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T
he world in which we live and work is constantly 

changing. In these times of global upheaval, 

communities must often adjust to shifting 

economic forces that aff ect growth and employment. 

At the same time, the working world of the 21st century 

is changing, infl uenced by technology, demography, 

transportation, and lifestyles.  

The 2011 CIP Conference will explore themes around 

work, the changing nature of our working world, how 

the changing nature of work is redefi ning place and 

infl uencing community design and how our profes-

sion is responding.  The conference will bring together 

planners, architects, academics, engineers and policy 

makers from around the world to explore how our 

profession is taking advantage of new technologies, 

partnerships, practices, and theories to provide guid-

ance and leadership to the communities we serve.

KEYNOTE SPEAKERS:

Sam Schwartz

Founder, Sam Schwartz Engineering

Bjarke Ingels

Founding Partner, BIG—Bjarke Ingels Group

Keith Storey

Professor, Department of Geography, Memorial 

University of Newfoundland

Visit www.cip-icu.ca for information about online 

registration, accommodation, and sponsorship 

opportunities.

L
e monde dans lequel nous vivons et travaillons 

est en constante évolution. En cette ère de 

bouleversements à l’échelle du mondiale, les 

communautés doivent souvent s’adapter à des forces 

économiques en mutation qui aff ectent tant la crois-

sance que l’emploi. Parallèlement, le monde du travail 

au 21e siècle se transforme lui aussi, en fonction des 

progrès technologiques, des facteurs démographiques, 

des moyens de transport et des styles de vie.

Le congrès 2011 de l’ICU se penchera sur divers thèmes 

entourant le travail, la nature évolutive de cet univers 

particulier, les façons dont cette évolution redéfi nit les 

lieux de travail et infl uence le design communautaire, 

ainsi que les façons dont la profession s’y adapte. Le 

congrès réunira urbanistes, architectes, universitaires, 

ingénieurs et décideurs en provenance de partout sur 

le globe pour étudier comment notre profession est en 

mesure de tirer profi t des nouvelles technologies, par-

tenariats, pratiques et théories afi n que nous puissions 

off rir conseils et leadership aux communautés que nous 

desservons.  

CONFÉRENCIERS PRINCIPAUX :
Sam Schwartz

Fondateur, Sam Schwartz Engineering

Bjarke Ingels

Associé fondateur, BIG—Bjarke Ingels Group

Keith Storey

Professeur, Département de la géographie, 

université Memorial de Terre-Neuve.

Consultez le site Web au www.cip-icu.ca pour tout 

renseignement sur l’inscription en ligne, l’hébergement 

et les possibilitiés de parrainage du congrès.

2011 CONGRÈS DE L’ICU
CIP CONFERENCE

ST. JOHNS, NEWFOUNDLAND JULY 10-13, 2011 | ST-JOHNS, TERRE-NEUVE-ET-LABRADOR, DU 10 AU 13 JUILLET 2011
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A WORD FROM THE PRESIDENT | 

IL S’AGIT DE MA DERNIÈRE CHRONIQUE dans 

la publication Plan Canada à titre de présidente de l’icu. 

J’ai profité de cette chance pour m’exprimer sur notre 

profession ainsi que sur les questions fondamentales en 

matière de planification qui constituent les catalyseurs 

des politiques urbaines, rurales et régionales. Je crois 

fermement que les planificateurs ont la capacité, mais 

avant tout, la responsabilité de montrer la voie à suivre 

relativement aux enjeux politiques nationaux qui influ-

ent sur nos lieux de résidence et de travail. Ces enjeux 

incluent notamment le changement climatique, le loge-

ment abordable, le transport urbain et la responsabilité 

environnementale. Au cours des années, Plan Canada a 

été un important vecteur de communication d’idées et 

de solutions à certains de ces défis constants. L’année 

dernière, nous avons célébré le cinquantenaire de Plan 

Canada en saluant sa place au sein de notre discours 

professionnel en tant qu’outil de rapprochement des 

praticiens et des théoriciens.

Puisqu’il s’agit du numéro d’été, il est légitime 

d’inclure un article sur la gestion de l’eau. La planifica-

tion de l’utilisation de l’eau et du territoire est au centre 

du travail d’élaboration des politiques de l’icu depuis la 

dernière année et demie. C’est une question qui nous 

tient tous à cœur—que nous travaillions dans un milieu 

urbain ou rural, ou au sein d’une communauté de 

grande ou de petite taille. Dans les mois à venir, l’icu 

THIS WILL BE MY LAST Plan Canada column as 

President of cip. I have enjoyed the opportunity to 

reflect on our profession, and on the critical planning 

issues that are drivers of urban, rural, and regional pol-

icy. I firmly believe that planners have the capacity, and 

more importantly, the responsibility, to lead on national 

policy matters affecting where we live and work. This 

may include climate change, affordable housing, urban 

transportation, and environmental stewardship—to 

name a few. Over the years, Plan Canada has been an 

important vehicle for communicating ideas and solu-

tions to some of these persistent challenges. Just this 

past year, we celebrated 50 years of Plan Canada, salut-

ing its place in our professional discourse by bringing 

together practitioners and academics.

This is the Summer issue, so it is fitting that we 

include an article on Water Stewardship. Water and 

land use planning have been central to cip’s policy focus 

work during the past year and a half. This is an issue 

that is important to us all—whether we work in urban 

or rural environments, in communities big or small. 

Over the coming months, cip will be engaging you in 

this policy initiative, as work begins on an action plan 
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MARNI CAPPE,
MCIP, RPP
cip President / 

Présidente de l’ICU

(2009-2011)

LE MOT DE LA PRÉSIDENTE

vous encouragera à participer à cette initiative straté-

gique dans le but d’élaborer un plan d’action qui 

servira à aider les planifi cateurs à intégrer tout ce qui 

concerne l’eau dans la pratique de planifi cation de 

l’utilisation du territoire.

Assumer la présidence de l’icu est assurément un 

immense privilège. J’ai eu d’innombrables occasions 

de rencontrer les planifi cateurs des quatre coins du 

pays et de la planète, et je constate que même si nous 

déplorons souvent l’absence de notre profession sur la 

scène nationale, nous nous portons mieux que bon 

nombre de nos collègues à l’étranger. Ainsi, j’ai 

entendu récemment le président du Royal Town 

Planning Institute au Royaume-Uni décrire l’urbanisme 

comme « une profession assiégée », citant le premier 

ministre qui qualifi ait les planifi cateurs d’« ennemis 

de l’entreprise ». Cette antipathie envers les urbanistes 

britanniques n’a pas eu autant d’échos que depuis l’ère 

de Margaret Thatcher. Selon moi, les urbanistes cana-

diens souff rent davantage de négligence anodine que 

d’hostilité ouverte. Notre condition peut être plus fa-

cilement améliorée et c’est ce que l’icu s’eff orce de faire.

Il est frappant d’observer qu’autant de « nos » 

enjeux majeurs—en tant que planifi cateurs d’un pays 

urbanisé riche—sont similaires à ceux des planifi ca-

teurs d’Amérique latine, de la Chine ou de l’Afrique du 

Sud. Les défi s que représentent l’urbanisation, la 

pauvreté, le changement climatique et le 

développement durable sont abordés 

partout dans le monde, mais la capacité 

de résoudre ces problèmes est ce qui 

divise les pays développés des pays en 

développement. Quantité de nos mem-

bres en ont fait l’expérience par eux-mêmes ; bien 

d’autres encore semblent disposés à essayer. Depuis les 

18 derniers mois, nous sommes témoins d’une série de 

catastrophes naturelles—d’Haïti au Japon, en passant 

par la Nouvelle-Zélande—et j’ai pu constater qu’un 

nombre toujours croissant de nos membres souhaitent 

aider à reconstruire ces territoires dévastés. 

Le 12 juillet prochain, madame Andrea Gabor enta-

mera son mandat de deux ans à titre de présidente de 

l’icu. Nous sommes privilégiés d’avoir une profession-

nelle aussi expérimentée, compétente et talentueuse 

qu’Andrea Gabor qui est, en outre, animée d’une véri-

table passion pour une bonne planifi cation et de belles 

villes. Madame Gabor est associée chez Urban 

Strategies depuis 20 ans, et elle a eu l’occasion de trai-

ter avec des clients du secteur public comme du 

secteur privé. Tout comme moi, elle saura tirer profi t 

de la sagesse de ses confrères et consœurs du conseil, 

ainsi que des connaissances et de l’appui de l’excellent 

personnel de l’icu. 

to guide planners on how to integrate all aspects of 

water into land use planning practice.

Being President of cip is of course an enormous 

privilege, full of opportunities to meet planners from 

around the country and around the world. I have 

come to realize that while we often bemoan our pro-

fession’s lack of presence on the national stage, we are 

in fact better off  than many of our colleagues else-

where. For instance, I recently heard the President of 

the Royal Town Planning Institute (in the uk) describe 

planning as “a beleaguered profession,” quoting the 

Prime Minister who described planners as “enemies of 

enterprise.” Such antipathy towards uk planners 

hasn’t been expressed since Margaret Thatcher’s time. 

Here in Canada, I believe that we planners might be 

suff ering more from benign neglect than outright hos-

tility. At least, this is more easily remedied. And 

something which cip is working hard to overcome.

It is striking that so many of “our” big issues—as 

planners in a rich, urbanized country—are similar to 

those of planners in Latin America, China, or South 

Africa. The big challenges of coping with urbaniza-

tion, poverty, climate change, and sustainable 

development are being discussed around the world; 

the capacity to solve these problems is the big divide 

between developed and developing countries. Many of 

our members discover this experience for themselves; 

many more seem willing to try. As we Canadians have 

witnessed a series of natural disasters in the past 18 

months—from Haiti to New Zealand to Japan—I have 

seen increasing interest from our members wishing to 

assist in rebuilding these devastated areas.

On July 12th, Andrea Gabor will begin her two-year 

term as President of cip. We are very fortunate to have 

someone with Andrea’s experience, skills and talent 

and perhaps most importantly, with such passion for 

good planning and great cities. Andrea has been a 

Partner with Urban Strategies for 20 years, and has had 

the opportunity to engage with both public sector and 

private sector clients. Like me, she will benefi t from the 

wisdom of her fellow members of 

Council and the knowledge and support 

of cip’s excellent staff  team.

I am leaving the Presidency but not 

the profession. As always, I am happy 

to hear from you. 
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ÉCHOS 
DE 

L’ICU

CIP 
NEWS

☛  LE NOM DES GAGNANTS DU CONCOURS LE CANADA,  
C’EST MA PLACE! ENFIN DÉVOILÉ
Le premier concours annuel Le Canada, c’est ma place! aura généré plus de 6 000 

candidats au titre du meilleur endroit au pays lors d’un processus de votes échelonné sur 

quatre mois. Or, aujourd’hui, le nom des lieux gagnants a enfin été dévoilé.  

Dans leur catégorie respective, ces trois lieux sont :

meilleure rue meilleur quartier meilleur lieu public

1 Commercial Street, 

Nanaimo, bc

Le Petit Champlain, 

Québec, qc

The Forks, Winnipeg, mb

2 Ottawa Street (Textile 

District), Hamilton, on

The Hydrostone, 

Halifax, ns

Evergreen Brick Works, 

Toronto, on

3 Broadway Avenue, 

Saskatoon, sk

Snaw-Naw-As (Nanoose 

First Nation), Lantzville, bc

Pippy Park, St. John’s, nl

Les endroits retenus ont été sacrés gagnants non seulement à cause de leur popularité, 

mais aussi parce qu’ils incarnent les normes les plus élevées en matière d’urbanisme. Afin 

d’être couronnés gagnants par le jury composé d’urbanistes professionnels, les lieux sou-

mis devaient répondre à une série de critères. Ils devaient notamment :

 > promouvoir l’activité sociale et économique

 > être pourvus d’un caractère mémorable ou unique

 > posséder des attributs architecturaux ou conceptuels visuellement attrayants

 > répondre à certains critères de durabilité

 > être accessibles par divers moyens de transport

 > refléter la culture, l’histoire et le paysage local

☛  WINNERS ANNOUNCED IN THE GREAT PLACES IN CANADA CONTEST
From more than 6,000 nominations and after four months of voting by people across the 

country, the winning locations in the first annual Great Places in Canada contest have 

been selected.

Announced on May 16th, the top places are:

great streets great neighbourhoods great public spaces

1 Commercial Street, 

Nanaimo, bc

Le Petit Champlain, 

Québec, qc

The Forks, Winnipeg, mb

2 Ottawa Street (Textile 

District), Hamilton, on

The Hydrostone, 

Halifax, ns

Evergreen Brick Works, 

Toronto, on

3 Broadway Avenue, 

Saskatoon, sk

Snaw-Naw-As (Nanoose 

First Nation), Lantzville, bc

Pippy Park, St. John’s, nl

The top locations are being honoured not only because of their popularity, but also 

because they exemplify the highest standards of planning. To be judged a winner by the 

panel of professional planners, the location had to meet certain criteria including: 

 > promoting social and economic activities

 > having a memorable or unique character

 > having design or architectural features that are visually interesting

 > meeting different aspects of sustainability

 > being accessible by different modes of transportation

 > reflecting local culture, history, and landscape
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Above: The Forks, Winnipeg, MB. 
Below: Commercial Street, Nanaimo, BC.
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Above: Le Petit Champain, Quebec, BC. 
Below: The Forks, Winnipeg, MB. 
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WHAT WAS SPECIAL ABOUT THE NUMBER ONE WINNER IN EACH CATEGORY?
Members of the judging panel comment:

Canada’s Great Street 

Commercial Street, Nanaimo, BC

“It’s terrific that Nanaimo’s historic 

Commercial Street has been recognized as 

the stand-out in the Streets category. Rich 

in heritage, it struggled to stay alive in the 

face of rapid suburban development. The 

City and the downtown business commu-

nity, working together, have catalyzed 

growth, revitalized heritage buildings and 

welcomed year-round cultural activity.” 

—linda allen, President of CitySpaces 

Consulting and Fellow of Canadian 

Institute of Planners.

Canada’s Great Neighbourhood 

Le Petit Champlain, Quebec, QC

 “Le Petit Champlain is a beautiful heritage 

public space in Quebec that integrates 400 

years of history with the joyful joie-de-

vivre of its residents: the pedestrian only 

zones are vibrant with people at all hours 

of the day and year, the human scale build-

ings create a very comfortable 

environment, and the modern boutiques 

and restaurants represent the ever-present 

exploring personality of the Quebecois.” 

—ana stuermer, Master’s student and 

researcher in Urban and Regional 

Planning, Queen’s University.

Canada’s Great Public Space 

The Forks, Winnipeg, MB

 “The Forks has evolved into the quintes-

sential example of how physical geography 

and urban design can come together to cre-

ate a public space that is memorable, 

functional, and embodies the historic cen-

tre of downtown Winnipeg. This has been 

achieved through the creation of extensive 

trail networks, use of the waterfront in the 

summer and winter months, outdoor activ-

ities for festivals and events, surrounded 

by great urban design in building and pub-

lic infrastructure.” —alex forbes, 

Assistant Director, Development Services 

for the City of Fredericton, member of 

Canadian Institute of Planners.

cip would like to thank via Rail, Photo Life Magazine and Second Cup for their generous sponsorship of this year’s Great Places in 

Canada contest. For further information, visit: www.GreatPlacesInCanada.ca

QU’EST-CE QUI RENDAIT LA PREMIÈRE PLACE DANS CHAQUE CATÉGORIE SI SPÉCIALE? 
Les membres du jury se prononcent :

La meilleure rue au Canada :  

Commercial Street, Nanaimo, C.-B.

« Il est extraordinaire que la rue historique 

Commercial Street à Nanaimo ait été recon-

nue comme étant la plus appréciée dans sa 

catégorie. Forte d’un caractère patrimonial 

des plus riches, cette rue a dû se battre 

pour conserver son cachet et sa vitalité face 

au développement rapide des banlieues. La 

ville et la communauté d’affaires du centre-

ville ont travaillé de concert afin de 

dynamiser la croissance de la rue, de réno-

ver les bâtiments patrimoniaux et de 

mettre en place des activités tout au long de 

l’année ». —linda allen, présidente de 

CitySpaces Consulting et membre Fellow 

de l’Institut canadien des urbanistes. 

Le meilleur quartier au Canada :  

Le Petit Champlain, Québec, QC

« Le Petit Champlain est un espace public 

patrimonial magnifique situé dans le 

Vieux-Québec, qui a su jumeler 400 ans 

d’histoire à la joie de vivre des résidents 

locaux. Les zones réservées aux piétons 

attirent les foules à toute heure du jour et 

toute l’année durant. Les bâtiments histori-

ques créent un environnement des plus 

agréables, et les nombreuses boutiques et 

restaurants reflètent la personnalité à la 

fois ouverte et curieuse des Québécois ».  

—ana stuermer, étudiante en maîtrise et 

chercheure en planification urbaine et 

régionale à la Queen’s University.

Le meilleur lieu public canadien :  

The Forks, Winnipeg, MB

« The Forks a évolué pour devenir le 

meilleur exemple d’une parfaite symbiose 

entre la géographie et le design urbain, 

résultant en un espace public à la fois 

mémorable et fonctionnel qui incarne le 

coeur historique du centre-ville de 

Winnipeg. Ses concepteurs y sont parvenus 

en établissant un réseau étendu de trans-

port ferroviaire, en exploitant les rives été 

comme hiver, en créant diverses activités 

extérieures intégrées aux festivals et événe-

ments — le tout entouré d’un concept 

urbain des plus réussis au niveau des bâti-

ments et des infrastructures publiques ». 

—alex forbes, directeur adjoint, services 

de développement de la Ville de 

Fredericton et membre de l’Institut cana-

dien des urbanistes. 

