affordable housing; amenities: In recognition of the increased 
value usually conferred on land through rezoning and of the need for 
new development to contribute to community amenities, the District 
may consider, as part of its development approval process, 
transferring densities to within the Village Containment Boundary; 
Where development proposals within the Village Containment 
Boundary identify a net benefit to the community in exchange for an 
identified desired amenity, the District will examine the amenity benefit 
to determine the potential contribution of the proposed development to 
Tofino’s quality of life; . Where Council deems a net benefit to the 
community obtained from a development amenity proposal within the 
Village Containment Boundary is in the community’s interest, Council 
may undertake to approve the development by stipulating provisions 
for the amenity; Village containment boundary means the area 
designated within which the majority of future residential and 
commercial development will be directed. This area includes the
 Downtown areas and the Village reserve. 

UCLUELET 0 
 

ZEBALLOS 0 
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Appendix C  
 
Counting of UCB Entries in Official Community Plans 
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Appendix D.  
 
Approximate Sizes of UCBs in Municipalities on 
Vancouver Island 

MUNICIPALITY SIZE UCB KM2 

CENTRAL SAANICH 7 

COLWOOD 17.66 

CITY OF DUNCAN 2.05 

ESQUIMALT 7.08 

HIGHLANDS 2 

LADYSMITH 12.39 

LAKE COWICHAN 8.05 

LANGFORD 39.94 

METCHOSIN 0 

NORTH COWICHAN 18.95 

NORTH SAANICH 4 

Saanich District of  50 

OAK BAY 10.53 

SIDNEY 5.1 

SOOKE 21 

VICTORIA 2.5 

VIEW ROYAL 5.42 

ALERT BAY 1.69 

CAMPBELL RIVER 36 

COMOX 16.74 

COURTENAY 32.41 

CUMBERLAND 3.92 

GOLD RIVER 10.94 

LANTZVILLE 8.46 

NANAIMO 81.28 

PARKSVILLE 19 

PORT ALBERNI 27.63 

PORT ALICE 7.04 

PORT HARDY 5.14 

PORT MCNEILL 1.55 

QUALICUM BEACH 9.61 
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SAYWARD 4.51 

TAHSIS 5.25 

TOFINO 1.8 

UCLUELET 6.49 

ZEBALLOS 1.56 

Average  13.74138889 
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Appendix E.  
 
Municipalities with More Restrictive UCBs 

Municipality  
Municipality 
Size KM2 

UCB Size (% 
of Land 
Base) 

Pop 
growth UCB Size KM2 

CENTRAL SAANICH 41.33 12.7 5.50% 5.24 

HIGHLANDS 38.05 5 5% 2 

METCHOSIN 71.13 0 -2% 0 

NORTH COWICHAN 195.96 9.6 3% 18.81 

NORTH SAANICH 37.27 10.8 1.40% 4 

SAANICH   103 48 4% 49 

SOOKE 58 36 12.50% 20.88 

VIEW ROYAL 14.36 37.7 10.90% 5.3 

CAMPBELL RIVER 156 36 5.10% 56.16 

LANTZVILLE 27.68 30.5 0.10% 8.44 

QUALICUM BEACH 17.98 53 2.90% 9.5 

TOFINO 10.55 17 3% 1.7 

AVERAGES 64.27583333 24.69166667  15.08583333 
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Appendix F.  
 
Municipalities with Less Restrictive UCBs 

Municipality  
Municipality 
Size KM2 

UCB Size (% 
of Land 
Base) 

Pop 
growth UCB Size KM2 

COLWOOD 17.66 100 4.80% 17.66 

CITY OF DUNCAN 2.05 100 24.00% 2.05 

ESQUIMALT 7.08 100 8.90% 7.08 

LADYSMITH 13.83 89.5 7.80% 12.39 

LAKE COWICHAN 8.05 100 5.80% 8.05 

LANGFORD 39.94 100 20.90% 39.94 

OAK BAY 10.53 100 0.40% 10.53 

SIDNEY 5.1 100 4.40% 5.1 

VICTORIA 19.47 100 7.20% 19.47 

ALERT BAY 1.69 100 12.40% 1.69 

COMOX 16.74 100 2.90% 16.74 

COURTENAY 32.41 100 5.70% 32.41 

CUMBERLAND 29.11 100 10.10% 29.11 

GOLD RIVER 10.94 100 -4.30% 10.94 

NANAIMO 90.76 89.5 8.00% 81.28 

PARKSVILLE 21.84 86.9 4.80% 21.84 

PORT ALBERNI 27.63 100 -0.50% 27.63 

PORT ALICE 7.04 100 -17.50% 7.04 

PORT HARDY 5.14 100 2.60% 5.14 

PORT MCNEILL 1.55 100 -5.60% 1.55 

SAYWARD 4.51 100 -1.90% 4.51 

TAHSIS 5.25 100 -21.50% 5.25 

UCLUELET 6.49 100 5.50% 6.49 

ZEBALLOS 1.56 100 -14.40% 1.56 

AVERAGES 16.09875 98.57916667  15.64375 
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Appendix G.  
 
