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THE GREATEST STIMULI FOR INNOVATIVE URBAN AND REGIONAL PLANNING 
in the last decade have been the problems created by rapid urban growth and suburban sprawl. In the United States, 
the problems created by the growth of the coastal states have brought together developers and environmentalists, 
conservatives and liberals, in their quest for city plans and procedures that would keep their cities attractive to 
current and future residents. Growth management has attempted to reduce problems due to congestion, water 
supply, used water disposal, housing price inflation, and the lack of access to natural amenities. The innovative too~ 
of growth management have become the hallmark of progressive planning to the extent that states such as Maine, 
which might not be growing all that rapidly, have adopted growth management strategies. 1 

This article assesses the extent to 
which the planning directors of 
the growing municipalities of 
English Canada recognize growth 
as a problem and develop 
strategies to deal with it. The 
article presents the results of a 
mail survey of planning directors 
in the growing Canadian 
municipalities that had 
populations of at least 10,000 in 
1991. Smaller municipalities were 
thought not to have planning 
departments with experience in 
dealing with growth 
management. The 181 
municipalities that had a positive 
growth rate were identified by 
comparing their 1986 and 1991 
populations using the machine
readable census files (p-census).2 

More than half (52.5 percent) of 
the questionnaires were filled out 
and returned by planning 
directors or designated staff 
planners. Forty percent of the 
responses came from cities with 
an average annual population 
growth rate of over 2 percent. 
Thirty percent had rates under 
one percent. Responses were 
obtained from the major 
Canadian cities. 

The perception of 
growth-related 
problems 

Planning directors were asked for 
their own impressions of growth
related problems, as well as for 
their views regarding the public's 
and the municipal council's 
perceptions of the problems. 3 

Their sense of the views in 
related departments was also 
solicited.4 
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Table 1 shows that most planners 
perceive general support for 
growth in their municipalities. 
According to the statistics, 
planners believe that they, along 
with municipal councils, are 
strong supporters of growth, and 
that the general public exhibits 
ambivalence on the issue. Only 3 
percent of councils are thought 
of as opposing growth. No 
planning department opposes 
growth, while 21 percent of the 
respondents see the general 
public as opposed to growth. 
Table 2 presents the correlation 
between the perceived rate of 
growth in each land-use category 
and the degree of support for 
growth from the different 
agencies. The negative 
coefficients show that support 
diminishes with the rate of 
growth. The correlation between 
the strength of support for 
growth and the perception of the 
severity of specific problems are 
presented in Table 3, and the 
following observations are 
drawn: 

' ' 

1 The planners see that their 
municipal councils' support for 
growth decreases with traffic 
congestion and problems in 
housing affordability. The 
greater the growth of medium 
and higher density housing, the 
lower their support for growth. 

2 The planners think that public 
opposition to growth is tied 
largely to traffic congestion and 
housing affordability. No 
correlation was found between 
support for or opposition to 
growth and the growth rates in 
four categories of land use 
(Table 2). 

3 Planning departments oppose 
low-density and leap-frog 
suburban expansion as well as 
housing affordability problems. 
The degree to which they are 
opposed to growth is 
correlated with the rate of 
growth of medium and higher 
density housing. 

TABLE 1 

It is curious that support for 
growth diminishes when growth 
is seen to bring about sprawl and 
problems in housing affordability. 
However, support for growth 
also diminishes when the growth 
takes the form of medium and 
higher density housing - by the 
kind of housing that reduces 
sprawl and creates lower prices. 
More research is needed to 
explain this apparent 
contradiction . 