L’icu tient à remercier les généreux commanditaires du concours Le Canada, c’est ma place!, soit Via Rail, le magazine Photo Life et la 

chaîne Second Cup. Pour de plus amples renseignements, visitez le : www.LeCanadaCestMaPlace.com

p
l

a
n

 c
a

n
a

d
a

 |
 s

u
m

m
e

r
 ·

 é
t

É
 2

0
1

1

7



☛  NEW MEMBERS / NOUVEAUX MEMBRES
cip welcomes the following new full members to the Institute: 

L’icu souhaite la bienvenue au sein de l’Institut aux nouveaux membres à part  

entière suivants : 

Christina L. Addorisio oppi

Rian K. Allen oppi

Kwame B. Awuah oppi

Melissa Ayers appi

Graham B. Bailey oppi

Carey Baker apcps

Candace Banack appi

Robert Batallas pibc

Matthew A.T. Bennett oppi

Melinda J. Bessey International

Lisa Ann Bhopalsingh pibc

Lambert D. (Andre) Boel  pibc

Matthew Bourke pibc

Colleen Brown pibc

Elizabeth L.G. Buckton oppi

Courtney Campbell pibc

Patrice Carroll appi

Carmen Caruso oppi

Dan Casey pibc

Helen G. Chan pibc

Mark P. Chemij oppi

Danielle E. Chin oppi

Deanna J. Chorney oppi

Eric Chow appi

Brian Chow pibc

Anna Marie Cipriani oppi

Bridget K. Coady oppi

Jeffrey Cook pibc

Ron Cruikshank pibc

Gilbert Davis appi

Amy A. Didrikson oppi

Sarah Duncan appi

Lindsay D. Earl oppi

David L. Fitzpatrick pibc

Jennifer J. Foster   oppi

Deborah Gogela pibc

Katherine T. Hatoum oppi

Justin D. Hawkins oppi

Beverly L. Hindle International

Benjamin Hoff oppi

Virginia Holden pibc

James W. Horan oppi

Anjah Howard appi

Annika Hui oppi

Ingrid Hwang pibc

Mark A. Jacobs oppi

Stephanie K. Jarvis oppi

Dallas L. Johnson pibc

Jakub Kilis  oppi

Shaun Klassen  mppi

David Kuperman  oppi

Brooke L. Lambert  oppi

Lisa Larson  appi

Diana Leung  pibc

Shawni H.N. Lo  oppi

Alison M. Walker  pibc

Kirsty MacDonald  pibc

Fuad K. Malkawi  oppi

Ryan D. Mallory  oppi

Gregory E. Marek  oppi

Brooke A. Marshall  pibc

Steven N. McArthur  oppi

Jennifer McLean  pibc

Jennifer Meurer  pibc

Muhammad Mughal  appi

Siobhan Murphy  pibc

Pankaj Nalavde  appi

Mike Newall  pibc

Kevin Ng  appi

Teresa O’Reilly  pibc

Claudia Palylyk  appi

Dianne E. Perkin  oppi

Kimberley A. Peters  oppi

Jason F. Petrunia  oppi

Evelyn Riechert  pibc

David A. Riley  oppi

Martin Rokos  oppi

Natalie Seniuk  appi

Yuli Siao  appi

Renae Smeltz  appi

Erin L. Smith  oppi

Lyle B. Stickney  oppi

Christopher J. Tickner  appi

Adam Vasilevich  pibc

Cassandra A. Vink  oppi

Jason E. Wagler  oppi

Edward A. Waltos  oppi

Nicole M. Wilmot  oppi

Michael Wilson  pibc

Tony R. Withall  oppi

Claudia Wong-Rusnak  appi

☛  ADDENDUM
david schulz, bes, was not duly credited as a co-contributor to the article “The College of 

Fellows” which appeared in vol. 51, no.1. While Robert Lehman, fcip organized the proj-

ect, Mr. Schulz performed the majority of the work including the creation and tabulation 

of the survey that was distributed to all  the members of the College of Fellows, providing 

the completed surveys, and tabulating all answers into a summary of the results, as 

described by Mr. Lehman. Plan Canada regrets the omission.

☛  PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE: 
YOUR VOTE COUNTS
Over the past few years, cip and its affili-

ates have shared with you information 

about the Planning for the Future project 

(pff). In this project, cip and all seven of its 

affiliates worked together to review and 

revise national standards for the planning 

profession. 

This spring, members voted on by-law 

changes required for cip and its affiliates to 

implement these new standards. Voting 

ended on May 27, 2011, and cip thanks all 

members who returned their ballots. The 

outcome of the vote will be reported on the 

cip web site and in the next issue of Plan 

Canada after the ballots are tabulated.

☛  COUNTDOWN TO THE CIP/API 
2011 CONFERENCE IN ST. JOHN’S, 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND 
LABRADOR
It’s just under a month until the 2011 con-

ference, Making It Work: Planning in a 

Connected World. The conference will 

explore themes around work, the changing 

nature of our working world, how the 

changing nature of work is redefining 

place and influencing community design 

and how our profession is responding.

Our exceptional list of keynote speakers 

includes: sam schwartz, Founder, Sam 

Schwartz Engineering; bjarke ingels, 

Founding Partner, big–Bjarke Ingels Group; 

and keith storey, Professor, Department 

of Geography, Memorial University 

of Newfoundland.

Online registration is now open. Visit 

http://cip2011.cip-icu.ca/ to view the prelim-

inary program and up-to-date conference 

information at a glance to help you make 

your travel plans.

You can also join the conference 

Facebook group at http://www.facebook.

com/home.php#!/home.php?sk=group_135

027913233868&ap=1. It’s a great place to 

interact with your fellow delegates, get 

some travel tips from local members, and 

learn about the many other events happen-

ing on “The Rock” this summer.

Please visit www.qvc.qc.ca/cip2011 to 

register online. July 10th is fast approach-

ing! Visit http://cip2011.cip-icu.ca/ for all 

the details. 

We look forward to seeing you in  

St. John’s!  ■
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☛  LE FUTUR DE L’URBANISME : 
VOTRE VOTE COMPTE 
Au cours des dernières années, l’icu et ses 

sociétés affiliées vous ont fait parvenir de 

l’information concernant le projet Le futur 

de l’urbanisme. Dans le cadre de ce projet, 

l’icu et ses sept sociétés affiliées ont uni 

leurs efforts pour passer en revue et réviser 

les normes nationales de la profession 

d’urbaniste. 

Ce printemps, les membres ont voté sur 

des modifications des règlements permet-

tant à l’icu et à ses affiliées de mettre en 

œuvre ces nouvelles normes. Le vote a pris 

fin le 27 mai 2011 et l’icu tient à remercier 

tous les membres qui nous ont retourné 

leur bulletin. Le résultat du vote sera 

annoncé sur le site Web de l’icu ainsi que 

dans le prochain numéro de Plan Canada 

après la compilation des bulletins.

☛  DÉBUT DU COMPTE À REBOURS 
DU CONGRÈS ICU/IUA 2011 À ST. 
JOHN’S, TERRE-NEUVE-ET-
LABRADOR
Il reste moins d’un mois avant l’ouverture 

du congrès 2011. Intitulé L’urbanisme à 

l’œuvre : Bâtir des liens dans un monde 

interrelié, le congrès se penchera sur divers 

thèmes entourant le travail, la nature évolu-

tive de cet univers particulier, les façons 

dont cette évolution redéfinit les lieux de 

travail et influence le design communau-

taire, ainsi que les façons dont la profession 

s’y adapte.

Notre liste exceptionnelle de 

conférenciers principaux comprend sam 

schwartz, fondateur de Sam Schwartz 

Engineering; bjarke ingels, partenaire 

fondateur de big–Bjarke Ingels Group; et 

keith storey, professeur au Département 

de géographie de l’Université Memorial de 

Terre-Neuve. Il est désormais possible de 

s’inscrire en ligne. Rendez-vous sur cip2011.

cip-icu.ca afin de consulter le programme 

préliminaire et d’obtenir des renseigne-

ments à jour sur le congrès qui vous 

aideront à planifier votre voyage.

Vous pouvez également vous joindre au 

groupe Facebook du congrès sur www.face-

book.com/home.php#!/home.php?sk=grou

p_135027913233868&ap=1. C’est l’endroit 

idéal pour dialoguer avec vos collègues 

délégués, obtenir des conseils de voyage 

des membres sur place et découvrir les 

nombreux autres événements qui auront 

lieu sur l’île de Terre-Neuve surnommée 

« The Rock », cet été.

Le 10 juillet approche à grands pas! 

Inscrivez-vous en ligne sur www.qvc.qc.ca/

cip2011 et obtenez tous les détails sur le site 

cip2011.cip-icu.ca. 

Au plaisir de vous rencontrer sous peu à 

St. John’s!  ■
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I HAVE, FOR SOME TIME, been trying 

to figure out the impetus behind the 

Planning for the Future campaign. Why the 

sudden obsession with certification, compe-

tency and ethics? In my experience, 

“non-certified” planners (i.e., non-members 

of cip) are every bit as competent as certi-

fied ones. Secondly, while the proposed 

Code of Ethics makes reference to sustain-

ability and the public interest—something 

the proposed enabling competencies do 

not, at least explicitly—what we so often 

forget is that most planners are “employ-

ees”. That is, they are subject to the will of 

city managers, council members, and cabi-

net ministers. As a result, they very often 

must put their imprimatur on decisions 

that are not in the public interest, and that 

are not sustainable. Technically, this vio-

lates the Code of Ethics. Will cip or any of 

the affiliates bring non-compliance or 

breach of conduct proceedings against such 

members? Not likely.

A piece of the puzzle fell into place 

when I read “Are We Graduating Too Many 

Planners?” by Grant Moore in the latest 

issue of Plan Canada. Ostensibly express-

ing his personal opinion, Grant ends the 

article by saying “Share your thoughts with 

us.” Moore’s basic argument is that there 

are too many planning graduates chasing 

too few jobs. He asks: “Should enrolment 

and programs contract to bring the supply 

of planners more in line with demand? 

Anecdotal evidence certainly suggests this 

might be warranted.”

One way he argues of doing this is to 

move towards “establishing a narrower, 

proprietary [emphasis added] body of 

knowledge while simultaneously restrict-

ing membership to only graduates of 

accredited planning programs.” Ultimately, 

planning would move towards the model 

of the legal or medical profession where the 

“right to practice” would be enshrined in 

law. So, what we have here possibly is not 

some high-minded move to secure the pub-

lic interest, but a potentially naked grab at 

greater exclusivity to ensure a better mar-

ket for our services. (It’s interesting to note 

that the document on professional compe-

tencies refers to how these must address 

the needs of our “consumers” rather than to 

our role as change agents or guardians of 

the public interest.)

don alexander, phd, mcip

University-college professor

Department of Geography

Vancouver Island University

editor’s note: The National Membership 

Standards Committee (nmsc) co-chairs were 

invited to respond to the questions raised in 

Dr. Alexander’s letter.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR LETTER. 
The questions you raise speak to the very 

core of the rationale for the Planning for 

the Future project. cip initiated this project 

over five years ago in recognition of the 

need to update and upgrade standards for 

professional certification. Prior to this proj-

ect, cip’s membership standards had not 

been rigorously reviewed for over 25 years. 

It was acknowledged by all affiliates that 

there was a need to review the processes 

for certifying professional planners to 

ensure that the profession was responding 

to current and future societal planning 

issues while continuing to uphold high 

ethical standards. It was also launched 

to respond to challenges to remove barri-

ers to inter-provincial and international 

labour mobility—the freedom of workers 

to practice their occupations wherever 

opportunities exist. The intent of the proj-

ect is to implement improvements that 

will enhance professionalism, through 

standards that are rigorous, consistent 

and fairly applied across the country in 

all affiliates. The project has engaged 

hundreds of volunteer hours of members 

from across the country who are unified in 

these efforts.

 Professionalism and ethics are funda-

mental to professional practice and have 

been a basic tenet of the certification of 

planners since the inception of the 

Institute. The question you raise regarding 

the role of ethics in a political world is 

important. Professional certified planners 

must abide by professional codes of con-

duct and ethics in their practice of 

planning. They make recommendations 

based on best practices and with regard to 

the public interest, which may or may not 

be implemented by decision makers. What 

is critical is that planners uphold the high-

est standards in making these 

recommendations. Decision makers will 

then weigh these recommendations along 

with other factors when making decisions. 

While planners do not control the decision-

making process, it is essential that their 

recommendations are based on a solid 

foundation of core functional and enabling 

competencies obtained through a combina-

tion of education and experience that 

strives for excellence in planning practice, 

and we are accountable for those recom-

mendations and our advice as professional 

certified planners. This is why upgrading 

certification standards is so important for 

the future of the profession.

karen russell, mcip

dana anderson, mcip, rpp

nmsc co-chairs

L E T T E R S 

L E T T R E S

Why the sudden obsession with 

certification, competency and 

ethics? In my experience, “non-

certified” planners (i.e., non-

members of CIP) are every bit as 

competent as certified ones. 
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F R O M  T H E  E D I T O R I A L 

B O A R D  C H A I R 

L E  M O T  D U  P R É S I D E N T 

D U  C O M I T É  D E  R É D A C T I O N

YET ANOTHER ELECTION CYCLE 

has come and gone, and while the political 

landscape has changed to a remarkable 

extent we are once again living in a coun-

try with a federal government elected by a 

demonstrably unrepresentative process to 

administer an antiquated constitutional 

arrangement unintentionally designed to 

serve inadequately the needs of most 

Canadians. 

I am speaking of course of the absence 

in our Constitution of any accommodation 

of the role of cities as a level of govern-

ment; of the inadequate representation of 

urban voters in parliament; of the per-

verse consequences of the 

“first-past-the-post” electoral system which 

often leads to the victory of the least popu-

lar party in a riding; and of the 

withdrawal on the part of the federal gov-

ernment from many of the concerns of 

Canada’s cities. And of course, urban and 

environmental issues barely registered in 

the recent campaign, fraught as it was 

with partisan assaults and endless non-

sense about coalitions.

These structural defects in our politics 

have contributed significantly to the struc-

tural defects in our country’s 

infrastructure, the deficit of which has 

been pegged by the Federation of 

Canadian Municipalities at $123 billion. 

Keep in mind, however, that this is a con-

servative figure based on a 2007 study: the 

gap between what we need to repair, what 

is actually being fixed and—more impor-

tantly, what needs to be built—has only 

grown, and continues to do so.

Combined with the country’s uneven 

patchwork of public transit systems, aging 

affordable housing stock, soaring housing 

prices, disproportionate consumption of 

energy and internationally embarrassing 

lack of action on climate change—and the 

absence of national strategies with which 

to deal with any of these problems—these 

deficits reveal the extent to which our 

Federation no longer functions as it 

needs to.

As Alan Broadbent pointed out in his 

provocative 2008 book,1 Canada’s system 

of government is simply not 

UN AUTRE CYCLE ÉLECTORAL vient 

de s’achever et, même si le paysage poli-

tique a beaucoup changé, nous continuons 

à vivre dans un pays où le gouvernement 

fédéral est élu par un processus manifeste-

ment non représentatif afin d’administrer 

un accord constitutionnel archaïque conçu 

involontairement pour servir de façon ina-

déquate les besoins d’une majorité de 

Canadiens. 

Je parle bien sûr de l’absence dans notre 

constitution d’une disposition relativement 

au rôle des villes à titre d’ordre gouverne-

mental, de la représentation inadéquate des 

électeurs urbains au Parlement, des consé-

quences perverses du système majoritaire 

qui mène souvent à la victoire le parti le 

moins populaire dans une circonscription, 

et du désavoeu de la part du gouvernement 

fédéral de bien des préoccupations des vil-

les canadiennes. Qui plus est, au cours de la 

récente campagne les questions liées aux 

centres urbains et à l’environnement ont 

cédé la place aux assauts partisans et inter-

minables inepties sur les coalitions.

Ces défauts structurels de notre système 

politique ont grandement contribué aux 

défauts de l’infrastructure de notre pays, 

dont le déficit a été fixé par la Fédération 

des municipalités canadiennes à 123 mil-

liards de dollars. Il faut toutefois garder à 

l’esprit qu’il s’agit de chiffres prudents, 

déterminés en fonction d’une étude de 

2007 : l’écart entre ce qu’il faut réparer, ce 

qui est en train d’être réparé et, surtout, ce 

qui doit être construit, n’a fait que s’élargir. 

Et la tendance se maintient.

Combinés à l’ensemble disparate des 

systèmes de transport en commun du pays, 

la vétusté du parc de logements à prix abor-

dable, la hausse en flèche des prix des 

logements, la consommation excessive 

d’énergie, et l’inaction gênante sur le plan 

international en matière de changement cli-

matique—et l’absence de stratégies 

nationales visant à résoudre ces enjeux—

ces déficits révèlent l’étendue du problème 

de fonctionnement de notre fédération. 

Comme l’a fait remarquer Alan 

Broadbent dans son livre controversé de 

20081, le système gouvernemental du 

Canada ne tient tout simplement pas 

ENTRE 
L’UTOPIE ET 
LA NATION 
URBAINE 

BETWEEN 
UTOPIA AND 
AN URBAN 
NATION
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compte des réalités de la nation urbaine 

qu’il est devenu, où 80 % de la population 

vit en ville et où les villes font tourner 

l’économie du pays. Monsieur Broadbent 

proposait de donner aux villes le pouvoir 

de percevoir leurs propres taxes de vente 

et d’impôt sur le revenu, d’introduire une 

politique partisane dans les élections 

municipales et, plus radicalement, de faire 

des villes de Vancouver, Toronto et 

Montréal des gouvernements provinciaux 

en elles-mêmes. 

Alan Broadbent et quelques autres ont 

établi le bien-fondé de la nécessité de tenir 

une conversation sérieuse sur la façon de 

gouverner, financer, construire, soutenir et 

protéger cette nation urbaine. Cela va de 

soi qu’une telle conversation nous 

conduira à des perspectives jusqu’à main-

tenant considérées comme inconcevables, 

tout en remettant en question une bonne 

partie des privilèges garantis. Pourtant, 

afin que le Canada soit à la hauteur de son 

slogan « paix, ordre et bon gouverne-

ment », nous devons reconsidérer 

l’organisation de notre société de façon à 

ce qu’un tel gouvernement puisse y pren-

dre naissance, et être en mesure de 

travailler plus efficacement et équitable-

ment pour ses villes. 

De tels impératifs ne sont évidemment 

pas nouveaux. En effet, il existe une lon-

gue et riche tradition dans la littérature 

urbanistique d’aspirations nobles, voire 

utopiques visant à réinventer les mesures 

sociopolitiques destinées à stimuler le 

développement de sociétés encore plus 

idéales, et ces aspirations continuent d’être 

évoquées dans notre programme et nos 

pratiques de planification. Des échos de la 

cité-jardin d’Ebenezer Howard, de 

Broadacre de Frank Lloyd Wright et de la  

« cité radieuse » de Le Corbusier sont visi-

bles dans des villes aux quatre coins du 

monde, et les idéologies qui sous-tendent 

ces aspirations continuent d’inspirer bien 

des débats sur la planification. 

Dans ce numéro de Plan Canada, nous 

commensurate with the realities of the 

Urban Nation it has become, where 80% of 

us live in cities and where cities drive the 

nation’s economy. Broadbent’s proposals 

ranged from giving cities the power to 

levy their own income and sales taxes, to 

instituting party politics in civic elections 

to—most radically—making Vancouver, 

Toronto and Montreal provincial govern-

ments in their own right. 

Broadbent and others have made the 

case that a serious conversation is needed 

about how to govern, fund, build, support 

and nurture this urban nation. Such a con-

versation will doubtless take us into 

realms hitherto considered unthinkable, 

and challenge a great deal of entrenched 

advantage. But for Canada to live up to its 

motto of “peace, order and good govern-

ment” we must reconsider how best to 

order our society for such government to 

take root, and to be able to work more 

effectively and fairly for its cities. 

Such imperatives are, of course, hardly 

new; indeed, there is a long and rich tradi-

tion in the planning literature of grand 

and even utopian aspirations aimed at 

reinventing socio-political arrangements 

intended to foster more ideal societies, and 

these continue to resonate in our planning 

curricula and practice: Echoes of the 

Garden City of Ebenezer Howard, Frank 

Lloyd Wright’s Broadacres and Le 

Corbusier’s Radiant City may all be seen 

in cities around the world, and the ideolo-

gies underlying these visions continue to 

inform many of the debates in planning. 

In the current issue of Plan Canada we 

revisit this utopian impulse with several 

articles, while also stressing the need to 

reinvent planning practice. 

Earl Levin, onetime president of the 

Town Planning Institute of Canada, 

speaks to the utopian ideology in plan-

ning, and contrasts it with the exigencies 

and practices of public administration  

(p. 25). Beth Moore Milroy and Brian 

Osborne take up the torch passed by the 

late Jeanne Wolfe and seek assistance 

from the Canadian planning community 

But for Canada to live up to its 

motto of “peace, order and good 

government” we must reconsider 

how best to order our society for 

such government to take root, and 

to be able to work more effectively 

and fairly for its cities. 
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in researching Canada’s utopian history (p. 41). And 

Ian Wight, while eschewing utopia’s literal meaning 

of “no place” nonetheless asks how planning can help 

design great places (p. 29). 