All Data 

MUNICIPALITY Size 
UCB 
Size% Pop. Growth (2011-2016) Size km2 

CENTRAL SAANICH 41.33 12.7 5.50% 5.24 

COLWOOD 17.66 100 4.80% 17.66 

CITY OF DUNCAN 2.05 100 0.24% 2.05 

ESQUIMALT 7.08 100 8.90% 7.08 

HIGHLANDS 38.05 5 5% 2 

LADYSMITH 13.83 89.5 7.80% 12.39 

LAKE COWICHAN 8.05 100 5.80% 8.05 

LANGFORD 39.94 100 20.90% 39.94 

METCHOSIN 71.13 0 -2% 0 

NORTH COWICHAN 195.96 9.6 3% 18.81 

NORTH SAANICH 37.27 10.8 1.40% 4 

SAANICH   103 48 4% 49 

OAK BAY 10.53 100 0.40% 10.53 

SIDNEY 5.1 100 4.40% 5.1 

SOOKE 58 36 12.50% 20.88 

VICTORIA 19.47 100 7.20% 19.47 

VIEW ROYAL 14.36 37.7 10.90% 5.3 

ALERT BAY 1.69 100 12.40% 1.69 

CAMPBELL RIVER 156 36 5.10% 56.16 

COMOX 16.74 100 2.90% 16.74 

COURTENAY 32.41 100 5.70% 32.41 

CUMBERLAND 29.11 100 10.10% 29.11 

GOLD RIVER 10.94 100 -4.30% 10.94 

LANTZVILLE 27.68 30.5 0.10% 8.44 

NANAIMO 90.76 89.5 8.00% 81.28 

PARKSVILLE 21.84 86.9 4.80% 21.84 

PORT ALBERNI 27.63 100 -0.50% 27.63 

PORT ALICE 7.04 100 -17.50% 7.04 

PORT HARDY 5.14 100 2.60% 5.14 

PORT MCNEILL 1.55 100 -5.60% 1.55 

QUALICUM BEACH 17.98 53 2.90% 9.5 
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SAYWARD 4.51 100 -1.90% 4.51 

TAHSIS 5.25 100 -21.50% 5.25 

TOFINO 10.55 17 3% 1.7 

UCLUELET 6.49 100 5.50% 6.49 

ZEBALLOS 1.56 100 -14.40% 1.56 
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Appendix H.  
 
Content Analysis Emergent Codes  

Emergent Codes 

ADMIN-Administration (includes terms relating to administration and naming of Maps, 

Table of Contents, Figures, etc.) 

AFH-Affordable Housing (includes terms relating to the provision of affordable housing) 

AM- Amendments (includes terms relating to changes to UCB such as land supply, review, 

amend, adjust) 

AMT-Amenity (includes terms relating to amenity extraction in UCB areas) 

DES-Descriptions (includes terms relating to present UCB conditions, and history) 

DEF- Definitions (includes terms relating to describe UCB 

ECDEV- Economic (includes terms relating to economic development) 

EN-Environmental (includes terms relating to environmental protection) 

FGM-Future GM (includes terms relating to future growth, or future changes to the UCB) 

GM-Growth Management (includes terms relating to Development, Settlement Patterns, 

Growth, Direct, Intensification)  

H- Housing (includes terms relating to relating to Infill, Residential, etc.). 

IND-Industrial (terms relating to industrial development and servicing of industrial) 

INST-Institutional (terms relating to institutional uses) 

P-PARK (terms relating to Parks, Trails, Open Space, Recreation, Tourism) 
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RUR-Rural (terms relating to Rural, Agriculture+/-, Lands Beyond the UCB) 

REG-Regional (terms relating to Regional Growth Strategies, Context, Regional District, 

Regional Context Statements) 

SER-Servicing (terms relating to water, sewer, storm water management) 

TR-Transportation (terms relating to Roads, Sidewalks, Connectivity) 

+ inside/ - outside 
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Appendix I. 
 
Content Analysis Themes 

NON-POLICY 

 

ADMIN-
Administration 
(includes terms 
relating to 
administration and 
naming of Maps, 
Table of Contents, 
Figures, etc.) 

 

DEF- Definitions 
(includes terms 
relating to 
describe UCB 

 

DES-Descriptions 
(includes terms 
relating to present 
UCB conditions, 
and history) 

 

LONG TERM 

 

AM- Amendments 
(includes terms 
relating to changes 
to UCB such as 
land supply, 
review, amend, 
adjust) 

 

FGM-Future GM 
(includes terms 
relating to future 
growth, or future 
changes to the 
UCB) 

 

GM-Growth 
Management 
(includes terms 
relating to 
Development, 
Settlement 
Patterns, Growth, 
Direct, 
Intensification)  

 

REG-Regional 
(terms relating to 
Regional Growth 
Strategies, 
Context, Regional 
District, Regional 
Context 
Statements 

GREEN 

 

EN-Environmental 
(includes terms 
relating to 
environmental 
protection) 

 

P-PARK (terms 
relating to Parks, 
Trails, Open 
Space, Recreation, 
Tourism) 

 

RUR-Rural (terms 
relating to Rural, 
Agriculture, Lands 
Beyond the UCB) 

 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

SER-Servicing 
(terms relating to 
water, sewer, storm 
water management) 

 

TR-Transportation 
(terms relating to 
Roads, Sidewalks, 
Connectivity) 

 

PEOPLE 

 

AFH-Affordable 
Housing 
(includes terms 
relating to the 
provision of 
affordable 
housing) 

 

AMT-Amenity 
(includes terms 
relating to 
amenity 
extraction in 
UCB areas) 

 

ECDEV- 
Economic 
(includes terms 
relating to 
economic 
development) 

 

H-Housing ( 
includes terms 
relating to 
relating to Infill, 
Residential, 
etc.). 

 

IND-Industrial 
(terms relating 
to industrial 
development 
and servicing of 
industrial) 
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INST-
Institutional 
(terms relating 
to institutional 
uses) 

 

 

 