Community support for or 
opposition to growth can also be 
assessed by examining the 
official plans of the surveyed 
municipalities. In response to a 
question asking "would you 
classify your official I general pl~ 
as: (1) a strongly pro-growth 
document; (2) a moderately pro 
growth document; (3) pro
growth; or (4) neither," over 70 
percent said that their cities' 
official plans are "pro-growth" 
documents, while 15 percent sa1 
them as "strongly pro-growth." 
With few exceptions, the 

,,~~\ Perceived Level of Support for Growth by Various Groups 

Group Perceived Level of Support 

Strongly Oppose Neither Support Strongly 
Oppose Growth Oppose nor Growth Support 
Growth Support Growth 

Growth 

General public 4 17 22 51 3 

Municipal council 1 2 11 59 29 

Planning department 0 0 14 71 16 

Transportation/Engineering 0 2 27 61 11 

Parks/Recreation 0 0 t 42 50 7 
·, ' 

n cases 9l 

26 
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municipalities operating under 
the "strongly pro-growth" 
planning documents had annual 
population growth rates under 
1.5 percent. While no city was 
"anti-growth," 28 percent of the 
official plans were " neither pro
growth nor anti-growth ." Many 
cities promote "balanced" or 
" good" growth rather than "any 
type" of growth. The growth
related problems that are 
publicized in the US planning 
literature appear only in the 
Vancouver and Toronto areas. 

Table 4 ranks the perceived 
growth-related problems. 
Growth "outstripping 
infrastructure, both hard and 
soft" was the most commonly 
perceived problem, along with 
declining levels of service 
delivery. Raising revenues to 
finance the necessary capital 
improvements was difficult given 
provincial funding cutbacks and 
resistance among developers to 
development cost charges. 
Consequently, a number of 

planning directors reported that 
infrastructure requirements and 

development demands 
constituted their main source of 

problems. 

The second most commonly 
perceived set of problems 
involved traffic congestion , with 
its high noise levels, accidents, 
pollution, delays, and increased 
wear and tear on roadways. 
These problems were viewed as 
being extremely difficult to solve 
because the funding needed to 

build additional roadways was 
generally not unavailable. 

Sprawl was the third most 
commonly perceived problem. It 
reduces the amount of green 
space and industrial land , and 

accelerates the loss of prime 
agricultural land and other 
environmentally sensitive land 
resources. Growth also causes 
loss of community character, 
lowers development standards, 
and reduces the compatibility 
between new and existing 
development. Some planners saw 
growth as eroding the character 
of their cities and lowering the 
quality of life possible in their 
communities. 

TABLE 2 
Correlation Between the Degree of Support for Growth 

Growth 
management 
approaches 

Support for Growth by: 

General Public 

Planning Department 

Transportation Department 

Parks Department 

Municipal Council 

and Perceived Rates of Growth 

Rate of Growth by Land Use Category: 

Low Medium High 
Density Density Density 

ns ns ns 

ns -0.1966 -0.2781 

ns ns ns 

ns ns -0.2025 

ns -0.2516 -0.2595 

Downtown 
Commerical 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

Of the 67 planning directors that 
saw themselves as having 
growth-related problems, less 
than half had plans or initiatives 
to deal with them. Of the 28 
respondents reporting no 
growth-related problems, 18 (64 
percent) said that they had 

growth management policies in 
place. The relationship between 

. . 
ns not different from zero at the .10 probability level. the perception of growth as a 

problem and a municipality's 

TABLE 3 
Correlation Between Support for Growth and 

decision to adopt a growth 
management program was 
tested for statistical association . 
None could be found at the .05 
probability level, which means 
that there is no relationship 
between the adoption of a 
"growth management program" 
as defined by the planners and 
the perception of growth as a 
problem. The presence of a 

growth management plan and 
the perception of growth as a 
problem by the planning director 
are statistically independent 
events. This may mean that 
Canadian planning is being 
determined by US literature that 
has been emphasizing the 
growth management problems 
of coastal states, rather than by 
the actual problems of Canadian 
municipalities. Alternatively, it 
may mean that planning for 
growth management is the same 
as regular planning - only the 
label has changed. 

Support for Growth by: 

General Public 

Planning Department 

Municipal Council 

Twenty-three respondents 
consider "NIMBY" (Not In My 
Back Yard) to be a growth

related problem, and fourteen 
reported public opposition to 
new development. Pressures on 
financial and human resources 
(i.e. , "growth does not pay for 
itself," or "growth has negative 
tax implications") were 
problematic to 12 respondents. 
Several planning directors saw 

the high rate of growth of their 
municipalities as putting their 
planning departments "in the 
position of responding to 
development applications on a 
concession block basis rather 
than being able to lead the 
issues." Other problems included 
the threat to the viability of the 
urban core (9 respondents), 

environmental problems (9), 
housing price increases (5), and 
difficulty in maintaining the 
municipality's established policy 
directions (3). Overall, the 
problems described by the 

planning directors appear to be 
the usual kinds that city planners 
have do deal with in normal 

practice. 