Pamela Blais, meanwhile, considers another 

approach to order and good government by question-

ing perverse regulatory and economic regimes that 

reward unsustainable urbanism (p. 14), while Alex 

Taylor and Christine Callihoo explore how ideologi-

cally lofty development aspirations can run afoul of 

fi nancial realities (p. 33). Finally, good government, as 

we see in articles by Mark Gladysz and Barbara Veale, 

involves partnership, engagement and eff ective com-

munication: Gladysz in his article on revitalizing 

Brantford, and Veale in her assessment of watershed 

report cards.

Common to all these articles is the theme that the 

needs of an urban nation cannot long go untended. 

Despite the comparative inattention it gave to urban 

issues in its recent campaign, the newly elected 

Conservative majority government will likely be com-

pelled by circumstances beyond its control—namely 

rising energy prices, decaying infrastructure and crip-

pling gridlock—to pay much more attention to the 

needs of this country’s cities, particularly if they wish 

to continue to be seen as responsible stewards of the 

nation’s economy. Readers can count on Plan Canada 

and the Canadian Institute of Planners continuing to 

play whatever role they can in furthering this much-

needed conversation. ■

MICHAEL DUDLEY is a research associate and 

librarian at the Institute of Urban Studies at the 

University of Winnipeg, where he teaches urban sustain-

ability courses, and an adjunct faculty member of the 

Department of City Planning at the University of 

Manitoba’s Faculty of Architecture. He can 

be reached at: m.dudley@uwinnipeg.ca

réexaminons cette impulsion utopique qui forme la 

base de plusieurs articles, tout en soulignant le besoin 

de réinventer nos pratiques de planifi cation. 

Earl Levin, ancien président de l’Institut d’urba-

nisme du Canada, s’entretient de l’idéologie utopique 

de l’urbanisme en l’opposant aux exigences et prati-

ques de l’administration publique (p. 25). Beth Moore 

Milroy et Brian Osborne reprennent le fl ambeau de la 

regrettée Jeanne Wolfe en demandant l’assistance de 

la communauté des urbanistes canadiens afi n d’eff ec-

tuer des recherches sur l’histoire utopique du Canada 

(p. 41). Ian Wight demande comment l’urbanisme 

peut contribuer à concevoir de beaux endroits tout en 

évitant d’utiliser la notion d’utopie au sens littéral de 

« lieu qui n’est pas » (p. 29). 

De son côté, Pamela Blais envisage une autre 

approche du slogan d’« ordre et bon gouvernement » 

en remettant en question les régimes pervers régle-

mentaires et économiques qui récompensent la 

planifi cation non durable (p. 14), tandis qu’Alex Taylor 

et Christine Callihoo explorent comment des aspira-

tions de développement idéologiquement nobles 

peuvent enfreindre les réalités fi nancières (p. 33). 

Enfi n, le concept de « bon gouvernement » dans les 

articles de Mark Gladysz et Barbara Veale 

allie partenariat, mobilisation et communi-

cation effi  cace : Gladysz en fait mention 

dans son article sur la revitalisation de 

Brantford, et Veale dans son évaluation des 

rapports sur les bassins d’alimentation.

Tous ces articles se rejoignent cepen-

dant sur le fait que tôt ou tard, les besoins 

d’une nation urbaine doivent être comblés. Malgré un 

certain manque d’attention aux enjeux urbains dans 

sa récente campagne, le gouvernement majoritaire 

conservateur nouvellement élu sera probablement 

contraint par des circonstances indépendantes de sa 

volonté—à savoir la hausse des prix de l’énergie, le 

délabrement des infrastructures et la saturation com-

plète du réseau routier—à porter une plus grande 

attention aux besoins des villes du pays, particulière-

ment s’il espère continuer à être perçu comme un 

intendant responsable de l’économie de la nation. Les 

lecteurs peuvent compter sur Plan Canada et l’Institut 

canadien des urbanistes pour faire progresser cette 

conversation si importante. ■

MICHAEL DUDLEY est associé de recherche et bib-

liothécaire à l’Institut d’études urbaines de l’Université 

de Winnipeg, où il enseigne la durabilité urbaine. Il est 

aussi membre auxiliaire du corps professoral du 

Département de l’urbanisme à la Faculté d’architecture 

de l’Université du Manitoba. Il peut être joint à 

l’adresse : m.dudley@uwinnipeg.ca
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SUMMARY Planning approaches have not sufficiently recog-

nized that price signals actively encourage sprawl, and provide 

financial disincentives to more sustainable alternatives. As such, 

mispricing undermines and weakens planning policies aimed at 

curbing sprawl. If planners truly want to curb sprawl and pro-

mote efficient, sustainable communities, we need to tackle the 

causes directly. That means identifying and correcting the 

instances of public sector mispricing that shape urban form in 

our community, and advocating strongly for the adoption of 

accurate pricing. Real progress in moving toward sustainable, 

efficient communities cannot be made without addressing the 

mispricing issue.

RÉSUMÉ Les méthodes de planification ont presque oublié que 

les signaux de prix encouragent activement l’extension anar-

chique des villes et fournissent des mesures financières de 

freinage aux solutions de rechange plus durables. À ce titre, les 

erreurs de tarification compromettent et affaiblissent les poli-

tiques de planification qui visent à freiner cette extension. Si les 

urbanistes tiennent vraiment à y mettre un frein de façon à pro-

mouvoir des communautés efficaces et durables, nous devons 

nous attaquer directement aux causes. Pour ce faire, il faut cibler 

et corriger les cas d’erreurs de tarification dans le secteur public, 

lesquels façonnent nos communautés urbaines, et préconiser haut 

et fort l’adoption d’une tarification rigoureuse. Seule la résolution 

de cette problématique de tarification permettra de faire de réels 

progrès dans le développement de communautés durables et effi-

caces.

 SPRAWL
THE PRICE IS WRONG

BY PAMELA BLAIS, PHD, MCIP, RPP
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Curbing sprawl and creating sustainable, dynamic and effi  -

cient communities have been among the central missions of 

planning for some years now. While the conceptual approaches, 

design and vision may have evolved over time—from ecosystem 

planning to sustainable communities, new urbanism and smart 

growth—the implementation of these has relied heavily on vari-

ous forms of regulation such as offi  cial plans, zoning and site plan 

control. More recently, the importance of aligning investment in 

infrastructure and public resources with planning objectives has 

also been recognized. 

There have been some resulting suc-

cesses on the ground, including several 

new urbanist communities, or higher levels 

of reurbanization in some cities. But these 

have been too few in number and not far-

reaching enough to represent the 

substantial level of change that is needed to 

address current and future challenges. 

While the Canadian population grew by 

45% between 1971 and 2001, the amount of 

urbanized land increased by 96%, indicat-

ing that we are using more and more land 

per person.1 Critics point out that many 

new urbanist communities 

don’t fundamentally alter the live-work 

relationship. More than just tinkering is 

needed to address issues such as rising oil 

prices, greenhouse gas emissions and 

global warming, food security, debt reduc-

tion and environmental uncertainty. We 

need to create fl exible, aff ordable, sustain-

able communities not just for the present, 

but also to avoid creating an entrenched 

and rigid urban form that evolves into a 

massive future liability.

As outlined in my book, Perverse Cities, 

upon which this article is based, what plan-

ning approaches have not suffi  ciently 

recognized is that price signals are actively 

encouraging sprawl, and actually provide 

fi nancial disincentives to more sustainable 

alternatives. Sprawl has been subsidized, 

while effi  cient forms of development over-

charged. The powerful role of pricing, and 

more specifi cally, mispricing, has not been 

adequately addressed in most attempts to 

curb sprawl. While this fl aw has been long 

recognized in the literature (most notably 

by Wilbur Thompson in his 1968 article 

“The City as a Distorted Price System”), it 

has not been adopted as the critical path 

forward that it should be.2 

Moreover, the mispricing under discus-

sion here is created by governments and 

their agencies—local, regional, provincial 

and federal—which are often the very enti-

ties at the forefront of the sustainable 

community movement. 

PRICES SHAPE URBAN FORM

Every day, Canadians make decisions about 

buying or renting a home, and choosing 

premises for a business, institution or gov-

ernment offi  ce. These decisions involve 

consideration of location within the city 

(centre, inner suburb, new suburb, exurb), 

the characteristics of the neighbourhood 

(walkable and mixed use or car-oriented), 
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the size of the building and lot. How to 

travel to and from the property (bike, walk, 

transit, car) is also an integral part of the 

decision. Though many factors may come 

into play, in the end these are, fundamen-

tally, choices regarding land use and 

transportation. Ultimately it is these deci-

sions, multiplied thousands and thousands 

of times that signifi cantly shape urban 

form and how our cities grow. 

In making these land use and transpor-

tation choices, the relative price of 

alternatives is a critical factor. Taking resi-

dential construction as an example, this 

includes not only the price of the property 

and the house itself (purchase price, taxes, 

insurance, mortgage costs), but consider-

ation of ongoing costs too, such as property 

tax, transportation (vehicle costs, insur-

ance, gas, parking, transit), and the cost of 

services, such as electricity, natural gas, 

cable, or telephone. The problem arises 

because the property itself and these 

related services—let’s call them collectively 

“urban goods and services”— are invari-

ably mispriced in a way that encourages 

choices of sprawl and discourages choices 

of sustainable, effi  cient communities.

HOW DOES MISPRICING OCCUR? 

It is well-accepted that urban form factors 

such as density, distance, land use patterns 

and neighbourhood design aff ect costs of 

many kinds. These include the hard infra-

structure costs of linear and network 

services like roads, transit, water, sewer, 

electricity, gas, or cable, and the costs of 

services like postal delivery, snow clear-

ance or garbage pickup.3 

But prices don’t generally refl ect these 

urban-form related cost variations. Take 

water rates as one example. Charges for 

water are typically either a fl at rate, or 

more recently, moving toward prices based 

on the amount of water used. Yet even 

usage-based prices do not refl ect the fact 

that infrastructure costs are higher for 

more distant or less dense properties. It is 

estimated, for example, that a doubling of 

lot sizes increased water infrastructure 

costs by 30%.4

Where costs vary with urban form but 

prices don’t, some customers will pay more 

than the costs they impose on the system, 

while others will pay less. As more effi  cient 

(e.g., denser, mixed-use, centrally located, 

transit-accessible) urban forms tend to be 

the lower cost-to-service ones, they also 

tend to be the ones that are systematically 

overcharged, while the less effi  cient urban 

forms or more distant developments pay 

less than the higher costs they incur. In 

short, where prices ignore form-related cost 

variations, cross-subsidies occur. 

Figure 1 shows actual development 

charge costs estimated for the City of 

Ottawa in 2004.5 The bars show actual 

costs as they vary by location, while the 

solid line shows the level at which a city-

wide charge would be set ($15,575). Had the 

City adopted a city-wide charge, it would 

have been overcharging development 

within the inner zone by about $5,000 per 

unit, and undercharging suburban develop-

ment by amounts between about $1,500 

and $10,000 per unit. An average cost-

based city-wide charge would have meant 

that development in the inner zone was 

subsidizing suburban development by 

these amounts. (Ultimately, the City 

adopted one charge for the inner zone, and 

one for all suburban areas.)

These cross-subsidies invariably favour 

ineffi  cient development at the expense of 

effi  cient development. As I show in my 

book, the mispricing related to some com-

mon fi nancial instruments uncovered 

instances of the following types of 

cross-subsidies: 

 > those who live on small lots subsidize 

those living on large lots;

> smaller residential units subsidize larger 

residential units;

 > those who don’t drive or drive less sub-

sidize those who drive most;

> land uses that generate fewer trips sub-

sidize uses that generate more trips;

 > those who live in less expensive-to-ser-

vice areas subsidize those who live in 

more expensive-to-service areas;

 > those who live nearer the centre of the 

city subsidize those who live farther 

from the centre; and

> urban dwellers subsidize rural 

dwellers.6

In other words, if land uses were cars, the 

Smart Car owner would subsidize the 

Hummer owner.

This variety of mispricing stems from 

the use of average costs as the basis for 

establishing prices, for urban goods and 

services in which costs in reality vary with 

urban form. There are several other com-

mon sources of mispricing. For example, 

while clearly having signifi cant costs 

attached to it, parking is often “free” to the 

user. In this case the issue is a complete 

lack of pricing. But what all varieties of 

mispricing have in common is that prices 

do not refl ect actual costs, as those costs 

vary with location and urban form.

Inner zone

$30,000

$25,000

$20,000

$15,000

$10,000

$5,000

$0

Suburb 1 Suburb 2 Suburb 3 Suburb 4

City-wide, average cost-based charge

Figure 1: Area-Specifi c vs. City-Wide Development Charge Costs
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Here the focus is not on the private sec-

tor, but the significant role of the public 

sector in the mispricing of the urban goods 

and services integral to the property deci-

sions shaping urban form. How? The 

public sector sets prices for some urban 

goods and services directly: they regulate 

prices for telecommunications services and 

electricity, and set property taxes and user 

fees. Local governments establish the 

prices for a substantial component of costs, 

by setting development charges, for exam-

ple, that become embedded in house and 

commercial property prices. Other tax poli-

cies and programs affect the prices of 

urban goods and services, such as property 

taxes, tax rebates on new housing, gas 

taxes, sales taxes, infrastructure grants, 

income taxes or homeownership programs.

If mispricing was limited to one or two 

services, then it might not play a signifi-

cant role in shaping urban form. As it is, 

mispricing is more the rule than the excep-

tion: it occurs across a wide range of urban 

goods and services, as well as a wide range 

of financial instruments.

IMPLICATIONS OF MISPRICING

For planners hoping to curb sprawl, the 

implications of mispricing are significant. 

It results in more sprawl and less efficient, 

sustainable urban development than would 

be the case if accurate pricing were in 

place. There is, as a result, overspending on 

infrastructure of all kinds, on building, 

and wasted resources. Money is misdi-

rected to more metres of pipe or road rather 

than other, more productive undertakings. 

Equity becomes a significant issue in 

the current environment, as those who 

choose to live more efficiently and sustain-

ably subsidize the less efficient and 

sustainable choices of others. This is partic-

ularly so given that the subsidies inherent 

in mispricing are largely internal, hidden 

and implicit and therefore not known or 

recognized by the “subsidizers”. This lack 

of transparency makes truly informed 

decision-making difficult, if not impossible.

Ultimately, mispricing works at cross-

purposes to planning policies aimed at 

curbing sprawl, directly undermining them 

and rendering them less effective. A munic-

ipal planning department toils away 

developing plans and policy for sustainable 

communities, while down the hall the 

financial officials design development 

charges, user fees or property taxes that, in 

effect, encourage sprawl. Delivering sus-

tainable urban form therefore becomes 

more expensive than need be, as counter-

vailing policies and programs exist, often 

within the same organization.

CURBING SPRAWL WITH  
BETTER PRICING

In short, if planners truly want to curb 

sprawl, and to promote efficient, sustain-

able communities, they need to tackle the 

causes directly, not just try to regulate the 

symptoms. That means identifying and 

correcting the instances of public sector 

mispricing that shape urban form in our 

community, and advocating strongly for 

the adoption of accurate pricing. The key is 

that price should reflect costs, and those 

costs vary with location, land use and other 

cost-affecting urban form factors. If the 

costs of servicing new suburban communi-

ties vary because of location within the 

community, the development charges 

should vary by location. If the costs of ser-

vicing vary because of density, the 

development charges should vary with den-

sity. The same applies to the price-setting 

Development Charge Distortions

Take development charges (dc) as just one example of mispricing. Let’s say there are 

two new homes of equal floor area on greenfield sites, one on a 20-foot lot and one 

on a 60-foot lot.  Under a typical dc, they both incur the same charge, say $25,000. 

Yet, given the extra metres of road, sidewalks, pipes, cables, and wires, the actual 

costs associated with the wide lot are significantly higher than those for the narrow 

lot. The house on a small lot is overcharged: the actual servicing costs it incurs are 

$15,000. The house on the wide lot is undercharged; its actual servicing costs are 

$35,000. Nevertheless, both houses are charged $25,000 by the municipality to 

cover services, and this $25,000 must be recouped in the house price. This means 

that the market price for the narrow-lot house will be higher than it would if more 

accurate pricing prevailed, and the market price for the wide-lot house will be lower 

than it really ought to be. 

Under a more accurate pricing regime, the price differential between the two 

homes would be greater. Say the larger lot and house are worth $125,000, and the 

smaller property is worth $100,000, excluding the cost of the dc. Adding in the cost 

of the dc under an average cost-based approach, the wide-lot property would be 

priced at $150,000, and the narrow-lot property at $125,000, a $25,000 spread.

If instead the dc reflected actual costs, the larger lot would be priced at $125,000 

plus $35,000, or $160,000. The small lot would be priced at $100,000 plus $15,000, 

or $115,000—a spread of $45,000, as shown in the table below.

Average cost dc Actual cost dc

narrow lot wide lot narrow lot wide lot

Lot and house $100,000 $125,000 $100,000 $125,000

dc $25,000 $25,000 $15,000 $35,000

total price $125,000 $150,000 $115,000 $160,000

 

This example illustrates how a dc based on average costs brings the prices of the 

two types of house closer together than they would be if actual costs were used, dis-

torting normal market signals.5 Overcharging provides a disincentive to purchase 

the smaller, more efficient lot, and undercharging creates an incentive to purchase 

the larger lot, which under this regime of mispricing represents greater “value” for 

the money.
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of other financial instruments for urban 

goods and services. The real, direct costs 

associated with development choices must 

also be both transparent and apparent.

The implication of this analysis is not to 

simply reverse the subsidies and subsidize 

efficient development, as is sometimes rec-

ommended. Though this may be warranted 

in certain circumstances, in the absence of 

accurate pricing, this simply represents a 

subsidy to counter the effects of an exist-

ing, systemic subsidy. Rather, the aim is to 

create a level playing field of accurate pric-

ing across all development types and 

locations. This would result in a recalibra-

tion, in which prices for the urban goods 

and services related to the less efficient 

development would typically increase, and 

for more efficient development would typi-

cally decrease. This in and of itself would 

be a powerful force in curbing urban 

sprawl. It would do so without limiting 

choice or dictating densities. Those who 

favour low density or more distant loca-

tions would be free to choose them, but 

now the prices they pay would represent 

the actual costs associated with that devel-

opment, and would not be borne 

unknowingly by others.

Mispricing artificially inflates the 

demand for sprawl, and artificially reduces 

the demand for more efficient develop-

ment. This is not what a properly 

functioning market, one based on accurate 

price signals, would deliver. To some it 

might seem dubious that an approach that 

relies more on the market could deliver 

more sustainable, efficient urban form. 

However, by definition, the job of the mar-

ket is the efficient allocation of resources, 

and sprawl is, in essence, a gross misalloca-

tion of resources. But only a market that is 

functioning correctly—that is, one based 

on accurate price signals and good infor-

mation—will deliver these results. 

It is therefore difficult to conceive of a 

convincing rationale for the status quo— 

a de facto policy of subsidizing sprawl and 

discouraging sustainable urban 

development.

As planners, it is imperative for us to 

understand these often complex and 

opaque forms of mispricing, as they play 

such a key role in driving urban develop-

ment patterns. This means recognizing not 

only how they operate in general, but iden-

tifying specifically how they operate within 

the context of our own municipalities—

through what specific financial instruments 

or programs (including property taxes, user 

fees, development charges), and with what 

outcomes. In most cases this will require an 

objective audit and analysis of a municipal-

ity’s existing policy landscape. 

Ultimately planners need to be routinely 

involved in the development of municipal 

fiscal policy and programs, to ensure that 

these support planning objectives, and to 

make it clear to politicians and the public 

when they do not. It is important that the 

issues around mispricing be raised so that 

we can have an informed debate leading to 

conscious and transparent decision-making 

around municipal finance and urban form. 

Finally, awareness of this issue needs to be 

raised among citizens and activists, so that 

pressure can be brought to bear on 

politicians. 

Planning approaches to sprawl that rely 

on regulation and design are not enough. 

Indeed, regulation in the form of too pro-

scribed zoning or overly complex approval 

processes are often cited as contributing to 

sprawl. Mispricing is not the only reason 

for sprawl; regulatory obstacles remain and 

planning approaches would need to be bet-

ter aligned with a more efficiently 

operating market. But real progress in mov-

ing toward sustainable, efficient 

communities cannot be made without 

addressing the mispricing issue.

For a more in-depth exploration of this 

theme, please refer to my 2010 book, 

Perverse Cities: Hidden Subsidies, Wonky 

Policy, and Urban Sprawl from ubc Press. ■

PAMELA BLAIS, PHD, MCIP, RPP, is a 

city planner and principal of Toronto-based 

Metropole Consultants. In her 20-year 

career as an urban planning consultant, her 

work has included reurbanization strategies 

and research; long-term regional growth 

planning; municipal economic development 

strategies; innovative land use policies for 

industrial areas; urban regeneration strate-

gies; sustainable urban form, community 

design and infrastructure; and research on 

the impact of technology on urban form. 

She can be reached at: pblais@metropole 
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HOW THE CREATIVE 
ECONOMY IS TRANSFORMING 
DOWNTOWN BRANTFORD

BY MARK GLADYSZ, MCIP
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SUMMARY Brantford, Ontario experienced an economic crisis which damaged its downtown. This article explains how downtown 

Brantford has reinvented itself as a creative economy as promoted in the report “Ontario in the Creative Age”1 prepared for the 

Province of Ontario by Roger Martin and Richard Florida from the Martin Prosperity Institute. Brantford has implemented many of 

the actions suggested and the benefi ts are now becoming apparent.

RÉSUMÉ Brantford, Ontario a subi une crise économique qui a eu un eff et dévastateur sur son centre. Cet article révèle la façon dont 

Brantford a réinventé son centre-ville en économie créative tel que privilégié dans l’étude « Ontario in the Creative Age »¹ préparé pour 

la province de l’Ontario par Roger Martin et Richard Florida du Martin Prosperity Institute. La ville de Brantford a procédé à la mise 

en œuvre de nombreuses recommandations découlant de cette étude, dont les bienfaits sont de plus en plus évidents.

INTRODUCTION

Brantford, Ontario once exemplifi ed the 

manufacturing might of Ontario. However, 

by the mid-1980s it had fallen into a 

decade-long economic crisis as its manufac-

turing base declined. With the completion 

of Highway 403 in 1997 linking Brantford 

and Hamilton, the economic crisis began to 

ease. However, downtown Brantford con-

tinued to deteriorate, and by 2000 it was 

economically shattered. Colborne Street, 

once a major commercial street, had 

become blighted, a symbol of the down-

town’s inability to renew itself.

In 2009, the Martin Prosperity 

Institute, in researching Brantford’s eco-

nomic performance, concluded that 

Brantford was performing below average 

on the overall indicators and its Creativity 

Index ranking refl ected its poor perfor-

mance on the 3Ts (technology, talent and 

tolerance).2 Despite its limited contribution 

to Ontario’s creative economy, Brantford 

has tried a number of ideas to resuscitate 

its downtown, which is now seeing some 

benefi ts. Downtown Brantford has 

embraced the creative economy, and the 

attributes of this transformation are as 

follows:

 > the attraction of three post-secondary 

Institutions to downtown;

> developing connections to two economi-

cally vibrant regions; 

 > declaring downtown Brantford an 

Urban Growth Centre so as to assist in 

creating density levels that will encour-

age the creation of a complete and 

creative community;

 > implementing a Downtown Master 

Plan;

 > the use of grants to attract creative 

enterprises; and 

 > the identifi cation of downtown as a “cul-

tural district” in the Brantford Cultural 

Plan.

A “TOWN-GOWN” STRATEGY

The City pursued a “town-gown” strategy 

of using post-secondary institutions as 

anchors for development. In 1999 the City 

attracted a satellite campus of Wilfrid 

Laurier University (wlu) by giving them 

the former downtown Carnegie Library 

and a renovation grant. During its fi rst year 

of operation, 39 Laurier students became 

the fi rst “foot soldiers” in the battle to 

reclaim downtown by repopulating the 

building and the streets. Other buildings 

and grants soon followed. By 2002, City 

Council implemented its General Plan for 

downtown and initiated a downtown 

Community Improvement Plan, which 

included grants to encourage reinvestment. 

Wilfrid Laurier University would be 

joined by Nipissing University and 

Mohawk College, which have both estab-

lished a presence in downtown Brantford 

and have together developed a unique part-

nership. In 2002 Nipissing University was 

given the former Public Utilities 

Commission building as its campus and 

partnered with wlu in a concurrent educa-

tion program where students could attain a 

B.A. from Laurier and a B. Ed from 

Nipissing. Its success with its education 

degree has recently attained it the presti-

gious Schulich School of Education 
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designation. Mohawk College, which had 

located a satellite campus in Brantford in 

the 1970s, also began to move students 

from its suburban campus to downtown.

Nipissing and Mohawk have 2,800 con-

current students between them, and 

enrollment has increased so significantly 

that these institutions are preparing for a 

dramatic expansion phase that will com-

pletely change downtown. Rather than 

having a downtown campus, the schools are 

the new downtown. wlu is completing a 

campus master plan that will see a future 

campus serving upwards of 15,000 students 

in 2.3 million square feet of building space. 

Meanwhile, Mohawk College plans to relo-

cate its 3,000 students downtown. 

The City, wlu, Nipissing University and 

Mohawk College have kept the momentum 

going by coordinating curriculum, offering 

concurrent degrees and sharing facilities 

Concentrating up to 19,000 students down-

town will create synergies between the 

three institutions and promote a flourish-

ing environment for creativity and 

innovation. This is important, as the 

Brantford Census Metropolitan Area (cma) 

has fewer post-secondary graduates than 

the provincial average.

The post-secondary institutions were 

drawn to downtown Brantford because of 

the offers of land and buildings, but also by 

the walkable urban environment reminis-

cent of older university cities. The result is 

a campus integrated into the downtown, 

functioning alongside the traditional roles 

of administration and retail. The challenge 

will be to accommodate all the diverse 

components that will keep downtown 

socially and economically balanced. wlu 

has included a community bookstore as 

part of the proposed Research and 

Academic Centre, funded in part by the 

Steadman Foundation. This initiative is an 

…enrollment has increased 

so significantly that these 

institutions are preparing for a 

dramatic expansion phase that will 

completely change downtown. 
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excellent example of the community and 

university creating new commercial uses at 

grade in mixed-use academic buildings.

Now the downtown has largely stabi-

lized. The City of Brantford has contributed 

over $16 million in grants and donations to 

post-secondary expansion, and over 20 

buildings are now owned or used by these 

partner institutions. 

CONNECTING TO ECONOMICALLY 
VIBRANT CENTRES

Through the post-secondary institutions, 

transportation links and widening com-

muter-shed, Brantford is aligning itself 

within two creative clusters in Kitchener-

Waterloo and Toronto. Since the extension 

of Highway 403, stronger links to the 

Greater Toronto Area began to grow. When 

the Province of Ontario passed the Places 

to Grow legislation, Brantford was identi-

fied as the southern edge of the gta. Plans 

for a new highway to Cambridge linking 

Highways 401 and 403, as well as 

gotransit service, will consolidate the 

transportation links. Much of this connec-

tivity will benefit downtown Brantford, 

with the via Rail Station and inter-city 

buses making it the focus of inter-city 

transportation. The City is now undertak-

ing a feasibility study for a new transit 

terminal/parking structure to support 

these important transportation links.

DOWNTOWN BRANTFORD AS AN 
URBAN GROWTH CENTRE

In 2006, the Province of Ontario identified 

25 urban cores as “urban growth centres” 

(ugcs),3 including downtown Brantford. 

Including Brantford as part of the Greater 

The post-secondary institutions 

were drawn to downtown Brantford 

because of the offers of land and 

buildings, but also by the walkable 

urban environment reminiscent of 

older university cities

Students in Harmony Square, Brantford. Photo by Dean Palmer, Courtesy of 
Wilfrid Laurier University
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Golden Horseshoe Growth Plan area with 

assigned density targets signaled the impor-

tance of downtown Brantford among the 

communities of the Toronto region. The 

City moved to implement the legislation 

through a five-year Official Plan Review and 

Official Plan Amendment. The City also 

began a Downtown Master Plan in 2007. 

The Growth Plan emphasized downtown as 

the place where investment and services are 

to be focused. Downtown’s character as a 

complete community, where people can 

walk to services and use transit to get 

around, gained new credence as an appro-

priate response to sprawl. Superimposed 

onto the ugc boundaries, wlu has estab-

lished its “Academic District”. The 

combination of mandated higher employ-

ment/residential density and the 

concentration of post-secondary institutions 

in the downtown have the potential to cre-

ate a new and dynamic downtown culture.

DOWNTOWN MASTER PLAN

A Downtown Action Committee (dac) was 

created in 2005 as a working group com-

posed of municipal staff, post-secondary 

institutions and the Business Improvement 

Area (bia). Originally responsible for devel-

oping the Downtown Master Plan, the 

committee is now the plan implementer. 

This form of interdisciplinary teamwork 

has worked well with a total of eight proj-

ects recommended in the Downtown 

Master Plan moving forward in 2009. In 

2008 Council approved the Downtown 

Master Plan,4 which was recognized by 

oppi with a 2009 Award for 

Planning Excellence.

DOWNTOWN GRANTS PROGRAM

Attracting creative businesses to down-

town will increasingly become the focus of 

the City’s grants program. Since 2002 the 

City of Brantford has provided $4 million 

in grants funding, resulting in over $21 

million in private sector investment in 22 

projects. As downtown stabilizes, the focus 

now is to attract the businesses that will 

contribute to the vibrancy of downtown. 

For example, a recent grant assisted a 

major architectural firm to relocate to 

Brantford and renovate a downtown build-

ing as their new office. 

DOWNTOWN CULTURAL 
DISTRICT

Richard Florida and others have identi-

fied how artists have been in the vanguard 

of urban revitalization. Within that frame-

work, Council approved the Brantford 

Cultural Plan in 2005. The plan advocated 

the creation of a downtown cultural dis-

trict. Projects like the Brantford Arts Block 

are important initiatives, bringing artists 

downtown to create, teach and promote 

cultural activity. As the post-secondary 

institutions expand, they will bring new 

cultural programs and institutions to the 

downtown.

CONCLUSION - CAPITALIZING ON 
A CREATIVE DOWNTOWN

Brantford’s downtown revitalization strat-

egy has embraced the emerging creative 

economy. Judicious municipal investments 

in post-secondary institutions, a visionary 

Downtown Plan, and making the connec-

tion between attracting creative workers 

and increased density (creative density), 

will quicken downtown Brantford’s partici-

pation in the creative economy. The 

presence of three post-secondary institu-

tions will increase educational levels in 

Brantford, boost “talent indicators” by 

increasing educational attainment, and 

encourage an overall increase in Brantford’s 

Creativity Index. The reuse of a downtown 

core as a civic and academic district is a 

bold regeneration strategy. Concentrating 

these creative workers and balancing “town 

and gown” land uses will be an exciting 

challenge for the future. ■

MARK GLADYSZ, MCIP, is a Senior 

Policy Planner with the City of Brantford. He 

is responsible for overseeing the implemen-

tation of the Downtown Master Plan and 

coordination with the post-secondary insti-

tutions. He can be reached at: mgladysz@

brantford.ca

Planning + Urban Design

Walker, Nott, Dragicevic
Associates Limited

90 Eglinton Avenue East

Suite 701

Toronto, Ontario

M4P 2Y3

t: 416.968.3511

f: 416.960.0172

www.wndplan.com
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THE FOLLOWING is excerpted from the forthcoming book, City Planning as Ideology 

and Practice: Selected Speeches by Dr. Earl A. Levin, published by the Institute of Urban 

Studies at the University of Winnipeg.’

L’ARTICLE QUI SUIT est tiré du livre à paraître « City Planning as Ideology and 

Practice: Selected Speeches » par le Dr Earl A. Levin, publié par l’Institute of Urban 

Studies de l’Université de Winnipeg. Veuillez consulter le site Web ius.uwinnipeg.ca pour 

tout renseignement connexe.

The town planning movement in Canada emerged as a move-

ment which held that society generally could be improved 

through town planning. [It was] a movement with rather a limited 

and specialized following, made up of high-minded members of 

the middle class and inspired by an urban utopian ideology.

As a utopian ideology, city planning can 

be discussed and theorized about simply as 

a system of ideas. The ideas which com-

prise such a system need not necessarily 

have any reference to practical reality, nor 

indeed, for that matter, to any aspect of 

reality. Ideas have their own reality and 

can exist in their own ideological world. 

This is why the medieval schoolmen could 

seriously debate the question of how many 

angels can stand on the head of a needle, 

and why town planning enthusiasts in the 

early years of the 20th century could 

believe that town planning, through the 

application of science, and motivated by 

sound moral principles, could achieve 

unlimited improvement not only of our 

towns and cities, but also of our rural coun-

tryside and indeed of our entire society.

The view of city planning as a utopian 

ideology is still a very current one. From 

this viewpoint city planning is seen as hav-

ing an identity apart from city government. 

Nor is this view held merely by the uniniti-

ated layperson. It is found among those 

who earn their living as planners, very 

commonly among academics and research 

workers in the fi eld of urban aff airs, and 

particularly in the planning programs 

taught in our planning schools. It is not 

uncommon to encounter the view that city 

planning exists outside of the context of 

city government or has only a circumstan-

tial relationship with city government 

arising simply out of the circumstance that 

the city is the appropriate location for a city 

planning movement. This view holds that 

city planning has its real being in the 

realm of social ideology or reform, and that 

its true goals lie in the improvement of the 

human condition; that it pursues its sepa-

rate goals apart from those of the city 

government and shares those goals with 

city government only insofar as those of 

the city government accord with its own; 

that it has its own morality and code of eth-

ics over and above those which prevail in 

the community and the civic government; 

and that the “city planner” as part of “city 

planning” also stands in this same remote 

relationship to city government.

Most academic planning theory is still 

based on the view of planning as an ideol-

ogy. That is why academic planning theory 

is so frequently indistinguishable from 

sociological theory or moral philosophy. 

That is why words like rationality, justice, 

and equity recur so frequently in the theo-

ries of planning, and why the betterment 

of the human condition is postulated as the 

goal of city planning. I believe that none of 

this really makes any sense at all except in 

the context of planning as a utopian ideol-

ogy; and to build a theory of city planning 

upon these [ideas] is to woefully misunder-

stand the nature of the city planning 

CITY PLANNING 
AS IDEOLOGY 
AND PRACTICE

BY DR. EARL A. LEVIN
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function, and to miss the essential point 

about city planning in this country. 

I want to indicate a different view of the 

city planning phenomenon: that city plan-

ning is essentially the same thing as city 

government, and the kind of city planning 

you get is largely a matter of the kind of 

city government you’ve got.

I think this is a radically different point 

of view from most planning theory which 

is based upon utopian ideology. From the 

utopian viewpoint city planning and the 

city planner are seen as belonging to the 

city planning ideology or movement rather 

than to the city of which they are an inte-

gral part and whose purposes they serve. It 

is a view most comfortably held where uto-

pian ideology has been transmuted into 

political ideology, or where planning is 

taught as moral philosophy or sociological 

theory. I am not suggesting that city plan-

ning as an ideology has no place in the 

context of other ideologies or theories. On 

the contrary, that is a point I emphatically 

want to make. City planning as an ideology 

belongs in the context of 

other ideologies—political, philosophical, 

sociological, or whatever, and may find a 

comfortable place among them. 

I am saying however that as a utopian 

ideology it is irrelevant to the city govern-

ment function. The city planning 

function—let me say the municipal plan-

ning function—has been performed by 

municipal governments since municipali-

ties were first created in this country, and 

have done so outside of the context of uto-

pian ideology, and independently of 

planning theory. I am saying that the busi-

ness of city government is the conduct of 

the affairs of the city, and the way in which 

those civic affairs are conducted will vary 

from city to city, and will even vary in the 

same city from time to time, depending on 

the nature of that city and its incumbent 

government. And the kind of planning 

which that city will do will precisely mir-

ror the kind of government which that city 

has. I am saying that city planning cannot 

have any identity or meaning outside of the 

context of city government. It is a function 

of city government 

and derives its nature from the nature of 

that government.

I am also saying that the failure to dis-

tinguish between city planning as a 

utopian ideology and city planning as a 

city government function makes perhaps 

the heaviest contribution to the prevailing 

confusion about the nature and role of 

planning.

[Planning] has become amorphous; it 

has lost the narrowness of its definition 

and the preciseness of its identity. And 

with this loss it has also lost whatever 

claim to a “profession” it may have had. But 

it has also gained something. Through the 

broadening of its concerns, and the inclu-

sion of a whole new spectrum of specialties 

and interests, including the participation of 

the citizen at large in what it claims to be 

“the planning process”, it has identified 

itself completely with the concerns of gov-

ernment, and included in its own ambit all 

the disciplines and specialties upon which 

government must now call for advice. In 

short it has now identified “the planning 
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process” with “the government process”.

The wheel has turned too far for city 

planning to continue as simply physical 

urban design, or as architecture applied to 

the scale of the city. The city plan is no lon-

ger cast simply in terms of streetscapes and 

traffic arteries and grand vistas and beauti-

ful compositions. The contemporary city 

plan, although it is still cast in terms of 

land-uses and physical development, is also 

concerned with the needs of people—fami-

lies, young people and the aged; it is 

concerned with poverty and employment, 

with health and recreation, with present 

life-styles and aspirations for the future. It 

is in fact trying very hard to return to 

Plato’s notion, to be “concerned with the 

ordering of the city”, as he put it, and in the 

sense that he meant: [not] in terms of the 

architecture of the city, or the layout of its 

street system or its land uses, but rather in 

terms of how the government of the city 

might be ordered, so as to evoke, and to 

express, and to nourish, the best that was 

in the hearts and the minds of its citizens. 

Why then can it not succeed? Why do 

most city plans fail, and why is city plan-

ning regarded as merely the administration 

of land use control and development 

approval regulations? Why is the city plan-

ner regarded in many quarters as merely 

an irrelevant and obstructive bureaucrat? 

The reasons are many and complex, but at 

the heart of it all is the fact that city plan-

ning is trying to play the role of advisor on 

matters of policy to a government which is 

not really very much interested in matters 

of policy. City government is not really 

interested in long range planning, or in 

commitment to policies designed to 

achieve long-range goals. City government 

for the most part sees itself as an adminis-

trative body rather than a policy-making 

body. It sees its role as that of housekeep-

ing rather than governing. It is not 

surprising therefore, that it sees its staff 

simply as a housekeeping administration, 

and what use can it therefore have for advi-

sors on matters of policy? 