Perceived Growth Related Problems 

Perceived Growth Related Problems 

Traffic Low Density Leap-frog Housing 
Congestion Suburban Development Affordability 

Expansion 

-0.2701 ns ns -0.3321 

ns -0.2844 -0.3265 -0.2549 

ns ns ns -0.3916 
.. 

ns not different from zero at the .10 probability level. 

Respondents were presented 
with a list of the common 

growth-related problems 
described in US planning 
literature, and were asked to 
assess how troublesome these 
problems were for their 
municipalities (Table 5) . Seven of 
the problems listed in the survey 
instrument - inner-city decline, 
air pollution , inadequate water 

supply, inadequate water quality, 
crowded facilities, agricultural 
land loss, and leap-frog 
development - were ranked as 
"not a problem" for the majority 

of municipalities. "Minor" or 
"moderate" problems included: 
low-density suburban 
development, lack of street 

parking, road congestion, 
inadequate water disposal, 
insufficient landfill capacity, and 
loss of environmentally sensitive 
land . Respondents were asked to 
identify which of the eighteen 
candidate problems were the 
most important and second most 
important within their 
municipalities; their responses are 
summarized in Table 6. The 
planning directors saw capital 
cost recovery, infrastructure gaps, 
and traffic congestion as the 
three most severe problems 
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shared by most municipalities. 
Housing affordability problems 
came in fourth. However, for the 
general public and municipal 
councils, the perception of 
increasing problems in housing 
affordability is strongly correlated 
with opposition to growth. The 
importance of housing 
affordability problems may have 
been understated by the 
respondents, who may believe 
that these are the most difficult 
for cash-strapped municipalities 
to solve. 

TABLE 4 
The Most Frequently Reported Growth Related Problems 
% Reporting the problem: 

66% 

22 % 

18% 

15% 

13 % 

12 % 

11% 

11 % 

7% 

3% 

Infrastructure and service gaps 

Traffic increases and congestion 

Sprawl 

Character loss & difficulty maintaining development 
compatibility 

NIMBY 

Pressures on municipal financial & human resources 

Threatened integrity of urban core 

Environmental problems/concerns 

Housing affordability/availability & jobs 
housing imbalance 

Council compromising policy direction 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% 
as respondents reported multiple problems. 
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TABLE 5 
Perceived 11;:xtent of Problems Listed in the Survey Instrument 

as a percentage of total respondents (95 respondents) 

Condition 

Low public transit ridership 

Capital cost recovery 

Infrastructure gaps 

Housing Affordability 

Jobs-Housing imbalances 

Road/traffic congestion 

Landfill capacity 

Low density suburban expansion 

_ Water disposal 

Inner city decline 

Environmental sensitive land loss 

Water quality 

Crowded facilities 

Air pollution 

Water supply 

Leapfrog development 

Agricultural land loss 

Lack of street parking 

Extent of Problem 
Not a Minor 
Problem Problem 

19% 16% 

14 29 

15 35 
37 24 

26 33 

22 40 

40 22 

35 32 

50 20 

49 23 

34 45 

56 24 

46 34 

53 27 

63 20 

55 22 

56 29 

47 40 

The growth management plans 
and initiatives used in Canada are 
listed in Table 7. The planning 
directors, for the most part, 
indicate that their community's 
official plan provides the needed 
long-range, comprehensive, 
general policy guide. Official 
plans manage growth by 
outlining how, when, and why 
community goals such as 

compact urban development, 
pedestrianization of 
neighbourhoods, promotion of 
alternative modes of 
transportation, and local self
sufficiency are to be 
accomplished. The document 

TABLE 6 
Most Important or Second Most Problem Facing 

Planning Directors 

Candidate problem # of respondents 
reporting problem 
as most or second 
most important 

Capital cost recovery 31 
Infrastructure gaps 28 
Traffic/road congestion 15 
Housing affordability 15 
Jobs-Housing imbalances 14 
Low density suburban expansion 13 
Inner city decline 10 
Public transit ridership 9 
Water disposal 8 
Water supply 6 
Leapfrog development 4 
Crowded facilities 4 
Environmental sensitive land loss 3 
Water quality 2 
Agricultural land loss 2 
Landfill capacity 2 
Air pollution 1 
Lack of street parking 1 
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Moderate Major 
Problem Problem 

36% 21% 

35 21 
34 15 

26 13 

23 15 

26 11 

22 12 

24 6 

20 9 
16 9 

19 2 

16 2 

16 4 

18 0 
11 6 
12 9 
11 3 

9 3 

provides municipal councils with 
a sound "framework for 
approving or disapproving 
development," and therefore 
ensures consistency in decision
making. While respondents 
indicated that their official plan 
was effective at managing local 
growth, they also reported that 
its limited scope made it difficult 
to deal with inter-municipal 
development concerns. 
Consequently, half of the 
respondents indicated that their 
municipalities had entered into 
planning agreements with 
surrounding municipalities. Of 
these, 20 percent had developed 
joint or "consistent" official plans 
with surrounding municipalities.5 

Planning directors trying to 
mitigate problems created by 
infrastructure gaps developed 
infrastructure plans to guide the 
growth of their municipalities. 
One third had coordinated 
service expansion with growth 
and prioritized projects to resolve 
infrastructure deficiencies. The 

scope of these plans was larger 
than required by the local 
community plan, as 38 percent 
of the planning directors had 
entered into shared infrastructure 

agreements with neighbouring 
municipalities. A number of 
respondents (23 percent) 
indicated that zoning and other 
traditional regulatory planning 
mechanisms formed part of their 
growth management strategy. 
Zoning by-laws, site plan reviews 
and urban design guidelines are 
used by Canadian municipalities 
to move towards management 
goals such as compact, 
continuous and mixed use 
development. 
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Most municipalities make use of 
only a few rather conventional 
growth management tools, such 

as mixed-use zoning, 
development fees, user fees, 
recycling programs, urban 
growth boundaries, infill 

programs and traffic calming 
initiatives. One half of the 
planning agencies also use less 
conventional tools, such as plans 
to monitor goal attainment 
progress, zero-lot lines, 
ecological audits, incentive 
zoning, planned unit develop
ment, public land banking, 

green-belts, and cluster zoning. 
Fewer use trend indicators, 
minimum density requirements, 
infrastructure concurrency, and 
transfers of development rights. 
Only 15 percent use 
performance zoning, energy 
efficient siting requirements, 
transit zoning districts, 
development permit caps, and 
floating zoning. 

Impediments to 
effedive growth 
planning 

The respondents were asked to 
identify the main impediments to 
growth management planning. 
Since the survey expresses the 
opinion of the people responsible 
for making plans, one might 
expect that the impediments 
reflect the nature of the more 

general problems faced by 
planning directors. It is therefore 
not surprising that most of the 
planning directors (80 percent) 
consider funding problems to be 
the most significant barrier to 
effective growth management. 
This finding coincides with 
reports in the US literature which 
state that funding is the single
most important factor in defining 
a successful growth management 
system (DeGrove and Miness 

1992). Without adequate staff 
and revenue, a growth 
management program cannot be 
effectively administered, 
regardless of the sophistication of 
the plans. Community opposition 
and reluctance to accept growth 
was also identified as a serious 
impediment to growth 
management, with 20 percent of 
the planners regarding it as a 
major barrier. If the public had a 
better understanding of the costs 
of developing and not 
developing, and of the potential 

role that growth management 
could play in promoting "good" 
development, much of the 
opposition to new projects would 
be reduced and the "public 
distrust of city processes" would 
be calmed. A significant 
constraint in 15 percent of the 
municipalities is the lack of 
political will on the part of 

council to uphold accepted 
policies and to "stay on track." I 
lack of consistency in decision
making jeopardizes the objective 
of established growth 
management plans and fuels 
skepticism and confusion amoni 
the general public and the 
development community. 