Is there then no prospect of resolving 

this dilemma? I think there is, within cer-

tain limits. In the general context of our 

contemporary western society I can iden-

tify three fundamental characteristics 

which present the most obdurate and for-

midable contradictions to the planning 

principle. One of these is our belief in the 

virtues of the free market and our commit-

ment to the principle of private enterprise. 

The contradiction seems obvious: if the 

free play of market forces, together with 

the separate and often conflicting decisions 

of the private entrepreneurs is the best way 

to form the future, then the deliberate 

intervention of the civic government in the 

determination of the future is anomalous. 

The second is, I suppose, a corollary of the 

first, and it is our commitment to the pri-

vate ownership of land. Again the dilemma 

seems clear: if the ownership of the land is 

to remain in private hands, and the deci-

sions about how to develop that land are to 

be in the main, private decisions, how can 

civic government really perform the oner-

ous task of “ordering the city”? And the 

third element in the dilemma is that of our 

loss of the sense of community, which is 

often referred to as the phenomenon of 

alienation in our society. Without a strong 

sense of mutual involvement and interest, 

and common set of values, and common 

aspirations, how can we arrive at a com-

mon view of our future and the means of 

realizing it?

I suggest that city planning, in its 

essence, is nothing other than a special 

way of looking at and understanding urban 

problems. It is a synoptic or comprehensive 

point of view which seeks to understand 

the problems of the city, as far as possible 

in terms of their total implications and 

repercussions: physical, economic, social, 

political, and long term as well as immedi-

ate. Clearly, no single person can master all 

of the disciplines which are required for a 

comprehensive understanding of the com-

plexities of the contemporary metropolis. 

However, if the transportation engineer, 

and the social worker, and the economist 

and the other specialists had also been 

trained to see their particular problems 

comprehensively, that is, as planners, then 

their advice to council would be based on a 

more rounded and long-term consideration 

of the issues, than it would have been with-

out such training. The planner can never 

be comprehensive in [terms of] technical 

skills; but must be as comprehensive as 

possible in understanding the limitations 

of whatever [those] special skills may be, 

and of the consequences of [planning] 

advice when applied to urban problems. 

The planner must also understand, as far 

as possible, the consequences and implica-

tions of the advice of other specialists in 

the making of government decisions and 

policies.

Let me close by saying that although I 

recognize the confusion which at present 

surrounds city planning, and the tenuous-

ness of its present status, and the 

dubiousness of its professional character, I 

believe strongly in its validity as an impor-

tant element in the management of urban 

growth, and in the contribution it can ulti-

mately make to the salvaging and the 

refashioning of the city as an appropriate 

habitat for mankind. City planning is of 

course powerless to accomplish this alone. 

Profound changes must occur in our soci-

ety before city planning can come in to its 

proper sphere. But society is constantly 

changing and one must work towards 

affecting such changes as will improve the 

quality of urban life. Perhaps in the not too 

distant future the changes will bring us to 

the position where city governments will 

see their central responsibility as the man-

agement of the city’s affairs so as to evoke, 

express, and nourish the best that is in the 

hearts and minds of its people. When that 

happens, city government and city plan-

ning will come together in their true 

relationship, as two aspects of the same 

function to achieve again “the ordering of 

the city” in the profoundest sense of Plato’s 

phrase. ■

DR. LEVIN served as the President of the 

Town Planning Institute of Canada in 

1964–5, and the Director of the Planning 

Division of the Metropolitan Corporation of 

Greater Winnipeg from 1968-1972. He cur-

rently resides in Winnipeg, and can be 

reached at: earlalevin@yahoo.ca

I suggest that city planning, in 

its essence, is nothing other than 

a special way of looking at and 

understanding urban problems. 
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SUMMARY This article is an exploration of a rethinking of plan-

ning, as place-making, as possibly the next step in the evolution of 

planning—taking it to a higher plane, transcending while including 

the fundamentals. Beginning with a consideration of the role of 

design, the article then examines the place of place (especially vis-a-

vis space), as key parts of a shift to planning as place-making. Might 

we have some useful conversation around these issues and related 

questions—perhaps helping our profession shift gears, and even pos-

sibly transform itself? This will require reconsidering relationships: 

the design/planning relationship; the space/place relationship;  

and the planning/place-making relationship. It will also entail an 

openness to forging new relationships, whereby planners might  

re-make their planning from the inside out, by shifting the focus of 

their planning, from outer space to inner place.

RÉSUMÉ Cet article est une exploration d’un réexamen de l’urba-

nisme, en tant que création de lieux, qui pourrait constituer la 

prochaine étape de son évolution, le faisant passer à un autre 

niveau, transcendant tout en incorporant les notions élémentaires. 

En partant d’une considération du rôle du design, l’article étudie 

ensuite la place du lieu (particulièrement vis-à-vis de l’espace),  

en tant qu’élément clé d’une mutation de l’urbanisme vers la créa-

tion de lieux. Pourrions-nous avoir des discussions constructives sur 

ces enjeux et questions connexes afin d’aider notre profession à aller 

de l’avant et même à se transformer? Pour y arriver, nous devrons 

reconsidérer diverses relations : entre le design et l’urbanisme, entre 

l’espace et le lieu et entre l’urbanisme et la création de lieux. Cet  

examen nécessitera également une volonté de créer de nouvelles 

relations, au moyen desquelles les urbanistes pourraient repenser 

leur planification du tout au tout, mettant l’accent non plus sur  

l’espace extérieur, mais plutôt sur l’espace intérieur.

PLANNING BY DESIGN  
IN COMMUNITY

Making Great Places?�BY IAN WIGHT, PHD, MCIP
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Place can be considered to incorporate qualities 

essential to meeting basic and not-so-basic human 

needs; it is in a sense inseparable from being human. 

Yet place has too often, too easily been dehumanized 

as simply an “it”, as an objective—often spatial—

identifier. What is made of place in such a reductionist 

context is necessarily limited, and limiting, in terms of 

planning; at best it might mark a progressive modern 

planning—but one that only goes so far. It is testimony 

to the value of directly exploring a more expansive 

perspective on place, as anything but a mere “it”, as 

centrally including consideration of the actual making 

of place, in all its dynamics, as a fruitful manifestation 

of a more explicitly integral approach—as the integra-

tion of “It” and “We” with the “I” of each place maker, 

of agents in communion. 

What, then, makes great planning? What makes 

great places? How might both be achieved? Is there a 

formula that we can follow? Could it be as simple as 

“planning”, multiplied by “design”, divided into “com-

munity”: p×d/c=gp²? (Great Places; Great Planning). Can 

planners work this out, so that their work is an ongo-

ing solving of this problem-cum-equation—planners 

as great place makers? How does this role-casting feel? 

Does it appeal? Is it at least intriguing?

This article explores a rethinking of planning, as 

place-making, as the next step in the evolution of 

planning—taking it to a higher plane, transcending 

while including the fundamentals. I begin with a con-

sideration of the role of design, then look at the place 

of place (especially vis-a-vis space), as key parts of the 

shift to planning as place-making. 

 > The Role of Design: How might planning better 

integrate design, while retaining its basis in commu-

nity? Where are the success stories? What is the 

formula for success? Could they have something to 

do with people and planners co-designing space-

place transformation?

 > The Place of Place: (vis-à-vis Space): Have we as 

planners had too much of a space fixation (have we 

effectively been “lost in space”), and too little of a 

place disposition (might we become “found in place”)? 

Can we stretch ourselves across both, to be better 

agents of the transformation of space to place? What 

is the case for re-branding planning as place-making, 

as being in the great place-making business? What 

is the role of design in such planning? Is this 

(planning+design) a more natural pairing, when 

place and place-making are front and center?

Planning, at its best, has always been driven by an impulse to improve, to better, 

to do (more) good, to serve well-being in all contexts. At its core it is a linking 

endeavour—linking appropriate knowledge and understanding with desired 

actions or good intentions. Planning as we know it—and especially in its current 

professional form—was born in modernity; mature professions and rational planning 

are possibly among the strongest markers of modernity. Planning has certainly 

aided socio-cultural evolution, but not without its biases and predilections. It has 

had a space fixation; it has privileged the application of the sciences (over the 

application of the arts and the humanities); it has focused on the physical, espe-

cially land and its use, or the environmental; there has been a strong statutory  

bias (privileging the status quo); and it has lacked a design sensibility. Its linking, 

synthesizing, integrating essence often seems to have been missed in the heat of 

action. Place-making could provide a critical “course-correction” for planning,  

by design.    
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 > Planning as Place-making: Can planning and 

design better combine to make demonstrably greater 

places? Can we re-make planning together, by mak-

ing more of design, by grounding our planning in 

the making of great places... and, if so, what does 

this really mean for the way we practice planning?

Could we have some useful conversation around 

these questions—perhaps helping our profession shift 

gears, and even possibly transform itself? It entails 

reconsidering relationships: the design/planning 

relationship; the space/place relationship; and the 

planning/place-making relationship. And an openness 

to forging new relationships, whereby planners might 

re-make their planning from the inside out, by shifting 

the focus of their planning, from outer space to 

inner place.

THE CONTEXT 

What’s in prospect is possibly the next frontier for 

planning. Though we might take it too easily for 

granted, the planning most of us practice can mostly 

be specified as “modern” planning: it is a product of 

modernity; it serves a modernizing agenda, and strives 

to be a force for good. However, with its modern bias, 

it can be blinkered, especially where place is con-

cerned; modern planning has preferred to focus on 

space. Pre-modernity had its minuses but it also had its 

pluses—some of which revolved around place, and 

early planning as early place-making. Post-modernity 

has also come calling, in part drawing place back in to 

our planning calculus, but post-modern planning has 

struggled to make headway against the powerful iner-

tia represented by modern planning, especially in its 

statutory form: the legislation, the limitations, the reg-

ulations, the administrative systems. The next frontier 

for planning will ideally transcend, while including, 

the best aspects of former “plannings”—an integration 

of the pre-modern, modern and post-modern “pluses”.   

The underlying exercise may be characterized as 

making space for place, construed in terms of not simply 

its external expression, but simultaneously in terms of 

its inner manifestation—in individuals personally and 

in collectives culturally. Place is regarded as an inte-

gration of physicality and functionality—on the 

outside, and community and spirituality on the inside. 

This is the orienting perspective for reflecting more 

deeply on what we do and where it’s at. For the pur-

poses of this inquiry, planning itself is also being 

defined broadly as “linking knowledge and action” 

(John Friedmann) or as “ethical inquiry and action” 

(Leonie Sandercock). It will help the inquiry process if 

we can try to “place” these core sentiments at the centre 

of our own being and doing. 

In terms of broad strategy, the approach involves 

contrasting our planning with a potentially close 

cousin, one with which we don’t always get along well: 

design. This will be seen to help enable the projected 

desirable shift in our underlying focus, i.e., from space 

to place, with community as the key denominator. This 

also lays the ground for advocating a new context for 

planning that we might want to welcome: planning as 

place-making. 

For the more entrepreneurial among you, could we 

really be in the great place-making business? Could 

our winning formula be p×d/c=gp²? [Planning multi-

plied by Design, divided into Community = gp squared 

(Great Places and Great Planning)]. 

THE PLANNING/DESIGN RELATIONSHIP

Fundamentally, whether our planning setting is a city 

or county, a neighbourhood or a region, there is the 

potential for it to be about not simply a single objective 

entity (a clinical or technical “it”) but many great 

places, that reflect and represent the place of planning 

by design with community in mind. Design can be 

conceived as the integration of perception, intention 

and making. It is a fundamental human faculty; it is 

what has got us here, as a species. Design is what will 

keep us evolving, sooner than later, if we let it, if we 

work with it, if it becomes essentially co-design (or 

we-design). And this can be the arena for planning to 

contribute to the further development of design—

beyond “I-design”.

Design entails creative problem-solving through 

valuing the many possibilities that are present in our 

world. Design—like planning—is grounded in 

enabling, bettering, improving, enhancing, raising, 

broadening, opening up… making a positive difference, 

in service of community. Planning needs to come to 

better terms with design, if it is to keep evolving as a 

service to the good society, and on many levels. 

Planning needs to better “team” with design, to be a 

greater force in the art of great place-making. In the 

process it can bring out a broader, more inclusive view 

of design: beyond style, beyond visual containers, 

beyond what is physically built or materially rendered. 

We are planners, urban designers, architects, engineers 
and interior designers who collaborate with you to 
create extraordinary results.

COHOS EVAMY + HOTSON BAKKER BONIFACE HADEN  
+ MOLE WHITE ASSOCIATES + OFFICE FOR URBANISM 
ARE NOW KNOWN AS

Toronto | Calgary | Edmonton | Vancouver www.designdialog.ca
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Critically for our inquiry, design can also 

better connect planning to place and place-

making. This is where planning by design 

“lands”. 

THE SPACE/PLACE 
RELATIONSHIP

Places are not just spaces, or uses, or facili-

ties to be arranged or allocated or regulated. 

At their best they are great places that are 

made by all who inhabit them, who call 

them home, who give them meaning, who 

long for them, who belong to them. They 

serve needs, feed souls, lift spirits, embody 

humanity. They reflect the outcome of 

space-place transformation. Places are 

intrinsically good, and on many levels 

(there are no “not good” places—there are 

only not good “non-places”). 

Integrally, places are good for the body, 

the mind and the soul, individually and 

collectively. Places effectively integrate our 

key worlds: i) the exterior world outside 

us—the “its” that we mostly plan for and 

from, most comfortably; ii) the world of 

relationships, that underpin our process 

and our point—the world of “we”; and iii) 

the other trickier inner world terrain, 

where our individuality is expressed and 

honoured—the world of “I”, a subjective 

world often left alone, or left behind, by 

planners in our comparative reverence for 

the rational and the objective. Places are 

where these worlds are integrated, to serve 

all of us, and all of our (many) selves. 

Spaces are planned by professional experts; 

places are made by the people who are in, 

and of, the place. 

THE PLANNING/PLACE-MAKING 
RELATIONSHIP

This relationship is rooted in a particular 

conception of place, and of planning. 

Place represents the integration of physi-

cality and functionality (the exterior 

realms) and community and spirituality 

(the interior realms), involving collective 

bodies, minds and souls. Planning in a 

design context represents the “making”: 

meshing perception and intention, in a 

move beyond conventional “action”. It 

entails “enaction”; it becomes a form of 

collective enaction, challenging conven-

tional limited notions of “design”. Taken 

literally, design represents a “de-sign-ing” 

gesture: obviating the need for significa-

tion, making for greater transparency, “by 

design”. Mostly the gesture is associated 

with an individual—one guiding hand 

and mind; it is a form of “I-design”. 

However, might we be able to move from 

I-design to “we-design”? The making of 

places invokes a special form of co-design 

or we-design (as compared to expert-

design or I-design). This becomes the 

operative context for the planning/place-

making relationship.  

Place-making is a human art that has 

been practiced through time immemorial; 

it is in our genes; it is primal. It should be 

the foundation for our planning. Place-

making generally begins with the design 

of a space for dialogue that might become 

a place (to confirm shared meanings and to 

clarify points of departure) where we might 

act together on our common understand-

ings, based on our collective perception, 

our collective intention, our collective 

contribution. “Place-making” is privileged 

over a focus on place per se; what is key is 

the making, and re-making, by the people 

in and of a place—whatever the context/

scale. But the root notion of “place” is also 

considered to represent much more than 

space, or space/time; it is much more 

than geography. As suggested above, it 

simultaneously engages the physical, the 

functional, the communal and the spiritual; 

and it is a dynamically evolving notion. 

This more integral sense of place—and its 

making—transcends, while including, the 

best aspects of pre-modern, modern and 

post-modern “senses” of place. The making 

includes common-meaning-making, and 

much more. It is mostly about collective 

action on common concerns in a concerted 

fashion. The emphasis is on the making, 

and the re-making—taking action 

together, building momentum… always 

complete, but never finished. It involves a 

positive trajectory, towards ever-greater 

realizations of the good, the true and the 

beautiful—healing as it goes, in the sense 

of “wholing”. Such “whole-making” pro-

vides the overlap with 

well-being—implicating perhaps the most 

fundamental rationale for planning. 

CODA

The thinking, and associated advocacy, 

reflected here—to re-frame planning as 

place-making, to break its space-fixation, 

to move well beyond a concern with sim-

ply land and its use—were largely a 

product of efforts to program a major 

national planning conference (cip 2008), 

on the theme of “Planning by Design in 

Community—Making Great Places”. It 

entailed an effort to better integrate plan-

ning and design, through place-making, 

and through a grounding in community. 

Much of the content was part of a work-

shop offering used to promote the 

conference. The experiences from these 

workshops have also inspired much of the 

new content offered here. ■

 

IAN WIGHT, PHD, MCIP, is an Associate 

Professor of City Planning at the University 

of Manitoba. His current research focuses on 

“Evolving Professionalism—Beyond the 

Status Quo: Contemplating the education of 

the agents of the Next Enlightenment”. He 

can be reached at: jwight@cc.umanitoba.ca 

Places are not just spaces, or uses, or facilities to be arranged or allocated or 

regulated. At their best they are great places that are made by all who inhabit them, 

who call them home, who give them meaning, who long for them, who belong to 

them. They serve needs, feed souls, lift spirits, embody humanity. They reflect the 

outcome of space-place transformation. Places are intrinsically good, and on many 

levels (there are no “not good” places—there are only not good “non-places”).
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Lessons from the Vancouver Olympic Village

BY ALEX TAYLOR, MCIP AND CHRISTINE CALLIHOO, MCIP

“THE 
 PERFECT   
 STORM”
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However, the land costs contributed to the change 

in the housing mix, and the Millennium Development 

Corporation won the bid for the land at $193 million—

the highest amount of money paid per square foot for 

land in Canadian history. However, Millennium needed 

help with the loan guarantee, which the City of 

Vancouver decided to support, ultimately becoming 

the lender for the project. 

Right at the outset, there were differing opinions 

about what Southeast False Creek should achieve. For 

example, it was originally planned to be built with 

one-third social housing, one-third non-market and 

one-third market housing. Today, the breakdown is 

80% market housing and 20% non-market housing. 

The Olympic Village was a major civic election topic in 

2008 and remains one of Council’s primary—and most 

controversial—issues. 

On Tuesday, February 22nd 2011, the Planning 

Institute of British Columbia (pibc) sponsored and co-

hosted a panel discussion on Olympic Village with 

Think City, and Simon Fraser University Segal Graduate 

School of Business. The PlanTalk event was moderated 

by noted journalist and blogger Frances Bula and the 

panel included Geoff Meggs (Vancouver City Councillor), 

Doug McArthur (sfu Graduate School of Public Policy), 

Nancy Knight (Associate Vice-President, University of 

British Columbia Campus and Community Planning), 

and Michael Geller (Planning Consultant, Architect & 

Developer). The panelists were selected for having been 

vocal about the Olympic Village development in the 

Vancouver’s Olympic Village is a development built to 

very high green building standards, but also mired  

in negative publicity. The project’s origins date back to 

the 1990 “Clouds of Change” report which was a program 

of action to address climate change that promised to 

explore the potential of developing Southeast False Creek 

as a working model of a sustainable community. The 

Olympic Village appeared in a Council report for the first 

time in 1998, and the plan was formally adopted in 2005, 

with the aim to build an environmentally and socially 

sustainable community of 10,000 to 16,000 people. 