The planning directors regarded 
the resistance of their respective 
councils to high-density 
residential development as an 
impediment to their ambitions 
for growth management. Other 
barriers included: continued 

pressure from developers for 
single-family residential zoning 
(12 percent of respondents); 
market-related issues such as 

poor economic conditions and 
volatile real estate markets (12 
percent); residential growth 
trends (e.g., leap-frog 
development and low density 
residential development 
occurring on the periphery) 
within and between 
municipalities (8 percent); 
restrictive political boundaries (8 

percent); and inter-departmenta 
issues (7 percent) . 

Charaderistics of 
effedive plans 

The three growth management 
strategies most frequently used 
by municipalities - official pla~ 
zoning by-laws, and provision, 
phasing and prioritization plans 
for infrastructure - were 
reported by the largest number 
of planners as being among the 
most effective approaches to 
growth management. The offio 
community plan can serve as a 
good growth management 
"vision," and zoning regulation 
provide a suitable means for 
implementing it. The two 
planning tools provide the 
necessary framework for makin 
progress towards such 
management goals as compact 
development, reduced 
automobile dependency, and 
economic and social 
diversification. 
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The respondents who claimed 
that their infrastructure phasing 

and prioritization plans were 
effective believed that these 
plans can channel growth in 
desired directions by detailing 
"serviceable areas," "service 
boundaries" and "service 
rationing areas ." By monitoring 
the capacity of sewer and water 
treatment facilities, servicing 
allocation strategies and joint 
servicing agreements were 
effective in avoiding gaps in 
water and sewer servicing. 
Fourteen planning directors 
indicated that secondary and 

area redevelopment plans were 
among their most successful 
growth management initiatives 
- that these plans were more 
effective than the official 
community plan because they 
were more detailed , and 
provided a more realistic vision of 
where, when and what type of 
growth was going to occur. 
Other less frequently mentioned 
devices included municipal 
housing statements that 
encourage diversity in housing 
type and tenure as well as jobs
housing balances; watershed and 
land conservation plans; and 
comprehensive plans that avoid 
fragmented growth and that use 
infrastructure in an efficient 
manner. 

The planners from the fastest 
growing municipalities 
considered the three most 
popular growth management 
plans - official plans, 
infrastructure plans and zoning 
regulations - to be the least 
effective. The official plan was 
characterized as too general and 
" passive. " 6 In particular, the 
official plan was believed to be 
unable to define the 
municipality's growth 
management strategy 
adequately. Furthermore, 
particular zoning designations 
such as spot zoning and "to-be
determined land designations" 
often frustrated growth 

' .. ~.. "' ,,,• '" .. 0 

,. ~- . ,,.·-, 

management strategies. This 
finding suggests that the 
traditional planning tools may 
not be sufficiently specialized to 
manage growth in rapidly 
growing communities. 

Other respondents suggested 
that plans for infrastructure 
provision, phasing and 
prioritization were among their 
least effective management 
tools, and that concepts such as 
"serviceable areas" and "service 
boundaries" were difficult to 
establish . Moreover, fiscal 
constraints often caused 

infrastructure priorities to shift as 
development was approved for 
the purpose of generating 
additional revenue for the 
municipality. Such changes in 
infrastructure priorities were seen 
to undermine growth 
management plans. 

Recommended 
approaches 

Table 8 lists the respondents' 
suggestions for improving 
growth management. The most 
frequent suggestion (given by 20 
percent of respondents) called 
for the creation of an innovative 
system for financing growth. 
According to the respondents, 
municipalities have been left with 
revenue problems because of 
factors such as changes to the 
development charge acts, senior 

government downloading, 
government funding cuts, and 
the reality that growth does not 
pay for itself. The respondents 
offered the following as 
examples of innovative solutions: 
cost-sharing agreements 
between senior levels of 
government, and possibly 
between municipalities; increased 
flexibility in defining and 
applying development charge 
schedules; and increased use of 
private /public sector 
agreements. Without adequate 

revenue, individual problems 
cannot be properly addressed, 
and a compounding effect can 
create a continuously 
deteriorating situation. For 
example, revenue shortfalls lead 
to gaps in infrastructure and 
service, which then frustrate 
growth management as piece
meal development is approved 
solely for purposes of generating 
the revenue needed to catch up 
to the shortfalls in infrastructure 
and service brought about by 
earlier growth. 