SUMMARY In February and March 2010, Vancouver 

was the host city for the Olympic and Paralympic Winter 

Games. In order to accommodate the thousands of ath-

letes participating in the Games, the Olympic Village 

was developed as part of a larger ocean-side develop-

ment known as the South East False Creek Development, 

with the Olympic and Paralympic Village located on the 

southeast side of False Creek. This prime location adja-

cent to downtown enabled athletes to easily walk or bus 

to Vancouver’s shopping and entertainment districts and 

to attend the numerous ceremonial and cultural celebra-

tions at neighbouring BC Place. The development has 

involved a long and sometimes raucous journey mired 

with financial uncertainty, political unrest, and generous 

portions of negative publicity which continue to this day.

On the evening of Tuesday, February 22nd, 2011, pibc 

sponsored and co-hosted an event to discuss Vancouver’s 

fabled Olympic Village. pibc members Christine Callihoo 

and Alex Taylor were in attendance and have prepared a 

summary of the event, highlighting some of the les-

sons learned.

RÉSUMÉ En février et mars 2010, Vancouver a accueilli 

les Jeux olympiques et paralympiques d’hiver. Afin de 

loger les quelques milliers d’athlètes participant aux Jeux, 

le Village olympique a été construit au sein d’un vaste 

développement bordant l’océan appelé le South East False 

Creek Development, et le Village olympique et paralympi-

que aménagé au sud-est de False Creek. Cet emplacement 

privilégié, adjacent au centre-ville, permettait aux athlètes 

de se rendre facilement à pied ou en autobus jusqu’à la 

zone commerciale et au quartier des spectacles de 

Vancouver, ainsi que d’assister aux diverses cérémonies et 

célébrations culturelles qui se déroulaient au stade BC 

Place avoisinant. Le nouveau secteur s’inscrit dans un 

parcours long et parfois étourdissant, semé d’incertitudes 

financières et de remous politiques, et sali par une abon-

dante publicité négative qui continue aujourd’hui.

Le soir du mardi 22 février 2011, le pibc a parrainé et 

coanimé un événement dont l’objectif était de discuter 

du maintenant légendaire Village olympique de 

Vancouver. Les membres du pibc Christine Callihoo et 

Alex Taylor ont participé à cette rencontre et préparé 

un sommaire de cet événement, attirant l’attention sur 

quelques-unes des leçons apprises.
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past, as well as for their potential to provide varying 

perspectives and generate discussion.

The room was almost full to capacity, with over 150 

planners, architects, other professionals and citizens in 

attendance. Bula began by citing Malcolm Gladwell’s 

book Outliers, in which he said an accident generally 

takes the accumulation of seven errors. In the Olympic 

Village story, many things were done well; but errors 

were definitely made, and identifying these pointed to 

significant lessons learned.

Geoff Meggs provided an overview of the milestones 

of the Olympic Village development, up to the commis-

sioning of an audit and the securing of outside advice, 

including bringing in new teams for legal, real estate, 

and construction purposes. The point—that the City 

lacked the relevant expertise and management struc-

tures/frameworks—was mentioned by a number of 

panelists. This could be taken as Lesson One.

Michael Geller observed that with municipalities 

like Surrey and West Vancouver, and organizations 

like sfu and ubc, all getting into the land development 

game, the thought of the day had been, why shouldn’t 

the City of Vancouver do the same thing? He believes 

that the City could have completed the Olympic 

Village successfully if there had been the right man-

agement mechanisms in place from the outset, (again, 

Lesson One).  

Geller noted that the planning, designing and con-

struction of buildings for the Olympics was a unique 

undertaking with distinct challenges. The Winter 

Olympics happens every two years, and has only been 

hosted in Canada three times. The City had made the 

deliberate decision to initiate the development as a 

demonstration project with the intention to be a show-

case on the world stage as the greenest in the world. 

However, the cost implications of that decision were 

not clear at the time, and other speakers touched on 

the fact that the decision was not made by citizens. 

This was Lesson Two—not to make significant deci-

sions without all relevant information and the 

bankrollers (taxpayers) on board.

Nancy Knight focused her presentation on the 

recent work at ubc: 3,000 housing units planned, 500 

of which will be rental. The University began the pro-

cess understanding that it was innovation on a grand 

scale, with high risk; however, they also knew that risk 

transfer was important. Other speakers also empha-

sized that point—that the City had taken all the risk. 

This is Lesson Three—municipal governments 

should not accept significant financial risk on behalf 

of taxpayers. Knight also touched on Lesson One: both 

ubc and sfu have arms-length development agencies 

that act as the prime decision makers on issues related 

to development. The City could have, and likely should 

have, used a similar model, she said.

Doug MacArthur was the final panelist, and 

acknowledged that mistakes were made; however, he 

stressed the importance of remaining objective and 

critically evaluating what happened so that the lessons 

are learned and future projects will benefit. He argued 

that the Olympic Village project had become a high-

cost, high-risk commercial development, which is not 

what it was intended to be in the beginning. If those 

intentions had been made clear from the beginning, 

the right market decisions could have been made—but 

the intentions weren’t clear at the outset (Lesson 

Four) and outcomes became dependent on political 

decisions. MacArthur also referred to Lesson One—

that the model and management structure that were 

used were not appropriate: A city government should 

not be involved in a high-cost, high-risk, commercial 

development project.  

A fifth lesson related to the potentially high costs 

of sustainability. The Olympic Village pushed green 

development to the limit. How much more did the 

project cost because it was “green”?  To make it the 

greenest in the world, the cost to the taxpayer was sig-

nificantly more, especially since it strove for leed 

platinum. While municipalities should focus on invest-

ing in initiatives like green neighbourhood energy and 

more efficient waste management and reduction, the 

City, in hindsight, could have simply raised the bar, 

instead of making huge leaps in “green” development.

The sixth lesson was that the most significant suc-

cess/failure factor for the project was the very high cost 

of the land and the expectations for financial return. 

When ubc builds rental units for its University commu-

nity, it doesn’t expect the same rate of return on the land 

as they would otherwise. Yet the City wasn’t willing to 

take a financial loss on its $193 million dollar investment. 

Some of the panelists argued that if the City had not 

placed such high financial expectations on the project, 

the City and the taxpayers might not be in their current 

financial situation.

The sixth lesson was that the most significant success/failure factor 

for the project was the very high cost of the land and the expectations 

for financial return. When UBC builds rental units for its University 

community, it doesn’t expect the same rate of return on the land as they 

would otherwise. Yet the City wasn’t willing to take a financial loss on its 

$193 million dollar investment. Some of the panelists argued that if the 

City had not placed such high financial expectations on the project, the 

City and the taxpayers might not be in their current financial situation.
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ISSUES THAT COULDN’T  
BE AVOIDED

Nancy Knight also noted that the Olympic 

Village was a unique situation where cer-

tain issues—such as the construction cost 

overrun—couldn’t be avoided. When con-

struction costs escalated with the boom, 

there was little choice but to keep building, 

as it had to be ready for the Olympics. At 

that same time, ubc was able to postpone 

some of the construction, thus reducing 

the risk significantly, which was not an 

option for the City in light of the impend-

ing Olympics.

One of the final comments of the eve-

ning came from the Olympic Village 

project manager, Roger Bayley, who high-

lighted some of the positive aspects of the 

project. He confirmed that six councils in 

a row voted for the project and in terms of 

cost, building to leed platinum amounted 

to about 6-7% of the value of the project.

While mistakes were made—and the 

final expense to taxpayers remains to be 

seen—there are opportunities to learn 

from the Olympic Village experience. One 

of the project’s legacies is that it is built to 

very high green building standards, 

which contributes to Vancouver’s reputa-

tion of being a green city. Yet Vancouver’s 

citizens may have to pay more for these 

gains in the future than originally 

anticipated. 

DISCLAIMER

A version of this article was first published 

in Planning West magazine, Volume 53, 

Number 1, Spring 2011, by the Planning 

Institute of British Columbia. It is reprinted 

here with permission, all rights reserved. ■
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THE WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AGENDA

A watershed is an area of land draining into a common water body such as a river or lake. 

Throughout centuries, the manipulation and consumption of natural resources by human 

civilizations have dramatically altered the hydrological, ecological, and biochemical func-

tions of watersheds. The outcomes, including increased flooding, erosion, sedimentation, 

and pollution, have resulted in adverse effects to human health and safety. Today, escalating 

global populations and land use changes, combined with the implications of climate 

change, exacerbate the situation. Watershed management as a means of addressing regional 

water and land management issues is actively pursued by the United Nations and the 

European Union and is endorsed at the triennial World Water Forums.³

In Canada, Ontario and Manitoba were early adopters of watershed management. 

Provincial legislation in 1946 (Conservation Authorities Act ) and 1972 (The Conservation 

SUMMARY Watershed organizations in 

Canada are developing watershed report 

cards in growing numbers, ostensibly to 

inform watershed and municipal planning 

decisions.¹ However, their effectiveness as 

planning tools is unconfirmed and ambigu-

ous. Research to investigate the perceived 

value and influence of watershed report 

cards in Canada was conducted in 2009–

2010. This article summarizes the general 

findings and recommendations of this 

research.²

RÉSUMÉ Des organismes d’examen des 

bassins d’alimentation du Canada élabo-

rent un nombre croissant de rapports sur 

les bassins d’alimentation, officiellement 

pour éclairer les décisions sur les bassins et 

l’urbanisme municipal¹. Leur efficacité en 

tant qu’outils de planification reste toutefois 

non confirmée et ambiguë. Des recherches 

pour étudier la valeur et l’influence recon-

nues des rapports sur les bassins 

d’alimentation au Canada ont été menées 

en 2009 et 2010. Cet article résume les 

conclusions générales et les recommanda-

tions de ces recherches².

BOLSTERING 
THE ROLE AND 
INFLUENCE OF 
WATERSHED 
REPORT CARDS 
IN PLANNING

BY BARBARA VEALE, PHD, MCIP, RPP
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Districts Act) enabled the respective for-

mation of Ontario’s 36 conservation 

authorities and Manitoba’s 18 conservation 

districts. Over the past two decades, the 

watershed approach has gained popularity 

among governments and civic society in 

other parts of Canada. As a result, many 

new watershed organizations have formed.⁴

Starting in the mid-1990s, watershed 

organizations began developing watershed 

report cards and many have produced sev-

eral successive editions. The actual versus 

anticipated values and benefits of these 

planning tools have not been systematic-

ally assessed and compared in Canada. To 

address this knowledge gap, research to 

compare and contrast the substance and 

influence of 39 watershed report cards 

produced by 13 watershed organizations 

from across Canada was conducted 

(Figure 1).

METHODS

An analysis of watershed report card charac-

teristics was supplemented by information 

obtained from 109 semi-structured inter-

views and structured questionnaires. Of 

these, 49 were completed with chiefs-of-

staff, senior technical staff, and board 

chairs, vice-chairs, or past-chairs. The 

remainder were undertaken with additional 

stakeholders in the Fraser Basin and Humber 

River watershed to further explore opinions 

and perceptions about the value of water-

shed report cards. Participants included 

representatives from the Board of Directors, 

watershed municipalities, non-government 

organizations, and, in the case of the Fraser 

Basin, provincial and federal agencies. 

Questions focused on: 1) how closely con-

nected the watershed organization Board 

of Directors are to the watershed report card 

process and how it influences decision-

making at the board level; and 2) whether 

or not there is a difference between the 

perceptions of people associated with the 

watershed organizations and others regard-

ing the use and effectiveness of watershed 

report cards. Face-to-face or telephone inter-

views were conducted with about half of 

the respondents, while the remainder of 

the participants responded in writing to the 

questionnaire.

ONTARIO

YUKON
TERRITORY

NORTHWEST 
TERRITORIES

NUNAVUT

BRITISH 
COLUMBIA

ALBERTA

SASKAT-
CHEWAN

MANITOBA

QUEBEC

NEWFOUNDLAND 
& LABRADOR

NEW
BRUNSWICK

NOVA SCOTIA

P.E.I.
Saskatoon

Calgary

Edmonton

Vancouver

TorontoKitchener

London

Fraser Basin 
Council

Bow River Basin Council

North Saskatchewan
Watershed Alliance
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Don Watershed Regeneration Council
Richelieu Basin Enhancement Committee

Miramichi River Environmental 
Enhancement Committee

Clean Annapolis 
River Project

Figure 1: Watershed Case Studies
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REASONS FOR DEVELOPING
 A WATERSHED REPORT CARD

Watershed report cards are created for multi-

ple reasons. Several respondents indicated 

that their main motive is to assess watershed 

conditions and trends to inform manage-

ment decisions, emphasizing that “you can’t 

manage what you can’t measure.” Watershed 

report cards are seen as a planning tool to 

guide decision-making processes so that poli-

cies, strategies, priorities, and management 

actions can ultimately aff ect deteriorating 

on-the-ground conditions and trends. Many 

view watershed report cards as a mechanism 

to catalyze public awareness and support 

and motivate civic action. Other reasons 

include: 1) attracting new participants and 

partners to the watershed planning process; 

2) building knowledge and expertise around 

best management practices; 3) justifying 

additional fi nancial and human expendi-

tures in support of resource management 

programs and projects; and 4) identifying 

knowledge, research, and data gaps associ-

ated with understanding the impact of 

human interventions on natural processes.

REPORT CARD TRAITS

Watershed report cards are generally orga-

nized by themes, indicators, and measures. 

Themes are represented by broad topics 

under which a number of indicators are 

described (e.g., water quality, water quantity, 

wildlife, fi sh, energy, etc.). Indicators are 

variables (characteristics that can take on 

diff erent values) that track or reveal certain 

phenomena of interest over time. Indicators 

can relate to stressors, input, output, per-

formance or impact. Measures are specifi c 

descriptions about how an indicator is 

measured (the unit of measure, method, 

or timeline).

An analysis of the 39 watershed report 

cards shows that most themes are associ-

ated with environmental conditions and 

trends, either wholly or combined with 

some social themes. Only three watershed 

organizations report on each of environ-

mental, social, and economic themes. The 

themes under which indicators are grouped 

range from 1 to 18. Each watershed organi-

zation has a unique approach for selecting, 

organizing, and presenting the indicators. 

Consequently, the number of indicators 

used also varies from 5 to 77. 

Most watershed report cards use multiple, 

independent qualitative or quantitative 

measures to describe indicator attributes.

A comparison of the types and foci of 

the measures used to assess the status of 

indicators between the most recent water-

shed report cards produced for the Fraser 

Basin and the Humber River watershed 

illustrates that over 80 per cent of the 

measures are quantitative, while less than 

10 per cent are qualitative or descriptive. 

Most measures depict current conditions 

and trends over time. Very few measures 

gauge input (management eff ort, e.g., time, 

human and/or fi nancial resources), output 

(level of activity, e.g., participation, action, 

or reaction), or impact (outcomes due to 

changes over the short and long term 

e.g., learning or environmental and socio-

economic impact).

Indicator selection is generally guided by 

broad environmental and/or socio-economic 

goals established in existing watershed 

plans or other strategic plans where they 

exist. Specifi c objectives and targets are not 

necessarily articulated in the watershed 

report card and where they are, objectives 

and targets are often qualitative (e.g., they 

refer to a certain level of public awareness 

or regard for specifi c aspects of watershed 

health) or descriptive (e.g., they refer to 

actions such as establishing priorities or 

maintaining existing conditions).

Thus, there is no standard approach 

or format for watershed report cards. 

Consistent, spatially-specifi c, and timely 

data are often lacking, particularly because 

most watershed organizations have limited 

monitoring capacity and depend on data 

generated by other agencies. As a conse-

quence, indicators and their associated 

measures are often inconsistent between 

successive watershed report cards. Goals, 

objectives, and targets are sometimes not 

explicit or used sporadically. The rating 

systems used to describe the status of indi-

cators are generally subjective and the 

methods used to develop the rating system 

are seldom explained.

HOW WATERSHED REPORT 
CARDS ARE USED

Within watershed organizations, respon-

dents stated that report cards are benefi cial 

for informing management decisions, 

engaging partners in stewardship activities, 

increasing public awareness, and identify-

ing information, research, and data gaps. 

Yet, expectations often exceed outcomes. 

Many respondents expressed disappoint-

ment that the watershed report cards do not 

prompt a higher level of public awareness, 

support, and community action and sug-

gested that lack of clear and concise 

messaging and strategic marketing and out-

reach activities are major reasons why 

watershed report cards fail to infl uence target 

audiences.

Links between watershed reporting ini-

tiatives and other planning exercises are 

weak. In fact, stakeholders in the Fraser 

Basin and Humber River watershed stated 

that the scale and scope of watershed report-

ing is too broad to inform planning at the 

local community level. Community indica-

tor reports such as Vital Signs have their 

own processes for developing indicators 
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which are exclusive of other indicator initia-

tives. Many respondents reported that the 

benefits of watershed report cards are over-

stated and overshadowed by competing and 

conflicting socio-political forces (e.g., fund-

ing availability, organizational will, partner 

support, etc.).

RECOMMENDATIONS

Many shortfalls and inconsistencies noted 

through the analysis of watershed report 

cards and by respondents parallel those 

discovered in community indicator initia-

tives such as quality-of-life and 

sustainability reports.⁵ These studies sug-

gest that report card outcomes can be 

concrete (they motivate changes in deci-

sion-making processes and resource 

allocation), intangible (they prompt raised 

awareness, new social connections and 

working relationships, better understand-

ing of community issues, increased 

community dialogue) or measurable (track 

on-the-ground progress). Outcomes are 

shaped by one or a combination of three 

distinct steps: 1) the process of developing 

indicators; 2) the publication and distribu-

tion of report cards; or 3) outreach 

activities and follow-up actions. Most out-

comes are intangible, which may, over 

time, inspire action. However, indicator  

initiatives can instigate change when they 

resonate strongly with decision makers or 

concerted outreach efforts are made, par-

ticularly with key stakeholders.

Building on research findings, 10 princi-

pal recommendations for improving water 

shed report cards are:

 > focus on stakeholder issues of prime 

concern and engage audiences in early 

discussions to build a constituency of 

support;

 > link watershed report cards closely with 

watershed and community planning 

goals, objectives and initiatives;

 > engage the scientific community to 

translate goals and objectives into 

meaningful targets and thresholds for 

measuring progress;

 > work with monitoring agencies to use 

consistent indicators, measures and data 

analysis methods and identify data defi-

ciencies and gaps;

 > select science-based indicators and mea-

sures which can show change during 

the reporting interval;

 > explain and illustrate major cause-effect 

linkages through the use of conceptual 

models or other visual tools;

 > work with the scientific community to 

develop a clear, transparent, and replica-

ble process for ranking indicators and 

provide access to methods and detailed 

calculations;

 > limit the number of indicators to those 

that inform stakeholder issues and 

ensure that key messages are clear and 

concise;

 > incorporate strategic marketing and out-

reach activities to gain profile and 

encourage community dialogue and 

feedback; and

 > consciously use watershed report cards 

as a “learning” tool to enhance adaptive 

capacity and management.

CONCLUSION

Watershed report cards are fledgling plan-

ning tools that have not yet reached their 

full potential. This research has identified 

some of the major drawbacks and opportu-

nities for improving the effectiveness  

and influence of watershed report cards. 

However, the evolution of watershed report 

cards is an iterative process and not all 

opportunities can be tackled at once. The 

process will take time, dedicated human 

and financial resources, and collaborative 

and concerted effort. ■

BARBARA VEALE, PHD, MCIP, RPP,  
is the Coordinator of Policy Planning and 

Partnerships for the Grand River Conservation 

Authority based in Cambridge, Ontario. 

Barbara recently completed her doctoral stud-

ies at the University of Waterloo. Her research 

focused on watershed governance and 

explored the use of watershed report cards 

and other indicator reports as decision tools 

for watershed management in Canada. She 

can be reached at: bveale@grandriver.ca

R E F E R E N C E S  A N D  N O T E S

1. For the purpose of this research, the term 

“watershed report card” refers to watershed 

report cards, state-of-the watershed reports, or 

other watershed reports that include indicators. 

This study examined watershed report cards 

produced by 13 watershed organizations prior  

to April 2010.

2. This research is presented in my doctoral disser-

tation entitled “Assessing the Influence and 

Effectiveness of Watershed Report Cards on 

Watershed Management: A Study of Watershed 

Organizations in Canada”. Available at: http://

uwspace.uwaterloo.ca/handle/10012/5610

3. Rahaman MM, Varis O. Integrated water 

resources management: evolution, prospects 

and future challenges. Sustainability: Science, 

Practice, & Policy 2005;1(1):15-21. Available at: 

http://sspp.proquest.com/archives/

vol1iss1/0407-03.rahaman.html

4. For example, other watershed organizations 

have been created or supported under strategic 

initiatives such as Alberta’s Water for Life 

Strategy, 2003 and Quebec’s Water Policy, 2002. 

In Atlantic Canada, the Atlantic Coastal Action 

Program supports 16 incorporated, non-profit, 

community-based watershed organizations.

5. Holman N. Incorporating local sustainability 

indicators into structures of local governance:  

a review of the literature. Local Environment 

2009;14(4):365-75. 
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PURPOSE

When Jeanne Wolfe died in December 2009, she was 

trying to finish a research project on Canadian utopias. 

Jeanne had been gathering this information in her 

spare time for well over 30 years while managing other 

important obligations such as running the School of 

Urban Planning at McGill, teaching, working on behalf 

of cip-icu, and many other undertakings. The authors 

of this paper were approached by Jeanne’s family and 

colleagues with the request that we bring her Canadian 

utopian project to completion.

Jeanne was fascinated by Canadian utopias. 

Recognizing the abundant, rich, and exciting literature 

relating to utopian experiments worldwide, her con-

cern was that little had been written on the Canadian 

manifestations, even though the history of Canada is 

studded with attempts to create ideal communities. 

Indeed, she argued that Canada probably had more 

intentional settlements per capita than any other coun-

try in the world, largely because of the great success of 

some of the major 19th and early 20th century immi-

grations of disaffected groups. While some individual 

utopian settlements have received attention, particu-

larly those in the four western provinces, there is no 

comprehensive examination of this type of settlement 

nationwide. 

Accordingly, Jeanne initiated her own research proj-

ect; our intention is to bring her work to completion in 

the form of an encyclopedia of Canadian utopian settle-

ments dedicated to the memory of Jeanne Wolfe. As her 

colleagues, friends and former students, a group of us is 

now turning to the expertise of others and inviting plan-

ners across the country to participate in this project.

OBJECTIVES

The concept of “utopia” is notoriously hard to define. 

As such, we are carrying on as Jeanne did, refusing to 

get tied up in too many knots over the definition, and 

accepting her broad assumption that these communities 

were attempts at escaping contemporary realities found 

to be unacceptable by their founders and followers. To 

that end, Canadian utopians often sought refuge in spa-

tially isolated or socially disconnected refuges in order 

to construct new social-economic-cultural orders. 

Predictably, Jeanne’s preliminary work encompassed a 

diverse set of descriptors for such utopian communities: 

communist, communal, communitarian, socialist, coop-

erative, intentional, paternalistic, despotic, and sybaritic. 

R E S E A R C H  N O T E

A HISTORY OF CANADA’S  
UTOPIAN COMMUNITIES

A Legacy of Jeanne Wolfe, CM, FCIP

BY BETH MOORE MILROY, PHD, FCIP AND BRIAN OSBORNE
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Such communities pursued one or more of 

the following objectives: 

 > adherence to the teachings and prescrip-

tions of a charismatic leader; 

 > adherence to a way of life guided by 

spiritual/theological/religious/philo-

sophical principles and social practices;

 > adherence to a way of life according to 

political practices, ideals, and codes of   

conduct intended to improve the social 

harmony and material well-being of its     

adherents; and

 > adherents comprised of a group of 

people distinguished by their spiritual, 

political, ethnic, or linguistic unique-

ness that wish to preserve their 

distinctiveness by living apart from 

other societies, in rural or urban 

settings.

Utopian communities were purpose-

fully designed collectives of people that 

strove to achieve their objectives by the 

following: 

 > written manifestos or codified practices 

which determine the operation of the       

collective and personal conduct;

 > planning the lay-out of specific institu-

tions, economic functions, and domestic     

accommodations;

 > determining the physical form, external 

appearance, and internal arrangements 

of these structures in relation to the cre-

dos and objectives of the community; 

and

 > the representation of the group’s distinc-

tiveness materially by required modes  

of personal appearance, dress, diet, or 

social practices. 

In particular, Jeanne’s intention was to 

look for connections between the philosophi-

cal motivation of the community and its built 

form, and the eventual relationship between 

them. Of course, this takes us right into the 

territory of planners. Ideally, the information 

gathered for each settlement would include 

the following, wherever possible:

 > location of settlement;

 > map of settlement (location of build-

ings, roads, etc.);

 > founders, date of founding;

 > motivation behind the settlement;

 > length of time settlement lasted;

 > governance (rules and regulations);

 > economic activity or occupations  

(e.g., farming);

 > why it folded, when and what became 

of it;
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Figure 1: A selection of religious and secular Canadian utopian 
settlements, by J. Wolfe, 2009. 
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 > reactions of locals (if discoverable); and

 > relation of physical form to the group’s 

founding motivation.

Obviously, this is a tall order and, so far, 

based on the materials collected, we find the 

information is more likely to describe social 

matters than physical form. However, we 

are hopeful. Materials of great value to this 

project include government records, maps, 

drawings, photographs, diaries, descen-

dants’ accounts, newspapers, brochures, 

local histories, as well as such scholarly 

materials as theses, books, and articles. 

THE TASK

A selection of 53 settlements as Jeanne cate-

gorized them can be seen in Figure 1. We 

are currently aware of about 100 in total. In 

keeping with Jeanne’s aim we want to gather 

as many as possible to show the amazing 

inventiveness, adventurousness, faith, and 

folly of their proponents. Jeanne’s time 

period for this study is the 1700s to 1945: she 

wanted to halt before the flowering of hippie-

style communes in the 1960s!

If you are interested in contributing to 

this academic and collegial tribute, please 

contact us with ideas or information. When 

the project is finished, the “Friends of Jeanne 

Wolfe” will, hopefully, have accomplished 

her mission: to redress a lacuna in the his-

tory of Canadian planned settlements. 

Please help us locate utopian or commune-

style settlements in any part of the country 

with which you are familiar. ■
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T H E  L E A R N I N G  C U R V E

L’URBANISME 
CONTRE 
L’APATHIE 

PLANNING 
AGAINST 
APATHY

CANADA’S NEW CONSERVATIVE 

majority government may bring stability, 

but the limited urban agenda articulated in 

its campaign points to political challenges 

ahead for Canada’s planning community. 

During this past election, cip outlined four 

main areas of national importance that 

require federal commitment. These 

included stronger communities, environ-

mental leadership, inclusive communities, 

and better information.¹ With the absence 

of urban issues presented during this last 

election cycle, many planning students 

were left searching for a change.

In Plan Canada’s Autumn 2003 issue 

tackling “Politics and Planning”, Art 

Cowie’s article outlined 10 lessons with 

number one stating: “to achieve planning 

visions, it is essential to have political lead-

ership and politicians who can work 

together in spite of political diff erences.”² 

Politics, as explained by Jeanne Wolfe 

(2003) in the same issue, is embedded in 

planning schools through activism, teach-

ing, and research. As young planning 

students, we must commit to pushing our 

government and working with our elected 

offi  cials to promote sustainable communi-

ties throughout our careers.

Canada saw the lowest voter turnout in 

2008 with a mere 58% voter turnout. Only 

37.4% from those aged 18–24, and only 

48% those aged 25–34, went to the polls 

for that election.³ It is possible that plan-

ning students may be more inclined to be 

engaged in political elections; however, of 

the students under 30, less than half of the 

eligible voters have showed up for federal 

elections held between 1997 and 2008.⁴ 

While young Canadians may have a bad 

reputation for low voter turnout, they have 

also not been targeted by political parties. 

With 2.9 million electors under the age of 

25 in the most recent federal election, uni-

versity students creatively responded 

against this apathy with vote mobs appear-

ing across Canada.⁵ Social media and 

videos were used in force before the elec-

tion in hopes of inspiring young Canadians 

to exercise their democratic rights. 

LE NOUVEAU GOUVERNEMENT 

majoritaire conservateur du Canada a beau 

être une source de stabilité, le peu d’intérêt 

accordé à l’urbanisme pendant sa campagne 

laisse entrevoir bien des défi s politiques pour 

la communauté des urbanistes canadiens. 

Au cours de cette dernière élection, l’icu a 

défi ni quatre grands secteurs d’importance 

nationale qui nécessitent l’engagement du 

gouvernement fédéral : communautés plus 

fortes, leadership en matière 

d’environnement, communautés inclusives 

et meilleure diff usion de l’information¹. En 

raison de l’absence de propositions liées à 

l’urbanisme lors du récent cycle électoral, 

nombreux sont les étudiants en urbanisme 

en quête d’un réel changement.

Dans le numéro d’automne 2003 de Plan 

Canada, Art Cowie présentait dans son 

article « Politique et urbanisme » dix 

leçons à retenir, la première énonçant ce 

qui suit : « Pour atteindre une vision de 

l’urbanisme, il est essentiel de faire preuve 

d’hégémonie politique et d’avoir des politi-

ciens qui peuvent travailler ensemble en 

dépit de leurs diff érences d’opinions². » La 

politique, comme l’expliquait Jeanne Wolfe 

dans le même numéro, est enracinée dans 

les écoles d’urbanisme par le biais de 

l’activisme, de l’enseignement et de la 

recherche. En qualité d’étudiants en urba-

nisme, nous devons nous engager à inciter 

notre gouvernement à aller de l’avant et 

travailler avec nos représentants élus afi n 

de faire la promotion des communautés 

durables tout au long de notre carrière.

À seulement 58 %, le Canada a connu son 

plus faible taux de participation dans une 

élection fédérale en 2008. Dans les tranches 

d’âge de 18 à 24 ans et de 25 à 34 ans, seule-

ment 37,4 % et 48 % respectivement sont 

allés voter³. Il est possible que les étudiants 

en urbanisme soient plus enclins à jouer un 

rôle actif dans les élections, mais parmi les 

étudiants de moins de 30 ans, moins de la 

moitié se sont prévalus de leur droit de vote 

aux élections fédérales de 1997 à 2008⁴. Si les 

jeunes Canadiens se sont forgé une mauvaise 

réputation en raison de leur faible taux de 

participation, ils ne sont pourtant guère 

ciblés par les partis politiques. Représentant 

2,9 millions d’électeurs de moins de 25 ans 

dans la plus récente élection fédérale, la clien-

tèle universitaire a réagi de façon créative à 

cette apathie par le biais de rassemblements 

pour le vote sur tous les campus canadiens⁵. 

Les médias sociaux et les vidéos ont été uti-

lisés en grand nombre avant l’élection dans 
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For the first time in Canadian history, 

the ndp is leading the opposition and the 

Green Party has earned an elected seat 

with Elizabeth May in British Columbia. 

This may or may not have been a direct 

response to the sudden youth engagement, 

but planners have an opportunity to con-

tinue using similar creative forms of media 

to involve the public in planning issues. 

Young planners can inform the public with 

the democratization of planning and con-

tinue to be engaged in political decisions. 

Our country is constantly evolving with 

national decisions that will affect our com-

munities and our profession. 

People in the world are willing to die 

for democracy. We are lucky to live in a 

country with democratic rights, and we 

have a lifetime to exercise those rights. We 

may continue planning for our cities, but 

the decision makers will inevitably be the 

ones to make the choices for our communi-

ties. I implore young planners across the 

country to keep this momentum, to take 

responsibility and be engaged, and to con-

tinue challenging our elected officials 

when it comes to decisions on planning for 

the future of our cities. 

Young planners need to consider their 

value as information providers to the public. 

As planning students, we may have a multi-

tude of interests, but we still care about our 

government, our country, and our future. 

Politics, as we understand it, is fraught with 

complexity. The appearance of 

young electoral apathy may be attributed to 

political disengagement, whereby the low 

voter turnout is actually an action in itself.⁶ 

When we consider the public process, plan-

ners will continue to have an opportunity to 

engage the public on critical issues. 

We are students who will enter a steep 

learning curve as we embark on our new 

and exciting careers. When we consider 

politics and planning, planners must work 

together to push our elected officials to 

make the right choices. In the hopes that 

we are making a difference, we watch with 

eager anticipation to see what changes will 

happen next. ■

STEPHANIE CHAI is the Canadian 

Institute of Planners Student Representative 

on Council for 2010–2011. She completed her 

undergraduate degree at the University of 

Alberta and is a Master of Planning 

Candidate at Dalhousie University. Stephanie 

is passionate about connecting with students 

and advancing the planning profession. She 

can be reached at: schai@dal.ca

l’espoir d’inspirer les jeunes Canadiens à 

exercer leurs droits démocratiques. 

Pour la première fois dans l’histoire cana-

dienne, le npd forme l’opposition officielle et 

le Parti vert a obtenu un siège en faisant élire 

Elizabeth May en Colombie-Britannique. Peu 

importe si la mobilisation soudaine des jeu-

nes a joué ou non un rôle dans ces résultats, 

les urbanistes ont maintenant l’occasion de 

continuer à employer des formes novatrices 

de communication afin de faire participer  

la population aux questions liées à la planifi-

cation. Grâce à la démocratisation de 

l’urbanisme, les jeunes praticiens peuvent 

mettre le public au fait et continuer à jouer 

un rôle clé dans les décisions politiques. 

Notre pays est en constante évolution et nos 

décisions ont des conséquences sur nos 

communautés et notre profession. 

Partout dans le monde, des gens sont 

prêts à mourir pour la démocratie. Nous 

avons la chance de vivre dans un pays 

démocratique, où nous avons toute la  

vie pour y exercer nos droits. Après tout, 

même si nous continuons de planifier 

pour nos villes, ce sont les décideurs qui 

prendront les décisions pour nos commu-

nautés. J’implore donc les jeunes 

urbanistes des quatre coins du pays de 

poursuivre sur leur lancée, d’assumer 

leurs responsabilités, de s’engager et de 

continuer à remettre en question nos 

représentants élus en ce qui concerne les 

décisions en matière de planification de 

l’avenir de nos villes. 

Les jeunes urbanistes doivent envisager 

leur utilité en tant que diffuseurs d’infor-

mation aux citoyens. Malgré la diversité 

de nos centres d’intérêt, nous ne pouvons 

rester indifférents à notre gouvernement, 

notre pays et notre avenir. La politique, 

comme nous l’entendons, est très complexe. 

L’apparente apathie électorale des jeunes 

peut être attribuée au désengagement du 

gouvernement, tandis que leur faible taux 

de participation représenterait une stratégie 

d’opposition⁶. En ce qui concerne le proces-

sus de consultation publique, les urbanistes 

ne cesseront d’avoir la possibilité de susciter 

l’intérêt du public aux enjeux fondamentaux. 

À l’aube de notre nouvelle et excitante 

carrière, nous entamons une rude période 

d’apprentissage. Pour pousser plus avant le 

lien entre la politique et l’urbanisme, les 

urbanistes doivent unir leurs forces afin 

d’inciter nos représentants élus à faire les 

bons choix. Dans l’espoir de changer les 

choses, nous attendons avec impatience de 

voir comment se déroulera la suite. ■

STEPHANIE CHAI est la représentante 

des étudiants en urbanisme auprès du 

Conseil d’administration de l’Institut can-

adien des urbanistes pour 2010-2011. Elle 

a obtenu son diplôme de premier cycle  

à l’Université de l’Alberta et étudie actuelle-

ment à la maîtrise en urbanisme à 

l’Université Dalhousie. Stephanie se passi-

onne pour le réseautage étudiant et la 

promotion de la profession d’urbaniste. 

Elle peut être jointe à l’adresse suivante :  

schai@dal.ca

BY/PAR STEPHANIE CHAI
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CE QUE 
J’AI APPRIS

WHAT 
I HAVE 
LEARNED

Since 1971 Jean Monteith has made a significant contribution to 

planning and community research and professional practice 

through her innovative approaches to zoning and parks and recre-

ation planning. Her work has influenced the manner in which 

many communities in Canada and the United States plan their 

provision of parks, facilities, and services. Her work has been  

recognized by the Canadian Institute of Planners, the Ontario 

Professional Planners Institute, and the New York Upper State 

Chapter of the American Planning Association. Jean holds a 

Bachelor of Environmental Studies Degree (B.E.S.) with Honours  

in Urban and Regional Planning from the University of Waterloo. 

She is the Principal Planner and Founder of Monteith Brown 

Planning Consultants.

JEAN RECENTLY CHATTED with Bob Lehman about her 

career and what she has learned.

I am blessed. I knew in Grade 12 that I wanted to be a planner. 

The caption in my high school yearbook was—Ambition—urban 

planner. Forty years on I am still sure that I still want to be a 

planner. I have loved it all. 

I have learned that you do not wear a long skirt and squat down 

to look through file boxes on the floor at a public hearing, without 

first checking that you are not standing on the bottom of your skirt.

Depuis 1971, Jean Monteith a largement contribué à la planification, 

la recherche communautaire et la pratique professionnelle par ses 

approches novatrices en zonage et en planification des parcs et des 

loisirs, qui ont influencé la manière dont de nombreuses communau-

tés canadiennes et américaines prévoient aménager les parcs, les 

installations et les services. Son travail a été reconnu par l’Institut 

canadien des urbanistes, l’Institut des planificateurs professionnels 

de l’Ontario ainsi que le New York Upper State Chapter de l’Ameri-

can Planning Association. Jean détient un baccalauréat en études  

de l’environnement avec spécialisation en planification urbaine 

et régionale de l’Université de Waterloo. Elle est la principale 

urbaniste et la fondatrice de Monteith Brown Planning Consultants.

RÉCEMMENT, JEAN s’est entretenue avec Bob Lehman à propos 

de sa carrière et de ce qu’elle a appris.

Je suis bénie. Tout de suite après mes études secondaires, j’ai su 

que je voulais être urbaniste. La légende dans mon album de finis-

sants du secondaire l’indiquait déjà : Ambition – urbaniste. 

Quarante ans plus tard, je suis tout aussi convaincue qu’à mes 

débuts. J’adore ce que je fais. 

J’ai appris qu’à une audience publique, vous ne devez pas porter 

une longue jupe et vous accroupir pour fouiller dans des boîtes de 

dossiers, sans d’abord vous assurer que vous ne marchez pas sur le 

bas de votre jupe.

La vie n’est pas simple. Il y a habituellement plus d’une bonne 

réponse. Les jeunes urbanistes ont la dangereuse habitude d’ap-

prendre une bonne réponse et de penser que « ça y est! », alors 

qu’il peut y avoir au moins deux ou trois autres bonnes réponses.