The second most common group 

of recommendations stressed the 
need to improve coordination 
between infrastructure and 
development, as well as to 
increase public participation and 
education in the planning 
process. Many planning directors 
suggested improvements in 
infrastructure coordination, 
believing that the potential for 
infrastructure plans to guide 
growth was not being fulfilled. 
Growth follows infrastructure; 

planners can therefore influence 
where and when development 
occurs through infrastructure 
planning. 

The planners calling for increased 
public participation and 
education believed that problems 
such as "NIMBY" and "CAVE" 
(Citizens Against Virtually 
Everything) could be lessened if 

residents fully understood the 
costs and benefits of growth . By 
involving citizens in the decision
making process, support for 
development decisions may be 
better secured. Other 
suggestions include local 
government restructuring (e.g., 
amalgamation, annexation of 
township lands, and streamlining 
of the planning system) . Some 
planners want studies to develop 
a better understanding of the 
impacts of growth on municipal 
finance and on service delivery 
capacities. Such an 
understanding would facilitate 

planning that addresses problems 
before they arise. 

The following general 
recommendations were offered 

by the planning directors 
responding to our survey: 

1 Ensure extensive public 
participation in the design 
stage of the program. 

Growth management programs 
will not work without public 
support. Public support can be 
garnered through public 
participation in the decision
making process and through 
consultation to identify 
community needs. A policy or 
program designed without the 
participation of public and 
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TABLE 7 
Most Frequently Used Components of Growth 

Management Programs 

% Using Description 

30% Official Community Plans 

20% Infrastructure phasing/ prioritization and servicing 
agreements 

15% Planning regulations 
(eg., zoning by-laws, site plans & urban design guidelines to 

promote compact, mixed use development) 

13 % Watershed/Land conservation plans 
(eg., habitat protection policies; farmland preservation policies) 

12% Growth management program 
(eg., growth triggers, targets, core areas; containment policies; 

traffic calming; and regional management strategies) 

12% Other 

9% 

8% 

7% 

6% 

5% 

(eg., comprehensive development plans; advisory groups; task 

forces; mediation services groups; developer pre-negotiation ; 

streamlined "one-window" planning services) 

Growth capacity inventory & affordable housing 

programs 

Development charge by-laws & cost sharing 
agreements 

Impact assessment policies 
(eg., financial , social and environmental impact assessment of 

additional growth) 

Secondary Plans 

Economic development strategy & downtown 
revitalization program 

TABLE 8 
Strategies to Improve Municipal Growth Management 

as indicated by respondents 

% Recommending Tool Description 

15% Increase public participation in planning process while 
educating public & stakeholders 

15% Comprehensive planning 
(eg., integrated land use planning with transportation planning; 

subwatershed planning) 

13 % Proactive planning & long range plans 

12% 

12% 

(eg., plan ahead, be visionary and use growth target areas) 

Innovative financing programs 

Infrastructure improvements, phasing & prioritization 

plans 
(eg., link infrastructure with development; use capacity of 

infrastructure to guide development) 

10% Economic strategic plan 
(eg., link economic plan with land use plan) 

10% Stronger planning standards 
(eg., downzoning; flexible setbacks) 

10% Other 

10% 

9% 

8% 

8% 

6% 

(eg., market impact studies; local gov't restructuring; address 

problems as they arise) 

Inter-municipal planning agreements 
(eg., joint use servicing agreements; cross boundary development 

issues) 

Regional growth management strategy 

Stronger Official Plans (eg., include stronger vision; 
well defined plan) 

Stronger relationship between staff & council 
(eg., political will to follow plans; supportive staff-council 

relationship) 

Urban fringe development control policies 
(eg. containment policy; tighter control over sequence of growth; 

avoid leapfrog development) 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% as some 
respondents provided multiple suggestions. 
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industry will be difficult to 
implement because the public 
often reacts negatively to 
policies being "imposed" on 
them . 

2 Ensure that policies have a 
strong vision. 

A clear vision of what the 
community wants to achieve 
- including details of how the 
vision is going to be realized -
is a necessary prerequisite for a 
successful growth management 
program. A " solid outline" 
specifying goals and objectives , 
along with a "long-term 
strategy," must be clearly 
established if results are to be 
obtained. Economic, social, 
political and environmental 
constraints should be factored 
into the vision. 

3 Develop a financial strategy. 

As highlighted by many 
· respondents, a community's 
growth management plan is 
"useless in the absence of [al 
financial strategy. " 
Municipalities should establish 
and assess their sources of 
revenue early so that growth 

management programs can be 
based on realistic goals. Once a 
financial strategy is developed, 
there should be a clear link 
between it and the growth 
management program 's 
implementation strategy. 

4 Develop a growth 
management program that is 
flexible. 
A successful growth 
management program should 

be flexible enough to adapt to 
changing circumstances 
without departing from the 
guiding vision and goals. 
Flexibility can be enhanced by 
a variety of tools in the growth 
management strategy. 

5 Ensure cooperation and 
coordination. 
A municipality' s plan should 
promote cooperation and 
coordination between 

departments, between 
surrounding municipalities, and 
between various levels of 

government. Coordination and 
cooperation improves a 
municipality's ability to achieve 
its stated goals. 

6 Ensure consistency in decisions. 
Consistency in decision-making 
should be ensured so that goals 
and objectives are not 
frustrated . Consistency with 
the goals and objectives of 
surrounding municipalities 
should likewise be sought. 
(This might run counter to 
recommendation #4, which 
calls for "flexibility.") 

7 Phase development with 
infrastructure. 
Infrastructure phasing plans 
should become a central part 
of growth management 
programs. 

8 Educate the public and council 
about the full costs and 
benefits of growth. 
Municipalities should educate 
the public about the need for 
growth in maintaining and 
improving service levels. · 
Council should engage a full 
cost-benefit analysis when 
developing growth directions. 

9 Understand the limitations of a 
growth management program. 
In general, the planning 
directors believe that growth 
management programs have 
considerable power to direct 
and manage growth . However, 
such programs also have 

limitations. The influence of 
market conditions on growth is 
often larger than that of the 
growth management plan 
itself. Growth management 

programs must develop 
objectives and goals that take 
account of market forces. 

Conclusion 

The typical Canadian growth 
management program is 
primarily concerned with local 
issues and consists of an official 
community plan linked to an 
infrastructure phasing 
/prioritization plan and zoning 
regulations. It tends to be no 
different from the conventional 
city plan . As the planning 
directors indicated, consistency 
and concurrency requirements 
are among the additional 

objectives sought through 
growth management programs. 
However, municipalities are not 
mandated by provincial 
legislation to achieve these 
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objectives. They must therefore 
rely on the goodwill and 
cooperation of their neighbours. 
Consequently, many respondents 
saw the objectives of their official 
community plans being 
undermined by the way growth 
was being managed in 
surrounding municipalities. These 
problems are a testament to the 
lack of provincially mandated 
concurrency and consistency 
requirements . 

The literature on growth 
management in Canada is 
remarkably sparse . While this 

short article provides some 
insight into the growth 
management practices of 
Canadian municipalities, much 
work can still be done. A more 
detailed examination of 
individual municipal 

management programs would be 
useful to the other municipalities 
that are thinking of developing 
their own strategies. Many other 

questions remain to be asked. 
For example, does a 

municipality's growth 
management program generate 
its own growth-related problems, 
and if so, what are they? If 
growth creates problems in 
housing affordability, how are 
they best addressed within a 
growth management program 
that may otherwise exacerbate 
them? Does the spatial 
concentration of development, 
the quest for compact urban 

form , create new growth-related 
problems for a municipality? Do 
the implemented growth 
management programs actually 
have an effect on city form? And 
lastly, what measurable financial 
savings for municipalities may be 
attributed to gro th 
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Notes 
I Descriptions of US experience with growth 

management can be found in Chinitz (1990), 
Clapp (1975) , DeGrove (1991), Landis (1993) , 
Nelson and Duncan (1995) , Schiffman (1989) 
and Stein 0992). 