Soyez toujours prêt. Que ce soit pour le conseil de l’icu, une 

audience ou une assemblée publique, vous ne pouvez pas être trop 

bien préparé. Vous devez classer vos dossiers, prévoir les questions 

p
l

a
n

 c
a

n
a

d
a

 |
 s

u
m

m
e

r
 ·

 é
t

É
 2

0
1

1

46



Life is not simple. There is usually more than one 

right answer. The most dangerous characteristic of 

young planners is that they learn one right answer and 

think ‘Ah—that’s it’ only to discover there can be two 

or three or more right answers.

Be a Girl Guide and always “Be Prepared”. Whether 

it is for Council, a hearing, or a public meeting, you 

cannot prepare too much. Files should be in order, 

questions and answers anticipated, and even the scale 

for checking distance readily at hand. Part of your job 

is to help keep the process moving forward in an 

informed and professional manner.  

Moving a file around is not processing a file. Time 

matters, if not to you, then to someone else. Failing to 

decide is a failure.

Passion for my job is my context. This profession 

is about improving our beautiful world. If you do not 

care, then do not come to the table, and for sure do not 

provide “advice”.

Talk to people. If their suggestions or ideas cannot 

be used, explain why. Dismissing comments without 

rational response is just outright rude. The answer may 

be as simple as—‘that’s a great idea but the legislation 

doesn’t permit it yet’, or that ‘the majority of the com-

munity have expressed themselves as well and a 

different direction is being pursued’.  

No form of public input should be dismissed. We 

all need to try to broaden the variety of techniques to 

engage the public. Not everyone is comfortable speak-

ing in front of other people; some may not be able to 

express themselves in writing, others may not have 

computers, and still others may not have two hours 

they do not know what to do with on a Monday night.  

This one thing is true—only solid consensus build-

ing results in a Vision and a Plan that the community 

will buy into and call their own. And only then does it 

work. ■

Contact Jean at Monteith Brown Planning Consultants 

by telephone (519-686-1300) or via e-mail at jmonteith@

mbpc.ca.

et réponses, et même avoir à portée de main l’échelle 

pour mesurer les distances. Une partie de votre travail 

consiste à aider à faire avancer les choses de façon 

éclairée et professionnelle.  

Déplacer un dossier ne veut pas dire le traiter. Le 

temps compte. Peut-être pas pour vous, mais pour 

quelqu’un d’autre. Être incapable de prendre une déci-

sion constitue un échec.

Mon travail me passionne. Cette profession 

consiste à améliorer notre belle planète. Si vous n’y êtes 

pas sensible, alors ne participez pas à la discussion et 

surtout ne donnez pas de « conseils ».

Parlez aux gens. Si leurs suggestions ou idées ne 

peuvent être utilisées, alors expliquez-leur pourquoi. 

Ne pas tenir compte de commentaires sans raison vala-

ble n’est rien moins que de la grossièreté. La réponse 

peut être aussi simple que « C’est une excellente idée, 

mais la loi ne le permet pas encore » ou « La majorité 

de la communauté s’est aussi exprimée sur le sujet, et 

nous poursuivons une autre voie ».  

Considérez toutes les formes de contribution du 

public. Nous devons tous nous efforcer d’élargir nos 

techniques de sollicitation du public. Certains ne sont 

pas à l’aise de parler en public ou de s’exprimer par 

écrit, alors que d’autres ne possèdent pas d’ordinateur 

ou n’ont tout simplement pas assez de temps à consa-

crer un lundi soir.  

Une chose est vraie—seul l’établissement d’un 

consensus ferme donne lieu à une vision et à un plan 

que la communauté peut approuver et adopter. C’est 

seulement alors qu’on peut voir des résultats. ■

Pour contacter Jean chez Monteith Brown Planning 

Consultants, appelez au 519-686-1300 ou envoyez un 

courriel à jmonteith@mbpc.ca 

BY/PAR JEAN MONTEITH, FCIP 
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P L A N N I N G  N O T E S  

F R O M  H O M E  A N D  A B R O A D 

 

CRÉATION D’UNE  
ASSOCIATION ET 
STRATÉGIE URBAINE 
DANS LES CARAÏBES 

ASSOCIATION 
BUILDING AND AN  
URBAN AGENDA FOR  
THE CARIBBEAN

THE CANADIAN INSTITUTE OF PLANNERS’ 25-year his-

tory of supporting communities and professional planning around 

the world is based on supporting both professional planning and 

our international colleagues who do the important work of com-

munity building. This work often occurs in more challenging 

circumstances than those we face in Canada. 

From April 5th to 9th, 2011, cip helped sponsor a conference 

which brought together representatives of nine Caribbean govern-

ments, planning associations from Jamaica, Barbados and Trinidad 

& Tobago and planning academics from Jamaica’s University of 

Technology, the University of the West Indies (Trinidad), the 

University of Guyana and Anton de Kom University in Suriname. 

The conference was titled “Establishing a Policy and Research 

Agenda for the Urban Sector in the Caribbean”.

For cip, this meeting was an opportunity to extend to a regional 

level our on-the-ground work in capacity-building and community 

development that is part of our cida-funded Canada-Guyana 

Partnership for Community Planning (2009-2012). cip is committed 

DEPUIS 25 ANS, l’Institut canadien des urbanistes apporte son 

soutien aux communautés et à la pratique professionnelle sur la 

scène internationale en faisant la promotion de l’urbanisme à 

l’étranger et en appuyant ses collègues qui s’efforcent de dévelop-

per la conscience communautaire dans des conditions souvent plus 

difficiles que celles qui prévalent au Canada. 

Du 5 au 9 avril 2011, l’icu a participé au parrainage d’un 

congrès intitulé « Establishing a Policy and Research Agenda for 

the Urban Sector in the Caribbean » (« Établir un programme d’ac-

tion et de recherche pour le secteur urbain dans les Caraïbes »), qui 

réunissait des représentants de neuf gouvernements antillais, des 

associations urbanistes de la Jamaïque, de la Barbade et de Trinité-

et-Tobago, et des professeurs en urbanisme de l’University of 

Technology (Jamaïque), l’University of the West Indies (Trinité-et-

Tobago), l’University of Guyana (Guyana) et l’Anton de Kom 

University (Suriname).

Pour l’icu, cette rencontre représentait l’occasion d’exercer à 

l’échelle régionale son travail sur le terrain en matière de 
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BY/PAR 

JOHN WALL 

AND MICHEL 

FROJMOVIC, 

MCIP, RPP

to supporting an event that brings together stakehold-

ers and planners from across the Caribbean in each of 

the project’s three years. Last year’s International 

Conference on Low Carbon Development and 

Community Planning focused on the challenges of 

heavily forested countries like Guyana that face the 

double burden of protecting their natural heritage 

while supporting the urgent economic and social devel-

opment needs of their citizens. This year’s conference, 

co-hosted with the Caribbean Network for Urban and 

Land Management (also known as the blueSpace 

Network) and the Caribbean Community (caricom) 

Secretariat, took on a new challenge of advancing an 

urban agenda in the region.

While stereotypes of the Caribbean often include 

remote locations, rural idylls and sandy beaches, the 

Caribbean, like Canada, is heavily urbanized. Some 

70% of its population reside in urban communities. 

As Jacques Besner, Chair of cip’s International Affairs 

Advisory Committee argued in an address at the open-

ing of the conference, issues that we face in Canadian 

cities are similar to those that need to be considered in 

a Caribbean strategy. These would include such issues 

as financing the renewal and extension of decaying 

municipal infrastructure, environmental protection 

and sustainability in the face of growth, effective 

urban transportation systems, affordable housing and 

developing inclusive communities. These themes were 

développement des ressources et des communautés 

dans le cadre du projet Partenariat Canada-Guyana 

pour la planification communautaire (2009-2012) 

financé par l’acdi. Pendant l’étendue de ce projet de 

trois ans, l’icu s’engage à prendre en charge chaque 

année un événement qui rassemble intervenants et 

urbanistes de toute la région des Caraïbes. L’année der-

nière, le congrès international « Low Carbon 

Development and Community Planning » (« Faibles 

émissions de carbone et planification communau-

taire ») portait sur les défis des pays abondamment 

boisés, comme le Guyana, qui subissent la double pres-

sion de protéger leur patrimoine naturel tout en 

subvenant aux besoins urgents de développement éco-

nomique et social de leurs citoyens. Coanimé par le 

Caribbean Network for Urban and Land Management 

(aussi connu sous le nom de blueSpace Network) et le 

secrétariat du Marché commun des Caraïbes 

(caricom), le congrès de cette année a relevé un nou-

veau défi en proposant une stratégie urbaine dans 

la région.

En dépit des stéréotypes—coins reculés, paradis 

champêtres et plages de sables –, cette partie du monde, 

au même degré que le Canada, est densément urbanisée. 

Quelque 70 % de la population se rassemblent dans des 

centres urbains. Comme l’a fait valoir le président du 

comité consultatif des affaires internationales de l’icu 

Jacques Besner, dans son discours d’ouverture du 

congrès, les problèmes auxquels nous sommes confron-

tés dans les villes canadiennes sont comparables à ceux 

qui doivent être envisagés dans le cadre d’une stratégie 

caribéenne. Ces problèmes comprennent le financement 

du renouvellement et de l’expansion d’une infrastruc-

ture municipale en état de délabrement, la protection et 

la durabilité de l’environnement malgré la croissance, le 

développement de systèmes de transport urbain effica-

ces, le logement abordable et le développement de 

communautés inclusives. Ces thèmes ont été repris 

autant par les représentants gouvernementaux que par 

nos collègues antillais. Les participants ont également 

fait état des besoins fondamentaux par les États des 

Caraïbes d’envisager l’adaptation au changement clima-

tique afin de réduire les risques liés au changement du 

niveau de la mer et aux événements météorologiques 

extrêmes. Parallèlement, même si les émissions de gaz à 

effet de serre dans la région sont relativement faibles en 

comparaison avec celles des pays développés, les délé-

gués ont constaté qu’une énergie renouvelable efficace 
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echoed by government representatives as 

well as by our colleagues from within the 

Caribbean region. Participants also noted 

the fundamental needs of Caribbean states 

to incorporate climate change adaptation to 

reduce risks related to sea level change and 

extreme weather events. At the same time, 

although greenhouse gas emissions from 

within the region are relatively low com-

pared to highly developed countries, 

delegates found that efficient renewable 

energy would not only help mitigate cli-

mate change but also help to decrease 

dependency on energy imports and sup-

port economic resilience.

In addition to the specifics of Caribbean 

urban policy, this meeting also afforded an 

opportunity to explore the common needs 

and interests of the region’s professional 

planning community. Along with cip’s sup-

port through the cida-funded project, the 

American Planning Association supported 

the participation of three national 

Caribbean planning associations through a 

contribution from their Energy and 

Climate Partnership of the Americas, 

funded by the us State Department. 

Discussion among planning professionals 

from the Caribbean, Canada and the 

United States showed that all groups face 

similar issues, including recognition of the 

profession, credentials of practitioners and 

continuous professional development, 

among others. In the Caribbean, these 

aiderait non seulement à atténuer le change-

ment climatique, mais également à 

diminuer la dépendance aux importations 

énergétiques et à encourager la résilience 

économique.

Outre les particularités de la politique 

urbaine des Caraïbes, cette rencontre a 

offert la possibilité d’explorer les besoins et 

intérêts communs à la communauté des 

urbanistes de la région. À l’instar du sou-

tien de l’icu dans le cadre du projet financé 

par l’acdi, l’American Planning Association 

a favorisé la participation de trois associa-

tions urbanistes antillaises par le biais de 

son projet Partenariat des Amériques sur 

l’énergie et le climat financé par 

Discussion among planning 

professionals from the Caribbean, 

Canada and the United States 

showed that all groups face similar 

issues, including recognition of 

the profession, credentials of 

practitioners and continuous 

professional development, among 

others. In the Caribbean, these 

challenges are multiplied by 

the relatively small size of the 

professional community and their 

distribution across the Caribbean 

islands and South American 

continent. 
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le département d’État américain. Les 

échanges entre les urbanistes des Caraïbes, 

du Canada et des États-Unis ont révélé que 

tous les groupes font face à des enjeux sem-

blables, notamment la reconnaissance de la 

profession, les titres de compétences des 

intervenants et la formation continue. Dans 

les Caraïbes, ces enjeux prennent plus 

d’importance encore en raison de la taille 

relativement modeste de la communauté 

professionnelle et de sa distribution dans 

l’archipel antillais et le continent 

sud-américain. 

Bill Budd de l’Institut des urbanistes de 

l’Atlantique (iua) a abordé cette question de 

masse critique en donnant comme exemple 

l’iua qui, grâce à la collaboration efficace de 

son petit groupe d’urbanistes, réussit à 

assurer la représentation de ses membres et 

à leur offrir des services. Les participants 

antillais ont comparé cette structure au 

modèle des sociétés affiliées de l’icu et à 

celui des chapitres et divisions de l’Ameri-

can Planning Association.

Des urbanistes de la région et leurs col-

lègues de l’extérieur ont formé des groupes 

de travail sur la gouvernance et la recon-

naissance professionnelle afin d’explorer 

les possibilités de la formation d’une asso-

ciation ou d’un réseau régional 

d’urbanistes. En fait, l’évolution d’un 

réseau de soutien pour l’urbanisme fait aux 

Caraïbes se poursuit depuis bon nombre 

d’années, autant par l’intermédiaire de l’As-

sociation des urbanistes du 

Commonwealth, de l’icu et bien d’autres 

projets, qu’en partenariat avec les gouver-

nements et les universités de la région. 

L’icu espère que ces événements régionaux 

entretiendront un dialogue permanent qui 

mènera à la mise en œuvre de ce concept. 

Les discussions portant sur le lancement 

d’une association régionale de profession-

nels reprendront au congrès 2011 de l’icu à 

St. John’s. De son côté, l’apa continuera à 

soutenir nos collègues antillais afin 

challenges are multiplied by the relatively 

small size of the professional community 

and their distribution across the Caribbean 

islands and South American continent. 

Bill Budd of the Atlantic Planners 

Institute (api) helped address this issue of 

critical mass by explaining the structure of 

api as an example of how relatively few 

planners can collaborate to be effective in 

representation and member services. 

Caribbean participants considered how 

this approach compared to the affiliate 

 Les échanges entre les urbanistes 

des Caraïbes, du Canada et des États-

Unis ont révélé que tous les groupes 

font face à des enjeux semblables, 

notamment la reconnaissance 

de la profession, les titres de 

compétences des intervenants et 

la formation continue. Dans les 

Caraïbes, ces enjeux prennent plus 

d’importance encore en raison de 

la taille relativement modeste de la 

communauté professionnelle et de sa 

distribution dans l’archipel antillais et 

le continent sud-américain. 
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model of cip and the chapter and division 

model of the American Planning 

Association. 

Planners from within the region and 

their external supporters formed working 

groups on governance and certification to 

explore the possibilities of a regional asso-

ciation or network of planners. The 

evolution of a made-in-the-Caribbean sup-

port system for professional planning has 

been ongoing for many years—through the 

Commonwealth Association of Planners, 

within cip and other projects, and in part-

nership with governments and universities 

in the region. cip’s hope is that our regional 

events will contribute to a continuing dia-

logue to bring this concept toward action. 

Discussions to launch a regional associa-

tion of professionals will continue at  

cip’s 2011 Conference in St. John’s. The 

apa will continue its support of our 

regional colleagues to ensure that the 

region’s professional associations are fully 

represented. 

As suggested by the project title, the 

theme of partnership is central to cip’s 

involvement in the Caribbean. As with the 

first two annual regional events, the third 

regional event to be delivered under the 

Canada-Guyana Partnership for Community 

Planning will be held in Jamaica in con-

junction with our Caribbean partners. 

This event will also include a partnership 

with the Commonwealth Association of 

Planners and will be hosted by the 

Jamaican Institute of Planners. Finally, cip 

recently joined the Advisory Board of the 

blueSpace Network, further reinforcing our 

contribution to regional networking efforts 

in the Caribbean.

The process of association building and 

mutual support is a long one, but through a 

continuing and effective dialogue we will 

achieve better outcomes for communities 

and planning, as well as better support for 

our planning colleagues. ■

JOHN WALL is Manager of National and 

International Affairs at cip. He can be 

reached at: jwall@cip-icu.ca

MICHEL FROJMOVIC, MCIP, RPP, is 

Director of Acacia Consulting and Research, 

and a long-standing consultant, advisor and 

project manager for cip’s international 

activities. He can be reached at: michel@

acaciaconsulting.ca

d’assurer la représentation adéquate des 

associations professionnelles de la région.

Comme le suggère le titre du projet, le 

thème du partenariat est au cœur de l’enga-

gement de l’icu dans les Caraïbes. Tout 

comme les deux premiers événements 

régionaux annuels, ce troisième événement 

régional organisé dans le cadre du 

Partenariat Canada-Guyana pour la planifi-

cation communautaire se tiendra en 

Jamaïque avec le concours de nos partenai-

res antillais. Cet événement également 

appuyé par l’Association des urbanistes du 

Commonwealth sera animé par le 

Jamaican Institute of Planners. La participa-

tion récente de l’icu au conseil consultatif 

du blueSpace Network renforce davantage 

sa contribution aux efforts de réseautage 

régional dans les Caraïbes.

Le processus de création d’une associa-

tion et d’entraide mutuelle est long, mais 

en présence d’un dialogue efficace et 

constant, nous obtiendrons de meilleurs 

résultats pour les communautés et l’urba-

nisme, et apporterons un soutien accru à 

nos collègues urbanistes. ■

JOHN WALL est responsable des affaires 

nationales et internationales à l’icu. Il 

peut être joint à l’adresse suivante : jwall@

cip-icu.ca

MICHEL FROJMOVIC, MICU, RPP, est 

directeur d’Acacia Consulting and Research, 

en plus d’être consultant, conseiller et ges-

tionnaire de projet de longue date dans  

le cadre des activités internationales de l’icu. 

Il peut être joint à l’adresse suivante : 

michel@acaciaconsulting.ca 
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Plan Canada off ers the best in:
· innovative projects and 

best practices in Canadian 
planning

· international developments 
that can inform national 
activities

· original, contemporary research 
by practitioners and academics

Authors are encouraged to submit unsolicited proposals either as outlines 

for papers, or completed drafts, with accompanying graphics, via e-mail to: 

Michael Dudley, m.dudley@uwinnipeg.ca.

For details on the submission process, preferred format and authors’ guidelines, 
please visit CIP’s web site at: www.cip-icu.ca/English/plancanada/plan.htm

☛ GET PUBLISHED 
in the premier planning magazine in 
Canada — the offi  cial magazine of the  
canadian institute of planners

SHORT PAPERS, RESEARCH REVIEWS, SUMMARIES OF RESEARCH INITIATIVES, NOTES ON PRACTICE, AND BOOK REVIEWS ARE ALL WELCOME!



REAL VALUE EXPERTS

Simply put, we’re in the know. As experts in all areas of real property value, our 
members advise on a wide range of assignments. From feasibility studies and 
easements to market research and land valuation, AIC designated members 
can help you make the best decisions.  

Make a real property expert - an AACI or CRA - part of your team today.  
Visit www.aicanada.ca

Advisory Services  |  Consultation  |  Due Diligence  |  Feasibility Studies  |  Valuation

Knowing a property’s  
real value is a wise 
preparedness measure. 
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