2 Because our budget was limited, we could not 
translate the survey instrument, and therefore did 
not distribute the questionnaire in Quebec. 

3 ALi views presented here are those of the city 
planners who are, in part, responsible for their 
cities' plans regarding growth management. It is 
therefore assumed that the plans will not be 
subject to an "objective" assessment in this 
article. StiLi, the views do represent "professional 
opinion," and reflect the respondents' interest in 
sharing their experience with colleagues. 

4 We could not survey the other departments, the 
city councils or the public. The opinions of 
plan ning directors about the views of other people 
were collected. These opinions will be biased in 
the sense that the planners' own interests affect 
whal they say about the opinions of others. But in 
another sense, their opinions are not biased. The 
views that may maner in planning are the views 
that the planners perceive others to hold. 
Moreover, a planner's canWd impression of the 
opinions of city council might yield more reliable 
infonnation than a written response from a 
councillor. 

5 Examples of commonly reported joint planning 
agreements include: ( I) shared infrastructure and 
servicing agreements for hard and soft services; 
(2) coordinated planning between municipalities 
and counties regarding rural /urban conflicts, 
urban fringe development, and water quality 
protection; (3) shared stall and joint research 
(e.g., analysis of population, employment and 
transportation) ; (4) mutual planning advisory 
agreements. 

6 The survey left the definition of growth 
management to the respondent. As one of this 
journal 's anonymous referees correctly obsenred, 
"the lack of a clear definition makes ii possible, 
with a little stretching, to make it mean almost 
whatever anyone wants it to mean. lnWcative of 
that is the finding (table 7) that the most 
frequently used growth management tools were 
official community plans and infrastructure 
phasing. Any planner knows that many community 
plans are heavy on pious declarations and light on 
specifics, and that city councils frequently feel free 
to ignore them. And infrastructure phasing is often 
manipulated to accommodate the threats or 
blandishments of developers." 

Summary 
This report presents an overvie1 
of the growth management 
practices in Canadian 
municipalities as revealed 
through interviews with plannin 
directors. The major problems 
include the gap between the 
supplied and the needed 
infrastructure, increased traffic 

congestion , and fiscal shortfalls 
Other problems are created by 
inner city decline, increased air 

pollution and poor water qualil 
Most of the cities have growth 
management plans; however, ~ 
could find no statistical 
relationship between growth 

being perceived as a problem 
and the municipality's adoption 
of a growth management 
program. This finding illustrates 
the generic nature of many of 
the growth management 
programs used by Canadian 
municipalities. With few notabk 
exceptions, the typical Canadiill 
municipality's growth 
management program consists, 
an adaptation of standard 
planning protocol: an official 
community plan, an 
infrastructure phasing 
/prioritization plan and a zonin1 
by-law. Recommendations are 
offered. 
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Plan 

Resume 
Ce rapport, issu de plusieurs 
consultations aupres de 
responsab/es de l'urbanisme, 
presente un aperr;u des pratiques 
de gestion de la croissance dans 
/es municipalites canadiennes. 
Les principaux problemes 
observes sont I' ecart entre 
/'infrastructure disponib/e et /es 
besoins, /'engorgement de la 
circulation automobile et /es 
insuffisances fiscales. D'autres 
problemes proviennent du dee/in 
des centre-vii/es, de /'augmenta
tion de la pollution de /'air et de 
la mauvaise qualite de l'eau. La 
plupart des vii/es disposent d'un 
plan de gestion de la croissance, 
mais nous n'avons pu etablir de 
relation statistique entre le 
prob/eme que pose la croissance 
et /'adoption par Jes municipalites 
d'un programme de gestion de la 
croissance. Cette observation fait 
ressortir le caractere inadapte de 
nombreux programmes de gestion 
de la croissance en usage dans Jes 
municipalites canadiennes. Mis a 
part quelques rares exceptions, le 
programme de gestion de la 
croissance des municipalites n'est 
qu'une adaptation d'un protocole 
standard: plan d'amenagement 
de la communaute, plan de mise 
en phase et d'etab/issement des 
priorites pour Jes infrastructures et 
un reglement de zonage. 
Des solutions sont proposees. 
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